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In the COMMONWEALTH
Donald O. Tannenbaum, Editor

For most of its first fifty years the scholarly activities of the Pennsylvania Political Science
A>sociation (PPSA) centered on planning for and participating in the annual meeting.
Recently these activities have been augmented by the innauguration of this journal. Now there
is a new development: about the time that PPSA members are sent this issue of
COMMONWEALTH they should also receive Pennsylvania Political Scientist (formerly the
PPSA Newsletter). Designed to enhance reader awareness of new research in political science
and disciplinary developments in Pennsylvania, each from a different perspective, both
publications, together with the opoprtunity to participate in the annual meeting, constitute the
core activities of PPSA as this venerable yet dynamic organization begins its second halfcentury.
Communication with the larger constituency of thill<j0umal is essential to its continued growth
and vitality. Thus, I joined three other state journal' editors at the 1989 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association in Atlanta where, under the auspices of the "Applied
Political Science" section, we presented a panel titled "Oetting Published in a State Political
Science Journal: Editorial Perspectives." (An account of the panel's proceedings should
appear won in !:.§.) Th" panel W1IS chaired by APSR Managing Editor Samuel C. Patterson.
In the paper I wrote for that panel, 'An Author's Ouide to Editorial Decision-Making in
COMMONWEALTH: A Journal of Political Science," I explored some aspects of what our
panel chair has called "the sociology of knowledge in political science" (Patterson et ai, 1989, p.
878). While the full text of this paper appears in the first issue of Pennsylvania Political
Scientist, 1 want to draw attention to a few items which bear on decision~making for the issue

you hold in your hands.
The largest number of the articles refereed for this issue were in American politiCS, and this
included those focusing on politics in Pennsylvania. Political theory ranked second, followed by
comparative politi....., intemalional I(:I..tion5, and biopolilics. NOlie "",re exclusively in either
methodology or formal theory, but a number were grounded in statistically-based quantitative
data.
One of my major tasks as Editor is to try to ensure that the editorial process is as fair and
effiCient as possible. While far frum iUClIl, data indicat". that the peer review proceSG was
reasonably fair, as measured by the consistency factor. Thus, over 80% of the papers refereed
by more than one person had fully consistent reviews. This indicates a very strong degree of
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common underlying standards of evaluation among our reviewers on the scholarly merit of
submissions. Furthermore, referee views guided my editorial decision-making a significant
80% of the time. In every case when all referees said "reject" I concurred, while all papers
wIIlcb bad cirbcr uniflmnly pooitive or mixed revicwa we~ asked to ~ and ="bmit. 111"
result is an issue a little larger than past ones: it features six articles rather than the five
articles each printed in Volumes 1 8nd 2.
The process was also reasonably efficient, based on the time it took for manuscripts to be
......1......t<l<1. Whil. refere.. responses rang<l<1 from as little as one week to as long as four

months, the average time from m8nuscript submission to my letter to authors stating my
editorial decision was ten weeks. Some papers required eKtensive revision, and in several CIISCS
these ran into as many as frvc drafts. Still, the average time from initial submission to
publication for the articles appearing in this issue was slightly over a year.
The comparative data given in the full paper indicates that in terms of both fairness and
efficiency, decision-making on Volume 3 compares favorably with outcomes found for a range
of over SO political sciences journalS, inclUding some d\JI\C
, top ones in the disl:ipllne. Past and
prospective auth01s seeking an honest appraisal from us will, I hope, be encouraged by this
information.
Those who wish to evaluate for themselves the extent to whiclt Volume 3 continues to realiZe
the mission of Ihi. joucnal, "10 publish Important scholarly writing germane to political science,'

are urged to read the end product of the decision-making process described above. Among the
six articles selected for this issue is an analysis and evaluation of American policy toward frvc
major revolutiollS of the late twentieth century, followed by a study of implications of research
into "chimpanzee politics" for human political behavior. Two other papetll examine the e£fccts
of political disputes: one looks at a central controuersy which strengthened early American

support for freedom of speech and press, while a second examines a more recent controversy
that led to a shift in elite attitudes toward a notable component of the American political
economy. A research note studies the relationship between the way judges in three states are
selected and their legal-demOctatic role orientation. The last piece, which focuses on
Pennsylvania. examines some underlying reasons for gender differences found by researchers
studying public policy attitudes. All these works are clearly germane to political science.
Beyond this, are they eclectic? Unquestionably. Important? ·Yes" say our expert referees.
Do you think otherwise? Write us!
A final word: COMMONWEALTH is a cooperative undertaking which relies on the
professional efforts of a VlIriety of participants; authors, peer reviewers, editors and editorial
board members, and our other external advisors and friends, as well as the members and
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CHARTER DEI'ARTMENTAL MEMBERS
OF THE PENNSYLVANIA POLmCAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION
Commemorating its Fiftieth Anniversary, PPSA established this new category of membership.
In brief, it enables each department to support PPSA by enrolling all of its faculty
~imultanenu<ly

fnr nn" rea....."abl" charg"_ Hach .. nrolled pe""o,, i. then entitled to aU the

benefits of membership at no additional fee. (Further information and forms may be found
elsewhere in this issue.)
The Pennsylvania Political Science Association recognizes the Charter Departments of the
following institutions for their special role in supporting our state organization.
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UnivelSi!}, of Pittsburgh
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Washington and Jefferson College

Immaculata C.ollege

West Chester Univtrsity of PA

Indiana University of PA

Westminster College

Juniata College

York College of Pennsylvania
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PENNSYLVANIA POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION
DEPAKTMENfAL MEMBERSHIP ~UKM

Commemorating it£ Firtieth AnnMrury, PPSA has established this new category of
membership. For a most reasonable charge, on a single form, an entin: department can now
join PPSt\. Membership includes, for each member of your department whom you list, the fuU
benefits of individual PPSA membership, including:
·pcrsonal copies of COMMONWEALTH
·the new Pennsylvania Political Scientist (our expanded Newsletter)
·advance Call for Papcrs for the Annual Meeting
Evcry member department is spccially recognized by being listed in COMMON'YEALlli, tbus
marking its role in supporting PPSAi current department members are already so listed eariier
in this issue.
Departmental Membersbip annual dues, depcn~ing on highest degn:e granted in Political
Science on your campus:
Doctoral-granting school.

$100.00

75.00
Masters-granting schools
50.00
Bachelors-granting schools
25.00
Two-ycar campuses
To enroll prior to the Annual Meeting, mail by April 1 to:

PPSA Treasun:r, Dr. Donald Buzinicai, King's College, Wilkes-Batre, PA 18711
Chairperson's Name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Address:

City, State, Zip:
Check enclosed, sum of:
Please list current faculty members in your department who are to receive all mailings on a
separate (letterhead) page, alphabetically. with academic rank next to each name.
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PENNSYLVANIA POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION
INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIP AND LIBRARY
SUBSCRIPTION FORM
To Individual Members: remember, when you join the PENNSYLVANIA POLmCAL
SCIENCE ASSOCIATION, the oldest state political liCience association in the United States,
membership includes COMMONWEALTII: A JOURNAL OF POLmCAL SCIENCE.
If you will not be able to attend the meeting this year and want to maintain your individual

membership (enabling you to receive the next issue of COMMONWEALTII, the new
Pennsylvania Political Scientist and all other mailing) please complete the form below and mail
it in, postmarked before Aprill.
NOTE: If your department has enrolled as a Departmental Member, you arc already a

member and need not personally enroll or pay additional dues to receive all benefits of
membership. In addition, as long as your department continues as a Departmental Member, it
·will not be necessary for you to remember to renew\ach year in order to continue to support
PPSA and receive all benefits. If your department has not yet enrolled, PPSA encourages you
to share the Departmental Membership Form in this issue with your OtairpcflIDo.
Membership Rates:
Individuals: $5.00
Students: $3.00
Institutional and Ubrary: $12.00
(Add $1.00 for foreign countries)
Mail to: PPSA Treasurer, Dr. Donald Buzinkai, King's College, Wilkes-Barre, PA 18711
NAME _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

AFFILIATION _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
ADDRESS

CITY, STATE, ZIP _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Check Enclosed, Sum of: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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Jervis
THE UNITED STATES AND REVOLUTIONS:
PATIERNS OF RESPONSE
David T. Jervis
Washburn University

Revolutions are rare in human history. This study details and
evaluates American policy toward five t1Uly revolutionary
situations in the post-World War II era: China, Cuba,
Vietnam, Iran, and Nicaragua. American po/icy in these
cases progressed through four relatively distinct phases: (1)
American officials failed to recognize the sp.riousness of the
threat to the incumben4 pro-American regime. (2) Once
policymakers became aware of the threatening situation, they
encouraged the leader in the tli{get state to initiate reforms.
(3) Failure of the reform effort and a successful opposition
movement led the U.S. to seek to guide the transition to a new
regime. (4) While opposed to the regime which was
eventually established, the U.S. still hoped to establish
productive relations with it. The prevailing pattern in these
cases is attributed to a misunderstanding of Third World
realities and the processes of change there, and to exlJggerated
notions of American influence. The concluding portion of the
article recommends ways to improve American perceptions
and policy in such situations.
Revolutions are rare in modem history. Truly successful revolutions
are even more rare (Hagopian, 1974, pp. 1-40; Sick, 1985, p. 158). The
United States has had to deal with only a handful of true revolutions in the
post-World War II period: in China, Cuba, Vietnam, Iran, and Nicaragua.
In none of these cases did the U.S. attain its goals. This study reviews and
assesses the flawed U.S. policy toward revolutionary settings, suggests
reasons for the flawed policy, and recommends a modified approach toward
revolutions and political instability in the Third World.
For analytic purposes, American policy in these situations can be
divided into four relatively distinct phases. In the first, United States officials
did nut recugnize the seriousness of the threat to the incumhent, pro1
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American regime. A second stage was initiated once policymakers became
aware of the threatening situation. An effort was made to promote reforms
and liberalization in the target country. The suggested reforms did not have
the desired effect (or were initiated too late), which led the U.S. to seek to
guide the transition to a successor regime. In this third phase, American
officials encouraged the use of the mechanisms and behavior patterus
common to democratic societies. Neither the transition process which did
occur nor its result was favored by the U.S. Nonetheless, in the fourth phase,
U.S. officials hoped to establish productive relations with the new
government.
Each of these phases will be illustrated by concentrating upon one of
the most conspicuous cases. However, brief mention will also be made of
other cases to demonstrate that U.S. policy toward most revolutionary
situations has followed this pattern. The extent to whieh certain cases deviate
from the pattern will also be noted.
The persistence of such a pattern through these cases, which
occurred over a thirty year period, illustrates the persistence of the global
containment mentality in official American thinking. In each case the U.S. .
supported the incumhent regime primarily because it was pro-American and
promised to maintain stability. U.S. support was vigorous until it was
apparent that there was widespread opposition to the incumbent regime.
The U.S. then sought first to encourage reforms, and later to guide the
transition to a moderate successor regime when the proposed reforms either
did not occur or did not have the desired impact. These extensive, though
belated, efforts also illustrate the global containment mentality and a .
perceived need to prevent radical groups from attaining power.

Phase I: Belated Recognition
In response to most post-World War II revolutionary situations,
American officials failed to recognize that the incumbent, pro-AmeriClUl
regime was seriously threatened by domestic unrest. The best-known recent
example of this problem is the Iranian revolution. Not until OctoberNovember 1978 (i.e., less than four months prior to the Shah's departure) did
American officials realize that his regime was in serious trouble. An August
1978 CIA report concluded that "Iran is not in a revolutionary or evena
'prerevolutionary' situation." The Defense Intelligence Agency asserted in
late September that "the Shah is expected to remain actively in power over
the next 10 years" (Ledeen and Lewis, 1980, pp. 11-12; Sick, 1985, pp. 89-93).
2
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The intelligence community has been criticized for its failures in the
Iranian case, but similar errors were also made by analysts in a number of
other revolutionary situations. In the Cuban case, the State Department did
report in August 1958 that the Batista government might be overthrown, but
argued that the "majority of the Cuban population...is not willing to take up
armS against him, is apathetic to his rule, and only desires a return to stable
political conditions: Not until late in 1958 did the Department conclude that
"any solution in Cuba requires that Batista must relinguish power" (U.S.
State Department, 1958a, 1958b). Regarding the Nicaraguan revolution, it
was not until August-September 1978 that Carter administration officials
warned that an anti-Somoza government might come to power. Prior to that
time the U.S. had expected Somoza to continue as President until the
expiration of his term in 1981 (Riding, 1978a, p. 84; Riding, 1978b, p. 32).
A slightly different pattern prevailed in the Chinese and Vietnamese
cases. Events in those countries forced American officials to recognize that
the regimes there were threatened. In the Chinese case, there had been an
ongoing civil war for over a decade. Sputh Vietnam had only recently been
created and its government faced a number of problems. Nonetheless, in
these cases as well, Ameri(,.lln official!: were very optimistic. In the South
Vietnamese case, for instance, an October 1955 National Intelligence
Estimate contended that "(p]rovided the Communists do not exercise their
capabilities to attack across the 17th Parallel or to initiate large-scale guerilla
warfare in South Vietnam, [President] Diem will probably make further
progress in developing a more effective government." The government's
position would "probably be strengthened as a result of increased popular
support, the continued loyalty of the VNA, and a deterioration in the strength
and cohesiveness of his non-Communist opposition" (Pentagon Papers, 1971,
vol. 1, pp. 297-298).
Miscalculating the seriousness of the challenge to these leaders
constituted a significant intelligence failure, though perhaps not a surprising
one. Gary Sick, a participant in the Iranian case, has argued that a failure to
perceive the onset of revolutions is "a common experience of all revolutions"
(Sick, 1985, p. 157). Each of the incumbent leaders had long been in power.
Each survived earlier political challenges, and there was little reason to
expect that they would not overcome the current one. Thus, U.S. officials
probably saw little reason to be unduly alarmed about the early
manifestations of unrest. In addition, seemingly more important foreign
policy concerns diverted the attention of upper-level officials. For instance,
during the period of growing opposition to Batista in the late 1950s,
3
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American attention was focused upon Berlin and a response to the Soviet
launch of Sputnik.. Zbigniew Brzezinski has noted that in the late 19706,
when the Shah and Somoza were facing the instability which would eventually
overthrow them, American "decision-making circuits were heavily
overloaded" as the Carter administration focused on the Middle East peace
process and arms talks with the Soviets (Brzezinski, 1983, p. 358). Finally,
the American foreign policy-making structure--with its emphasis upon
continuing, day-to-day relations with established governments--may not be
equipped to deal with such atypical events as revolutions (Sick, 1985, pp. 3842).

Whatever the reasons for the failure to comprehend the seriousness
of the challenge to these governments, that failure had important, negative
consequences upon subsequent American efforts to promote change.
Policymakers attached little significance to any instability until a very late
date. As a result, U.S. policy remained constant while the situation in each of
these countries changed. Moreover, prevailing policies, indicating American
support for the incumbent governmenl\. continued. Once the urgency of the::
situation was recognized, the United States became more interested and
involved. However, this increased involvement came at such a late date that
U.S. influence and credibility with all participants were significantly reduced.
The passage of time also allowed the domestic situation in each country to
become polarized, greatly undermining the influence of those moderate proAmerican elements which the U.S. hoped to encourage CW. Smith, 1987, pp.
13-41; LeoGrande, 1982, p. 64; Brzezinski, 19R3, p. 355).
Phase II: Mitigating Efforts at Reform

When American officials realized that these governments faced
substantial challenges, they became much more interested in the situation.
Typically, they encouraged the threatened regime to initiate significant
reforms as a means of alleviating discontent. However, American rhetoric
and actions prior to and concurrent with the instability inhibited both U.S.
leverage and the likelihood of major teforms. In each instance the United
States pursued two somewhat contradictory goals: encourage the incumbent
government to reform, yet support that government so that it would not be
overthrown by radical forces. As Secretary of State Dean Acheson noted
when detailing the aims of U.S. policy toward China in the late 1940's, the
U.S. sought to bring peace "which would permit stable government and
progress along democratic lines" (which would necessitate radical changes in
4
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Jervis

the policies of the incumbent regime) and to "[assist] the National
Government to establish its authority over as wide an area of China as
possible" (U.S. State Department, 1949, p. xi).
One way in which U.S. influence was often undermined was the
extensive (and, it could be argued, excessive) American praise of the
incumbent regime. For instance, President Carter praised the "great
leadership of the Shah" of Iran in December 1977 and cited this as the reason
that country was "an island of stability in one of the more troubled areas of
the world" (Carter, 1978, p. 2222). In addition to lauding the Shah, American
officials often cited the importance of good relations with Iran. Secretary of
State Cyrus Vance pointed to the "long and close relationships· between the
U.S. and Iran; such tics were "demonstrably in the [American] national
interest" and "among our most important ties abroad" (Vance, 1977a, p. 613;
Vance, 1977b, p. 245).
It was not simply American rhetoric, however, which reassured these
leaders about continued American support and, consequently, undermined
U.S. efforts to promott: reform. Thc\lJ.S. often acted in ways which had the
same effect. Again, the Iranian case 'provides a useful example. The Shah
visited the U.S. prior to the outbreak: of domestic instability. Carter visited
Iran in December 1977. The administration also continued arms sales to
Iran despite congressional opposition and the administration's stated goal of
restricting such sales (Sick, 1985, pp. 43-46).
American relations with the Diem regime in South Vietnam also
provide an excellent illustration of this pattern. Walter Robertson, an
Assistant Secretary of State, asserted in mid-1956 that "Asia has given us in
President Diem another great figure," and that "the entire free world has
become richer for his example of determination and fortitude" (Pentagon
Papers, 1971, vol. 1, pp. 611-612). Vice President Johnson described the
SO\lth Vietnamese leader as the "Churchill of today" after a 1961 visit
(Trumbell, 1961, p. 1). It was during the Diem years that the U.S. began to
provide extensive aid to South Vietnam. Between 1955 and 1961 U.S.
military aid averaged $200 million per year, making South Vietnam the
second largest recipient of U.S. military aid. By 1963, it was the largest
recipient of U.S. military aid and the third largest recipient of economic aid
(Gelb, 1971, p. 143).
Similar patterns of rhetoric and behavior were also present in other
cases. The United States provided over $2 billion in aid to ChiuCl from 1945
to 1949, including close to $1.6 billion in grants (U.S. State Department,
1949, p. 1042). In the Cuban case, Ambassadors Arthur Gardner and Earl
5
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Smith were effusive in their praise of President Batista. Vice President
Nixon visited the island in 1955 (Bonsai, 1971, pp. 13-14; E. Smith, 1962).
The effect of such American rhetoric and actions was to undermine
American efforts to promote reforms in these countries, reforms which were
believed necessary to ameliorate discontent. Statements and actions in
support of these leaders had occurred prior to the initiation of any reforms.
Chiang, Somoza, and other entrenched leaders could assume that American
support would continue, even if American-proposed reforms were not
initiated Such an assumption was especially likely in light of the repeated
American statements about the importance of U.S. ties with these countries.
American support would continue because it was in American interests,
regardless of whether or not significant reforms were initiated (Sick, 1985,
pp.20-21).
The U.S. did criticize several of these regimes and impose sanctions
against them, e.g., Cuba in 1958 and Nicaragua in 1977. Nonetheless, the
basic point remains valid. The criticisms came very late, after years of
American support. In addition, thl\. sanctions themselves were relatively
modest, e.g., temporarily withholding economic and military aid to Nicaragua
in 1977. Such sanctions may have encouraged the regimes' opponents--and,
consequently, had an impact upon the evolving situation--but did little to
induce the incumbent government to initiate reforms.
U.S. leverage was also undermincd by the tcndency in severol cases
to praise excessively any "reforms" which had been initiated, while at the
same time caJJjng for additional changes. American officials argued in mid1978, for example, that the situation in Iran was improving and pointed to the
cessation of torture, the curtailed use of military courts, and improved prison
conditions. Later, Carter asserted that the Shah had "moved aggressively to
establish democratic principles in Iran and to have a progressive attitude
towards social questions [and] social problems." William Sullivan, the
American ambassador to Iran, claimed in October 1978 that the Shah had
shown "surprising flexibility" and was "prepared to accept a truly democratic
regime" in Iran (Carter, 1979, p. 1750; Brzezinski, 1983, p. 359). Of
Nicaragua, the State Department asserted in February 1978 that "[a]lthough
problems remain, it is our opinion that marked progress has been manifested
since early 1977" (New York Times, 1978, p. 4). Carter went so far 'as to send
a personal letter to Somoza in June 1978 praising recent improvements. The
President wrote that the "steps toward respecting human rights," including
cooperation with the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights,
allowing moderate opposition elements to return, and reforms in the
6
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electoral system, were "important and heartening signs." Once enacted, they
would "mark a major advance for [Nicaragua] in answering !lome of the
criticisms recently aimed at the Nicaraguan government" (Somoza, 1980, pp.
144-145).
Such praise had an adverse impact upon the evolving situation in
these countries. One problem was that U.S. officials exaggerated the
progress which had been made. Whatever improvements had been made in
Iran, for example, they could hardly be interpreted as progress toward the
establishment of a democratic regime, as Carter suggested. And Carter's
letter to Somoza was written after the Nicaraguan leader had decided merely
to permit the leading moderate opposition figures to return to the country
and to allow an independent human rights group to visit. Such exaggerated
praise 'coming from Washington likely reassured these leaders that they
would continue to receive American support, while the opposition was led to
question American credibility. Thus, the exaggerated American praise
probably tended to persuade the incumbent leader that he did not have to
respond to American calls for change l\Ild to convince the opposition that it
could not depend upon the U.S. to insist upon truly significant reforms. U.S.
prai~e thus had a polarizing impact upon the domestic situation which,
ironically, made more remote the likelihood of truly meaningful reform.
l'base III: Transition Proposals

American officials eventually came to recognize that the incumbent
regime in each of these countries confronted a serious challenge which might
topple it. The perceived importance of each of these countries and the desire
to prevent a radical opposition from attaining power (or total power) led the
U.S. to seek to promote and guide the transition to a new regime. Most
American-proposed transition plans had common elements: hope for a nonviolent solution and calls for behavior patterns common in democratic
societies. Often, the U.S. sought to preserve existing institutions as a means
to these goals. This phase is also characterized by exaggerated notions of the
American role, especially in light of the belated American recognition of the
gravity of the crisis and U.S. partisanship in earlier phases.
American efforts to guide the transition were most extensive, and
convoluted (LeoGrande, 1982, p. 70), in the Nicaraguan case. The first
proposals came during the October 1978 GAS mediation effort. Additional
suggestions were advanced in June and July 1979 during the opposition
FSLN's (Sandinista National Liberation Front) flnal offensive. The initial
7
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plan called ,for Somoza to resign and cede power to a junta which would
include two bulwarks of Somoza's power: the National Guard and the
Liberal Party. When this proposal was rejected by each of the contending
parties, the OAS mediators proposed scheduling an internationallysupervised plebiscite on whether Somoza should finish his term (LeoGrande,
1982, pp. 67-68). Throughout the mediation effort, U.S. officials encouraged
the; Nicaraguan parties to behave as if they were resolving a dispute in a
democratic society. The parties were urged to "engage in discussions" to
reach a settlement and to make "appropriate concessions and compromises"
to resolve the outstanding issues (Binder, 1978, p. 13).
When this initial attempt to resolve the conflict failed, fighting
resumed. The destruction caused by the fighting as well as the success of the
FSLN-dominated opposition forces led the United States to try a second time
to resolve the crisis peacefully. During the Spring of 1979 the U.S. sought a
short-term solution which would include the resignation of Somoza but would
avoid handing power directly to the FSLN. The U.S. proposed that Somoza
be replaced by a junta chosen by the NiC!i!Iaguan Congress. That junta would
then name a five member provisionai government which would include
representatives of several existing pro-American institutions (National
Guard, Liberal Party) as well as more moderate opposition elements (Broad
Opposition Front, Superior Council of the Private Sector). Only after the
provisional government had been forme;1l wuulll it approach the FSLN and
ask it to appoint two additional members to establish a government of
national unity.
Not unexpectedly, the Sandinistas--who were winning on the
ground--rejected this proposal. American officials then encouraged the
FSLN to enlarge the size of its provisional guve;rnment in order to increase
moderate influence. As one U.S. official noted, "Three of the five [members
of the FSLN provisional government] are leftists. We'd like to see a balance
or preferably a majority of moderates" (Riding, 1979, p. 12; LeoGrande, 1982,
pp.67-71).
American officials were also involved in efforts tu guide the
transition to a new regime in several of the other cases. The means and ends
of these efforts were often similar to those of the Carter administration in the
Nicaraguan case. For instance, in an effort to resolve the Chinese civil war,
General George Marshall was sent to the country in late 1945. His goal was
to encourage the CQntending parties to "adjust their internal differencc;s
promptly by means of peaceful negotiation" (U.S. State Department, 1949,
pp. 127-229, 607).
8
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In the Cuban case a private emissary, William Pawley, was sent in
December 1958 to encourage President Batista to leave the country and to
appoint a military junta which would then appoint a provisional government
pending national elections. Such an effort was necessary, in Ambassador
Smith's view, to avoid bloodshed and chaos which would work "for the sole
benefit of the Communists." President Eisenhower believed that "our only
hope..Jay with some kind of non-dictatorial 'third force', neither Castro nor
Batistiano [sic]" (E. Smith, 1962, pp. 164-187; Eisenhower, 1965, p. 521).
U.S. efforts to preserve existing institutions were most apparent in
the Iranian case. American policy, according to Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance, aimed at "assur[ing] the maximum of stability in a time of change by
preserving the institutional framework of Iran under its constitution..." The
U.S. had initially hoped the Shah would retain a role in a government of
national unity. Once he decided to leave Iran, the Shah appointed a civilian
government headed by Shapour Bakhtiar. Vance noted that this had been
done in the "way prescribed by the Iranian Constitution," and asserted that
the "new government should btl giten
, every chance to reconcile the
differences in Iran and find a peaceful political solution" (Vance, 1979a, p.
1). Carter publicly urged the Ayatollah Khomeini to "permit the government
that has now been ,established by the legal authorities in Iran, and under the
Constitution, to have a chance to succeed" (Carter, 1980, p. 151). If the new
government was to survive, it needtld thtl ISUppOl't of the military. General
Robert Huyser was sent to consult with the Iranian military. He later
described his mission: "In general terms I was sent [to Iran] by the
Government of the United State to stabilize the Iranian military to support
their legal government" (U.S. Congress, 1981).
As one reviews these various transition proposals, their
impracticality is apparent. Th~ goals sought by the United States--nonviolent transitions, negotiated settlements, and the establishment of
democratic regimes--were desirable. However, one must question whether
they could be attained in the cases detailed here. To begin to understand
why such proposals would be advanced so consistently, it is first necessary to
note the traditional American penchant for wishful thinking (R. Jervis, 1976,
pp. 356-381). Non-violent solutioD.<:, negotiated settlements, and democratic
procedures may be preferred ways to solve domestic crises, but they were
unlikely to occur in China, Cuba, Vietnam, Nicaragua, or Iran.
Could one expect a democratic society to develop in Iran, for
instance, which had known only autocracy for centuries? The domestic
situation had polarized to such an extent that negotiated solutions were
9
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unlikely, especially since the U.S. urged the incumbent leader to resign (a
prerequisite for a negotiated solution) at a very late date, when the
opposition was on the threshold of total victory. To take another case, could
one expect the FSLN to agree to a negotiated settlement in July 19791
American wishful thinking is also manifested in the exaggerated beliefs about
the impact of the United States upon each situation. Thus, it was presumed
that the U.S. could persuade the incumbent leader to resign, even though he
had been in power for many years and had often disregarded earlier
American suggestions.
The American inability to understand the nature of the crisis in each
of these countries also helps clarify the persistent use of such unworkable
transition proposals. Rarely did U.S. officials recognize that the opposition
was opposed not simply to the person of the incumbent leader, but also to the
entire system which he represented. Thus, Carter urged the Iranian
opposition to give the provisional government, designated by but not
including the Shah, an opportunity to succeed. The American transition
proposals often sought to preserve so~ of the existing political institutions·for example, the Liberal Party in Nicaragua or the Cuban and Iranian
militaries--while the opposition aimed at destroying existing institutions and
replacing them with new ones. Finally, the opposition condemned what it
perceived to be excessive American involvement in its society. American·
proposed transition plans were thus questioned by one of the contenders for
power, greatly limiting the possibility that those plans would be accepted.
These transition proposals also illustrate the traditional American
desire to restrict the influence of radical political groups and enhance that of
moderates. If compromises between the contending parties would be
concluded, then the radical opposition's program and influence would be
moderated. Preserving some of the existing institutions would guarantee
continued influence for moderate pro-American groups and restrict that of
radical elements.
A realistic assessment of these transition proposals at the time they
were enunciated would have predicted their rejection (W. Smith, 1987, p. 36;
Sick, 1985, p. 172; LeoGrande, 1982, pp. 70-71). Consequently, they can be
considered failures for American policy. Furthermore, the proposals and
their rejection had other adverse consequences for the United States. One
effect was to heighten the existing distrust between the U.S. and the
opposition elements before and after they came to power. Added to the
opposition's traditional complaint of U.S. support for Chiang, Batista, and
the others were those relating to subsequent American efforts to help
10
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maintain the influence of the incumbent's supporters and thus to prevent the
opposition from attaining total victory. The opposition's rejection of these
proposals, in turn, exacerbated existing American suspicions about the
opposition and its goals. Thus, proposals aimed partially at maintaining
some pro-U.S. influence had the effect of reducing that influence both upon
the opposition and the successor government which it would soon lead.
Phase IV: Relations With the Successor Regime
American policy toward the newly-established revolutionary
governments was also similar in these cases. The U.S. often praised the new
government and hoped that bilateral relations would continue to be
productive. Typically, it was expected that economic factors would induce the
new regime to maintain positive ties with the United States. American
officials expected that the U.S. would have significant influence upon the new
leaders, as the newly-established regimes had tremendous economic needs,
which the U.S. could provide for. However, a variety of factors mitigated
against close ties between the U.S. and the new government despite the
economic needs of the latter. The United States had long supported the
now-deposed regime, actively seeking to prevent the new government from
coming to power. In addition, the new governments were dedicated to
revolutionizing society, which often meant attacking the interests of private
American citizens. In light of these factors, relations between the U.S. and
the revolutionary government soon soured despite the initial American
optimism.
In the immediate aftermath of Mao's victory in China, for instance,
the U.S. sought to distance itself from the Nationalists and contemplated
recognizing the new regime. As a gesture of friendship, the U.S. announced
that it would no longer give military aid or advice to the Nationalists
(Gaddis, 1982, p. 68; Spanier, 1980, pp. 58-59).
The Cuban case provides another useful example of these themes.
The United States recognized the Castro government soon after it came to
power. A new ambassador, Philip Bonsai, was sent to replace Earl Smith,
who was considered too close to Batista. Bonsal has been described by one
of his subordinates as having "credentials which might enable him to establish
rapport with the new Cuban government," who "did what he could to develop
a cordial relationship with the new government" (yV. Smith, 1987, p. 42).
Bonsal has written of his "optimism" that productive relations could be
established between the two countries. After his initial meeting with Castro,
11
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the new ambassador "was encouraged to believe that we could establish a
working n:lationsbip that would be advantageous to both our countries." In
part, his optimism was based on the "reciprocal economic interests of Cuba
and the United States· which would "exercise a stabilizing and moderating
influence on developments in Cuba" (Bonsal, 1971, pp. 25-61; W. Smith, 1987,
pp. 42-54). The Cubans, however, had no interest in accepting any sort of aid
from the United States (W. Smith, 1987, p. 47).
The fall of the Shah in Iran did not prevent the U.S. from expecting
that productive U.S.-Iranian relations could be maintained. President Carter
contended in February 1979 that it was "obvious" that the new Iranian
(Bazargan) government "would like to have good relations with us" (Carter,
1980, p. 352). Secretary Vance, more realistically, recognized that U.S.Iranian relations would be "less intimate," but he expected that "over time
U.S. and Iranian interests in a strong, stable, non-Communist Iran should
permit a cooperative relationship to emerge" (Vance, 1983, p. 343).
American officials hoped to develop a working relationship with Iranian
moderates throughout the summer of 19V9 (Sick, 1985, pp. 186-194). Among
the actions of the new regime praised by the U.S. was its handling of the
attempt by radicals to seize the American embassy in February 1979
(Gwertzman, 1979, pp. 1, 16).
American officials expressed similar sentiments about the new
FSLN-dominated regime in Nicaragua.
The American ambassador,
Lawrence Pezzulo, claimed in August 1979 that "relations are as cordial and
as easy as any I've ever witnessed" (Meislin, 1979, p.8). Secretary Vance
acknowledged that it "may take time for us ...to develop a relationship of
mutual trust," but claimed that "so long as pluralism flourishe[d] in
Nicaragua," relations would "prosper" (Vance, 1979b, p. 15). American
officials cited a number of positive developments: the absence of retaliation
against followers of Somoza, the retention of a mixed economy, and a new
press law. To encourage and foster such developments, the U.S. provided
emergency aid and pledged to send an additional $75 million in economic aid
(U.S. Congress, 1979; LeoGrande, 1982, pp. 73-76). American involvement
was viewed as crucial to the development of democratic Nicaragua. Vance
claimed that, "[b]y extending our friendship and economic assistance, we
enhance the prospects for democracy in Nicaragua." If the U.S. failed to
provide such assistance, "we can almost guarantee that democracy will fail"
(Vance, 1979b, p. 15).
The expectation that economic aid could moderate revoluti$,lnary
animosity also existed in the Vietnamese case. The U.S. proposed a variety
12
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of economic measures to the North Vietnamese, beginning with President
10hnsOn's billion dollar Mekong River development project in 1%5, in an
effort to induce moderation (Johnson, 1965, pp. 606-613).
The expectation that relations between the United States and these
successor regimes could be productive is another example of American
wishful thinking. In two of these countries, Nicaragua and Iran, the United
States had helped establish the former regime. In all of the cases the U.S.
had strongly supported the now-deposed government. More recently in each
case, the U.S. had sought to prevent its client's fall from power or, minimally,
to retain some support for his followers in the new government.
Furthermore, the United States had actively sought to prevent the opposition
forces from coming to power. When they did gain power, one would expect
the new leaders to oppose all groups--foreign and domestic--which had
supported the former regime. That desire. alone. would work against good
relations with the United States, at least in the short run. The U.S. also
tended to overestimate its influence upon the new regime, especially in light
of prior American policy.
')
The expectation that economic ties would link the U.S. with each
new government also reflects a poor under!ltanding of revolutions and
revolutionary leaders. While the new governments did have great economic
needs, these were often subordinated to other concerns. As Henry Kissinger
has noted with respect to the Vietnamese revolutionaries, the United States
has had difficulty "coming to grips...with implacable revolutionary zeal, with
men who prefer victory to economic progress and who remain determined to
prevail regardless of material cost" (Kissinger, 1982, p. 38). This difficulty is
certainly reflected in each of these cases, where the United States expected
that material incentives would overcome or moderate the political differences
between the United States and the new revolutionary government.
A final reason why it was unlikely that positive relations would be
established between the United States and the new regime was the very
nature of the new government. In each case the oppostion forces, now
governing, had vowed to reduce perceived American domination of their
societies. To do so, they would have to attack those American interests
present in the country, increasing the likelihood of conflict with the United
States. American officials recognized that these opposition forces were
radical--this was one of the reasons why the U.S. had actively sought to
prevent them from attaining total power--but seemed unable (or unwilling)
to understand that these groups, once in power, would initiate foreign and
domestic policies opposed by the United States.
13
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Clearly, the United States made a number of mistakes in these cases,
repeating earlier mistakes in subsequent situations. Given that pattern and
the rarity o( revolutions, one might argue that the U.S. cannot or should not
attempt to alter its policy in cases such as these (Sick, 1985, pp. 40-42). Such
a conclusion is unwarranted for several reasons. The tremendously adverse
consequences of these revolutions for the United States necessitate changes
in the traditional American approach. In addition, although revolutions are
rare in the Third World, political instability is not. Changes in the American
approach toward such extreme manifestations of political instability would
better enable the U.S. to deal with instability more generally.
As a first step toward improving American policy, several changes in
the prevailing mind-set, i.e., global containment, are necessary. First, the
United States must begin to view Third World societies on their own terms,
not from the perspective of thtl So'ljt;::t-Amtlrican compdition. The U.S.
needs to develop a greater understanding of foreign societies, the grievances
against incumbent regimes, and the nature of opposition forces. With
increased understanding, the likelihood of belated recognition of the
seriousness of political instability should be reduced. A related requirement
is for the United States to adopt a more sophisticated vitlw of Third World
change and to realize that American values and institutions cannot be
replicated in most Third World settings (Wiarda, 1984, 1985).
Furthermore, the assumption that the crisis could be resolved much
as political differences in the United States are resolved indicates a serious
misunderstanding of both the process of change in the Third World and the
nature of revolutionary movements. Democratic societies are not likely to
emerge from conflicts between implacable enemies operating in an
environment which has rarely known democracy. Similarly, negotiated
settlements are unlikely when the two contending parties are engaged in what
is essentially a zero-sum game, i.e., the preservation or elimination of existing
institutions. The inablility of U.S. officials to understand these realities led
them to promote tran~ition propo~al!l which were totally unworkable. Also,
the failure to comprehend the nature of the opposition movement caused
American officials to be unduly optimistic about ties with the successor
regime.
The United States must also recognize that its impact in situations
such as these is limited. The various incumbent government~, upon which
14
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the U.S. presumably had some influence, often resisted American appeals for
change. U.S. influence upon the opposition was likely to be much more
lintited, especially after the United States began to work actively to prevent it
from coming to power. In such circumstances, and in light of the belated
American recognition of the extent of the crisis, American officials should
realize that the opportunity for the U.S. to exert a positive influence on the
evolving situation is limited. American influence upon the successor regime
is also likely to be limited.
Such changes in official thinking would suggest changed policies.
American officials should seek to avoid embracing non-democratic leaders.
Excessive rhetoric and substantive actions by the United States can make
such leaders resistant to American prodding to initiate reforms. The U.S.
should also avoid giving any leader the impression that his personal survival is
essentiallo the United States. The American desire for reform should be
articulated more prominently and consistently. Sanctions could be imposed
against ~ose re~es .which fail to intro~uce reform~. Changes such as.these
in Amencan policy mIght also serve to irltprove the Image of the U.S. m the
eyes of the opposition forces. The United States might also consider
substantive actions lo reillil:iure the opposition, e.g., dealing with it as a
significant political force, not proposing transition plans aiming primarily at
preventing it from attaining total power.
These changes in American perceptions and policy will not prevent
political instability from occurring in the Third World. They may, however,
enable American officials to better deal with such challenges in the future
(Feinberg, 1983; Wiarda, 1984).
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PRIMATES, COALmONS AND SMALL GROUP
POLITICS
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Many scholQl'S have commented upon the tendency for
human decision-making to be subject to shifting coalitions.
Madison, among others, noted that this could lead to
instability. This paper suggests that there is a biological basis
to this propensity. Two case studies of "chimpanzee politics"
are examined; both indicate that chimpanzee coalition
behavior seems to be underlaid by a kind of cost-benefit
calculus. Since chimpanzees ~humans' closest relatives,
this implies the possibility that human coalition behavior has
an evolutionary basis. Implications for human politics are
discussed.
Introduction
Much political activity and decision-making takes place in small
groups. In contemporary American politics, for example, one finds city
councils, county legislatures, school boards, other local legislative bodies,
state and Congressional legislative committees and subcommittees, multijudge courts, and executives and their immediate advisors. In each instance,
small groups of persons interact regularly and frequently; in many cases,
coalitions develop, and individuals shift from one to another. Why?
According to one school of thought, such changes spring from and reflect a
calculated attempt to futher individual self-interest'!
In his Federalist #10, James Madison lamented that this tendency,
which he called the spirit of factionalism, is "sown in the nature of man" as a
consequence, "instability, injustice, and confusion introduced into the public
councils have, in truth, been the mortal diseases under which popular
governments have everywhere perished..." More recently, sociobiologist
Richard Alexander, enumerating what he terms "universal" human traits,
called attention to the same behavioral phenomenon, characterizing it more
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dispassionately as (1979, p. 1) "extreme flexibility in rates of forming and
dissolving COalitiUIlll."2
We are not the only species to manifest this pattern of behavior.
coalitions--and sometimes shlfting alignments--also appear as central
features in the social structures of many different primate species, including
vervet monkeys (Cheney, 1983; Seyfarth and Cheney, 1984), the savanna
baboon (Hall and DeVore, 1965; Packer, 1988), the Japanese macaque
(Gouzoules, 1980; Kurland, 1977; Eaton, 1976), the rhesus macaque
(Bernstein and Gordon, 1980; Meikle and Vessey, 1981), the bonnet
macaque (Silk, 1982; Silk et. al., 1981), langurs (Vessey, 1981; Curtin, 1981),
the gelada baboon (Bramblett, 1970), and the chimpanzee (Bygott, 1979;
Nishida, 1979; Riss and Goodall, 1977).
Among male chimpanzees, in particular, these shifting coalitions
seem to be driven by cost-benefit "power" calculus. Since chimpanzees are, in
genetic terms, our closest living relatives, this suggests that, as Madison
feared, human coalition behavior may be "sown in the nature of man..,3 If so,
there are important implications for h~an politics, as we noted in our
concluding comments.

Primates, Coalitions, and Cost-Benefit Analysis
The study of other species, almost all ethologists agree, can be
valuable in reconstructing adaptions and behavior patterns involved in
hominid evolution. For some purposes, the social carnivores may be
appropriate models (e.g., see Schaller and Lowther, 1969); for others, certain
herbivores may be more useful (e.g., see Geist, 1978). By and large, however,
ethologists focus on primates. As Bernard Campbell (1979, p. 187) has
observed:
While it is clearly wrong to suppose that the behavior of the
earliest hominids was exactly like that of gorillas or
chimpanzees, or indeed any living primates, we can
nevertheless draw certain conclusions and derive certain
insights from our studies of primate behavior. We can be
resonably certain that the earliest hominids showed many of
the social and individual characteristics that higher primates
share with each other. It also seems probable that the
earliest hominids were at least as intelligent and inventive as
the African apes are today.4
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Volume 3 - Commonwealth Journal.max

Commonwealth

Several studies have gone beyond the analysis of coalition formation
and have described shifts in primate alliance partnerships which seem to
evidence, on the individualleve~ the use of a cost-benefit calculus.S Higher
primates possess, it seems clear, the sophisticated cognitive mechanisms
requisite for such reasoning (Cheney et. al., 1986). With this as background,
we discuss in some detail two chimpanzee (pan troglodytes) studies--one
focusing on an "open zoo" colony, the other on the same species in the wild.
These two studies should be viewed together, especially since questions hve
been raised about the reliability and Validity of the zoo-based study (see
Somit, 1984). Their results, however, are quite similar, and we discuss both
to better illuminate possible underlying processes.
The Amhem Zoo Study. For some years, Frans de Waal (1978,
1982) studied a chimpanzee colony living in somewhat confined but seminaturalistic surroundings at the Arnhem Zoo in the Netherlands. 6 In 1976,
the colony included a number of adult males (most notably Yeroen, Kuit, and
Nikkie) and nine adult females (0)". whom Big Mama was the most
important). Yeroen was then the alpha male, as he had been for the previous
three years; Luit was a second-ranked (beta); Nikkie was third (gamma). In
June, 1976, Luit ceased to display toward Yeroen the type of submissive
behavior normally manifested by a "subordinate"-- and within two months
their positions were reversed. What happened during this period?
Luit began to attack, and often savagely beat, females with whom
Yeron was "socially" close. YeTOen would immediately attempt to rescue the
female and the other females would, in turn, come to Yeroen's aid. Luit
would then be beaten or would flee into trees to escape. Over time, though,
females began to avoid contact with Yeroen and, by so doing, avoid a beating
from Luit. Along with this, the other females began to support Yeroen less
when he confronted Luit. Finally, Yeroen avoided disputes with the Luit
altogether--and his reign ended. Luit became alpha and Yeroen fell to
gamma (with Nikkie, the third male, moving up to beta).
Interesting, too, was Nikkie's behavior over this two month span.
When Yeroen and Luit would get into a fight over Luit's assault on a female,
Nikkie would threaten or actually attack any female who came to Yeroen's
support. Luit and Nikkie formed, for all practical purposes, a coalition.
But the drama was not yet finished. Soon Nikkie made his move to
become alpha. During this second struggle, both Luit and Nikkie needed
Yeroen's backing, since the females remained relatively "neutral." If Yeroen
aided Luit, Luit would remain alpha; if Yeroen sided with Nikkie and this
20
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new coalition propelled Nikkie to the alpha role. It is especially striking to
note that before Yeroen made his choice, Luit allowed the "old" alpha,
Yeroen, to copulate with fertile, receptive females. Nikkie did the same.
Apparently, both of the more dominant males were trying to "buy" Yeroen's
support. According to van Hooff (1982, p. 13):
In [Yeroen's] position at the bottom..., none of the others
could obviously permit himself to destroy the chance for a
positive coalition between him[self] and Yeroen by
preventing Yeroen from mating. In terms of evolutionary
profit, is a very high price to pay.
Van Hooff concluded that the males used a cost-benefit calculus to guide
their coalition behavior. The coalition shifts that occurred were the result, in
his judgement, of this calculus.
One other significant aspect of dominance relations among the
Arnhem chimpanzees calls for comment--'tibe efforts of both Luit and Nikkie,
during Luit's tenure as alpha, to prevent Yeroens alliance with the other.
There was much more to this than merely letting Yeroen copulate with
females. As de Waal said (1978, p. 297):
The best way to stability is the formation of a strong bond
by Luit with his former rival Yeroen. So, Luit should
support Yeroen (which might lead to reciprocation by
Yeroen) and he should prevent bond formation between
Yeroen and Nikkie at the cost of everything.

De Waal noted (1978, pp. 278-279) that Nikkie confronted a similar situation:
Nikkie, faced with the loss of such a powerful supported like
Luit [after Luit's accession to alpha and Nikkie's subsequent
move to become alpha], should prevent bond formation
between Yeroen and Luit and try to form himself an
alliance with Yeroen be supporting him against Luit and
others.
What actually happened? Luit threatened or actually attacked
Nikkie whenever the latter played with or groomed Yeroen, apparently trying
to block the development of a bond bctwcen Ycroen and Nikkie.
21
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Concurrently, Nikkie's support for Yeroen increased in competitive or
aggressive interactions. Similarly, whenever Yeroen played with or groomed
Luit, Nikkie would try to drive him away to prevent bond formation between
Luit and Veroen.
Subsequent developments demonstrated that these shifting coalitions
were the initial phases of what eventually became a deadly game. Although
there had been an uneasy truce among the three for the two previous years,
in July, 1980, Veroen began actively to side with Luit after Nikkie barred
Yeroen's access to receptive females. Fighting among the males broke out
and grew more violent, and Nikkie was ultimately deposed after losing
Yeroen's support. As Luit ascended once more to alpha, the dynamics of the
Luit-Nikkie-Yeroen relationship were again altered. As de Waal notes
(1986a, p. 242), "It seemed that neither Luit nor Yeroen wanted to be left out
if the other two males managed to get together."
On the night of September 12-13, Luit was savagely beaten, suffering
deep gashes and losing several fingers; he died shortly thereafter. The only
way this could have happened, de \Vaal believes, is via the active
collaboration of Yeroen and Nikkie, neither of whom could defeat Luit
alone. Yeroen and Nikkie resumed their alliance after Luit's dcath--and
Dandy, a younger adult male who had not played much of a role in the JulySeptember period, soon emerged as the "common rival" holding Yeroen and
Nikkie together.
According to de Waal (1986a, p. 249):
Quite sophisticated social processes may underlie at least
the first big fight, that is, the one between the two members
of the ruling coalition. By bringing Nikkie to alpha rank,
Yeroen had regained both the group's respect and a good
share of sexual activity. I tend to regard this as a 'deal,'
whose fulfillment was closely monitored by Yeroen. When
Nikkie failed to keep his end of the deal, starting to lean
more and more towards Luit in the sexual context, Yeroen
simply ended the coalition.
The resulting power vacuum was immediately

filled. Luit was the first male to become alpha overnight,
apparently without conquering the position. He seemed
somewhat uncomfortable, however, perhaps realizing from
previous experience that his strength was also his weakness.
There is no way of knowing whether the murderous attack
2Z
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on Luit was a purposeful act of trying to 'solve the problem'
by eliminating a rival, or an act of blind fustration by
Yeroen and Nikkie due to the sudden loss of status after the
break in their coalition, or something else. The fact is,
though, that it did solve their problem.
In sum, de Waal's detailed observations strongly suggest that the
male Arnhem chimpanzees used a rational cost-benefit calculus to futher
their self-interest in dominance relations.' "Shifting coalitions" provided the
basic mechanism for advancement of their respective goals, and their tactics
included the use of both the "carrot" and the "stick."
The value of such behavior for the "alliance" members is evident.
First, the alpha or dominant animal generally has preferential access to
valued resources (e.g., food, receptive females, space).8 Second, supporters
of the alpha may also reap considerable rewards. For instance, when Luit
became alpha, he permitted Yeroen (whose support was vital if Luit was to
remain alpha) to copulate with recepti~ fertile females. Finally, if Luit's
death is a guide, alliance members may be simply more likely to survive.
Nishida's Mahale Mountain Study. The fact that the de Waal
research focused on a captive colony raises the possibility that the behavior
observed there was, at least in part, a function of an unnatural setting. But
esst:ntially :;imilar fmdings have been obtained with free-ranging
chimpanzees. Toshisada Nishida's (1983) study of chimpanzees in the
Mahale Mountains in Tanzania provides another example of an apparent
cost-benefit calculus and the resultant payoffs for being an "unpredictable"
ally.
Nishida obst:rved one group of chimpanzees (K-Oroup) from 1967
to 1974 and from 1975 to 1978. In May, 1975, Kasonta was alpha, Jajabala
beta, Sobonogo gamma, and Kamemanfu delta. Later in the year, Jajabala
disappeared for unknown reasons. Starting in March, 1976, Kamemanfu
began behaving as "holder of the balance" in a manner which rivals Great
Britain's role in the classical 19th century European balance of power systt:m.
Table 1 depicts the nature of shifting patterns of alliances from March
through May. 1976--the crucial time frame.
Kasonta had been alpha in K-group since 1969; on May 14, 1976, he
lost that position to Sobongo. The most striking features of the table are the
several shifts in coalition made by the lowest ranking male, Kamemanfu
"finally" siding with Sobongo.
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Kamemanfu's importance in the male dominance structure is even
more critical that the chart indicates. On April 17, Sobongo defeated
Kasonta in a one-on-one fight. Nonetheless, Kamemanfu's continuing
support of Kasonta allowed him. to retain his status as alpha-.a status now
totally dependent on Kamemanfu's support. Thereafter, K'asonta was most
solicitous toward Kamemanfu and even seemed, on occasion, to register
anxiety when he lost sight of his "ally."
Sobongo's strategy over the period covered by the table was to avoid
the other two males when they were together. But if Kamemanfu happened
to approach Sobongo, the two would groom each other for a time. When
Kamemanfu ceased grooming Sobongo, the latter continued to groom
Kamemanfu. Sobongo was not seen to approach Kamemanfu on his own; he
waited for signals from Kamemanfu.
While Kamemanfu usually sided with Kasonta against Sobongo, he
displayed much milder aggressive behavior against Sobongo than did
Kasonta, avoiding an open break with either of the two more dominant
males:
What seemed most important was that 'Kamemanfu
occasionally changed alliances between the other males.
Kamemanfu had close bonds with one of the ftghting pairs
in one period, but with the other in a subsequent period, as
evidenced in grooming relationships. In the middle of the
fighting, he "llddenly and directly approached Sobongo and
engaged in mutual grooming with him.. His attitude towards
Sobongo appeared ambivalent. Moreover, he seemed to
manipulate the fight between Kasonta and Sobongo.
(Nishida, 1983, p. 327)

One of the major benefits to Kamemanfu was access to sexually
receptive females, and Kamemanfu retained that access no matter which
male happened to be alpha. His reproductive success was apparently
dependent on an unstable relationship between the more dominant males,
since neither of the two seems to have dared risk losing Kamemanfu's
possible support by not allowing him. to copulate. It appears that
Kamemanfu was playing off K'asonta against Sobongo.
After Sobongo became alpha on May 14, he actually allowed
Kamemanfu to lead the entire group on a number of occasions, presumably
seeking to retain his support. To small avail. In late 1977, Kamemanfu's
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Machiavellian nature reasserted itself and he re-allied with Kasonta, who
then regained his alpha status. But this ascension was brief, for Kasonta's
disappearance may reflect the same dire consequences of alliance politics as
did his own study; that is, he suspects that Kasonta was killed by the other
two males, just as Luit was apparently killed by Nikkie and Yeroen.
Nishida interprets this sequence of events in terms of reproductive
success (1983, p. 333):
Since both rivals depend on the cooperation of the third
male in order to win, neither can afford to show aggression
to the third male even when he tries to mate. The third
male manipulates the unstable relationship between his
superiors by giving indications of a change in allegiance.
Quite likely, the third individual's stategy succeeds most
when the others' rivalry remains unstable. Moreover, by
occasionally cooperating with the defeated male, the third
maltl can improve his own relat\ve
, status toward the winning
male, thus improving his copulatory share.
Both studies, however different their settigs, come to strikingly
similar conclusions. Chimpanzees can and do enhance their reproductive
payoffs, as wdl as othtlr bendits, by manipulating the dominance relations of
higher ranking individuals. A conscious, deliberate cost-benefit calculus
appears to guide their behavior as they shift from one alliance to another.
Coalitional politics, moreover, may have significant additional implications
for their member's survival. If de Waal's speculation is correct, shifting
coalitons eventually led, in both cases, to the death of the losers.
Discussion
We remarked earlier that frequently changing coalitions characterize
human small group politics, a phenomenon often inspired by cost-benefit
calculations. We have also summarized two studies of chimpanzee behavior
which suggest a similar dynamic. We are as yet unable confidently to
determine the extent to which this behavioral similarity is a consequence of
genetic homology or of evolutionary convergence to meet common survival
problems (see note 3; see also Peterson, 1918; Peterson and Somit, 1918).
But whatever the specific mechanism might be, coalition behavior apparently
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reflecting cost-benefit calculations also characterizes the chimpanzee--our
closest living relatives (e.g., see Lewin, 1987).9
To conclude, we consider two basic items: (1) the important
political issues raised by our analysis; (2) the extent to which humans are
condemned to suffer the negative consequences of the purported biologically
rooted coalitional behavior.
First, results of our analysis bear directly upon some major points of
controversy in political philosophy, indicating the importance of the issues
that we address above. To take only the most obvious example, one school of
theorists, running from Karl Marx to Lenin to Mao Zedung, contends that
politics, political factionalism (and even the state itself) spring from economic
factors (e.g., class and class warfare) and that all of these will disappear when
the classless society is achieved. They hold also that it is possible--perhaps
even essential--for the revolutionary movement to engage in coalitions,
united fronts, and so on, even with class enemies, as a tactical necessity, a
temporary expedient to gain power. But once in power, factions and
coalitions would end and an egalitar,\an society would emerge. Whether
force, persuasion, changes in human consciousness, or some other factor
would bring about this ultimate utopia is unclear, but their goal is manifest.
Madisonians, on the contrary, are not utopians. They see that to rid
states of factions can only be done in two ways--"by destroying the liberty
which is essential to its existence; the other, by giving to every citizen the
same options, the same passions, and the same interests." The first is
undesirable, the second impractical, since factionalism, as outlined in
Federalist #10, is a part of human nature.
Coalitional politics is unreliable, can lead to instability, and is the
bane of any society--but humans must live with it, says Madison. Hence, the
only viable course is to moderate the evil effects of faction. Indeed, a "welldeveloped Union" has a "tendency to break and control the violence of
faction." And factionalism may actually by valuable in protecting liberty, so
long as there is an array of factions, each checked by others, none of which
can gain power.
Madison then sets out the architecture of governing that peacefully
controls factions, most notably a large republic (so that the many factions
check one another) and representative government (so that the citizens'
views are "refined" through their deputies). Ultimately, such institutions
enhance the positive impact and reduce the iniquitous effects of faction-including violence. Limiting violence this way reduces the odds of the
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sanguinary chimpanzee politics described by de Waal and (perhaps) by
Nishida.
This brings us to our second point, which suggests the significant
role that culture plays in shaping "human nature." As biololgist Benson
Ginsburg has stressed (1988, p. 19), although "evolutionary legacies are at the
basis of our behavioral potentials, the way in which these potentials are
expressed is no longer a matter of biology, but of culture acting upon
biological capacities."
Thus, once aware of our biologically based
predispositions, we can seek to develop social mechanisms which would help
to constrain and control, if not eliminate, the deleterious consequences of this
tendency. In the end, the Greeks' admonition to "know thyself" may be one
means of reconciling our biological natures with our culture and enable us to
make significant progress toward 'a kinder, gentler' world.

NOTES
We would like to acknowledge useful comments made on earlier
drafts by James Schubert, Glendon Schubert, Frans de Waal, and Donald G.
Tannenbaum. The Primate Information Center at the University of
Washington provided us with an extensive bibliography on coalition behavior
among primates. We wish to acknowledge this organization's assistance in
updating our command of the relevant literature.

1. Perhaps the best known theoretical example is William Riker's work
(1962). Coalition and dominance behavior occur also in human
children's small groups, which seems to signify that these are normal
and important parts of human ontogeny (see Barner-Barry, 1977;
Edelman and Omark, 1973; Omark and Edelman, 1975).
2. Alexander (1979) has futher suggested that the underlying cost benefit
calculus behavior is the product of human evolution. See also J.
Schubert (1983).
3. Given the apparent similarity if these aspects of human and chimpanzee
behavior, two specific evolutionary hypotheses may be advanced:
(a) This trait has independently evolved in each species to meet
common survival needs (this is referred to, technically, as analogy).
In such a case, species' adaptations to similar environmental
pressures during their respective phylogenies (evolutionary histories)
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lead to convergent evolution (see, e.g., Lorenz, 1965 for an
explanation of this logic).
(b) It could have been transmitted to each species by a common
ancestor (referred to as homology). Here, the behavior hlUi been
"passed down" to both species from that common ancestor (see
Reynolds. 1980, ch. 5 {or a brief discussion of this).
4. Also, see Kinzey (1987); F. King et al. (1988). Futherlllore, chin1panzees
have chromosome patterns strikingly similar to humankind's (Yunis
et al., 1980). This close n:laI.ionship also hints at the value of
considering chimpanzees.
5. For the possibility that a similar phenomenon may occur among dolphins,
see Booth (1988).
6. However, a word of caution is in order about the USe of zoo studies, since
nemotic or even psychotic. chimp behavior may be aggravated or
caused by such conditions (compare Davenport, 1979; N. King et al.,
1980). Van Hooff found that chimpanzees living in semi-naturalistic
settings (i.e., the Holloman Air F~ce Base COlony in New Mexico)
behaved quite similarly to free-ranging chimps in Tanzania. He used
his experience at Holloman to create the Ar.nheJJl chin:apanzee

consortium in 1971 (van Hoof, 1973). Since the consortium's origin,
many hoors of observation have been undertaken and a number of
reports published (e.g., see Noe et aI., 1980; de Waal and Hoekstra,
1980; de Waal and Roosma1en, 1979; de Waal, 1984).
7. OUI' di!".cus-"ion of coalition hehavior in the Arnhem Zoo colony has been
tendered as a "story." However, de Waal's findings are detailed and
much quantitative data support the substance of our summary. The
reader should not think that our description of his fml.li.ngs iii based
solely in a few dramatic instances (see, e.g., de Waal, 1984).
8. Dominance, of course, is a much more complex phenomenon than this
simple phrase might indicate. Compare. for example, Popp and
DeVore (1979); Bygott (1979). For humans, see Omark et al.
(1980); J. Schubert (1983).
9. Rather than discuss methods of testing our hypothesis in the body of the
pa\lt:r, which will be of less interest to our readers than the
implications of our argument--if correct-owe make a few brief
comments in this footnote for those who might be interested. We
would suggest that the observations of the other primate species

which exhibit coalition behavior should be closely scrutinized to
determine if these changes also seem to manifest some type of cost28
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benefit thinking (See Manzur, 1973 for a clear model of this
approach). If we discern consistently positive findings across a broad
range of primate!>, the hypothesis that genetic factors playa role in
human coalition behavior would be rendered increasingly plausible.
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THE NEW LIBERTARIANISM AND THE SEDITION ACT OF 1798

Gerard J. Fitzpatrick
Unious College

"When the First Amendment was ratified in 1791 many
Americans still regarded trenchant criticism of govemment, its
officers, or its policies to be criminally punishable "seditious
libel." Not until the bitter controversy ignited by the Sedition
Act of 1798 did Americans fonnulate a theory of political
expression in a republic that undercut arguments justifying
prosecution for seditious libel. The result was a new
libenarianism with regard to freedom of speech and press.
The ratification of the Constitutit)n
, in June 1788 and the launching
of the new government under the leadership of George Washington the
following April offered Americans hope that their differences were behind
them and that national unity was finally at hand. Within a few short years,
however, the country found itself more deeply divided than ever as the new
Federalist and Jeffersonian-Republican parties increasingly clashed over the
proper course of public policy. The partisan rancor reached a crescendo in
1798 when the Federalists enacted the infamous Alien and Sedition Acts to
quell their political opposition (see Miller, 1960).
These bitter policy disputes were part of a larger and older
ideological debate over the meaning of free government. Unearthing the
origins of this debate has led over the past quarter centnry to a shift in
scholarly perspectives on the ideological roots of the Founding era. Earlier
studies traced these origins to the towering influence of John Locke (see
Hartz, 1955). "Revisionist" scholars (see Bailyn, 1967; Wood, 1969; and
Pocock, 1975) argue that an intellectual tradition imported from England but
traceable to the ancient world, and known as "republicanism" or "civic
humanism, II was more important for the Founding mind than Lockean
liberalism. In place of the Lockean emphasis on estranged individuals
selftshly pursuing private, especially economic rights without regard to
community, the republican paradigm posited public-spirited citizens actively
participating in small republics so that civic virtue would combat
governmental corruption.
As long as political authority remained
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surbordinate to political liberty, citizens in such republics would be free to
develop their faculties as human beings by promoting the public good.
Republican writings were immensely popular in the American
colonies, where people came to understand the conflict with the mother
country in terms of an eternal struggle between virtuous citizens trying to
sustain public liberty and corrupt, selfish rulers using arbitrary power to
quash it. This ideological framework also affected American political
thOUght during the Founding era when both Federalists and Jeffersonians
used the language of republicanism to denounce their opponents. The two
parties differed dramatically, however, in their conceptions of repUblicanism.
These differences can help us better. appreciate the controversy surrounding
the Sedition Act uf 1798 and how it sparked a revolution in our
understanding of the place of dissent in a republican government.
The Seeds of Suppression: Federalist Fears of Political Dissent
Although Federalists Wi well asleffersonians professed dedication to
republicanism, they disagreed over how to ensure it. Distrusting the
judgement of the common people and fearing their passions, Federalists
believed that free government required popular deference to the rule of the
"rich and well-born" who would use vigorous, centralized government to
promote stability and thus the public guml by means of a large commercial
repUblic. Jeffersonians, by contrast, defined republicanism as rule by the
common people through a decentralized government that would promote the
virtues of agrarianism and individual freedom by resisting political
consolidation. To Jeffersonians, Federalists were "monarchists" in republican
garb. To Federalists, Jeffersonians, were Umobocrats" rather than democrats.
Each party saw the other as perverting the principles of republicanism and
scheming with a foreign power to overthrow the American regime. The
Jeffersonians were especially fearful the the Federalists would use the excuse
of war to undermine popular government (see Hofstadter,l969, chapter 3).
The threat of war between the United States and France in 1798
further exacerbated the already bitter division between the politically
dominant Federalists, who generally sympathized with aristocratic Britain,
and the increasingly numerous Jeffersonian-Republicans, whose hearts went
out to the new French republic. Moreover, the steady influx of political and
economic refugees from Europe strengthened the Republicans, as these
emigrants felt little regard for the elitism of the Federalists, in contrast to the
more egalitarian tenets of the Jeffersonians (see Smith, 1956, part 1).
3S
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Consequently, the more reactionary Federalists sought measures that would
at once strike at the "Jacobins" of the French Din::clory and pull the rug out
from under the "democrats, mobocrats & all other kinds of rats" whose
swelling ranks threatened the party with impending electorial defeat (quoted
in Miller, 1960, pp. 228-229). The hopes of these Federalists were realized
during the summer of 1798 when, without even waiting for a formal
declaration of war against France, Congress passed four laws intended to
stifle political dessent.
The capstone of this program, "An Act for the Punishment of
Certain Crimes Against the United States," more commonly known as the
Sedition Act, imposed heavy [mes and imprisonment on anyone who should
"write, print, utter or publish" any "false, scandalous and malicious"
statements against the government of the United States, the President, or
Congress with intent to "defame" them, to bring them into "contempt" or
"disrepute," or to excite against them "the hatred of the good people of the
United States" (Sedition Act, 1798). The Sedition Act punished the common
law crime of "seditious Iibe~" a vagu~, and variable offense defined by
historian Leonard Levy as "defaming or condemning or ridiculing the
government: it!! form, constitution, officers, laws, conduct, or policies, to the
jeopardy of the public peace" (1985, p. 8). Under this harsh legal concept,
scores of political dissenters had been prosecuted in England and the
American colonies for what would today be called "political subversion" or
threats to "internal security." With the Sedition Act the Federalists declared
that the national government possessed the same power to punish its critics.
Futhermore, the Federalists equated "the government" with their
own policies and politicians. As one scholar has put it, "by identifying their
administration with the government, and the government with the
Constitution, the Federalists concluded that criticism of their administration
was an attempt to subvert the Constitution and to overthrow the
government" (Smith, 1956, p. 420). For example, Samuel Chase, a justice of
the United States Supreme Court and a staunch Federalist, contended that "if
a man attempts to destroy the confidence of the people in their officers, their
supreme magistrate, and their legislature, he effectively saps the foundation
of the government" (quoted in Miller, 1951, pp. 86-87). The Federalists, in
short, saw themselves as patriotic defenders of truth and order and their
Republican opponents as scheming traitors plotting to hand over the nation
to vile foreigners.
Accordingly, the Federalists regarded vigorous
enforcement of the Sedition Act as vital to the nation's security. They
eventually brought 14 indictments, obtained 10 convictions, and almost
36
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3).
Equating dissent with discord and disagreement with disln~a.l.t.)r, the.
Federalists in essence made it a crime to criticize those in power. Although
the First Amendment denied Congress power to abridge freedom of speech
and press, the Federalists insisted that the proper definition of the~e rights
was that given by the respected English legal authority, Sir William
Blackstone:
The liberty of the press is indeed essential to the nature of a
free state; but this consists in laying no previous restraints
upon publications, and not in .freedom from censure for
criminal matter when "pubfu.hed. Evet'J uee man has an
undoubted right to lay what sentiments he pleases before
the public... but if he publishes what is improper,
mischievous, or illegal, he must take the consequences of his
own temerity (Blackstone, 1769, \>p.151-152).
Congressman Harrison Gray Otis of Massachusetts, one of the
Federalist leaders responsible for the Sedition Act, accepted the Blackstonian
position, telling the House of Representatives that freedom of the press "is
nothing mUl'Q than the: liberty of writing, publilihlng, and lipeaking, oue's
thoughts, under the condition of being answerable to the injured party,
whether it be the government or an individual, for false, malicious, and
seditious expressions" (Annals of Congress, July to, 1798, pp. 2148-2149).
Representative Robert Goodloe Harper of South Carolina, who helped draft
the Sedition Act, agreed with his colleague and asked:

Did this liberty of the press include sedition and
licentiousness? Did it authorize persons to throw, with
impunity, the most violent abuse upon the President and both
Houses of Congress? ..Every man possesse[s} liberty of
action; but if he use[s] this liberty to the detriment of
others...he [becomes] liable to punishment for this licentious
abuse of his liberty (Annals of Congress, July 10, 1798, p.
2167).
'l'he Federalist pamphleteers also contended that the Blackstonian
definition of freedom of speech and press was the correct OIle. The most
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articulate of these writers, Judge Alexander AddisOll of Pennsy1vania, noted
that "this right of free communication of thoughts and opinions is, like all
other rights, limited by responsibility for its abuse; and laws to prevent its
abuse are not, in constitutional or just sense, restraints on the liberty of the
press" (Addison, 1978, p. 9). To Judge Addison, freedom of the press meant
"that any man may, without the con.<;ent of any other, print any book or
writing whatever, being in this, as in all other freedom of action, liable to
punishment, if he may injure an individual of the public" (Addison, 1798, p.
14). Indeed, the judge insisted that the Sedition Act supported a fII:C pII:SS
because "to censure the licentious is to maintain the liberty of the press"
(Addison, 1798, p. 16).

Republicans in Rebellion: The Emergence ot the New Libertarianjsm
The Republicans attacked the Sedition Act on three fronts. First,
they invoked the cause of states' rights. Next, they repudiated the
Blackstonian understanding of free extJression. Finally, they offered their
own theory of political dissent.
The Initial Debate: Limited National Power and States' Rights

Initially, the Republicans responded to the Federalist defense of the
Sedition Act not by focusing on freedom of speech and press but by
emphasizing states' rights and limited national power. Whatever might be
the true definition of freedom of expression was in a sense irrelevant because
the Constitution created a national government of limited enumerated
powers, all powers not delegated remaining with the states as guarantl:ed by
the Tenth Amendment. By this argument, the important words of the First
Amendment were not "freedom of speech, or of the press" hut "Congress
shall make no law..." The central government was meant to be totally
powerless with regard to freedom of expression, and the First Amendment
was intended to make that point emphatic. Representative Nathaniel Macon
of North Carolina asserted in Congress that "it was never understood that
prosecutions for libels could take place under the General Government; but
that they must be carried on in the State courts, as the Constitution gave no
power to Congress to pass laws on this subject" (Annals of Congress, July 10,
1798, p. 2152). Reprcscntative Edward Livingston of New York agreed,
adding that "there is a remedy for offences of this kind in the laws of every
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state in the Union" (Annals of Congress, July 10, 1798, p. 2153).
Congressman John Nicholas of Virginia summed up the argument succinctly:
In order to quiet the alarms of the people of the United
States with respect to the silence of the Constitution as to
the h'berty of the press...one of the first acts of the
Government was to propose certain amendments to the
Constitution, to put this matter beyond doubt...On this
account, the General Government has been forbidden to
touch the press (Annals oj Congress, July 10,1798 p. 2139).
Thomas Jefferson, the titular head of the Republican party, used the
states' rights position in his celebrated "Kentucky Resolutions" which, along
with James Madison's Virginia Rl'solutions," formally protested the Sedition
Act and urged the other states to repudiate it. Because the Constitution
granted no \lower over slleech or \lress to the national government, Jefferson
reasoned, such authority was reserve(\ to the states, which "retain to
themselves the right of judging how far the licentiousness of speech and of
the press may be abridged without lessening their useful freedom" (Elliot,
1907, pp. 540-541). His libertarian reputation notwithstanding, Jefferson
never challenged the concept of seditious libel. As Leonard Levy has
demonstrated, Jefferson "accepted without question the dominant view of his
generation that government could be criminally assaulted merely by the
expression of critical opinions that allegedly tended to subvert it by lowering
it in the public's esteem" (1985, p 250). Once he became president, Jefferson
encouraged the prosecution of several Federalist enemies for seditious libel.
His only requirement was that 51'dition trial5 be proscl--utcd in the :state courts
(Levy, 1985, pp. 340-347).
The Federalists were not convinced by the Republicans' states' rights
attack on the Sedition Act. To their way of thinking, all governments
possessed an inherent right to self defense against words as well as actions
that threatened their security. As Representative Otis put it in Congress,
"every independent Government has a right to preserve and defend itself
against injuries and outrages which endanger its existen"Cej for unless it has
this power, it is unworthy the name of a free Government, and must either
fall or be subordinate to some other protection" (Annals of Congress, July 10,
1798, p. 2146). To suppose that the Constitution Te.~erved the power to enact
laws against seditious libel exclusively to the states, Judge Addison suggested,
would be to suppose "that the government of the United States must, unless
39
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the individual states choose to offer it, be without defense against the most
dangerous enemy that can attack it, slander; again:;t which, if unrestrained,
no government can support itself (Addison, 1798, pp. 13-14). If the state
governments could protect themselves against the evils of seditious libel, the
Federalists reasoned, then surely the national government could not be
denied this vital right. Asked General Henry ("Light-Horse Harry") Lee in
the Virginia legislature, "Is government worth preserving? If not, let it be
annulled. If it is, deny not to it the means of preserving itself" (The Vir,ginia
Report. 1850, p. 105).
Contrary to the Republicans' position that the First Amendment
deprived the national government of all authority over freedom of speech and
press, the Federalists contended that the Amendment actually supported a
sedition law. While the amendment prohibited any law respecting religious
freedom, they argued, with regard to freedom of speech and press it
prohibited only laws abridging liberty of expression. Because seditious libel
was not considered a legitimate form of expression under Federalists'
Blackstonian understanding of freedoll\. of speech and press, the national

government was not restrained by the' First Amendment from legislating
against it. The Federalist minority in the Virginia legislature advanced this
interpretation of the amendment in arguing unsuccessfully again:;t adoption
of Madison's "Virginia Resolutions:"
Congress is prohibited from making any law respecting a
religious establishment, but not from making any law
respecting the press. When the power of Congress relative
to the press is to be limited, the word respecting is dropt,
and Congress is only rt;!;uaint;d from passing any law
abridging
its
liberty.
This
difference
of
expression...manifests a difference of intention with respect
to the power of the national legislature over those subjects
(Address of the Minority 1799, p. 12).
Judge Addison also adopted this approach, arguing that "forbidding
power to abridge. implies a previous general power over the subject, and
leaves a power to punish an abuse of this freedom without abridging it"
(Addison, 1800, p. 44). If the drafters of the First Amendment had intended
to deprive the national government of all power to legislate with respect to
freedom of speech and press, he insisted, they would have used language as
explicit as that denying Congress authority to enact laws concerning religion.
40
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James Madison, who had submitted the Bill of Rights to Congress
for approva1, replied tbat a "studied discrimination" of the phraseology of the
first Amendment, rather than focus on its principles, risked obscuring the
amendment's objectives.
Both freedom of religion and freedom of
expression, he said, "rest equally on the original ground of not being
delegated by the Constitution, and consequently withheld from the [national]
government" (The Virginia Report, 1850, p. 229). Any interpretation of the
First Amendment "that would attack this original security for the one, must
have like effect on the other," for" they are both equally secured...being Doth
included in the same amendment, made at the same time, and by the same
authority" (The Virginia Report, 1850, p. 229). In Madison's view, the
difference in terminology was unimportant; the intention was the same: the
national government could not restrain religion, speech, or press. The
Sedition Act therefore could find no support in the First Ammendment. On
the contrary, it exceeded the limited powers of Congress and invaded the
prerogatives of the states.
A Changing Emphasis: The Overthrow of Blackstone
Although the initial Republican tesponse to the Sedition Act
generally emphasized states' rights and the limited nature of national power
under the Constitution, critics of the law occasionally took aim at the narrow
Blackstonian notion of freedom of expression--even as they defended the
right of the states to punish seditious libel (see AnnaLr of COngre.f.f, July 10,
1798, pp. 2140-2141 and 2160-2161). This apparent inconsistency left the
Federalists in a quandary. One anonymous pamphleteer in Virginia asked,
''Will not such prosecutions under the state governments equally affect
[freedom of expression] with like prosecutions under the general
government?" (An Address to the People, 1799. pp. 54-55). Representative
Otis agreed, pointing out that if the Sedition Act violated freedom of speech
and press under the federal Constitution, then "each state has infringed upon
itli own constitution" since the states al50 guarilIlteed freedom of expression
(Annals of Congress, July 10, 1798, p. 2149). While Republicans generally
argued that seditious libel was a matter reserved to the states, many did so
only as a tactical maneuver to try to undercut Federalist repression at the
national level (Levy, 1985, pp. 301-308; but see Berns, 1970). Beneath the
surface of the debate something much more radical was occuring; the
emergence of a genuinely libertarian understanding of political dissent in a
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republican government that would repudiate entirely the crime of seditious
libel.
Unlike Thomas Jefferson's "Kentucky Resolutiollli," which attacked

the Sedition Act only fr()lI1 the perspective of states' rights, James Madison's
"Virginia Resolutions" also condemned it on the basis of a libertarian
conception of freedom of speech and press. Madison referred to the power
of government to punish seditious litrel as "a power which more than any
other ought to produce universal alarm, because it is levelled against that
right of fteely examining public characters and measures, and of free
communication among the people thereon, which has ever been justly
deemed the only effectual guardian of every other right" (The Tlirginin Report,
1850, p. 23). In later defending his resolutions, Madison contended that the
Blackstonian definition of freedom of expression was unacceptable in the
Ullited States. Where "the people, not the goYcr1llllent, p05sess the abliolute

sovereignty," he wrote, freedom of speech and press must be ensured "not
only from the previous inspection of licensers, but from the subsequent
penalty of laws." Any other notiOll oflreedom of expression would be a
"mockery" (The Virginia Report, 1850, p. 220).
The Republican pamphleteers soon picked up this idea. In New
York, John Thomson called liberty of the press "the palladium of freedom,
which if once destroyed, Liberty is no more" (Thomson, 1S\}1, p. 8). Tunis
Wortman, another New Yorker, referred to the notion of seditious libel as
"the offspring of a Monarchy" and a "dangerous exotic" that "can never be
reconciled to the genius and constitution of a Representative
Commollwcalth" (Wortman, 1800, p. 262). Of all hUlllan rights, Wortman
continued, that of communicating one's sentiments is "the most sacred and
inestimable" (Wortman, 1800, p. 146). It would be impossible to concieve "a

more horrible and pernicious tyranny than that which would restrain tbe
Intercourse of Thought" (Wortman, 1800, p. 146). From Virginia, James
OJ?;ilvie observed that "as moral and political truth does not visit the human
mind by indirect inspiration or intuition, it can be discovered and diffused
only by unshalded and conscientious discussion" (Ogilvie, 1798., p. 5). George
Hay, ~on-in-law of James Monroe and a member of the Virgil'lll1 legislature,

went so far as to claim:
A man may say everything which his passion can suggest; he
may e~ploy all his time, and all his talents....in speaking
against the government matters that are false, scandalous,
and malicious... [Sjurely freedom of the press...wi1l not
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permit a man to be punished, for publishing any opinion on
any subject, and supporting it by any statement whatever
(Hay, 1803, p. 25).
The Republicans based their new libertarianism on two points in
particular: the need for an unrestricted flow of political information in a
republican government, and the role of public opinion in supporting that
government. As to the first point, they argued that if the people are to make
intelligent choices in the voting booth, they must have complete and accurate
knowledge of what office holders are doing, and they cannot have such
knowledge if they are prevented from questioning the conduct of their
political officials. Thus, after expressing confidence in the ability of the
people to judge their own interests, Congressman John Nicholas told his
colleagues that the press "should remain perfectly free to give them every
information," for to restrict freedom of speech and press, he warned, "is
striking at the root of free republican Government" (Annals of Congress, July
10, 1798, p. 2104). The connectid\t between republicanism and the
unimpeded flow of political information was crucial in Nicholas's view
because in a free government the people have a "duty to elect all the parts of
the Government, and, in this way, to sit in judgment over the conduct of
those who have been heretofore employed" (Annals of Congress, February 25,
1799, p. 3U06).
, Further, Thomas Cooper of Penusylvania asked, "How are the
people in a representative government, to judge of the respective merits of
those whom they are to reject or appoint to public situations, if [freedom of
inquiry] be not granted?" Only through a broad diffusion of political
information "will the electors be qualified to choose, and the persons chosen,
to act, with superior discernment and ability" (Cooper, 1800, p. 81). James
Ogilvie summed up the Republican C3.'ie on this point:
Free discusion is the source, the safeguard and sanctuary of
free government. ..ln order to qualify the people, to
discharge with wisdom and success their electoral duties, it
is necessary that ...everything interesting to their prosperity
and welfare be submitted to the deliberate, unshackled and
solitary scutiny of superior genius and general reason. How
otherwise can they distinguish between...those who pervert
public trust, treasure, and power...and those who employ
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them to promote the real happiness of society? (Ogilvie,
1798, pp. 5-6).
The second part of the Republicans' new libertarianism focused on
the role of public opinion in a free government. They argued that pUblic
opinion was the mainspring of popular government and could not be ignored
without dire consequences. Tunis Wortman, for instance, warned that public
opinion is "the vital principle of Civil Society: The healthful existence of a
state requires that it should always possess a considerahle latitude and
extensive sphere of operation, and that· it should never be approached
without the utmost deference and circumspection" (Wortman, 1800, p.lSl;
also see Cooper, 1800, pp. 11-15). John Taylor of Virginia concurred in this
analysis but went further by recognizing that not only does public opinion
shape government, but government often shapes public opinion. "If public
opinion were to be directed by government, by means of fmes, penalties, and
punishments," he observed, "public opinion itself would be made the stepping
stone for usurpation," and "the most d8\tgerous effect would be the abolition
of the right to examine public servants" (The Virginia Report, 1850, p. 27).
And John Thomson feared that if government suppressed public opinion,
"either it will drive the people into immediate acts of violence against the
Government; or, if they silently submit, it will ultimately deprive the people
of thill free energy of thoughl, word, and ilction, which the consciousness of
liberty and independence never fail to inspire." The government, he
concluded, "will then cease to direct the public concerns of free men; and [it]
will rule over a nation of degraded slaves" (Thomson, 1801, p. 58).
The most articulate Federalist response to the Republicans came
from Judge Alexander Addison. Invoking republicanism was meaningless, he
claimed, "unless it be meant to establish that because the sovereign American
people can change their government when they please, every individual is at
liberty...to incite the people to change their government whenever he
pleases," or that it is "more an offense to abuse the government [in England]
than to mislead the people here· (Addison, 1800, p. 41; italics in the original).
To Addison, simply because a government is elected, it does not follow that
freedom of expression should be less restrained. A broader degree of
freedom of speech and press would give every individual "a right to
misrepresent the character and conduct" of public officials, making it
impossible for the voters to choose intelligently. To mislead the people where
their power is limited poses few risks, but to mislead them "where they have
all power, must produce the greatest possible mischief" (Addison, 1800, p.
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42). Going beyond Blackstone's narrow definition of freedom of expression
wuuld "tend only to make the people miserable, to corrupt and destroy the
government, to introduce anarchy, and, in the end, despotism" (Addison,
1800. p. 43).
Addison further argued that while the people's right of inquiry may
be important, it cannot take precedence over the natural right of reputation,
particularly that of individuals in public office. Reputation, is a kind of
property that "every man, who has honestly acquired it, has a right to enjoy"
(Addison, 1798, p. 6). It is especially important that those in public stations,
"for the sake of the benefits we receive from them," have an unassailable right
to "reputation, good name, and opinion" (Addison, 1798, p. 6.). Political
discussion can never be so free as to allow debasement of the good
reputation of those in public office, for to do so would risk undermining the
confidence of the people in their govenors and thus in their government. For
Addison, the rights of the political community were subordinate to those of
individuals, even when those individuals might profoundly affect the entire
community and even when they we'ip technically responsible tu the
community.
As for the Repuhlicanl>' emphasis upon the importance of public
opinion in government, Addison agreed with their premises but drew sharply
different conclusions. "Speech, writing, and printing are the great director of
human opinion," he observed, "and public opinion is the great directur uf
human action. It can support the worst or topple the best government"
(Addison, 1798, p. 18). Those who command the press command the
country, for they will control public opinion, which controls everything else.
Asserting that public opinion had brought about the French Revolution,
Addison wondered if the specter of anarchy had now reached America. If so,
he concluded, the only remedy was to harness public opinion in support of
the government by vigorously enforcing the Sedition Act. Addison thus
turned the Republican argument on its head. Because the people cannot be
trusted to distinguish truth from falsehood, republican government requires
less, not more, freedom of political inquiry.
The Revolution Completed: A New Theory of Political Dissent

The Republicans, however, would not be silenced. With the doublebarreled argument of unlimited political inquiry and sovereign public
opinion, they had cast aside the Blackstonian definition of freedom of
expression and were ready to complete the construction of their new
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libertarianism by destroying the other tenets upon which the Federalist
understanding of legitimate political dissent was founded. Their rust victim
was the concept of "licentiousness," which they rejected completely. The
licentiousness of the press, John Thomson wrote, "is a term destitute of any
meaning," for definitions of it have "uniformly proceeded from men who
evidently wished nobody to enjoy the Liberty of the Press, but such as were
their opinion" (Thomson, 1801, p. 7). George Hay reasoned that "if no man
can tell where freedom stops, and licentiousness begins, it is obvious that no
man can say, to what extent a law against licentiousness shall be carried."
Consequently, "no law can be made to restrain the licentiousness of the
press," and it "may do whatever it pleases to do ..Jaking care, however, to do no
injury to any individual" (Hay 1803, pp. 22-23).
Ironically, the Republicans' next target was something libertarians
had long sought but would now reject as too confining: the idea of "truth" as
a defense against a charge of seditious libel. This concept prevented
conviction if the challenged utterance or writing could be shown to be
incontrovertibly true. The catch was th1;t "truth" protected only facts, for they
could be proved; but opinions would not be proved to be true, their
acceptability being left to the whims of jurie!\. Be(,-flllSe a jury of twelve
people could rarely be found to agree on the truth of anyone opinion,
Congressman Nicholas noted, "chance must determine whether political
opinions are true or false, and it will not unfrequently happen, that a man will
be punished for publishing opinions...merely because accident, or design, has
collected a jury of different sentiments" (Annals of Congress, February 25,
1799, pp. 3005-3006). John Thomson thought trying to determine the truth of
opinions would be as absurd as "deciding which was the palatable food,
agreeable drink, or beautiful color" (Thomson, 1801, p. 68). In strikingly
modem vein, George Hay remarked that "there is truth in opinion, as well as
in fact" (Hay, lR03, p. 26). This idea was a far cry from the claim of
Alexander Addison that "truth has but one side: and listening to error and
falsehood is indeed a strange way to discover truth" (Addison, 1798, p. 23).
Anticipating by 60 years John Stuart Mill's classic defense of
freedom of expression in his book On Liberty, the Republicans radically
transformed the concept of "truth" with respect to freedom of speech and
press, making it a tool not for narrowing but for broadening expression.
"Diversity of sentiment," wrote Tunis Wortman, "is far from being
unfavourable to the eventual reception of Truth. It produces Collision,
engenders Argument, and affords exercise and energy to the intellyctual
powers; it corrects our errors, removes our prejudices, and strengthens our
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perceptions" (Wortman, 1800, p. 123). John Thomson captured the spirit of
the n~w libertarianism when he implored: "Let then public discussion be
unrestrained. The ideas of the first proposer may be improved on by
succeeding writers, and from collision of sentiment, truth will ultimately be
produced. .. Coercion may silence, but it never can convince" (Thomson, 1801,
pp. 79 and 83).
Having swept aside th~ Blackstonian definition of frcedom of speech
and press, the idea that political opinions could be licentious, and the defense
of truth against prosecution for seditious libel, the Republicans were ready to
submit their own conception of the legitimate bounds of political dissent in 'a
free government. They had been arguing that not only was political dissent
harmless, but that it was beneficial because it ultimately resulted in truth. It
was not critical opinions that should be feared, but rather violent actions
based on those opinions. Accordingly, the Republicans offered a kind of
"clear and present danger" test for judging the propriety of political dissent in
place of the Federalists' more repressive "bad tendency" approach. John
Thomson stated the new formula this wan·
Political opinions never can he destructive of social order,
or public tranquility, if allowed a free operation. The law is
at all times sufficiently energetic to punish disturbers of the
public peace. When men are found guilty of this, let th~m
be punished; it is well. It is not then punishing opinion, it is
punishing actions injurious to the peace of the community
(Thomson, 1801, p. 79).

Tunis Wortman also believed that because ·our Natural liberty terminat~:sat
the precise point at which our conduct becomes injurious,· government
should be "positive and stern with regard to every act of open disorder" but
that "nothing more can be required" (Wortman, 1800, pp. 140 and 253).
Congressman Nicholas summed up the new attitude toward political dissent
when he told the House of Representatives that the w~ole notion of seditious
libel in a republican nation was "obsolete" and "inconsistent with the nature of
our Government" because elected officials should not have "power to restrain
animadversions on public measures" (Annals of Congress, February 25, 1798,
p. 3014). A new age had begun in the history of American constitutionalism.
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The New Ubertarlanism and the Uberation of Republican Government

The battle between the Federalists and Jeffersonians over the
Sedition Act was the logical culmination of the war between power and
liberty that was so central to republican thought. Just as the American
revolutionists had viewed the British as tyrants scheming against liberty, so
too did the Jeffersonians regard the Federalists as corrupt monarchists,
drunk with power, conspiring to overthrow the principles of freedom
embodied in a popular constitution by forcing into slavery those citizens who
dared to question autocratic rule. While Federalists saw power as necessary
for republican government, Jeffersonians saw power as its nemesis. As
Forrest McDonald has argued, the Federalists "trusted themselves and
therefore trusted power if it was in their hands," whereas the Jeffersonians
"did not trust themselves and therefore did not trust power in anyone's
hands" (1985, p. 205). The safest depository for power, the Jeffersonians
believed, was the people. This was the essence of republicanism, and it
triumphed in what Jefferson called the "\revolution" of 1800.
To Gordon Wood the controversy over the Sedition Act "marked the
crucial turning point in the democratization of the American mind. It
fundamentally altered America's understanding not only of its intellectual
leadership but of its conception of public truth" (1977, p. 123). As a result,
Americans believe more fmnly that in a popularly based regime political
truth is to be found by the people, not imposed by the government. Citizens
should be free to criticize their government. Citizens should be free to
criticize their government's notion of political truth without fear of being
punished for subversion, for there is a difference between political opposition
and political insurrection. So long as the critics of those in power do not
attempt to overthrow the government by force, their dissent, no matter how
inci:sive or derisive, most be tolerated, otherwise governmental authority
becomes authoritarian government. In liberating the American mind, the
debate over the Sedition Act thus liberated our understanding of republican
government as well.
As the nation expanded after 1800 and new political issues emerged,
ever more voiccs of dissent were rai5ed against perccived threats tu liberty
from abusive governmental power. Such cries came first, ironically, from
Federalists in commercially dominated New England, some of wholll
advocated secession in response to Jefferson's Embargo of 1807 and
Madison's War of 1812. As the crisis over sectionalism and slavery
intensified after 1820, talk of nullificatiun and seceS5iun moved south. Ever
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since these early instances of protest, the right of political dissent, while often
controversial, has been regarded as crucial in protecting liberty against
arbitrary government. The clash over the Sedition Act therefore not· only
sparked a dramatic breakthrough in hbertarian thought, but also secured a
vital pillar in the edifice of American constitutionalism.
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FORSAKING THE MARKET: PRICE CONTROLS AND IDEOWGICAL

CHANGE IN THE UNITED STATES
Gordon P. Henderson
Widener University

A central component of the American political ethos has been
that there ought to be a complementary relationship between
the liberal polity and free-market capitalism. When such a
relationship exists the distinction between the two spheres is
presumably dissolved by the libe11.y guaranteed by each to the
other. This paper consists of an analysis of editorials and
columns in the American prestige press on the question of the
desirability of price and wage control during the 1940s and
1970s and assumes that ~ an issue highlights the
relationship of politics and economics. The analysis reveals
that the editorial pluitinn of the New York Times had
changed from reluctant to strong support for controls based
on a perceived crisis of fairness in the American political
economy during the early 1970s. The concern with fairness
during the 1970s was min-ored in reverse in Wall Street
Joumal editorials and columns opposing controls and
suggests that a scramble fOT economic shares had taken
precedence over the more traditional concern to preserve
political and economic liberty.
Introduction
It is widely argued that liberal democracy and market capitalism are
vitally related to one another in a complementary way (Friedman, 1962;
Hayek, 1944; Lindblom, 1977). According to this argument, economic and
political liberty are regarded as so essential to one another that the
distinction between them becomes meaningless. As long as this relationship
persists, the technical dynamics of the market can be relied upon to adjnst
periodic fluctuations in its economic performance. In the political sphere,
policy making and conflict resolution are to occur through processes
S1
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characterized by equality, liberty. and fairness. Liberty in the one is a
precondition of liberty in the other.
In liberal democracies, then, policy and institutional measures which
appear to substitute for or disrupt this complementary relationship of polity
and economy are regarded with suspicion. Economic planning is anathema
to such societies, in part because it would disturb this relationship of
economic and political freedom. Of the world's current liberal democracies,
none is perhaps more fervently committed to this point of view than the
United States (Hartz, 1955; McCloskey and Zaller, 1984). Yet in the years
following the tumultuous 1960s, Anlericans began to question the ability of
the market to perform its economic and/or political functions. Explanations
of lhis perceived failure have included excessive government intervention and
regulation (Higgs, 1987; Kristol. 1980; Olson, 1982); the increasing
concentration of private wealth and power (Galbraith, 1967, 1973;
McConnell, 1966);
and the increasingly interdependent yet highly
competitive global economy (Bluestone and Harrison, 1982; Etzioni, 1980;
Reich, 1983; Rohatyn, 1983). Finally, some scholars have expressed
dissatisfaction with free market economics as an analog for decision-making
in a democratic polity. Lowi (1969), for instance, questions the ability of the
market-oriented style of contlict resolution in pluralist polities to produce
rational and just policies in a complex post-industrial world. Others have
argued that a vastly unequal distribution of wealth ha~ come increasingly to
characterize market societies and has begun to undermine the most basic of
democratic processes (Dahl, 1982, p. 170; Lindblom, 1977, pp. 222-233;
Okun, 1975, p. 1; Thurow, 1980).
Such criticism strikes at the foundations of established orthodoxy.
Increasing cballenges to market capitalism led in the late 1%o's to a
perceptual breakdown among elite opinion-leaders of the once symbiotic
relationship between economics and politics (Gouldner, 1979, pp. 57ft).
Among the evidence that this breakdown became a part of mainstream elite
opinion are the debates in the Anlerican prestige press (Pool, 1970, p. 17)
over wage and price controls which took place immediately following World
War Two and again during the Nixon Administration.1 For purposes of this
study, documentation is based on analysis of the ideologically symbolic
content of 447 editorials and columns which appeared in the New York Times
(NYT) and the Wall Street Journal (WSJ)2 during those two periods. Table 1
categorizes these 447 editorial page discussions of wage and price controls.
Note that the editorial contcnt of the carlicr period greatly exceeds
the later period. One reason for this is a change in the formats of these two
52
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newspapers; another is simply that the issue received far les!; editorial
attention during the Nixon era. The format change has to do with a
reduction in actual space devoted to editorials and, as Table 1 also indicates,
an increase in the number of columns written by regular and guest
columnists.

Method
To reinterpret and somewhat invert a methodological suggestion
offered by Karl Mannheim, the editorial page discussion of public policy
issues is a particularly sensitive index of ideological change (Mannheim, 1936,
p. 83) because in addition to the fact that it is watched by the attentive public
(Key, 1961, pp. 189-192) as well as by key decision makers, it constitutes a
forum where the "prevailing ideology" (Pool, 1970, p. 17) is applied to the
salient issues of the day. Thus, this study focuses on the ideological
dimensions of a concrete public policy debate through the analysis of a
the most significant portions
medium which has the likelihood of lnflnencIDg
~
of American SOCiety.
The analysis of the data for this paper is not, strictly speaking, a
content analysis as traditionally understood, for instance, by Berelson (1954,
p. 489) because a quantitative account of the arguments in this policy debate
is neither the exclusive nor the most central mode of analysis. Rather,
ideologically relevant arguments of differing frequencies are accorded
relatively equal status because each is a part of the debate. When juxtaposed

..

on one another, certam of these arguments assume special importance

regardless of their frequency, either because they appear to be central to a
particular cluster of arguments or because they make greater sense of others
(Macpherson, 1962, pp. 4-8). As one might expect, however, the linchpin
arguments tend also to be the most numerous.
The manner by which the data are analyzed and reported also differs
from a traditional content analysis in that the editorials and columns are, so
to speak, permitted to speak for themselves. First, the editorials and columns
fcum both periods were screened to determine whether they individually
favored or opposed controls. Then, based on principal disputes which usually
arise in debates over economic planning, a set of three issues was devised to
identify the arguments used to defend these positions. In a sense, this
method of analysis permits the investigator to "interview" the data
(Krippendorf, 1980, pp. 79-80).
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The fIrst of these, the "Normative Issue," addresses the suitability of
controls and planning for the central features of the American political ethos.
It asks: To what extent and in what ways are the components and functions of
wage and price controls consistent or inconsistent with traditional features of
the American political ethos? The second, the "Knowledge Issue," addresses
the empirical question of whether, technically, economic planning is possible,
and asks: To what extent do the administrative and informational capacities
of government justify the substitution of its own judgment for that of the
market and/or any other relevant economic decision makers? The third, the
"Public Issue," addresses the political question of whether individuals and
groups, as economic actors, can be expected to fit their behavior to
government's economic judgment. This question asks: To what extent does
the behavior of groups and individuals as politico-economic actors facilitate,
obstruct, or require the imposition of a controls apparatus? The editorial
page responses to these three questions are reported in summary fashion for
each time period, respectively, in Tables 2 and 3.3
'\

Analysis of the Editorial Page Perspectite: 1945-46
During the 1940s, both the NYT and the WSJ favored a return to the
market, agreeing that controls should not become a permanent flxture of the
American political economy. At the heart of this position was the belief that
to institutionalize wage and price controls would severely corrupt what was
believed to be the proper relationship between economy and polity.
The question was one of how quickly controls should be abolished.
Until November 1946, when it fmally called for an end to all controls,
editorials in the New York Times reluctantly favored limited controls on the
most inflationary items. These would gradually diminish as the inflationary
pressures the war emergency generated subsided.
The Wall Street Journal did not support the Times' more gradual
timetable, preferring, instead, an immediate end to all wartime controls. The
following discussion of the arguments marshalled in behalf of these positions
is based on editorials in each newspaper and/or the columnists it published,
as summarized in Table 2.
The Normative Issue
Each newspaper argued that the OPA might easily becoIl!e a
runaway agency whose thirst for power threatened the foundations of limited
54
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government in the United States. The nucleus of these concerns consisted of
a set of arguments about the appropriate extent of the discretionary authority
to be granted OPA, if re-authorized. As indicated above, the NYT and
columns advocating re-authorization insisted that OPA authority be geared
toward decontrol, while the WSJ almost uniformly advocated the immediate
termination of OPA authority. These positions, especially in the WSJ, were
based on a genuine fear that OPA, no matter how noble the intentions of its
administrators, would seek to extend its authority in the direction of a
permanently planned economy.4 To the WSJ, controls were inherently
inconsistent with the limiting conditions of "parliamentary government;'
(WSJ, 4/8/46, p. 6). Both newspapers argued that because OPA would
become an attractive tool for manipulation by politicians, temporary
extension of its authority in peacetime would lead to its permanent
institutionalization. In light of these concerns, the WSJ claimed that "the way
to stop price control is to stop" (WSJ, 3/14/46, p. 6).
OPA was subjected in both newspapers, especially in the more
strident WSJ, not only to these hypotheti~l criticisms of OPA extension but
also to concrete charges that the agenq and its supporters had indeed
embarked upon the achievement of a hidden agenda. The WSJ, and to a
lesser but still significant extent the NYT, both believed this agenda was to
perpetuate and extend the agency's authority.S The WSJ cited such evidence
as that the agency had continually denied that certain commodities. such as
oil and cigarettes, had reached non-inflationary supply levels (WSJ, 4/3/46,
p. 6). In arguments which also found their way onto the NYT editorial page,
the WSJ accused the agency of employing propaganda about economic
conditions and the correctness of its policies.6
Consistent with its characterization of OPA as totalitarian7, the WSJ
also found the agency's enforcement tactics to be excessive and accused the
agency of intimidating its critics through public abuse, blackmail, and
suppression on 19 occasions, primarily in 1946. On one occasion in 1945, it
likened the agency to the Nazi Gestapo by citing such enforcement tactics as
the New York City program in which school children were to compare the
prices paid by their mothers with the legal price ceilings(WSJ, 1/2£,/45, p. 4).
On 11 occasions, the WSJ accused the agency of attempting to sabotage
capitalism by undermining the politico-economic freedom intrinsic to it in the
name of a faith in national economic planning (WSJ, 10/19/45, p. 8).
From 'the normative perspective, then, OPA recelved far more
criticism than praise. Both supporters of limited extension and outright
opponents regarded controls as a serious threat to the American political
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economy precisely because it was not considered possible to separate
political and economic power. As the nation was just ending a war witll
regimes whose physical, political, and economic domination of then
respective societies were almost indistinguishable, this should not be
surprising.

The Knowledge Issue
That the discussants in the debate during the 1940s believed the
market still to be adequate to its responsibility as guarantor of free and stable
political and economic institutions is also evident from their arguments in
response to the knowledge issue. The WSJ's principal response to the
question raised by the knowledge issue was that the economy was far too
complex and the information resource", available to OPA far too limited to
assure successful implementation of controls.8 One of its editorials expressed
this lack of confidence with the comment that "no flat, uniform price can be
made to fit the necessities of an inDpite variety of big and little producers
operating under widely different conditions throughout the country" (WSJ,
2/5/46, p. 6). Thus, while it often attributed evidence of OPA's failures to
administrative and personnel factors, such as in the comment that many OPA
staff lP-embers "are merely immature and inexperienced," (WSJ, 10/19/45, p.
8) its principal position was that the application of limited knowledge to a
highly complex economy could only lead to chaos.9
Fully 67 WSJ editorials made the argument, for instance, that OPA
policies severely restrained production and, in consequence, increased
shortages and black markets. On 20 occasions, the WSJ deduced that only
comprehensive control could manage such complexity, while it implicitly
denied that such comprehensive control was possible. Thus, the WSJ had no
use for controls, constructing an argument that OPA would only create
economic chaos and perpetuate its own existence until it seized control of the
entire economy, and eliminated the market system and with it the liberal
polity.
The NYT seems to have agreed, but with far less stridency and on
far fewer occasions.10 Although it endorsed extension, it employed
arguments under the knowledge issue which were similar to those of the WSJ
in their skepticism about a successful long-term program of controls. Its
reluctant advocacy of a limited, ditninishing program of selective controls was
meant to meet only what it believed were the lingering trappings of a wargenerated economic emergency which might only be exacerbated by an
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immediate return to market forces. Controls, however, dealt only with the
symptoms, and not the true causes, of inflation. Specifically, the NY'J' argued
on 48 occasions that loose fiscal and monetary policies, though essential to
the war effort, had distorted the market and made controls necessary. Once
such policies were brought into line, however, the market would re-emerge as
the best and most desirable economic regulator.
Under the knowledge issUe, then, each newspaper brought to bear
arguments which supported and in some cases mirrored those that had been
made in response to the normative issue. A continued faith in the wisdom of
the marketplace coupled with a strong sense of its vulnerability in the
immediate post-war period were drawn together by a thoroughgoing
skepticism about OPA's ability to substitute for the market.
The Public Issue

The key to the ideological perspective of these two newspapers
during the 1940s is found in their resp~e to the question raised under the
public issue. Their arguments here demonstrate that both agreed, despite
their disagreement regarding OPA extension, that the market economy in the
United States was both a normative and an empirical reality. This position
emerged in two basic types of responses to the public issue.
The fIrst of these was that economic actors would choose how or
whether to respond to government actions on the basis of their own selfinterest and competitive instincts as though they were signals generated in
the open market.11 The WSJ, for instance, argued 26 times in defense of its
complete opposition to controls that, as during Prohibition, people would
second-guess government orders, even if it meant violating the law (see, for
example, WSJ, 7/1/46, p. 4). On 16 occasions the WSJ deduced from this
historical analogy that substantial evasion of OPA policies demonstrated the
lack of economy-wide support for controls while on another 17 occasions it
attributed statements and actions supportive of OPA to those for whom, in
the absence of a war emergency, controls offered at least a temporary
competitive advantage. Clearly, the WSJ was satisfied that New Deal and
wartime economic controls had not stifled the American competitive spirit.
For its part, the.NYT was also aware of the degree of evasion, but
given its position in support of limited controls it regarded evasion and self
interest as an inevitabk,albeit regcettable, consequence. While the NYT
acknowledged that temporary controls would become more difficult to
administer as the psychological trappings of the war emergency diminished, it
57
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nevertheless regarded them as essential to the restoration of the market. The
inevitable evasion and self-interest, it concluded, were no reason to reject
controls and risk further economic damage.
The NYT bolstered its position by referring to a second type of
response to the public issue, shared by the WSJ, which held that in the
absence of the war emergency and the patriotic cooperation generated by it,
agencies such as OPA would have to convince the public of the fairness of its
policies to all sectors of the economy. Both newspapers were very concerned
that in the absence of a public perceptiQn of OPA fairness, economic actors
would have an even greater incentive to evade and/or ignore OPA
decisions.12
Given these emphases on the inherently market-oriented behavior of
economic actors, we can relate the response to the public issue to responses
to the normative and knowledge issues. In particular, the responses in both
newspapers to all three issues hinge on the concern that OPA would seek
comprehensive control over the economy. The WSJ regarded this as an OPA
goal which could not be realized in vractice. It supported its position by
referring not only to the intractable tomplexity of the economy under the
knowledge issue but also, under the public issue, to the equally intractable
competitive spirit of the American public. As for the inherently competitive
American spirit, WSJ references to the gestapo, propaganda, and an antiAmerican agenda seemed to anticipate a nightmare of political, economic,
and physical control were OPA to be extended.
While for the NYT short-term controls were preferable to
immediate termination, its position was also market-oriented. Like the WSJ,
it also feared for the future of the polity under continued OPA authority. It
shared with the WSJ a skepticism about the effectiveness of controls,
especially in peacetime, but seems to have advocated their limited extension
so as to prevent an even greater post-war economic chaos which would
inevitably be met, however wrong-headedly, with even stricter, and hence
more threatening, controls.
Analysis of the Editorial Page Perspective: 1969·74
In spite of the Vietnam conflict, the debate over wage and price
control during the 19708 was essentially over the imposition of peacetime
controls. While this is sirnilar to the debate over post-war conlrols in lhe
194Os, it differs in that controls advocates could not, and did not, point to
Vietnam as a justification for their position. Rather, both advocates and
58
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opponents focused on the question of whether there was a peacetime
economic crisis and, however that question were resolved, whether
government intervention or free enterprise would be best able to correct it.
The NYT uniformly endorsed wage and price controls in all 20 of its
editorials on the subject. Its endorsement of peaet:l.ime controls is strikingly
different from the position it had held during the 1940s and was based on the
belief that the stagflation of the period was symptomatic of an economic
crisis requiring drastic policy action. 13 As the analysis will show, the central
component of the perceived crisis was that the market economy was neither
as fair nor efficient as it had been and that this required extraordinary
peacetime government intervention.
The basic position of the WSJ opposing controls had changed little
from the 19408. All 37 of its editorials on the subject took this position.14
The analysis will show that arguments against controls which expressed
concern about their normative implications for the American polity were
overshadowed by an evaluation of their potential for unfairness to specific
political and economic groups. The t~tal frequencies of the arguments are
summarized in Table 3.
'
The Normative Issue
If in the 1940s the central nonnative issue was the extent of
discretionary authority which should be granted to OPA, the central issue in
the 1970s was by whom and how a similar kind of authority would be
exercised. While much of the discussion ii:t the 1910s did focus on the idea
that controls would result in the centralization of authority, it is a different
concern from the earlier period in that the arguments focus not so much on
the potentially totalitarian character of such authority but rather on the
consequences controls might have for specific groups and individuals.
Those normative arguments opposing controls in the 1910s,
appearing mainly in the WSJ, emphasized threats to liberty, democracy, and
fairness in a way reminiscent of the 1940s.15 For example, economist Alan
Greenspan (1973) wrote that whereas "controls cannot supersede the laws of
supply and demand," in a free society, "jnstice cannot prevail," in any society
in which they can. There was significant concern that those principally
responsible for making policy decisions under controls would give little
I:onsideration to what might be correct or just. Rather, there seems to have
been an assumption that if, as the WSJ (7/6/71, p. 14) put it, "government
functionaries try to manage markets determining just what is 'fair' for all of
59
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us" the political distribution of power at a given moment would shape the
distribution of economic power.16 While the principles of liberty and
democracy figured prominently in normative arguments opposing controls,
they were overshadowed by concern about the fairness of specific outcomes.
This fairness-based perspective on the normative issue was mirrored
by arguments marshalled in defense of a controls program by the NYT and
columns in both newspapers. Advocates believed that the need for controls
had grown out of the unfair economic advantage possessed by certain
economic groups over others. Eight NYT editorials and 12 of the columns it
published argued that compulsory economic cooperation was essential to
protect weaker economic actors from stronger. NYT columnist Leonard Silk
(1971), supporting the 1971 freeze on the ground that ours was "no longer a
Smithian economy," contended that powerful groups, when they "cannot work
out an adjustment of their conflicts without hurting the rest of the
community," must be subjected to public authority to "effect a better balance
of community interests".
In addition to advocating cont1f.ls in order to achieve such a balance,
however, advocates were also concerned that controls not be subject to
political abuse by the concentrated economic powers which had made them
necessary. Thus, they often criticized the Nixon Administration for various
forms of favoritism17 and were generally critical of government officials for
lacking the politi£'.al will to act because of strong counter-pressures from
concentrated economic powers. It is not surprising, then, that advocates very
often expressed concern that any controls program, while necessary,
nevertheless be subject to both democratic checks and traditional market
restraints so as to avert economic harm to disadvantaged groups which they
believed could result from too tight and unsupervised a relationship betwcen
politics and economics.
The normative perspective on controls during the 1970s, then, while
often rhetorically consistent with that of the 1940s, differed in the sense that
its focus was on the consequences for certain groups; opponents feared that
the responsibility for sorting economic interests would be taken from the
market while advocates emphasized their doubts about the market's ability to
do so fairly. Especially significant is the change in the NYT's editorial
position in that while it remained a reluctant advocate, the reluctance it
shared with like-minded columnists in both newspapers was based less on a
concern about the threat of controls to the liberal polity than Oll the
possibility that the economic groups whose power controls were meant to
restrain might succeed in using controls to perpetuate and strengthen it.
60
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The Knowledge Issue

On the knowledge issue, opponents held to the position, consistent
with that of their counterparts in the 1940s, that government's ability to
successfully implement a program of controls was limited by its access to
information and the sheer complexity of the economy.18 In March of 1971,
for instance, the WSJ counseled against the development of a program of
controls with the comment that "[a]s long as the instruments of economic
policy are imperfectly understood, the policy-makers had better handle them
cautiously," (WSJ, 3/18/71, p. 18). Indeed, opponents of controls were
confident that the true source of the nation's economic problems was the
result of government's "distorting" influence over the market.19
The widespread conviction among advocates of control that the
economy had reached a state of crisis led them to support drastic policy
measures, partly with the confidence that what they viewed as the principal
cause of tho crisis, the concentration of ~!lsiness and organized labor, would
also facilitate controls since they were so easily identifiable.20 Thus, in
March 19i1 the NYT urged the president to replace the policy of gradualism
with direct controls on the construction industry so that it would become
"vastly easier to take the additional steps needed for a genuine national
incomes policy to halt the shrinkage of the dollar" (NYT, 3/']11,/71, p. iv: 14).
Control advocates were careful to argue that any incomes policy
must nevertheless rely on market forces, partly as a response to their critics
but also as a check against their normative fear, noted earlier, that the
authority for controls might be seized by tho very forces which had
necessitated them.21 Rather than dismiss the market altogether, advocates
looked to government with the confidence that, if managed properly, controls
could rectify the economic outcomes they found so distressing without
forsaking the market altogether.
The debate on the knowledge issue during the 1970s, then, illustrates
sharper disagreement on the informational and administrative questions it
raises than in the 1940s. In the fIrst place, the two sides disagreed about
whether there was indeed an economic crisis requiring economic controls.
Opponents of controls were as confident of their conclusion that there was no
such crisis as advocates were confident of its urgency. Secondly, while the
WSJ and columnists opposing controls wc£e convinced, as in the 19405, that
the economy was too complex for economic control, advocates of controls
believed the economic concentration which had caused the crisis they defmed
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would also make controls that much more effective. Rather than lacking
confidt;nce in controls from the perspective of the lmowledge issue, then,
advocates lacked confidence in the political institutions which would
administer them.
The Public Issue
As was the case in the 1940s debate, the response of advocates and
opponents of controls to the questions raised by the public issue serve to tie
together their responses to the other two issues. The response to the public
issue reveals that the discussants held two different perspectives on the
political and social climates within which controls would be imposed and WI a
result they disagreed on their necessity and workability.
Opponents of controls did not share the belief of advocates that the
market had been distorted to a point which required drastic and direct
government intervention. Rather, they regarded controls as a threat to an
otherwise stable political economy.22 'for ins~ance, conservative economist
Milton Friedman (1971) argued in a' scathing column in the NYT that
Nixon's new freeze would encourage political appointees to exercise
"arbitrary judgment," and that these decisions would be based on "political
power" and "visibility". This being the case, controls would likely result in
greater conflict among economic groups, thereby exacerbating the already
divisive political issues of the day.
Furthermore, opponents believed that controls and their
implementation would quickly become a political issue that would misdirect
the competitive activities of economic actors toward seeking political
influence with the controls authority. Consistent with this, the WSJ argued in
1973 that those in the business community who had supported controls "as a
pleasant way of avoiding nasty labor confrontations, must now ponder the
profit implications of a oue-sided freeze" on prices and not wages (WSJ,
6/15/73, p. 12). Such government-inspired calculations could only lead to
further economic chaos and conflict which would then be resolved in the
political arena.23 Furthermore, opponents believed that controls would cause
important economic actors to lose confidence in the economy and to adjust
their Ilctivities accordingly with potentially disastrous cconomic rcsults.
To advocates of controls, the market economy no longer served
political or economic freedom. Rather, since the Smithian conception of a
competitive political economy had been supplanted by the unfair domination
of powerful economic groups, government had the right and responsibility to
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intervene and compel cooperation. Thus, in endorsing Nixon's 1971 freeze,
the NYT wrote that it would be "8 test of the ability of this democratic nation
to develop workable curbs on the abuse of private power without a total
suspension of voluntary decision-making," and that "government has an
inescapable obligation to protect the total community against excesses by big
business or big unions where they exercise monopoly control over vital
services" (NYT, 8/30/71, p. 28). In other words, since advocates saw the
market system itself causing the need for controls, they saw no reason to
protect it from direct government intervention.24
In the 19708, then, opponents argued that economic actors would
interpret controls as an invitation to seek economic gain through political,
rather than market, means, thereby corrupting both arenas. They viewed thic;
politicization of the distribution of economic power as potentially threatening
to the status of the large corporate and financial interests whose health and
independence they regarded as crucial to a strong economy.
Advocates, on the other hand, supported government neutralization
of concentrated power. They were fea:t~ that the Nixon Administration's
implicit ties to concentrated corporate and union power would lead it to use
its economic authority to enhance, rather than to restrict, that power. Since,
from their perspective, the market system had become a threat to political
liberty and fairness rather than a guarantor, they regarded direct intervention
as essential.
Conclusion
The foregoing analysis of the debates over wage and price controls
during the 19408 and the early 1970s has shown that there were significant
changes in the intensity and justification of positions for or against controls.
Most notably, a shift to editorial support for controls by the NYT from the
earlier to the later period may be contrasted with the consistent opposition to
controls found in the WSJ during both periods. Further, in the 19708 all sides
employed as justifications of their respective positions a more particularistic
concern with fairness rather than the more general concern of the earlier
period to preserve liberty.
This development hinges upon a change in the conceptual
relationship between polity and economy. In the 19408, the discussion of
controls was founded upon a fulU ideological belief that economic planning
was unsuited to an American political ethos which acknowledged no
distinction between economic and political liberty. In the 1970s, the
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economic consequences of controls were considered independently of their
consequences for the polity, although they were obviously understood by both
sides to have important political consequences as well. Considering the
economy as an independent object, then, the advocates of controls had only
slight difficulty endorsing direct political control and the limitation of
economic freedom---their difficulty being uncertainty about the fairness of
the political authority implementing it. Opponent5 were content to argue for
complete depoliticization so as to preserve the market's economic outcomes.
In each case, the fairness of specific economic outcomes was measured in
isolation from their effect on the general distribution of economic and
political liberty.
This might be explained by noting that mthe later period the debate
was conducted on less ideological grounds. Since these debates took place in
a nation where a deeply-rooted liberal ideology (Devine. 1972; Hartz, 1959)
would be expected to playa major role on such a question, the apparent lack
of intense ideological concern in a debate over planning is significant. Given
the emphasis on fairness for partic-;ar groups, this change might be
attributable to an effort to calculate the utility of such policy proposals based
on the expected outcomes for specific "distributional coalitions" (Olson, 1982)
at a given moment in political time as part of a broader strategy for
contro1Iing the extension of the "scope of conflict" (Schattschneider, 1960).
Thus, while it would be a misrepresentation to claim that the
editorials and columns analyzed here were devoid in the 1970s of rhetoric
regarding the importance of a free economy to a free polity, it was clearly
concern over a possible scramble for economic shares which determined a
position for or against controls. As the conception of political economy
became increasingly technical, ideological concern for the effects of t:cunumic
policies on the integrity of the polity was displaced.
The earlier
complementary relationship between polity and economy had been
supplanted in the 1970s by the myth of their objective separation. This
finding is consistent with the view that a polity whose fairness was based on
republican virtue had been supplanted by an "interest-group liberiililiom"
(Lowi, 1969) which placed a premium on the attainment of '~ustice as
fairness" (Rawls, 1971; see also Nozick, 1974).

NOTES
1. It may be useful here to. briefly outline the historical context of the two
debates, based on the account found in Rockoff (1984). By January
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1945 the Roosevelt Administration and most of the rest of the nation
were preparing for "reconversion" to a peacetime economy. One of
the most controversial issues was the fate of the vast wage, price,
rent and rationing controls administered by the Office of Price
Administration (OPA) which was formally abolished in November
1946. During the Nixon Administration, unusually high inflation
combined with rising unemployment created a phenomenon dubbed
stagflation which, whatever its cause, was highly unpopular. In
August 1970, Congress passed the Economic Stabilization Act
authorizing the President to impose wage, price, and rent controls as
he saw fit to fight inflation. Few observers thought he would invoke
those unsolicited powers, but he did on August 15, 1971, imposing,
among other measures, a freeze on wages, prices, rents, and salaries.
Nixon's surprising turnabout lasted through four "phases" until its
expiration in April 1974. Throughout the four phases, wage labor
bore the brunt of restraint while business and financial interests
enjoyed greater independence ~d the inflation rate continued to
climb.
,.
2. Except for the Wall Street lournal during the immediate post-war period,
all material was gathered by way of the indexes published by those
two newspapers. All editorials and columns having to do with wage
and price controls were identified using the widest number of
subheadings possible and spot checks were employed to compensate
for inaccuracies and idiosyncrasies attributable to indexing. Due to
the lack of readily available indexes for the post-war Wall Street
Journal, each editorial page for the entire two-year period was
screened for relevant editorials and columns which were then
catalogued and coded. (See Hobbie 1977, pp. 35-51; Krippendorf,
1980; and Holsti, 1969). Hereafter, the Wall Street Journal will be
abbreviated as WSJ and the New York Times as NYT.
3. Contact the author for a detailed breakdown of some 73 specific positions
found in the editorials and columns, with specific frequencies for
each position.
4. This position appeared in 62 editorials and one column in the WSJ and 17
editorials and two columns in the NYT.
5. Fifty-seven WSJ editorials expressed this concern as did 21 editorials and
5 columns in the NYT.
6. WSJ editorials made.this accusation on 30 occasions as did ten editorials
and four columns in the NYT.
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7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

The WSJ characterized OPA as total-itarian on 25 occasions as did five
NYT editorials.
Sixty-nine editorials and two columns in the WSJ expressed this position.
On 93 occasions the WSJ editorialized in part that OPA would further
aggravate economic instability.
Twenty-four NYT editorials expressed doubt about OPA's economic
knowledge while 30 of its editorials suggested the possibility of
economic chaos stemming from OPA policies.
Sixty-one editorials and one column in the WSJ made this prediction as
did 25 editorials and five columns in the NYT.
Seventy-three editorials and two columns in the WSJ expressed this
concern about the perceived fairness of OPA policies as did 57
editorials and five columns in the NYT. Thirty-five editorials in each
newspaper, for instance, were critical of the Truman
Administration's reluctance to control wages along with prices.
Sixteen NYT editors argued that such a policy imbalance placed an
unfair burden on business in th'1'orm of de facto profits control.
A position in support of controls was also taken by 18 columns in the
NYT and three such pieces in the WSJ.
Twenty-four columns in the WSJ and 14 such pieces in the NYT opposed
controls.
Thirteen editorials and ten colWlllls in the WSJ raised these traditional
normative concerns as did nine columns in the NYT.
Thirteen editorials and 12 columns in the WSJ raised this specific
concern as did 12 columns in the NYT.
Sixteen editorials and six columns in the NYT specifically charged that
the Nixon Administration was manipulating controls for ideological
and political gain as did two columns in the WSJ.
Twenty editorials and 12 columns in the WSJ raised this doubt as did five
columns in the NYT.
Ten editorials and seven columns in the WSJ and three columns in the
NYT assailed goverument in this way.
Sixteen editorials and 16 columns in the NYT as well as four columns in
the WSJ made this claim.
Five editorials and three columns in the NYT and two columns in the
WSJ expressed this caution.
The general argument that controls would distort the behavior of
economic actors and thus the economy itself appeared in 22
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editorials and 18 columns in the WSJ as well as in seven columns in
theNYT.
23. Ten editorials and nine columns in the WSJ as well as 7 columns in the
NYT made the argument that controls would compel economic
actors to seek political influence for economic gain. In addition, six
editorials and eight columns in the WSJ along with three columns in
the NYT madc the argument that such politicization of economic
activity would heighten distrust and conflict between individuals,
groups and sectors of the economy.
24. The notion that controls could redirect economic behavior toward the
public good was expressed in 15 editorials and 12 columns in the
NYT and three columns in the WSJ.
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TABLE 1
Frequency of Editorial Page Discussion of Wage
and Price Controls, by Source and Type,
During Two-Key Periods.
Volume 3 - Commonwealth Journal.max

(1945-1946)

Type:

Editorial

Column

~

(1969-1974)

Editorial

Column

.-.f.

s Duree:
New York rimes

138

13

20

32

Wall Street Journal

174

6

37

27

Total

312

19

57

59

TABLE 2
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Number of Unfavorable Positions
on Price and Wage Control by Issue,
Newspaper, and SOurce
1945-1946.*

New York Times
Editorials

'"
'0

Columns

Wall street Journal
Editorials

Cclumns

;:;p<

Normative Issue

53

Knowl§!oo§! I§!§u§!

54

6

162

3

82

10

134

3

189

23

440

7

Eut2lic
Total

I§Hi!U~

7

144

1

*Note: The number of favorable positions during this period, all found in the NYT,
was insignificant: 19 editorials and 0 columns.

TABLE 3
Number of Favorable and Unfavorable positions
on Price and Wage Control by Issue,
Ne~spaper, and Source
1969-1974.
New York Times
Volume 3 - Commonwealth Journal.max

Editorials

Wall Street Journal

Columns

Editorials

25

26

o

5

o

21

26

22

21

19

o

6

o

12

36

24

15

12

o

3

o

20

42

37

61

57

o

14

o

53

104

83

Columns

Normative Issue
Favorable
Unfavorable

<:!

Knowledge Issue
~.".

Favorable
Unfavorable
Public Issue
Favorable
Unfavorable
Total
Favorable
Unfavorable
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INDEPENDENT JUDGES IN A DEMOCRACY; A RESEARCH NOTE

Timothy J. O'Neill
Southwestern University

This research note tests the proposition that different local
selection processes recruit judges with different outlooks about
tile roles they aught to perform Wi democratic officials and as
legal professionals. Based on interviews with ninety-four state
and local trial judges in California, Louisiana, and
Massachusetts, I conclude that there is no statistically
significant relationship between selection process and role
orientation.
This is a report on research in progress. The broader research
project explores the proposition that different local political cultures recruit
judges with different perspectives about the roles they ought to perform as
accountable democratic officials and as independent legal professionals. The
data reported here deal with a narrower issue: Does the judicial selection
process predict the role orientations of state and local trial judges?
Previous research has been conflicting. Jacob (1964) uncovered
significant differences in the backgrounds of statt: trial and appeals court
judges chosen through different selection processes. There is a suggestion in
his study that partisan elections tend to recruit judges with closer ties to the
local community than do "merit" or Missouri plan procedures. Canon (1972)
discounts the importance of selection processes, finding regional differences
rather than the actual selection process better predictors of the background
characteristics of the state supreme court judges he studied. Other studies,
such as Dubois's analysis of non-southern state supreme court judges (1980).
conclude that ideological affiliation rather than selection process best
explains how judges decide controversial political and economic disputes.
I begin f£om the pn~mise thal the relationship between selection
process and judicial attitudes may be more subtle than previous research
allows. Different selection processes may not recruit trial judges with
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powerfully different individual characteristics, but a selection process may
exert a more indirect but nevertheless important influence. A particular
selection process may be an expression of the local political culture's
expectations about the kinds of factors that ought to influence a judge when
governing in the locality. Specifically, selection processes may recruit
personnel with the type of role orientations which satisfy the local culture's
estimation of what tradeoffs are permissible between democratic and legal
professional norms.
Case studies conducted by Levin (1974), Howard (1977) and Gibson
(1978) lend credence to this approach. For example, Levin reports that
Minneapolis and Pittsburgh judges bring very different perspectives to the
ways they conduct their trials and their sentencing practices which coincide
with the local political culture's expectations about what judges ought to do.
Gibson's 1978 analysis of the sentencing behaviors of Iowa trial judges
suggests that role orientations are weak but significant predictors of
sentencing patterns. Finally, Howard's 1977 study of selected federal circuit
court judges found that political atti\udes and role orientations tend to
coincide rather than conflict.
In this paper I explore the proposition that different local selection
processes recruit judges with different outlooks about the roles they ought to
perform as democratic officials and as legal professionals. I hypothesize that
the more involved citizens are in the selection of judges, the more judges will
define their role as that of "democratic officials" rather than as "legal
professionals."
Election, Selection, and Judical Roles

Data for this analysis is based upon interviews with twenty-eight
state or local trial judges in Orleans Parish, Louisiana; thirty-five judges in
Alameda County, California; and thirty-one judges in Suffolk County,
Massachusetts.1 These judges comprised approximately eighty percent of the
sitting judges in Orleans Parish, fifty percent in Alameda County, and forty
percent in Suffolk County. Alameda County interviews were conducted in
1976-1977 and 1982, in Orleans during 1979-1982, and. in Suffolk between
1982 and 1984.
Orleans is the home parish of New Orleans. It possesses strong
racial and religious divisions, a history of machine politics, and has recently
experienced a reinvigorated two-party system, albeit in the peculiarly
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southern form of "old-line" versus "progressive" Democrats. The latter
reflects the growth in political awareness and power among blacks.
Louisiana law mandates an open, bipartisan election process.
Vacancies are filled by special elections; until filled, the state supreme court
appoints an acting judge. Acting judges are barred from running as
candidates for the regular positions. This procedure prevents the informal
practice in some states where judges are encouraged to resign during their
terms of office in order to allow the governor to appoint a replacement from
the same party. Given the low voter turnouts for special elections and the
advantages of incumbency, more than half of the judges in states with
nominally partisan or nonpartisan election procedures were originally
appointed by governors and retained office at the :special election (Dubois,
1980, p. 105; Herndon, 1962, pp. 64-65; Baum, 1983, pp. 424). Louisiana has
deliberately foreclosed opportunities for ostensibly electoral selection
processes to be displaced by an informal process of gubernatorial
appointments.
Contests for judicial seats ~ Orleans Parish have been vigorous in
the last two decades. Elections have been hard fought, attracting several
qualified and well-fmanced candidates. While incumbents have not been
rejected in large numbers, they have not been unopposed. Incumbents have
had to confront challengers, have had to seek campaign moneys and
endor:;emenl:; from local groups, and have occasionally suffered defeat.
Alameda County contains Berkeley (home of the University of
California), Oakland (site of one of the world's largest ports), and smaller
suburban communities such as Alameda (a haven for retired naval officers).
While there are considerable differences among these cities--Berkeley is
controlled by a socialist mayor and left-leaning city council, Oakland is
governed by a black mayor and a "reform government" administration-county politics reflects a strong professional middle-class influence with some
ethnic factions.
California law prescribes that judicial elections be nonpartisan at the
trial court level. However, the governor fills vacancies until the next election,
and most interim judges run and are elected to full terms of office. Morever,
there is little vigorom: competition for posts held by incumbents. Most
lawyers abide by the "sitting judge rule" and are unwilling to challenge
incumbents unless there has been a powerful demonstration of the
incumbent's ineptitude.
Open seats are contested, but local bar
endorsements are highly valued and holders of such endorsements typically
win election.
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Suffolk County contains Boston and a few smaller communities.
Like Orleans Parish, Suffolk is divided by radal, ethnic, and socio-economic
identities. There is a long tradition of ethnic politics with vestiges of an IrishCatholic urban machine.
In some respects, the Massachusetts approach to judicial selection
approximates the federal procedure. All judges are appointed by the
governor with the consent of an Executive Council. The Executive Council
rarely rejects appointees. The real check on gubernatorial discretion comes
from the executive's sensitivity to the mores of the locality about who should
be appointed to serve in the county and from the role played by the Judicial
Nominating Commission which advises on judicial appointment. Dominated
by lawyers, the Commission emphasizes standards of legal professionalism.
However, as Watson and Downing have noted about the so-called "meritselection" or Missouri plan, such a process tends to replace the politics of
elections with the politics of the local bar (1%9). There are some indications
of similar influences at work in the Judicial Nominating Commission
especially in small and large finns' effo:rl:sl0 affect outcomes.
Orleans, Alameda, and Suffolk offer three different kinds of
selection procedures and encourage three different levels of citizen
involvement. Orleans Parish with its populist political tradition and its
competitive judicial elections offers the greatest opportunity for citizen input
into the recruitment of judges. If a selection process stands as a surrogate for
a local political culture's expectations, Orleans is the most likely recruiter of
judges who identify themselves in terms similar to other political officials-Mas
members of a responsive and accountable democratic system. The federal
model followed by Massachusetts minimizes citizen participation while
emphasizing the legal-professional norms dominating the law guild.
Alameda's selection process would appear to stand somewhere between the
Orleans and Suffolk extremes.
These selection processes are assigned a place on an ordinal scale
with the Suffolk procedure labeled "1," Alameda's "2," and Orleans' "3." This
corresponds with the narrowness ("1") or breadth ("3") of direct public input
into the recruitment of judges.
The dependent variable "role orientations" is defined as the
expectations judges have about how they ought to act in their capacity as
judicial officials. For the purpose of this analysis, a "democratic official" role
orientation would prompt a judge to view his or her proper duties as a
willingness to invoke other than strictly "legal" factors in determining how his
or her courtroom is to he conducted and how decisions are reached. A "legal
77
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professional" orientation concentrates on purely legal attributes, emphasizing
an attention to the values of due process and impartiality, and a cultivated
inattention to the personal attributes of litigants. A "midrange" orientation
supports a judge's self-image as both a democratic official and a legal
professional as we bave used these terms.2
Indicators of role orientation were responses to a set of intentionally
provocative questions prepared for this study asking, "Would you agree or
disagree with the statements:
"1. A trial judge's responsibility is to insure that justice is done to
the individuals present in his/her courtroom. Broader community
interests are not appropriate considerations."

"2. A good judge appraises his/her performance in terms of due
process values such as adversariness and the testing of evidence and
arguments, not public satisfaction with his/her decisions."
'"
"3. Judges are legal profession~. Their abilities are best evaluated
by lawyers, not by lay members of the community. Elections
introduce undesirable partisan influences in the election of qualified
judges."
Respondents were encouraged to go beyond simple "agrees" or "disagrees."
It was the overall expression of support for or objection to the statement
which form the data.3
An index was constructed with judges agreeing with two or more of
the assertions being called "legal professional," those agreeing with one
labeled "midrange," and those disagreeing with all three called "democratic
official." Using Kruskell's gamma and Kendall's tau c, I tested the
relationship between selection process and role orientation.
There are some cautionary caveats that must be attached to an
enterprise such as this one. Most of the day-to-day routine of state and local
trial judges has little to do with grand policy making or challenging public
opinion. Plea-bargaining dominates the criminal justice courtroom while the
civil justice system spends much of its time processing settlements made
outside of the courtroom. Thus, role orientations may not often be
significant in the everyday operations of lower courts. We are obliged to be
cautious about generalizing too broadly about what judges actually do by
extrapolating from what they think they ought to do in extraordinary
78
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situations. However, while grander notions of what judges ought to do are
seldom explicitly called upon, their more indirect and subtle effect may mold
even the everyday conduct of "normal" judging. Role orientations may also
be affected by socio-economic or other background variables. However, an
earlier presentation of the data discussed here concluded, that background
characteristics such as working class origins or status of law school did not
predict role-orientation (parsonian r ranged from -.07 to .13, p<.05)
(O'Neill, 1987).
Finding
The expected relationship between selection process and role
orientation did not occur. As Table I demonstrates, there was no significant
relationship between the kind of selection process and a judge's tendency to
be a "legal professional" or a "democratic official." Gamma was .15 and tau c
was .10 (p<.05); both tests indicate that there is no significant level of
assodation between our set of variabtp. Since Alameda County possesses
the least homogeneous political culture of the three counties tested, it may
distort our findings. However, when the Alameda data is dropped from our
sample in order to consider the effect of selection process on the two most
cohesive cultures, Gamma was still only .23 while tau c was .15 (p < .05).
It is interesting to note that there is a slightly greater tendency for
the Suffolk County judges to reflect a "legal professional" orientation than
their peers in Alameda and Orleans. When the "midrange" column is
removed in order to sharpen this distinction, only a slightly stronger Gamma
of .24 and a tau c of .15 (p < .05) result. The tau c measure is critical here
since Gamma yields deceptively high values when margin totals are skewed.
The difference is thus insufficient to satisfy standard measures of statistical
association.
Conclusions and Speculations
The lack of an association may be the result of a defect in the study
such as the crudeness of the measure of role orientation used. Moreover, we
may need to compare within as well as between selection processes. There
may be significant differences between different kinds of partisan elections or
between true "merit selection" and the gubernatorial approaches. The fact
that there is a slight tendency for Suffolk judges to be "legal professionals"
may indicate that "merit selection" would result in more self-consciously
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"legal" judges than those recruited by other selection procedures. But given
the low associational levels, there seems little reason to pursue the matter.
The clear and convincing distinctions between the "legal professional" and
"democratic officials· roles Levin and others found are not generalizable to
the three counties studied in this analysis. Whatever may be the tie between
political culture and role orientation, the selection process is not the
mechanism.4
It is possible that selection process and role orientation were
unrelated because the socialization experience of being a judge outweighs the
influence of the processes through which an individual becomes a judge.
Interactions among judges and with practicing attorneys may overcome any
influence exerted by the process of recruitment. If we could compare the
responses of successful candidates for judicial office with their responses
after sitting on the bench, we could check the independent effect of judicial
socialization.
Another possibility is to refine the hypothesis by exploring whether a
self-selection process affects who enters t'j)e race for judicial office. Lawyers
believing strongly that judges ought not to conduct themselves as if they were
berobed politicians may be discouraged from entering judicial elections with
their strong "political" overtones. If self-selection operates on a subtle level, a
level which is not tapped by the formal selection process, then we may be
able to understand how judges are preselected for desirable traits. A study
investigating how a self-screening process filters out lawyers with the "wrong"
outlook, as defmed by the local political culture, while encouraging lawyers
with the "right" outlook to run would be useful. Such a study would have to
be more subtle in its examinations of motivations than this study has been
and would have to explore the self-perceptions of lawyers in the community
from which candidates for judicial office are drawn.
Perhaps the
development of a more sophisticated personality inventory assessing selfimage and perceptions of the legal profession is called for.
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Table 1.

RelatlolUllaip BetweeD SelectioD
Orieatatioa

PrOCtil

alld R.ole

Role Orientation
"Legal

"Democratic
Official"

Selection Process

Professional"

"Midrange"

Suffolll:' County
(N-3l)

'2% (16)

29% (9)

19"

(6)

Alameda County
(N-3S)

46"

(16)

20" (7)

34"

(12)

OrielillU Parish
(N-28)

43"

Total

(12)'\

21"

(44)

(6)

36" (10)
(28)

Na94
Carom._ .15

Tauc" .10
p< .OS
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NOTES

1. Federal and state appellate judges were purposely excluded since the
hypothesis concentrates on local political cultures and local selection
processes. It is rare that the same political culture so dominates an
entire state, especially une as pupulous as California or as different
in its religious, racial, and cultural antecendents as Louisiana, that
sensible connections could be found between appellate judges' role
orientations and local expectations. In order to insure consistency,
only judges presiding over courts of original jurisdiction--trial courts-were interviewed. Juvenile court judges, justices of the peace,
magistrates, land, housing, and probate judges, small claims judges,
and traffic court judges were excluded because not all kinds of courts
are present in the three jurisdictions. Moreover, traffic, small
claims, and juvenile courts tend not to be operated as normal courts
are, while land, probate, and).ousing courts often serve as "appeals"
courts for state or local administrative agency decisions.
2. Originally, T used "drict" and "moderate" categories in order to
differentiate between "strict legal professional" and "moderate legal
professional" or between "strict democratic official" and "moderate
democratic official" role orientations. However, the number of
respondents fitting the "strict" cells were so small that I was obliged
to collapse a five cell division into three cells.
3. In order to insure consistency in categorizing responses, panels of students
at the University of California, Santa Cruz, at Tulane University, and
at Wellesley College and M.I.T. were asked to listen to tapes of
selected interviews and to code each respondent's remarks. When
discrepancies arose between the panels' assignments, I conducted
follow-up interviews with the pertinent judges.
4. Flango and Ducat (1979) offer some interesting speculations on other
factors which may affect selection processes and judicial behavior
which might serve as the starting point for further analysis.
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GENDER DIFFERENCES IN PUBLIC POLICY ATIITUDES
James E. Skok

Penn State Harrisburg
Persistent differences between men and women in regard to
their public policy attitudes have been found by various
researchers. • In this article, a state-wide survey in
Pennsylvania is used to compare attitudes of men and women
in the state with those at the national level. Using these data,
three hypotheses frequently offered to explain attitude

differences are subjected to evaluation. The major finding is
that the male-female differences in policy attitudes may be
related both to the sex-role behaviors leamed by children and
to economic conditions experienced in later life.

'\
Studies of gender differences in policy preferences indicate that
there are significant and persistent differences between men and women in
their attitudes on public policy issues. These differences are especially
apparent in four broad policy concerns: 1) the use of force and violence as an
instrument of policy; 2) government regulation and protection of individuals
and the environment; 3) compassion issues such as aid to minorities and
spending for welfare, education and health; and 4) social conservatism and
traditional family values (Shapiro and Mahajan, 1986; Smith, 1984; Klein,
1984; Public Opinion, 1982; Andersen, 1975).
Explanations advanced to explain these differences may be grouped
under three broad hypotheses:
"economic deprivation," "sex-role
stereotyping," and ·political culture." The first of these, most commonly
expressed in the "feminization of poverty" literature (Weitzman, 19M5; Smeal,
1984; Freeman, 1975), suggests that the economic deprivation of women,
resulting from disadvantages in the labor market, inequitable divorce
settlements, and the increase of female-headed households, leads to a
general state of economic insecurity and dependency. As Weitzman (1985, p.
351) states, "The structure of the job market is such that only half of all fulltime female workers are able to support two children without supplemental
income from either the children'!; fathers or the government." Since women
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are more economically insecure, this hypothesis suggests they tend to be
more favorably inclined toward governIllent assistance through social welfare
programs. A second, the "sex-role stereotyping" hypothesis (Andersen, 1975;
Greenstein, 1961; Poole and Zeigler, 1985), holds that women have been
socialized into nurturing behaviors, thus causing greater compassion toward
the deprived members of society. A third explanation is also explored in this
article. Called the "political culture" hypothesis, it claims that persistent
male-female differences in age, education, income, and occupation result in
general feelings of powerlessness, a withdrawal from participation in public
life, and resultant attitudes of dependence upon authority on the part of
women (Poole and Zeigler, 1985, pp. 127-140).
Survey Research on Gender and Policy Attitudes
Shapiro and Mahajan (1986) systematically studied national opinion
surveys of six polling ftrms taken over a twenty-year period (1964-83) yielding
a data base of rcsponses to 267 diff,.ent reported policy questions. They
concluded that the gender differences are substantial. On "the use of force
and violence in domestic policy" they found an average gender difference of 8
percentage points, with women less inclined to select the violent option. in
two other policy categories, similar, but slightly smaller, differences were
found. These showed womcn more supportive on "governIllent regulation
and protection of individuals and the environment," and the "compassion"
issue (additional aid in welfare, health, education & civil rights).
Another series of studies supports the ftnding of gender differences
in public policy attitudes. Using the "don't know" responses often given in
public opinion surveys, Smith (1984) and Rapoport (1982) found that women
are significantly more inclined to express uncertainty than are men.
Rapaport. (1982), using data sets from the Center for Political Studies
National Election Study of 1972, 1974, and 1976, found that the spread
ranged from 6.9 to 1.4 percentage points depending upon the level of
knowlt:dgt: about politics held by the respondent. Atnong politicallyknowledgeable individuals, gender difference on use of "don't know"
responses was slight; but, among less knowledgeable men and women, the
women were considerably more inclined to give the "don't know" responses.
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The PenDsylvania Poll
There is a lack of systematic study of gender and differences in
policy attitudes at the state level. In an effort to add to our knowledge
regarding these gender differences and their possible causes, a public opinion
poll using standard survey research methods was conducted in January and
February, 1987, by researchers at the Pennsylvania State University at
Harrisburg (PA POLL). The survey is based on a random sample of 671
Pennsylvanians 18 years old or older, 329 males and 342 females.
Interviewing was conducted by telephone between January 16 and February
2, 1987, using standard random digit dialing sampling procedures. The
survey questionnaire consisted of 34 questions covering a range of public
policy issues and demographic information. The poll has a sampling error of
plus or minus 3.8% at the .05 significance level. 1 All data in the tables are
from this poll.
The primary research questions are: What are the differences
between Pennsylvania women and Plfnnsylvania men in relation to their
attitudes on public policy issues; and how do these differences compare with
those found at the national level? Will an examination of the findings of the
state poll and a comparison of this information with findings from nationallevel studies yield support for one or more of the hypotheses posed above?

Gender Differences and Demographic Characteristics
Responses to the poll show there are substantial demographic
differences between men and women in Pennsylvania that mirror differences
in the national populi1tion. Pennsylvania women in this survey, as compared
to Pennsylvania men, are older, poorer, less well educated, and in lower
status occupations (Table 1). Women in the state have the demographic
characteristics normally used to identify lower socio-economic status
popUlations. This finding raises the possibility that these status differences
account, for the differences in policy attitudes between the genders in the
state. This hypothesis is examined below.

Gender Differences and Economic Attitudes
As one might expect from the findings on demographic differences,

Pennsylvania women are somewhat more pessimistic about their economic
situations than are Pennsylvania men. When asked to compare their present
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financial situation with that of one year ago, the state's women, more so than
its men, consider themselves "about the same" or "worse oft', at the present
time. Only 19.6% of the women compared to 28.3% of the men consider
themselves "better off' (See Table 2).
Gender Differences and Public Policy Attitudes
As with demographic characteristics and economic attitudes, the PA

POLL shows systematic differences between the policy attitudes of men and

those of women in the state. Pennsylvania women clearly differ from their
male counterparts on the use of force and violence in the state. Beyond this
difference, Pennsylvania women clearly are more inclined than men to want
the state government doing more to support social programs and to control
dangerous or threatening activities. While these differences parallel those in
the nation as a whole, they actually are somewhat greater than the malefemale differences found in national opinion studies. These findings are
discwssed systematically below.
Use offorce and violence
As with women across the U.S., Pennsylvania women are more

strongly opposed to the usc of force and violence than arc the state's men.
When asked whether they support stronger gun control laws on handguns,
Pennsylvania women are much more inclined than men in the state to favor
such laws (75.4% of women; 59.0% of men, Table 3). This 16.4 percentage
point difference in Pennsylvania is somewhat higher than the 13 point
difference found in national opinion on gun control by the Gallup Poll in 1986
(The Gallup Report, May, 1986, p.l7).
In the Shapiro and Mahajan study
(1986), an 8 percentage point gender difference was found nationwide on a
series of "force and violence" questions in various surveys.
Government regulation and protection

On issues dealing with government regulation or with protection of
consumers, citizens, and the environment, Shapiro and Mahajan (1986) found
an average gender difference of 7.2 percentage points in surveys covering the
period 11)77-83, with women being more supportive. In Pennsylvania there is
a similar, but apparently larger, difference in attitude between the sexes. On
7 questions covering a range of such issues. the differences between male and
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female attitudes were found in the Pennsylvania survey to range from 6 to 14
percentage points with women consistently favoring more state involvement.
The differences varied from 6.2 percentage points on protection of
the environment (spending for toxic waste disposal, Table 4) to a range of 6.7
to 9.9 percentage points on protection of health (drug abuse, AIDS, Table 4),
and to a range of 11.7 to 13.1 percentage points on protection of public safety
(crime, seat belts, 55mph speed limit, and state control of liquor sales, Tables
4 and 5).
The average difference on these seven questions is 10.4 percentage
points, somewhat larger than the 7.2 point difference found by Shapiro and
Mahajan. It is risky to generalize on the basis of these findings since there is
no assurance the questions are directly comparable. Therefore, specific
comparable questions in national polls were sought. The PA POLL included
questions on concern over AIDS and removal of the 55 mph speed limit, and
two comparable questions were found in the Gallup Poll. In Pennsylvania,
59.7% of women and only 49.8% of men were greatly concerned about the
issue of AIDS, a difference of 9.9 percevtage points (Table 4). In a question
that seems comparable at the national leve~ the Gallup poll (The Gallup
Report, Jan/Feb, 1988, p. 34) found that 52% of men and 53% of women
agree that the government is not doing enough about the problem of AIDS, a
difference of 1 percentage point. On this issue, the gender difference in
Pennsylvania is greater than that in the whole U.S.
Similarly, in
Pennsylvania, it was found that 49.9% of men and 29.3% of women strongly
or moderately favor eliminating the 55 mph speed limit, a gender difference
of 20.6 percentage points (Table 5). In the U.S. as a whole, the Gallup Poll
(The Gal/up Report, October, 1986, p. 30) found that 48 percent of men and
28 percent of women are opposed to keeping the 55 mph speed limit, a
gender difference of 20 percentage points. The difference between men and
women over this government protection issues is about the same in
Pennsylvania as in the nation as a whole.

Compassion issues
The PA POLL included a series of 6 questions dealing with public
welfare, aid to cities, unemployment, and general state services. Pennsylvania
women, when compared to men on these issues, were more inclined to favor
liberalizing governmental aid.
Further, women were more conerned about unemployment and the
quality of education, and were less inclined to cut state services (Table 7).
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The percentage point difference between the sexes on these compassion
i~sues ranged from 4.9 to 8.1 and averaged 6.7. Women consistently took the
more compassionate position. These ftgures are somewhat higher than the
3.3 percentage point difference found by Shapiro and Mahajan (1983) in
national opinion on compassion issues.
In order to ftnd a more solid basis for comparison on the
compassion issues, the gender difference on three questions from the
Pennsylvania survey were compared to three similar questions from a
national survey. On the 3 issues covered in Table 6 (welfare, aid to colleges,
and aid to Philadelphia) women were more supportive of additional. aid than
were men, and the difference between the genders averaged 6.9 percentage
points. In two national polls, gender differences were found on two related
issues--increased spending for social programs such as education and
medicare, (The Gallup Report, October, 1984, p. 11) and Reagan
administration treatment of poor people (The Gallup Report, May, 1983, p.
12). Nationally, women are also more supportive of increased social
spending than are men, and fewer ~?men than men feel that poor people are
being treated fairly. The gender differences nationally on these two
questions averaged 6 percentage points. Once again the gender difference in
Pennsylvania is comparable to that of the national as a whole.
Gender Dift'erenees and Alienation

Three questions in the PA POLL were designed to look for gender
differences in attitudes of support for, as opposed to alienation from, state
government. Respondents were asked whether they voted for governor in
1987, what effect they feel the new governor will have on their lives, and how
often state goverment officials can be trusted to do what is right (Table 8).
Approximately the same percentage of the state's women (60.8%) voted for
governor in 1987 as was the case for the state's men (59.6%). However, the
state's women, more so than its men, feel the new governor will have a great
deal of effect on their lives. Similarly, the women report a higher level of
trust in state government than do their male counterparts.

Gender Differences and '"Don't Know" Responses
Rapoport (1982) argued that the tendency to give "don't know"
("DK") responses to questions on public policy issues is a relatively stable
individual trait. and that women are considerably more inclined to respond in
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this fashion than are men. Rapoport found the women "DK" response rate to
exceed the rate for men by as much as 6.9 percentage points.
In the Pennsylvania survey, 22 questions received "DK" responses in
excess of 5% of the total respondents. On 17 of these 22 questions, women
chose the "DK" response more frequently than men, and the gender
difference on these 17 ranged from .3 to 7.7 percentage points, for an average
difference of 3.75 percentage points. This fmding seems campatible with the
data presented by Rapoport.
Conclusions

The PA POLL data reported so far support the following
conclusions: First, Pennsylvania women are older, poorer, less welleducated, and more likely to hold lower-status jobs than are men in the state,
and this parallels national census data. Second, Pennsylvania women, like
women throughout the country, tend to be more supportive of
"compassionate" government polici~1 more ~upportive of government
protection of citizens, and less supportive of policies based on the use of
force and violence than are men in the state. Once again, the difference
between men and women in the state on these attitudes is slightly larger than
the difference between men and women in the nation as a whole. Third,
Pennsylvania women are more pes~imist1.c about their economic situations
than are their male counterparts, and they are more inclined to view
government and politics positively, as factors critical to their well being.
Fourth, Pennsylvania women are more inclined to give the "don't know"
response than are men in the state. These fuidings plus other data presented
below will allow some observations regarding the validity of the three
hypotheses discussed in the introduction.
EconomiC deprivation bypoptbesis

The hypothesis suggests that the economic deprivation of
Pennsylvania women may result in a general state of economic insecurity and
a greater desire among the state's women to see government provide higher
levels of economic support and social services, and such an interpretation
receives support from the data provided above. Pennsylvania women are
considerably poorer than their male counterparts, and they are also more
supportive of government aid and protection.
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In order to test this hypothesis further, responses of a subgroup of
Pennsylvania women - homemakers - were compared with all women in the
state. In the Pennsylvania survey, 74 of the 627 respondents reported their
occupation as "homemaker."
Seventy-three of these are women.
Pennsylvania homemakers an; poorer than Pennsylvania women in general
(60.8% of homemakers report incomes under $25,000 compared to 52.9% of
all women and 39.5% of men) and experience greater economic insecurity
(77% of homemakers are "greatly concerned" over unemployment compared
to 64.9% of all women and 56.8% of all men, Table 7). Following the
"economic deprivation" hypothesis,
low income should contribute to
economic insecurity and more support for government social programs on
the part of homemakers; and the data support this interpretation. On the
issues of welfare and aid to the poor, aid to colleges, and aid to Philadelphia
(Table 6), homemakers generally are more supportive of increased state
spending than are all Pennsylvania women. In a comparable rwding in
national polling data, Poole and Zeigler (1985, p. 62) conclude that
"housewives" are more inclin.ed than "~rking women" to want the federal
government to guarantee a decent standard of living for everyone.
Also supportive of the economic deprivation hypothesis is the
pattern of responses produced by the following question in the l'A l'OLL:
When asked whether they are "better-oft" or ·worse-off' today than they were
one year ago (Table 2) homemakers were significantly less inclined to see
themselves as better-off today than all women, as well as the men in the state.
Again, this finding clearly fits with the economic deprivation hypothesis since
one would expect that homemakers, who clearly are poorer, would express
greater economic insecurity on this question.
Political culture hypothesis
A second hypothesis centers on political culture, and relates gender
differences on socioeconomic variable in the nation to measures of political
alienation (Milbrath, 1965; Lane, 1959; Buchanan, 1956; Poole and Zeigler,
1985).
While Pennsylvania women are more deprived on a number of
socio-econo~c variables and more supportive of governmental assistance,
they do not demonstrate attitudes of powerlessness, cynicism, or nonparticipation. The survey shows (Table 8) that Pennsylvania women voted in
approximately the same or slightly greater percentages than men in the state
in 1987, they are more inclined than men to feel that the gubernatorial
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election was meaningful to them and their families, and they express more
trust in state government than their male counterparts. The demographic
differences have not led to feelings of powerlessness and cynicism among
Pennsylvania women as compared to men in the state. While Poole and
Ziegler (1985, pp. 130-138) found that women at the national level have
become more cynical about government and feel less efficacious politically
than men, Pennsylvania women have not followed this trend. The political
culture argument seems the least appropriate of the three to explain the
survey fmdings of greater dependence of Pennsylvania women on
government.
Future studies systematically comparing state to state
differences on attitude surveys and demographic variables may profitably test
this hypothesis further.

Sex-role stereotyping hypothesis
Also satisfying as an explanation of the findings is the sex-roll
stereotyping hypothesi." which !;ugge!;tS\that women are socialized as children
into nurturing roles and that this stereotyping influences them to support
governmental protection and social welfare programs in later life. The data
appear to fit with this hypothesis. As Tables 3 through 7 indicate,
Pennsylvania women are considerably more supportive of governmental
services and protective programs than men in the state.
Rapoport (1982), in support of this hypothesis, argued that the
tendency for women to give "don't know" responses more frequently than
men is a product of sex-role stereotyping. He found that as the level of their
knowledge of public affairs approaches parity with men, women tend to be
less influenced by sex-role stereotyping, and their use of the "don't know
response in opinion surveys is virtually the same as that for men. This finding
suggests that as women enter the work force, they become more
knowledgeable about public affairs, less inhibited, and thus less dominated by
sex-role behaviors such as responding 'don't know" when questioned about
public policy issues. Poole and Ziegler's argument (1985 pp. 13-19) that
women's endorsement of feminist ideology increases with education and
work experience outside the home lends additional support for this

hypothesis.
To test this hypothesis further, it is necessary to return to the cohort
of homemakers discussed above. Ass!;uming that women who consider
themselves homemakers are probably those most likely still to be influenced
by sex-role stereotyping (Poole and Zeigler, 1985, p. 8), they should also
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exhibit a greater tendency to give the "don't know" response than men in the
state and also a greater tendnecy to do so than all Pennsylvania women. This
hypothesis is supported by the data. On the 22 questions for which "DK" data
are available, homemakers responded "don't know" more frequently than
men and more frequently than all women in the state. The mean "DK"
response rates for all 3 groups on the 22 questions are as follows: men,
14.4%; all women, 16.7%; and homemakers. 18.2%. Thus, as predicted by
the hypothesis, women who remain at home are most inclined to give the
"don't know" response.
Of the three hypotheses explored here. the "sex-role stereotyping"
hypothesis and the "economic deprivation" hypothesis both fit with the
findings of this survey. This article suggests, therefore, that the persistent
male-female differences in policy attitudes are related both to the sex-role
behaviors learned by children and to economic conditions experienced in
later life.
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Throughout the tables. Chi Square tests of significance scores are
presented for response to individual questions. The use of data for
which scores exceed the .05 level is deemed justified due to the large
sample size used in thePA POLL. Weisberg and Bowen (1977, p.
166), speaking specifically about the use of Chi Square tests in
surveys, state "Weak relationships are found to be statistically
significant when sample are large, such as those for national surveys
with a typical 1500 respondents. Thus, except for very small samples
(especially those of size 100 or less) tests of statistical significance
are not very discriminating."
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H.. ndatory
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P,rcent RefQ0ndiog
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Oppose
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Favor
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know

E
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E
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E
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02.0

04.9

7.9

4.1

5.4

35.3

32.2

E!8.4

2.7
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Not significant at .05
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DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER
SYMPOSIUM

October 11, 12, 13, 1990
Gettysburg College
Gettysburg, PeDDSylvanla

White House Structure

DomesUc Polley

Nuclear Strategies
Civil Rights

Elections
Press Relations

Containment

Federalism

Foreign Policy
United Nations

Leadership
Bureaucracy

Economic Policy

Executive-LeglslaUve

Relations

Papers should be focused on the legacy of the Eisenhower poUcles on
successive administrations. For further InfonnaUon. contact Dr.
Shirley Anne Warshaw. Department of Pol1tlcal Science, Gettysburg
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