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In the COMMONWEALTH 
Gerard J. Fitzpatrick, Editor 

It seems fitting that four of the five articles in this volume of the Penn
sylvania Political Science Association's professional journal concern poli
tics in Pennsylvania. Moreover, these Pennsylvania focused pieces speak 
to a variety of political science subfields, including political economy, presi
dential elections, voting behavior, and state government. Providing some 
topical balance while further extending the fields of interest addressed in 
this issue of COMMONWEALTH, the one non-Pennsylvania essay involves 
international relations and political theory. In short, ours may be a small 
journal but it consistently covers much academic territory. 

In our lead article, Dr. Gordon P. Henderson underscores the connec
tions between political philosophy and international politics by explor
ing the thought of Immanuel Kant with regard to the place of morality in 
foreign affairs. He not only illuminates the theoretical tension between 
the moral and the political on the world stage, but he also brings these 
abstract ideas to bear on the contemporary debate between "realists" 
and "idealists" in foreign affairs. Kant's teachings, Dr. Henderson con
cludes, support a cautious optimism with regard to the prospects for 
peace among nations. 

Among the most contentious topics in recent years has been the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Dr. Paul G. Kengor and R. 
C. Phinney examine the impact of NAFTA on Pennsylvania. They find 
that despite the claim of critics that the treaty would harm the state's 
economy by causing an exodus of manufacturing jobs to foreign nations, 
NAFTA has in fact helped Pennsylvania by significantly increasing its 
overseas exports. While their findings do not resolve the debate over job 
losses or other controversial aspects of NAFTA, they indicate that there 
is more to the free trade debate than meets the eve . 

.I 

One of the most significant df'velopments in prf'sidential elec
toral politics has been the recent trend toward "frontloading," the pro
cess whereby states schedule their presidential primaries increasingly 
early in hope of having more influence in determining the party nomi
nees. Through a comparison of Pennsylvania and Ohio in the presiden
tial nominating process, Dr. James E. Vike explains why our state has 
eschewed the frontloading trend, even though scheduling presidential 
primaries earlier would likely increase candidate competitiveness, cam
paign activity, voter choice, and voter turnout. 



Berwood Yost explains why Republicans control most statewide of
fices in Pennsylvarua, as well as both houses of the state legislature, even 
though Democrats have a decided edge in voter registration. Using a 
random survey of Pennsylvania voters to probe the difference between 
party orientation and party registration, he finds that more Democrats in 
Pennsylvania identify with the Republican Party than vice versa, indi
cating that party identification is a better predictor of voting behavior 
than is party registration. He also identifies some intriguing geographic 
patterns in the distribution of these "misaligned voters." 

This issue of COMMONWEALTH closes with a special feature: the 
address of former Pennsylvania House Speaker Herbert Fineman to the 
2003 meeting of the Pennsylvania Political Science Association, with com
mentary by Michael Cassidy. Few people know our state legislature as 
well as Mr. Cassidy does, for he has worked there for a quarter of a cen
tury as a member, staff assistant, and scholar. In his commentary, he 
traces the crucial role Speaker Fineman played in bringing about institu
tional reform in Pennsylvania, and he places reform developments in the 
state within the context of the larger legislative modernization movement. 

As always, this issue of COMMONWEALTH would not have been 
possible without quality submissions and quality reviews. I therefore ex
tend my deepest thanks to the authors and anonymous referees with whom 
I have worked during the past year. By contributing their time and talent, 
they have helped to make ours an ever better professional journal. Un
fortunately, we continue to receive only a small number of manuscripts, 
most of which are rejected. If issues of COMMONWEALTH as strong as 
this one are to be produced in a timely manner, readers must submit their 
work for consideration and urge their colleagues to do so too. 



Idealism, Realism, and the Categorical Imperative in Kant's 
Perpetual Peace 

Gordon P. Henderson 
Widener University 

Immanuel Kant's philosophical system is devoted to reconciling the" a11ti
nomy" between freedom and determmation. 111 Perpetual Peace, tlns becomes 
the related antinomy between morality and politics. This article reinterprets 
Kant's political essays as efforts to reconcile the modern dichot07i1Y in interna
tional politics between idealism and realism. Kant's application of his famous 
moral rule, the categorical imperative, to the problem of war and peace captures 
the tension between these contradictory approaches tn interl1atinnal relatinl1S. 
The reconciliation he achieves allows contemporary practitioners to be guard
edly hopeful in their peacemaking efforts. Propon.ents of the" democratic peace" 
thesis, which Kant originated, would do well to control their cnthusiasm; yct 
critics should contain their cynicism. 

This article understands Immanuel Kant's Perpetual Peace1 as a philo
sophical and practical application of the classic dichotomy between po
litical idealism and political realism in international relations.2 Philosophi
cally, Kant defines and seeks to mediate the seeming contradiction be
tween politics and morality through the application of several formula
tions of his categorical imperative. In so doing, he insists upon hopefulness 
about the prospects for inorality, and peace in particular, while also warn
ing that hope must not give rise to paralyzing illusions about the facts of 
political life. In his prescriptions for international political practice, Kant 
draws upon history, political science, and political logic to evaluate the 
philosophical worthiness of familiar types of political action. The result 
of these efforts is an essay that weaves together close analyses of the 
virtues, vices, and inextricable linkages between realism and idealism in 
politics. 

Kant's political thought is a product of his overall philosophical sys
tem.3 In the Critique of Pure Reason,4 Kant declares a Copernican revolu
tion in epistemology, in accordance with which he asks "whether we 
may not have more success ... if we suppose that objects must conform to 
our knowledge" (Kant 1929, Bxvi). In other words, what we count as 
knowledge consists of the systematic ordering by the categories of the 
understanding of -empirical and conceptual intuitions. This process of 
ordering is revolutionary because it means that we construct our knowl
edge and experience rather than have them given to us. The Kantian 
project is to examine and understand the rules of construction and to 
turn away from any effort to know things in themselves. Kant thus un-
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dertakes to make explicit the limits of knowing and the possibilities for 
action possessed by rational beings (Kant 1929, Bxxx). 

When presented with the results of the understanding's ordering of 
the data of empirical and conceptual experience, the faculty of pure rea
son seeks to provide a single organizational scheme for all we know. Rea
son determines, however, that neither causality nor freedom can be af
firmed or denied as the controlling principle of what we call experience. 
Kant's solution to this "antinomy of reason" is the adoption of a critical 
standpoint from which reason is constantly checking these tendencies. 
Reason's knowledge of itself therefore becomes as important as its knowl
edge of experience. As a result, "the doctrine of morality [freedom] and 
the doctrine of nature [causality] may each ... make good its position ... in 
so far as criticism has previously established our unavoidable ignorance 
of things in themselves" (Kant 1929, Bxxix; also see A807 /B835).5 Kant's 
understanding of political experience in general and of war and peace in 
particular can be extrapolated from this epistemological dualism. 

For Kant, political experience, like 0.11 experience, is best understood 
as the systematic ordering of empirical and conceptual intuitions by the 
categories of the understanding. Reason's efforts to find a single organi
zational scheme by which to explain political experience spark its inter
est in questions of war and peace. When the understanding apprehends 
all of the attendant suffering, death, and deprivation of war, it considers 
these as no more or less natural phenomena than the passing of a ship 
(Kant 1929, A192/B237). Rather than accept the phenomena of war with 
resignation, reason seeks to locate war within the causal chain, regard
ing it as both cause and effect. 

Regarding war as effect, reason explores such causes as human na
ture, the nation-state, and the whole of the state system until, consider
ing these also as effects, it comes to seek a final original cause. Because of 
its "ignorance of things-in-themselves," however, reason cannot jdentify 
such a cause with certainty. Unable to confirm or deny the necessity of 
war, reason therefore considers the possibility that war is not necessi
tated by nature (Kant 1929, Bxxiii; Kant 1957, 36, AA 371). 

Reason determines that it must think war unnecessary when it con
siders war not as effect but as cause. First, reason will come to recognize 
that the attendant deprivations of war, such as fear, hunger, military oc
cupation, economic collapse, and death, would obstruct reason in its ef
forts to attain knowledge of nature. Reason is essentially rendered impo
tent by war. Second, since reason is unable ultimately to complete the 
determination of human beings in the causal chain, it must consider them 
as beings in possession of a self-determining will, that is, as ends in them
selves. War thus has the additional consequence of obstructing human 
freedom. If humans are required always to act in response to the instru-
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11H'lltalities of war, they cannot also exercise treec10m m pursmt of hIgher 
moral ends. Practical reason therefore is also rendered impotent. 

Given these conclusions, the eradication of \'var becomes a moral im
}wrative. Kant (1937, ] S, AA 356) insists that reason, "from its throne of 
supreme morallegis1ating authority, absolutely condemns war as a legal 
r~'course and makes peace a direct duty." Elsewhere he writes, "morally 
priJchcal reason pronounces in us its irresistible veto: There is to be no 
"var" (Kant 1991, 160, AA 354, emphasis in the original). But while war's 
t'rndication is an impcrntive whose possibility is enhanced by our inabil
j t ~I to affirm the necessity of war, its achievement is fraught with empiri
(,11 obstacles. If the end is peace, the means must at least sometimes be 
vv,w. This familiar dichotomy of peace and war makes manifest in the po
litical realm the dichotomy between freedom and causality in epistemol
()gy. The resultant political antinomy of idealism and realism is also con
I ill110US with those of religion and science as well as those of autonomy 
,mel heteronomy. Each of the poles of these antinomies has the force of its 
uwn truth in the struggle between them. As with epistemological antino
mies, a critical standpoint from which mediation can take place is required. 
I n the various fields of human action, practical reason turns to the cat
l·gorical imperative as that standpoint. 

Although an extensive explication of the categorical imperative is be
yond the scope of this article, a few brief remarks will help prepare for 
the analysis of Kant's application of it to the antinomy of idealism and 
realism in international politics. In the Ground'work for l7 Metaphysics of 
l'vlorals, Kant seeks a fundamental principle for moral choice universally 
applicable to all human situations (Sullivan 1989, 149; also see Kant 1956). 
As with critical reason in his epistemology, the categorical imperative 
and the procedures used to derive it are grounded in the limitations and 
possibilities of human practical reason, as Kant understood them. That 
is, we cannot know whether actions that contradict the categorical im
perative would be appropriate for beings other than ourselves. To Kant, 
thought they are never appropriate for human beings. 

In the FOUlzdatiollS of the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant articulates three 
formulations of the categorical imperative: 

1. Universalizability: I should never act except in such a way that I 
can also will that my maxim should become a universal law (Kant 
1959, 18, AA 402). 

2. Mutual Respect: Act in such a way that you always treat humanity, 
whether in your own person or in the person of any other, never 
simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end (Kant 

.1959,47, AA 429). 
3. PubliCity: Never act in such a way that the maxim of your action could 

not be regarded as legitimate by all parties (Kant 1959, 47, AA 381). 
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This article argues that Kant's application of each of these formula
tions of the categorical imperative to questions of war and peace in Per
petual Peace mediates between the idea of peace and the realities of in
ternational politics. 

I 

In his poignantly ironic introduction to the essay, Kant (1957, 3, AA 
343) says that his title is derived from" a satirical inscription [perpetual 
peace] on a Dutch innkeeper's sign upon which a burial ground was 
palnled."6 The image of the graveyard suggesls lhat death 1::; the unly 
sort of perpetual peace likely to result from the failure to construct a 
careful balance of idealism and realism in politics. Realists, who tend to 
accept and even relish the inevitability of war, put themselves and the 
rest of humanity in the grave by applying only force and instrumental 
reason to conflict. Idealists neglect tactics and the verity of force in favor 
of some totalistic vision that lands themselves and humanity, again, in 
the grave. Whether in pursuing knowledge or peace, the uncritical use 
of reason, metaphorically, is death. 

As F. H. Hinsley (1963, 69) notes, the structure of Perpetual Peace takes 
"the form of a treaty ... with a preliminary and definitive articles and a 
seCl"et article .... This tripartite structure includes, first, the conditions to 
be achieved; second, the measures necessary to achieve them; and third, 
the conditions under which it may be hoped that such measures will 
successfully be undertaken. Each of these parts of the essay describes 
political arrangements that derive from the structure of the understand
ing itself. We begin with the "pJ:eliminary Articles." 

. The "Preliminary Articles" are a catalogue of the concepts constitut
ing the relations between nations living under perpetual peace. They are 
summed up in the idea that the only peace reason can know and com
mand is perpetual. A peace treaty is to be "the end of all hostilities" (Kant 
1957,4, AA 33, emphasis mine). To call the seeming peace of a truce or 
ceasefire perpetual is "a dubious pleonasm." As Hinsley (1963, 74) ob
serves, "[w]hen Kant wrote peace, he meant peace" (emphasis mine). 
Despite the term "preliminary," these articles are not a list of actions whose 
outcome is to be peace. Rather, they describe those relationships between 
and' among nations that for Kant are truly peaceful. Characterized by 
Hinsley (1963, 69) as 1/ a statement of the law of nations as it ought to be," 
the Preliminary Articles insist upon mutual sovereign independence 
among nations while recognizing that their inherent competitiveness will 
drive them into conflict with each other. Tn the tradition of contract theory, 
Kant's Preliminary Articles are the terms to which he believed nations 
would agree if they wanted to coexist and compete peacefully.7 They 
combine a genuine idealism in the commitment to peaceful coexistence 
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with a sensible realism that recognizes the strain that competitiveness 
f1l"l'sents. Any treaty whose terms fail to realize any of the Preliminary 
;\ rticles will end in war and is, in fact, no treaty at all. All parties must 
,lgree at the outset that these are to be the outcome of their negotiations 
hdme they can even begin discussing the details of a treaty. The Prelimi-
11<1 ry Articles are the terms of international coexistence to which all na
tions would agree. 

The six preliminary articles are divided into two parts, each consist
ing of three provisions. The first three preliminary articles grouped ac

(Ourding to this division are: 
I. "No treaty of peace shall be held valid in which there is tacitly 

n'st'rved matter for a future war" (Kant 1957, 3, AA 343). 
2. "No state shall by force interfere with the constitution or govern

l1ll'nt of another state" (Kant 1957, 7, AA 346). 
3. "No state shall, during war, permit such acts ot hostility which 

\Vt )uld make mutual confidence in the subsequent peace impossible: Such 
,lrt' the employment of assassins, poisoners, breach of capitulation, and 
incitement to treason in the opposing state" (Kant 1957, 7, AA 346). 

These three articles express idealism's vision of a genuine peace. Fur
I h.,1' evidence that Kant understood them this wav is found in his insis-

01 

It'nce that they "hold regardless of circumstances" and that they "de-
Illillld prompt execution" if the peace is to be genuine (Kant 1957,8, AA 
'\47). Hence, these three articles are essential to the internal logic of trea
li~'s, requiring at a minimum that the genuine intent be to establish peace. 
'I 'rea ties that look to future battles and victories violate the categorical 
Imperative's universalization reqUirement and are little more than veiled 
weapons of war (Gr 18, AA 402). Likewise, interventions in the affairs of 
uther states are inconsistent with the mutual respect requirement of the 
categorical imperative (Gr 47, AA 429). Realist objections to such com
mitments and forbearance fail to recognize that insecurity in any part of 
Ilw statf' systf'm will tmdprminf' the SPC'll1'ity of 311 stBtes, 

If the resort to war is to be IJ annihilated by the treaty of peace," the 
p<llties to the treaty must be able to trust one another to abide by its 
lL'rms (Kant 1957, 4, AA 343). Even in the midst of war, Kant (1957, 7, AA 
~46-347) argues, it must be assumed that an enemy will not be entirely 
without scruple. For realists such trust is little more than the "sweet 
d ream" of the philosophers; idealism can neverthel ess insist that untrust
worthy actions contradict the categorical imperative and undermine a 
lasting peace (Kant 1957, 3, AA 343). 

Kant's categorical imperative means that individual acts, whether of 
.) person or a state, define for all actors the terms and boundaries of inter
,)Ction. Just as the liar loses the short term advantage of lying by being 
told lies in turn, states that deceive to achieve victory in diplomacy or 
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conquest will themselves eventually be defeated by deception. Thus li
ars beget lying, cheaters beget cheating, and warriors beget war. This is 
not to say that all liars, cheaters, and warriors will receive their just deserts. 
Such a proposition could not be independently verified. For Kant, how
ever, the very discussion or peace presupposes ideahsm f s mSlstence on 
the centrality of trust among nations. Without it there will be a "war of 
extermination" permitting "perpetual peace only in the vast burial ground 
of the human race" (Kant 1957, 8, AA 347). 

Kant focuses in these three articles on the centrality to war of the ten
dency to resolve conflicts with violence and the assumption that nations 
will disingenuously promise not to do so. By emphasizing the unreflec
tive character of a thoroughgoing realism, he hints at its ultimate futility 
ill pulilll:~. Realbls, whu Lan never see beyond the conflict at hand, are 
destined to perpetuate and deepen it. Peace treaties founded on exclu
sively realist assumptions about their meaning are not peace treaties at all. 

The second set of "Preliminary Articles," which critiques ideallsm, 
makes the following points: 

1. "No independent states, large or small, shall come under the domi
nation of another state by inheritance, exchange, purchase, or donation" 
(Kant 1957, 4, AA 344). 

2. "Standing armies shall in time be tot;:Jlly ahol1shpd" (Kant 1957, 4, 
AA345). 

3. "National debts shall not be contracted with a view to the external 
friction of slaLes" (Kanl 1957, 6, AA 345). 

If the first set of articles must hold immediately and "regardless of 
circumstances," this second set is not quite so constrained. Kant calls 
them J/permissive laws" ot pure reason. The substance of these three ar
ticles is unimportant to my analysis since they are not immediately to be 
enforced (Kant 1957, 9n, AA348; also see Kant 1957, 37-38,AA372). Each 
of these provisions, like those in the first set of articles, seeks to eliminate 
force as a tool of conflict resolution. Because peacemaking must occur in 
"PrlCP and time, however, the mere assertion by idealists that peace is (or 
should be) at hand is insufficient to assure that it wil1 remain so:'1 

The categorical imperative absolutely prohibits only those actions 
·that would fundamentally undermine any hope of achieving peace. The 
second set of preliminary articles can remain unfulfilled without un
dermining the integrity of the immediate commitment to the first three 
articles. Nations will have to be prepared to endure the conditions of 
war until all can trust the sincerity of one another's commitment to 
peace. Realism, then, does not violate the universalization formulation 
of the categorical imperative by reserving the resort to arms as a threat 
to maintain the "preliminary" peace. It would be possible, without un
dermining the prospects for pe(lce, f01' nt'ltlons committed to establish-
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Jill-', peace to maintain standing armies long enough to ward off desta
hilizing developments. Nor does realism violate the mutual respect for
Illulation: the maintenance of colonies treats other nations as means 
(I lbjects) only in order eventually to treat them as ends. For Kant, the 
\,11 tie of the categorical imperative lies not only in what it prohibits but 
.11.')0 in what the relative formality of its terms permit. Just like criticism 
In l'pistemology, it must be applied carefully to each situation. The trag
\'dv is that idealism fails to do so: in its enthusiasm for peace, the ab
c,\'llce of realism's prAemrltir pMipnrp invitps ::Jggression Again, any 
I rl\lty whose founding principles are overly idealistic is not a peace 
t rt',lty at all. 

For Kant, the "Preliminary Articles" contain those principles that rea
s\ 111 requires as constitutive of a genuine peace. They detail the minimal 
111l1ditions necessary for the flourishing of reason in a global political 
\\)J1text. Kant also uses the Prehmmary Articles to contrast the roles ot 
n'.llism and idealism in politics. Realists focus on instrumental tactics 
t h'lt undermine the fabric of trust essential to a lasting peace. In their 
/('<11 to achieve tactical success in the short term, they compel others to 
d () likewise, thereby reinforcing the suspicions rather than the trust of 
,111. Idealists also undermine their intf'ndpd gAins hom the rreliininary 
f11'i:lCe by acting unreflectively on the idea of trust. Their illusory confi
dvnce that other states are motivated either by good will or rational cal
ndation to abstain from aggression leads to a complaisance destined to 
111"0111pt the aggression of realists until they are allIed to "the vast burial 
ground of the human race" (Kant 19578, AA 347). 

Idealists and realists get carried away with themselves. Their obses
')ion with their own internal principles leads them to unreflective and 
\'ontradictory choices. Especially at critical junctures, both idealists and 
1"l'aJists violate the categorical imperative's requirement that actions be 
universalizable. They unreflectively fall back on a rule of thumb rather 
t hem make a careful assessment of circumstances and consequences. 
Achievement of peace thus becomes a hopeless endeavor. Avoidance of 
\'var becomes a mere luxury afforded only by exhaustion or good luck. 

Acceptance of war's inevitability is not an option for Kant. The atten
dant deprivations of war, such as fear, hunger, military expense, eco
nomic collapse, disease, and death would obstruct human achievement 
in knowledge and morality (Kant 195712, AA 351). The requisite collegi
,11 i ty and high cost of science cannot be sustained during wartime. Worse, 
vvar requires people to act in response to the instrumentalities of war
f'He. As such they cannot exercise their inherent freedom to obey the 
commands of the categorical imperative. These inhuman consequences 
of war compel reason to seek war's eradication, however quixotic that 
may appear to be. 
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The centrality of human freedom to Kant's entire philosophical system 
and the tendency of war to obliterate the possibility of freedom blur the 
distinction between idealism and realism in international politics. Idealism 
is prior and superior to realism in that it derives from the "commands (leges 
praeceptivae) and prohibitions (leges prohibitivae)" of pure reason. Realism, 
on the other hand, derives its authority from these commands and prohibi
tions. Idealism acts on the positive and negative obligations of what, in the 
Doctrine of Virtue, Kant calls "narrow" duties. Such duties as the command 
to end war or the prohibition against intervention in domestic disputes are 
absolute obligations. By contrast, realism can act only to create and main
tain the conditions required for the fulfillment of narrow duties. Kant (1991, 
65, 194, AA, 240, 390) refers to these obligations of realism as "wide" duties 
to distinguish them from narrow duties. 9 Whereas narrow duties are dear 
and stand alone, wide duties are derivative, contingent on the circumstances 
in which they are undertaken and bounded by the narrow duties that they 
are positively to achieve or negatively not to contradict. Because idealism 
always acts from narrow duties, often to a fault, realism is always taking its 
cue from the idealist. Yet, realism itself cannot set the standards of action. It 
can only act within the standards established by idealism. Narrow duties 
are the master of wide duties, and idealism is the master of realism. 

The significance of this doctrine of the primacy of the ideal in Kant's 
essay warrants illustration. Imagine caricatures of the idealist and real
ist. In the political machinations that lead to the outbreak of war, the 
realist patiently, sometimes not so patiently, urges the idealist to make a 
show of strength, to distrust the enemy, and to beware of sinister plots 
and tactics. The idealist stalls for time in anticipation of a final and tri
umphant "peace is at hand" press conference. When the shooting starts, 
however, the realist orders the idealist aside. War is a military, not a moral 
enterprise, the realist will claim. With that much the idealist will agree, 
while reminding the realist that it is for peace, not perpetual war, that the 
realist's services are engaged. However virile the realist's posture, the 
end of realism is peace, not merely victory. 

Just as the "intuitions" of the first Critique are "blindll without "con
cepts," so is the realist without the guidance of the idealist (Kant 1929, A 
51/ B 75). War is a non-moral activity. When a battlefield victory is 
achieved, the war is merely redefined, not ended. Neither the categorical 
imperative nor the logic of politics can accept the kind of peace that is 
ar.hieved and maintained by force. Thus, while idealists do not always 
dominate the stage, they are always present in repeating the command, 
which defines the boundaries of a realist's choices: "There is to be no 
war" (Kant 1991, 160, AA 354). Like "empty concepts" that have no em
pirical referents, however, idealism must be wary of the illusion that be
cause there is to be no war, there will be none. 
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II 

We turn now to Kant's delineabon of the means by which the Prelimi-
11, I rv Articles are to be realized. In the "Definitive Articles for Perpetual 
I \\ICe," Kant describes the practical steps necessary to the achievement 
I. JI ,1 perpetual peace. In formulating the means to this end, he again steers 
d nitical course between idealism nnd re81ism hy trlkin8 ;.:lccount of both 
I Ill' commands of morality and the empirical constraints imposed by poH
til'S (Kant 1957, 35, AA 370). 

The "Definitive Articles" are introduced with the observation that "[t]he 
'>Llte of peace among men living side by side is not the natural state; the 
Il.ltural state is one of war. This does not always mean open hostilities, 
htl! at least an unceasing threat of war" (Kant 1957 la, AA 348-349). The 
l'stllblishment of peace, contrary to the skepticism of the realists, is both 
morally necessary and empirically possible. Contrary to the dogmatism 
I lithe idealists, however, peace must be established in the natural context 
.1Ild thus prudentially. This duty to establish a peace consistent with both 
I Ill' standards of morality and the constraints of nahm:> le8cls Kant to con
('Iude that it can be achieved only if relations among people are arranged 
.IS if it is their will to be at peace with one another. They need not actually 
will peace but merely do so externally (juridically) by conforming to laws 
I hilt have them act as though they do. While political idealism is restricted 
I (I sdting as ends the standard of human behavior, political realism must 
devise morally legitimate means, in nature, to accomplish it. 

In view of these considerations, Kant (1957, lOn, AA 350) postulates 
Ihat "[a]l1 men who can reciprocally influence one another must stand 
tinder some civil constitution." That is, in order to assure the law-abiding 
hl'havior necessary to peace, humans must codify right conduct contrac
IUi:llly. In all contracts, parties must agree on what their relations ought to 
he and then on those means of achieving them that are most consistent 
vvith the moral principles that require those relations. Peace rests upon 
SL'CUrity /I against hostility ... pledged to each by his neighbor." Such 
pledges, howevel~ "can occur only in a civil state"; otherwise, "each may 
treat his neighbor, from whom he demands this security, as an enemy" 

. (Kant 1957,10, AA349). Peace thus requires the establishment of a consti
tutional context. Without this context, such pledges would be empty and 
('(mld not effectuate the moral requirement for peace. Hence, idealism's 
nptimistic faith in the effectiveness of mutual pledges of friendship is tem
pered by realism's cautioning on the need for sufficient civil authority to 
,1 void the deterioration of pledges into empty promisE'S. ThE' specific 111E'anS 
devised to achieve that security will differ among different societies as 
well as among different levels of political relations. Each of the three "De
finitive Articles" describes that constihltion (contract) consistent with these 
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requirements that would exist at three levels of political relationship: be
hveen individuals in a nation, behveen nations of the world, ,mel beh .... ,pell 

individuals considered as world citizens (Kant 1957, 10-11n, AA 350). 
At the level of individuals in a nation, Kant offers the "First Definitive 

Article for Perpetual Peace," the iuea that "The Civll Conslitution of :ev
ery State Should be Republican." It is "[t]he only constitution which de
rives from the idea of the original compact, and on which all juridical 
legislation of a people must be based" (Kant 1957, 11, AA 350). Kant's 
enthusiasm for the republican form, which he defines as a separation of 
the executive and legislative powers, stems from the idea that republi
canism takes the social contract seriously in acknowledging the princi
pal role of the citizenry in constituting political societies. There can be no 
domestic peace without the contract, and there can be no contract with
out the participation of the entire society in its construction. The repubH
can constitution, then, is founded upon the idealist notion that all gov
ernment derives from the contractual COIl~ellt of Lhe governed. 

Several implications for the treatment of citizens derive from this ide
alist foundation of the republican constitution. First, each person is en
titled to a liberty consistent with that of other people. Without this prin
ciple, there could have been no consent, and no ongoing consent, to the 
social contract. Second; each person is to be subject to one common law, 
without which there could be no ground for agreement in conflicts. Fi
nally, each person is to be exactly equal to every other person with re
spect both to the law and to responsibility. Without such equality, there 
could be no true contract because the stronger party would have dic
tated its terms to the weaker (Kant 1957, 12, AA 349-350). 

Like othert; ill Lhe conLracL Lradition, particularly Rousseau, Kant re
gards the will of the citizenry as the foundation of authority over it. Politi
cal authority is never exercised over people without their consent, even 
when they are passive or have never explicitly given it. In giving this con
sent, they commit themselves to a social rather than private existence. They 
become citizens. The categorical imperative's insistence on autonomy (lib
erty), universalizability (law), and respect for people (equality) is most 
closely approximated in the republic because it is by definition a society 
co"nstituted by citizens. Consequently, republic;:!ni"m "ie; thf' original basis 
of every form of civil constitution" (Kant 1957, 12, AA 351). 

Although the fundamental idea behind the constitution is that it will 
establish a common law to which all consent and are equally subject, 
Kant is not suggesting that the citizens directly formulate that law in an 
empirical sense. The principal function of the law is to institute the con
ditions of peace. It must not be construed as an expression of collective 
self-interest. It is a law that expresses the "general will" of the people, to 
which they "would" consent (Kant 1957, 12n, AA 351). In other words, 
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II)" republic is not a direct denlOcracy. 
I )emocracy is "necessarily a despotism, because it establishes an ex

"'lilive in which all ... who are not quite all, decide, and this is a contra
,Ill lion of the general will with itself and with freedom" (Kant 1957,14, 
\;\ :'52). Direct democracy returns people to a state of war by placing 

',I 1\'l'reignty in the hands of the majority. Kant thus dismisses the idealist 
\\ Illl might mistake him as saying that political legitimacy requires the 
"Illpirical consent of people who, by nature, are self-interested. To the 
(I lillrary, it requires the consent of reason as expressed by rational beings 
II]J'( lugh the general will. With a nod toward the realists, Kant further 
(" ,..;c'rves that the law can be effective even in thfl conduct of /I a race of 
d,'vils," as long as the state is organized well and the citizens are intelll
:,~I 'nl enough to follow its incentives. Specifically, 

"the powers of each selfish inclination are so arranged in oppo
si tion that one moderates or destroys the ruinous effects of the 
other. The consequence for reason is the same as if none of [these 
inclinations] existed, and man is forced to be a good citizen even 
if not a morally good man." (Kant 1957, 30, AA 366) 

Kant's republic, then, is governed for and through the people but not 
'll'cL'ssarily by them. It would be ruled by a preferably small number of 
1i'11rI>sentrltivflS, fllthflr an aristocracy or a monarchy who would frame 
1,)\vS that facilitate the orderly clash of interests. On the one hand, Kant's 
!'I ,,]1 ism warns that the larger the number of rulers (such as collective 
Illonarchies, corporatist aristocracies, or representative democracies), he 
,~~rl',lter is the likely influence of self-interest (Kant 1957, 15, AA 353). On 
Ilw other hand, realism also warns that however small the number of 
n IIL'rs, they might become just as despotic as democracies by ruling in 
Ilwi r self-interest. Nevertheless, "it is at least possible for [aristocracies 
,1Ild monarchies] to assume a mode of government conforming to the 
"pi rit of a representative system/' while it is impossible in democracies 
"since everyone wishes to be master" (Kant 1957, 14, AA 353). Idealism 
pft'vails in the insistence that a citizen's right to pursue self-interest is 
lundamental to the good constitution, whereas realism points away from 
,h'l1locracy and is only guardedly optimistic about the republican poten
I i,ll of monarchy and aristocracy. Ultimately, the republican mode of gov
ernment is to harness the selfish inclination against war. 

The "Second Definitive Article for Perpetual Peace," that "The Law of 
1\J(ltions Shall be Founded on a Federation of Free States," depends upon 
l he first article. According to Kant, it is not only conflict among them
sl'lves as individuals that inclines people to form themselves into a state 
I If ordered liberty. "Even if a people were not forced by internal discord 
[n submit to public laws," he writes, "war would compel them to do so" 
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(Kant 1957, 29, AA 365). Thev will inevitably find themselves surrounded . . 
and threatened by individual states in the same way they are threatened 
by other individuals. The need to defend against this threat requires the 
formation of a state in which selfish inclinations can be prevented from 
interfering with collective self-defense. Domestic peace, albeit among 
"uevlb," l~ e~~elllidllu llLlenldliollal peace, which is likewise essenliallo 
the fruits of domestic peace. This continuum of domestic and interna
tional political order means that the two are not much different from 
each other and that idealism and realism will occupy the same positions 
in framing an international peace as they do at the domestic level. 

According to Kant, citizens of republics will be disinclined to go to 
war because the true general will, expressed by citizens or their repre
sentatives, would not consent to a declaration of war. "[N]othing is more 
natural," he writes, than that people would be livery cautious in com
mencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of 
war" (Kant 1957, 12, AA 351). Even if people are naturally inclined to
ward war when they dre uut~iue the ~tdle, lhey would nol consenllo il if 
their liberty under a republican constitution, if not their own morally 
developed individual wills, prohibits it (Kant 1957, 17, AA 355). The fea
ture of republics that inclines them to peace thus lies in their constitu
tion. A republic is a state in which the citizenry has a direct stake. Its 
existence is dependent upon their individual as well as collective wills 
and is at least implicitly formed and maintained by them for the sake of 
their liberty to pursue their particular interests. For Kant, the republican 
stl'ltp has pprsona lity. Tts citizens will only reluctantly go to war, and then 
only to preserve their freedom from outside invasion. 

The personality of republican states also makes untenable the achieve
ment of global peace by means of a world republic. An idealist might 
advocate a world republic on the ground that all peoples could live to
gether under one global personality. Realists might advocate a world 
republic or government as the only way to prevent wars, skeptically sub
stituting a powerful central regime for the hope that republics would 
refrain from war. Yet republics, having been formed by the will of a spe
cific group of people, will be reluctant to surrender the autonomy achieved 
in that act of will to the will of other peoples. Thus, while the republican 
personality might give the idealist cause for hope, the realist wlll pm

phasize that "personalities," however much inclined they are toward com
munity over conflict, will nevertheless insist on their autonomy. 

These cunsideralions necessitate the federation of free states. Although 
conflicts inevitably will arise among their differing personalities, the fed
eration preserves the autonomy of each member state. Republican states, 
animated by their individual personalities and reluctant to go to war 
unnecessarily, are mindful of the need for a system of law to provide 
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\111 iL,ctive security that is least threatening to individual autonomy. While 
lllld i ng such law in the federation, they no more attribute a truly good 
\\ i II to the participant states than they do to the citizens of the republic. 
I .i kc the republic, the federation is necessarily a weak alternative never
tlll'il'ss dictated by reason. It can come about when "a powerful and en
lightened people" makes itself a republic, thereby inclining itself to per
Jld UC11 peace, and in thp intel"!?st of extending its freedorn., coming to serve 
.1'-; ,1 "fulcrum to the federation" (Kant 1957, 18-19, AA 356). At best, it 
\ \' i II become" only the negative surrogate of an alliance which averts war, 
"l1d ures, spreads, and holds back the stream of Lhose hosLile pdssiuns 
which fear the law, though such an alliance is in constant peril of their 
I 1 I'l'<l king loose" (Kant 1957, 20, AA 357). 

'rhe federation is a pragmatic response to the imperative of perpetual 
jlt'.1Ce. It meets the command of the categorical imperative to undertake 
.Jl"[iulls that are universalizable but not totalistic. The categorical impera
lin' prohibits actions that would lead directly to war but permits actions 
111.1l, while perhaps not ideal, are benign. States can form themselves into a 
ft'Licration for the purpose of estt'lhlishin8 a frrtmework for peace without 
·,.lnificing their autonomy as personalities. Were it to be otherwise, realists 
\\'lluld note, individual states would seek ways to break out of the federa
II< >11. Idealism obtains its de facto peace, whereas realism restrains the incli-
11.1lion toward a global autarchy that would ultimately prove fatal. 

'rhe federation is also consistent with the mutual respect formulation 
lli the categorical imperative. The formation of a league among states, 
whose relationships are defined by a law they collectively choose, imple
ll11'nts the requirement that they treat each other as ends. That they may 
II )ntinue to regard each other's actions with suspicion and maintain their 
11.1 tional identity is consistent with the permission they have to treat each 
nlher as means. For idealism, states must treat each other as ends; for 
I"l'<llism, they need not do so blindly at their own expense. 

The third "Definitive Article" states: "The law of world citizenship 
:-;klll be limited to conditions of universal hospitality" (Kant 1957, 20, AA 
\:-17). Quite simply, all people possess "a right of temporary sojourn, a 
right to associate ... by virtue of their common possession of the surface 
\)1' the earth" (Kant 1957, 21, AA 358). Idealism's commands here, as they 
s\) often are, are double-edged. People as individuals have the right to 
I ravel to other places controlled by other states. Merely occupying a piece 
\)f ground does not entitle one people to exclude others. Yet, just as physi
\',11 possession does not grant exclusive title, the common possession of 
I':,lrth does not permit invasion, pillage, and colonialism. If all stC'ltf'S actpd 
in accordance with these limiting principles, no state could entirely iso
Illte itself or intrude so completely on another as to undermine the latter's 
self-identity. The integrity of the state as personality is as dependent upon 
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contact with other states as on security against excessive intrusion. 
As always, idealism's standards cannot be met by idealist means. 

Rather, Kant suggests that the principal form of the contact between states 
is commercial. One need not rely on idealist notions of cosmopolitan sen
sibility that bring "the human race ... closer and closer to a constitution 
establishing world citizenship" (Kant 1957, 21, AA358). The profit motive 
will be increasingly sufficient to reduce the likelihood that violence will 
be used to resolve the inevitable conflicts among human societies. Just as 
good citizenship at the domestic level depends more on or8;:)ni7,ation than 
on virtue, a global "kingdom of ends"10 depends more on the invisible 
hand of the marketplace than on the triumph of good over evil. 

The "Definitive Articles," centrally located in the essay~ are also the 
centerpiece of its conceptual composition. They reject in turn those real
ist assertions of the intractability of war: that human nature is warlike; 
that nation-states, by definition, cannot forbear war; and that mutual un
derstanding and "hospitality" between peoples are restrained by and 
can thus never overcome the previous two assertions. Each assertion, 
considered as a matter of realistic thinking, stands refuted on the ground 
of the irrefutability, and hence possibility~ of the commands of idealism. 

The "DefinHive Artide~" reject the ideali~t notion that merely assert
ing the possibility of political right guarantees its success. They do so by 
insisting that while the appropriate steps toward peace must be consis
tent with the categorical imperative, they must nevertheless occur in space 
and time and thus be consistent with political prudence. National gov
ernments cannot be pure democracies. International organization cannot 
be world government. World citizenship does not obliterate nationalism. 

In these ways, the "Definitive Articles" comprise a practical formula 
for the "establishment" of the peace described in the "Preliminary Ar
ticles." They demand the fulfillment of both narrow and wide duties. The 
categorical imperative is intended to promote the same critical standpoint 
in practical affairs that is required in epistemology. The attainment of peace 
thus requires a "political wisdom" that critically restrains the realist and 
idealist extremes to which each is led by the proximity and vanity of its 
perspective (Kant 1929, A475, B503). Only in this way can reason fuWIl its 
"architectonic interest" - indeed, its very survival by escaping the 
peace of the innkeeper's sign (Kant 1929, A474-475, B502-503). Whether 
nations, their leaders, or their citizens would sacrifice their own self-in
terest to the longer-term vision of a lasting peace begs the question of the 
prospects for peace and the federation that is to maintain it. If there is no 
hope of humanity taking such actions, there is little point in discussing 
the Preliminary and Definitive Articles other than, perhaps, to produce a 
kind of anthropology of political ideas. Since Kant disdained such idle 
speculation, his response to the question of hope warrants close scrutiny. 
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In 

In order to fathom and evaluate Kant's response to this important ques
tion of hope, we return to the categorical irnperative, \l\1h1Ch is the fruit of 
Kant's search for a fundamental moral principle applicable to all human 
situations (Sullivan 1989, 149). In addition to serving as a guide for ac
tion, the categorical imperative is also the expression of the first proof 
that there is hope for peace. In the Critique ~f Pure Reason, Kant foreshad
ows his later work in practical philosophy. He assumes lhal"there really 
are pure moral laws which determine, completely a priori (without re
gard to empirical motives, that is, to happiness) what is and is not to be 
done/' and that "since reason commands that such actions should take 
place, it must be possible for them to take place" (Kant 1929, A807, B835). 
Here and in his ethical works, Kant argues both that there is a moral law 
and that, jf it is to be taken seriously, it entails the concept of duty. 

This theme is continued in Perpetual Peace: 

Taken objectively, morality is in itself practical, being the to
tality of unconditionally mandatory laws according to which we 
ought to act. It would obviously be absurd, after granting au
thority to the concept of duty, to pretend that we cannot do our 
duty .... Consequently, there can be no conflict of politics as a 
practical doctrine of right, with ethics, as a theoretical doctrine 
of right. (Kant 1957, 35, AA 370) 

As Kant (1957, 46, AA 380) puts it, the first justification for hope is that 
"pure principles of right have objective reality." The vision of peace im
plicit in idealism and specified in the Preliminary Articles is actual. It there
fore entails the duty obey it. Yet, the mere assertion that the idea of per
petual peace is actual, that we have a duty to fulfill it, and that that duty 
implies possibility is insufficient proof of hope that we might actually do 
so. For realism, this would be the height of idealisnl's folly. No ruler can be 
expected to make the sacrificial leap of faith entailed by such a duty. 

In order to strengthen his position on this issue, Kant offers a political 
formulation of the categorical imperative: "All actions relating to the right 
of other men are unjust if their maxim is not consistent with publicity" 
(Kant 1957, 47, AA 381). This formulation asks whether an action with 
political consequences is capable ot passing public scrutiny. Secret machi
nations, policies, and agendas are suspect by definition. Publicity requires 
full disclosure. If any attributes of any action or agreement could not 
survive unless hidden from those affected, then the agreement or action 
must be discarded. 

The publicity formulation restates the universalization formulation 
of the categorical imperative in empirical language and thereby serves 

15 



as the vehicle by which ought becomes is in politics. More precisely, the 
publicity requirement sets a standard for politics and provides a con
crete way to measure its attainment. As discussed by Kant in the Prelimi
nary Articles, the most important component of peaceful politics is trust. 
Publicity requires that parties to an agreement promise not to undercut 
it by secret decisions. It is simply the rule of non-contradiction; where 
there is deception, there is no real agreement; and where there is no agree
ment, there can be no peace. 

l{ealists will be skeptical of this argument. Even though there is a prac
tical formula for measuring the conformity of politics with the moral law, 
there is still no apparent incentive for rulers or the public to apply it. Kant 
(1957,33-34, AA 368-369) offers an ironic response in the "Secret Article 
for Perpetual Peace." He begins by reemphasizing that secret clauses in 
contracts, especially those having to do with political society, are a funda
mental violation of the law of non-contradiction. He then proceeds to the 
ironic exception to this rule: rulers may keep secret from their respective 
publics and each other that they listen to the advice of philosophers. 

This exception is made for several reasons. First, philosophers are the 
bearers of the moral law because they possess and articulate "the un
trammeled judgment of reason." Since they are "by nature incapable of 
plotting and lobbying," they can be trusted to speak candidly. Second, 
leaders are expected to strike the pose of might, not right, to their en
emies. It would be "humiliating to the legislative authority of a state" if 
its susceptibility to the influence of philosophers were known by its en
f'mif'f:l (K~nt 19,,7, .'i:i, A A :ifiR)_ Thirn, philosophers should not be given 
any more than a hearing because to give them power of influence would 
"inevitably" corrupt their judgment. Fourth, as a practical matter, this pro
viso is not to suggest that "kings or kinglike peoples who rule themselves" 
ought to become philosophers, for their task is governing, not contem
plation. Yet rulers, whether in monarchy or republics, should always al
low philosophers to speak because their opinions are "indispensable to 
the enlightenment of the business of government." In any case, to censor 
philosophers is to acknowledge their influence (Kant 1957, 34, AA 369). 

Hope for peace is strengthened by the "Secret Article" because phi
losophers are the voice of idealists, the keepers of the moral law. Since 
the possibility of their influence is to be kept secret,. thf'rf' is no rf'ClSOn to 
silence them and the idea of peace they articulate. Thus, says Kant (1957, 
46, AA 380), "the moral principle in man is never extinguished." Like
wise, idealists are not to have the influence that would lead to a danger
ous neglect of the practical matters so central to statesmanship. Leaders 
need not be idealists but may concentrate on the realist task assigned to 
them. Nevertheless, their actions will always occur against the backdrop 
of the command, "There shall be no war" (Kant 1991, 160, AA 354). 
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A derivative significance of the Articie" in Pernetual Peace is '-, J 

its permissiveness. The publicity requirement of the cMpf:;nricnl irnp(~rPl-
tive is not absolute with regard to philosophers. Just as actions that do not 
contradict the universalization or mutual respect formulations of the cat
egorical imperative are permitted, so too are actions that do not directly 
contradict publicity. For instance, standing armies can be maintained with
out violating universalization; states within a federation can still be wary 
of member states without violating mutual respect; and weapons devel
opment, lend-lease plans, and even doomsday planning could remain se
cret without violating the rule of publicity. The categorical imperative lays 
down boundaries to action, narrow duties, which are absolute. Yet, there 
is wide latitude in practice by which to meet these obligations. 

On the question of Ilnpf' fm Pf'l'lCf'r Kl'lnt to this point hl'l5: 1) declared 
the objectivity of the moral1aw that requires peace; 2) established a con
crete means for measuring political conformity to the categorical impera
tive (publicity); 3) identified a class of people (philosophers) who articu
late that law; and 4) rendered it unnecessary for leaders to acknowledge 
that they are guided by morality. He has not, however, answered the ques
tion. After all, even if leaders were to listen to and act upon the advice of 
philosophers, they might not meet with enough success to sustain that 
course of action. In other words, virtuous ends do not guarantee success
ful means. According to the "First Supplement: On the Guarantee of Per
petual Peace," nature, not human action, provides this guarantee. 

In this section, Kant posits nature directing humanity toward peace 
in spite of itself. In particular, those hostile inclinations that lead people 
to war actually serve to draw them closer to the idea of peace by high
lighting the costs of war. Differences of "language and religion" serve to 
prevent attempts at world government while also increasing the pro
pensity to engage in commerce which is "incompatible with war" (Kant 
1957,31-32, AA 367-368). 

Although Kant (1957, 30-31/ AA 366-367) is careful not to attribute to 
nature "the profound wisdom of a higher cause" or "a cunning contriv
ance," he might as well have done so, for he cannot resist exclaiming that 
I/[nJature inexorably wills that the right should finally triumph," even if 
not by attaining "the moral improvement of men." Nature "guarantees 
perpetual peace by the mechanism of human passions." Yet, II she does 
not do so with sufficient certainty for us to predict the future in any theo
retical sense," even though the hunger for hope might make our empiri
cal observations of human interrelations appear to confirm that this is 
nature's design. It therefore remains our duty to work for peace con
sciously (Kant 1957, 32, AA 368). 

The question of hope is again a question of human volition: hope for 
peace depends upon the willingness of human beings to pursue peace. 
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K;:mt's ;:mSWPl" rpljes upon the practical idea that individual persoll.alities 
must be combined into a collective personality. Individuals will not will 
peace. But if merged into a collective, they acquire a social personality 
that can will peace for them. As a praclicalrlLaller, KdJlt is careful to note 
that this collective personality can only be formed by means of coercion. 
One "legislator" will have to form a nation from "a horde of savages" 
(Kant 1957, 36, AA 371). This being so, the legislator will be unwilling to 
permit them to form their own constitution. Because rule thus begins 
with force, it will be exercised tyrannically. Hope for peace continues to 
rest upon volition, albeit of the leadership of a single nation. 

The leader of a nation founded in coercion must, of course, maintain 
the collective through coercion. It becomes difficult to see how leaders 
and their policies can be anything but realist. A leader might err as a 
IJdespotic moralist," prematurely acting on idealist principles without 
giving due attention to praclical cOHslrainb. Nundhdess, time and ex
perience will cause leaders and their successors to take a more realistic 
course (Kant 1957, 38-39, AA 373). On the other hand, rulers who cannot 
forget that nations are formed by force are unlikely to shape policy in 
accordance with anything other than practical experience. As this is likely 
always to teach them cynicism about human nature, the idea of peace, 
let alone its deliberate pursuit, will not constitute an influence over policy. 
Unlike the "despotic moralist," the "political moralist" will never "learn" 
from experience but will instead be guided by it, forgetting that the es
tablishment of a collectivity, albeit by force, merely fulfills a wide duty 
on the way to fulfillment of the narrow duty toward peace. 

Kant is confident that political moralists, the epiLolIle vf realbm in 
politics, cannot continue indefinitely. Their maxims are transparent, self- . 
contradictory; and ultimately self-destructive (Kant 1957, 40, 45, AA 374-
5, 379). Their arrogance is impossible to sustain because of the variety, 
number, and complexity of information they must use in their calcula
tions (Kant 1957, 43, AA 377). Even if they mean to achieve peace, as 
most realists claim to do, they are more likely to be ensnared by their 
own machinations. The tragedy of realism for a people is that its demise 
and whatever lessons it has to tf'8ch arp a long time in coming. 

Better, says Kant, that rulers adopt "political wisdom" as their guide. 
While a course of action must be thoroughly grounded in the intricacies 
of empirical experience, no action should be taken that cannot fit the 
standard of publicity. Prudent maxims that also conform to the political 
formulation of the categorical imperative will achieve peace more effec
tively than either idealism or realism. The principle of publicity defines 
that narrow duty in the fulfillment of which leaders may choose any 
number of pragmatic courses. In times of intensely confused conflict, the 
best course would be to take small, sometimes seemingly cold-hearted 
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steps mure Lun::-;btellt I'vitJ t d l11Uloughgoing reallsm. Al oLher limes, com

merce or war-weariness may make possible grander idealist steps to
ward peace, such as the establishment of international institutions and 
agreements. The wisdom of experience tempered by a focus on the ad
vancement toward peace would determine the extent of action under 
either scenario, bounded always by the requirement of publicity. 

Kant's response to the question of hope rests ultimately on his provi
sion of a rule, publicity, by which realism and idealism might be bal
anced in politics. He seeks both empirical and moral grounds for guar
anteeing that peace can, and will, be achieved. That guarantee, however, 
is always dependent upon human volition. Knowledge of the moral im
perative does not assure that the duty will be met; philu::;uphert::i mighL 
not be permitted to keep the idea alive; and rulers might not take up 
their duties. Hope for peace is embodied in its availability, not its neces
sity. The objective reality of the idea of perpetual peace simply does not 
guarantee its practical manifestation. 

IV 

Kant's failure to answer with finality the question of whether there is 
hope for perpetual peace is wholly consistent with his "critical" philoso
phy. Moreovel~ this failure captures the message of Perpetllal Peace for 
practitioners and theorists of international politics alike. The antinomy 
between idealism and realit::>m it::> dIIlelldble only Lo mediallon, not resolu
tion. Like antinomies of knowledge (freedom and causality), ethics (au
tonomy and heteronomy), and religion (God and nature), so too do hu
man understanding and pure reason leave us, at best, with an orderly 
untidiness. The order results from criticism's restraint of the poles of each 
antinomy. The untidiness follows because criticism is an ongoing pro
cess: new data, new situations, new beliefs, and new interests reinvigo
rate the antinomies of knowledge, ethics, religion; and politics. There 
seems to be no guarantee of perpetucd perlCf' 

Even though he genuinely despises the cruel brutality and irrational
ity of the practice of politics at all levels of governance, Kant never offers 
mure than spe<.:ulative hupe fur all end to it. To do otherwise would go 
well beyond the boundaries of his philosophical system. Instead, he of
fers hopefulness grounded in the establishment of liberal (republican) 
polities and their international parallel, the Federation. Liberalism's chief 
virtue is its institutionalization of a critical perspective sufficient to re
strain the darkness of realist despair and the blinding light of idealist 
hubris. Its openness and intelligence make any long-term commitment 
to either polarity nearly impossible and minimize any historically sig
nificant damage stemming from such commitments. Of course, either 
idealism or realism, separately or in tragic combination, can return to 
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wreak their special havoc on a global scale at any time. Nevertheless, 
Kant urges us to be hopeful that such episodes will be brief, survivable, 
and inCrl:>;1c:;ine1y infrequent. As the number of liberal regimes increases, 
he hypothesizes, the less likely will be violent outbreaks among them. 
Nature will "accomplish what reason could have suggested ... without 
so much sad experience" (Kant 1949, 120). 

Kant's hypotheses have been put to the test by history and the rela
tively sophisticated tools of social scientific analysis that emerged after 
World War II. Under the heading of the "Democratic Peace Debate," schol
ars of international politics have examined the empirical evidence to 
determine whether, and if so, why, liberal democracies pursue nonvio
lent means of resolving the conflicts that arise among them. The demo
cratic peace thesis, initially framed by Doyle (1983), has sparked much 
schoblrly dpbate l1 Yet, the western democracies, led by the United States, 
have pronounced a renewed commitment to pro-democratic policies on 
the presupposition that democracies (the republican form) are inclined 
to peace at least with one another. 

Based upon a survey of wars over a two hundred year period, Doyle 
(1983, 213) concludes that "even though liberal states have become in
volved in numerous wars with non-liberal states, constitutionally secure 
liberal states have yet to engage in war with one another." He takes a 
Kantian approach to explain his claim by looking to the internal charac
ter of modern liberal democracy. Such regimes, he says, possess a com
mitment to mutual non-intervention, regular rotation in office, and sta
bilizing internal constitunonalstructures such as separation of powers. 
Anticipating realist criticism, Doyle is careful to note that these regimes 
do not hesitate to go to war with non-democratic states when it is in their 
interest to do so. Still, he insists that realism cannot deny his findings. 
Even if peace among democratic states is little more than "prudent di
plomacy," this II cannot account for more than a century and a half of 
peace among independent liberal states, many of which have crowded 
one another in the center of Europe" (Doyle 1983,213). 

Dixon (1994) takes as a given that democracies are as likely to become 
engaged in international conflict as are non-democracies, but he also rec
ognizes that they are more likely to settle serious disputes with one an
other before military hostilities develop."In his "search for a satisfactory 
explanation," he turns to the procedural norms he finds to typify democra
cies. "The particular bundle of norms to which he attributes the tendency of 
democracies to seek peaceful settlements to their disputes is "bounded 
competition.""In the management of their own highly competitive internal 
affairs (elections and markets, for example), democracies develop habits 
and skills at cont1ict resolution that are then carried over into their rela
tions with other similarly constituted states."As a result, when democra-
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cies do confront other democracies, "these shared norms of bounded com
petition will provide a mutual basis for contingent consent, suggesting that 
dispules between democracies should evolve somewhat differently than 
do disputes between states not sharing these norms" (Dixon 1994, 17). 

Of the many realist critiques of the democratic peace thesis, that of 
Farber and Gowa (1995) is typical."Doyle's evidence, they argue, can be 
explained as prudence at work; democratic norms are not necessarily 
the reason for the apparent pacific union among liberal democracies." 
Since peaceful conflict resolution usually perpetuates the status quo to 
the advantage of winners, they are likely publicly to celebrate such out
comes in terms that de-emphasize self-interest. Moreover, negotiated 
settlements are less expensive than wars, especially when high-stakes 
international commerce is involved." If liberal democracies are so peace 
lovillt" lItey ask, why are lhey willing to go to war with undemocratic 
states?" They also question the data itself." Besides claiming that the pa
cific union among liberal democracies existed mainly during the Cold 
"Var era, they make the Hobbesian point that the threat of war is suffi
cient to characterize a conflict as war." Thus, they emphasize incidents 
of "militarized interstate disputes." 

In another variation of the realist critique, Mansfield and Snyder (1995) 
reconfigure the data to distinguish between mature and emel"ging de
mocracies. The latter, they Claim, lack the institutional stability required 
to restrain the war-making inclinations of those elite interests and par
ties that stand to lose in democratization. liThe ferocity of elite power 
struggles nlakes ernerging democracies particularly dangerous." Promot
ing democracy around the world in the name of the democratic peace 
could produce another of those ironies so typical of politics: "idealism's 
faith in democracy is turned on its head by the instability of 
democratization." According to another of realism's proponents, demo
cratic peace theory is "dangerous" in that its "zone of peace is a peace of 
illusions. There is no evidence that democracy at the unit level negates 
the structural effects of anarchy at the level of the international political 
system"(T .rlyne 1994, 4R; rll!=>() see Waltz 19.59). Elsewhere he observes that 
"the democratic-peace theory blinds us to the fact that what really counts 
in international politics is power." Capturing Kant's own warnings in 
the preliminary articles against idealism's tendency to be too trusting 
too quickly, another realist concludes that" certain states that we don't 
worry about now as threats to our security, because they are democra
cies, may in fact prove to be real threats down the line. If we have ideo
logical blinders on, we may not see that" (Shea 1996, A7). 

More recent work on the democratic peace has focused not on whether, 
but on why, democracies do not go to war with one another./lBruce Buena 
De Mesquita, James D. Morrow, Randolph M. Siverson, and Alistair Smith 
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(1999, 791) declare that ithe empirical evidence for this claim is quite 
strong." While they emphasize the claim of Kant and Doyle that domes
tic political institutions matter in foreign policy choice (deciding whether 
to go to war, for example), they reject, along with normative explana
tions, those institutional explanations that rely on the public's restraint 
of political leaders in matters of war and peace. Their alternative expla
nation, based on a realism grounded in game theory, portrays political 
leaders who respond to the institutional incentives of liberal democra
cies much like the "intelligent devils" in Kant's Perpetual Peace (Kant 1957, 
3D, AA 366). With their hold on power tied to public approval through 
elections, such leaders choose only wars they can win, and they make an 
all-out effort to do so. Since democratic leaders can attribute this quality 
to their counterparts in other liberal democracies, they are less likely to 
bear the expense and risk of going to war with each other. 

This latter approach to the question of the democratic peace is consis
tent with Kant's. Although the reluctance of democratic states to war 
with one another is based upon "prudent diplomacy," the end of peace 
is achieved in its ideal form. The institutional arrangements of liberal 
democracies make them better suited than non-democratic states to peace
ful international relations. They are also more suited to global trade and 
intercourse than arc non democratic states. Finally, their internal com
mitment to a constitution that promotes individual freedom and equa]
ity addresses Kant's First Definitive Article. 

Kant would undoubtedly be gratified to know that modern political 
science has had such confidence in its empirical verification of his thesis. 
Yet, he would also warn that this affirmation should not be allowed to 
feed an idealism that might be inclined to advocate democratization with
out concern for the dangers cited by Mansfield and Snyder (1995). In
deed, the democratic peace may prove to be only a western phenom
enon, as the personalities of emerging nations may not favor democracy. 
Nor would Kant dismiss Layne's warning that friends may not always 
be friends. The categorical imperative's insjstence that we treat others 
always as ends and never as means only permits treating others as means. 
The v~ry existence of a state system consisting of independent nations 
that can be united, at best, within a federation is indicative of the poten
tial for any of those states to become warriors against their confederates. 

For Kant, the goal must always be to strengthen the prospects for a 
lasting peace. Neither idealism nor realism must be allowed to dominate 
foreign policy. A careful, critical balance must be struck between them so 
as "to prevent precipitation which might injure the goal striven for" (Kant 
1957, 8, AA 347). In other words, modern states should not allow their 
confidence in the democratic peace to blind them to the verities of inter
national relations. Likcwisc, they must not allow their skepticism to deny 
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<.11111 ulluerminewhal conten,porary political science has affirmed. The 

ideological passions of idealism and the cold calculations of realism are 
the necessary means to the end of achieving peace. Kant (1957, 46, AA 
380) concludes, Ii All politics must bend its knee before the nght." 

Notes 

1. Citations of Kant's work in this article include references to volume 8 of 
Kant's gesam111eite Schriftell (28 vols., Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter & 
Co., 1904ff.), the" Academy Edition," which I abbreviate as AA. 

2. The classic statement of the distinction between "utopian" and "realist" theo
ries of international politics is found in Carr (1939). Also see Waltz (1959). Doyle 
(19R:i) treats realism at length in the context of his discussion of the democratic 
peace. For a critical treatment of idealism as "Wilsonianism," see Layne (1994). 

3. O'Neill (1986, 524) observes that Kant's "entire critical enterprise has a cer
tain political character." Also see Arendt (1982), Friedrich (1948), Humphrey 
(1983), Laursen (1986), Mulholland (1987), OiNeil1 (1989), Reiss (1970), Riley (1983), 
and Saner (1973). 

4. Citations of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason in this arbcle include references 
to both the A and B editions. 

5. Kant's passion for his subject and for the significance of the nature / free
dom antinomy is movingly expressed in the following metaphor from The Cri
tique of Practical Reason: "Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing 
admiration and awe, the oftener and more steadily we reflect on them: the starry 
heavens above me and the moral law within me" (Kant 1956, 166, AA 161). 

6. For an interesting discussion attributing the "innkeeper's sign" metaphor 
to the work of Kant's predecessor, Leibniz, see Riley (1983, 122). 

7. For an extensive discussion of Kant as contract theorist, see Riley (1983). 
8. This would be the political equivalent ot the metaphYSical pnnclple that 

"an event which should follow upon an empty time, that is, a coming to be pre
ceded by no state of things, is as little capable of being apprehended as empty 
time itself" (Kant 1929, A 192, B237). 

9. For a discussion, see SulUvan (1989, 51-54). 
10. The reference here to a "kingdom of ends" is intended to emphaSize a 

critical understanding of Kant's political theury. A!:> is ilue throughout his prac

tical philosophy, Kant wants human action directed toward attaining an ideal 
community. This, however, is the ideal for Kant, and his perspective requires 
that it be carefully balanced a~aim;t whalls possible. There cannot be any com
promise on what the goal of human action is to be, in this case perpetual peace 
among nations. Yet, the idea of that goal must not become the controlling fact in 
efforts toward its realization. The categorical imperative insists only that the 
goal not be fundamentally contradicted and undermined. It fully recognizes 
that until the kingdom of ends is reached, there will be imperfections. See Hill 
(1991, 73), O'Neill (1989, 127-128), and Sullivan (258-260). 

11. Doyle (1983) and Dixon (1994) credit the Correlates of War Project with 
the establishment of the body of empirical research relating democracy and peace. 
See, [Dl instance, Smal1 and Singer (1976, 1982). An excellent review of the major 
themes in this body of research may be found in Chan (1997). 
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This article explores the effect of the North American Free Trade Agreeme11t 
(NAFTA) 071 Pe11nsylvania si11ce tile agreeme11t's enactment on January 1, 1994, 
It does so by examining export statistics related to Penl1sylvania as a whole as 
'well as to se'ueral key regions "withil1 the state, As judged by these export statis
tics, NAFTA's impact Oll Pe1111sylv((1zia has bem q1loite pasiti'",e. At the very 
least, increases 111 exports from Pe1lnsylvania since N AFTA's enactment have 
been so strong that critics oj the agreement will be hard-pressed i1111laki11g a case 
against it, 

The first question usually asked about the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA) is, how many American jobs have been lost or 
gained?1 Although we seem to hear more often of NAFTA costing jobs 
than creating them, we must be wary of anecdotal evidence, for securing 
solid information regarding specific job losses or gains in Pennsylvania 
is difficult and perhaps impossible. According to both the Pennsylvania 
Department of Labbr and Industry and the Employment and Training 
Administration office at the United States Department of Labor, no group 
at either the state or federallevel collects and tracks data on job losses 
(Currie 2001; Poole 2001).2 

This article avoids the debate about NAFTA and jobs. Instead, it ex
amines the effect of NAFTA on Pennsylvania between 1994 and 1999 in 
terms of rising exports.3 These five years of fairly consistent trade data 
reveal NAFTA's dramatically positive effect on state and regional exports 
to Canada and Mexico. Most export numbers have jumped sharply. 
Equally significant, export growth has been broadly distributed across a 
variety of industries, including major manufacturing sectors that some 
analysts predicted would be hurt by NAFTA. The impressive overall 
export growth has not been driven merely by a handful of fortunate in
dustries; the benefits have been widely shared. 

Despite the clarity of our findings, we encountered several problems 

in conducting this research. First, the state data4 gathered by the United 
States Department of Commerce (DoC) dates only to 1993, the year prior 
to NAFTA's implementation, as opposed to earlier data that is available 
on national-level exports.s Thus, we were not able to make estimates 
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based on long-term trends. Second, while industry data exists at the 
state levet it is not available at the regional or metropolitan levels. Third, 
because no organization collects state import data, it is not possible to 
compare imports against exports in order to ascertain whether a state 
trade deficit or surplus exists. 

We begin with some background on NAFTA and a brief description 
of recent studies of NAFTA's national and local effects. vVe then present 
the firstfive-year analysis of the impact of NAFTA on Pennsylvania as a 
wholp. Fina]]y, we examine NAFTA's impact on five particular metro
politan areas in Pennsylvania: Erie, Harrisburg, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, 
and Youngstown.6 

Background 

On December 17, 1992, Canadian Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, 
Mexican President Carlos Salinas de (;ortari, and US. President George 
Bush signed NAFTA, marking the end of a process that began on Febru
ary 5, 1991 when the three leaders announced that they would negotiate 
the trade accord. Following approval by the legislatures of each of the 
three countries, NAFTA went into effect on January 1, 1994. It created a 
frpp-tradp arpa in North America that was the largest of its kind in the 
world, with a combined 1994 GDP of $7.7 trillion and 368 million con
sumers. NAFTA seeks to: 

• Eliminate barriers to trade between the three member nations 
and facilitate the cross-border movement of goods and services 

• Promote conditions of fair competition in the free-trade area; 
• Increase substantially investment opportunities in the territories 

of the member nations; 
• Provide adequate and effective protection and enforcement of 

intellectual property rights in each nation's territory; 
• Create effective procedures for the implementation and applica

tion of the agreement for its joint administration, ;mrl for the 
resolution of disputes; and 

• Establish a framework for further trilateral, regional, and multi
lateral cooperation to expand and enhance the benefits of the 
agreement. 

NAFTA eliminates tariffs on most goods originating in Canada, 
Mexico, and the United States. The schedule to eliminate tariffs previ
ously established in the Canada - U.s. Free Trade Agreement of 1989 
was continued as planned so that all trade between Canada and the 
United States is now duty free. For most trade between Mexico and the 
United States and between Canada and Mexico, the intent of NAFTA 
was to eliminate existing customs duties immediately or phase them out 
in five to 10 years. By 1998, many duties had been ended. On a few 
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Table 1 
NAFTA Tariff Reduction Schedule for Heinz Exports 

toMexico (percent) 

Product 19605 1988 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

N I 57 sauce >100 20 20 18 16 14 12 10 8 6 4 2 0 
\..0 

BBQ Sallce >100 20 20 13.5 12 10.5 9 7.5 6 4.5 3 1.5 0 

Ketchup 100 20 20 16 12 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pickles >100 20 20 16 12 8 4 0 0 0 0 C 0 

Tomato Sauce >100 20 20 13.5 12 10.5 9 7.5 6 4.5 ;) 1.5 0 

Source: Arthur Humphrey, national sales manager for Mexico, Heinz Co., April 28, 1997. 



sensitive items, the agreement will phase out tariffs over 15 years. NAFTA 
lllemvero ma y a~ree to a fatster end to tariffs on any goods at anytime. 

Table 1 shows a sample tariff-reduction schedule from an actual U.s. 
company, Heinz of Pittsburgh. 

This schedule, covering multiple products for a single U.S. company, 
is typical of the rate of tariff reduction experienced by thousands of com
panies throughout America. Among the precedent-setting arrangements 
in the trade agreement are: the complete liberalization of agricultural 
goods within 15 years; inclusion of the innovative dispute-settlement 
procedures of the Canada - U.s. Free Trade Agreement; trade liberaliza
tion in services, including financial services, within a framework of clear 
rules on intellectual property rights; and the removal of all tariffs and 
quotas on textiles and apparel in North America (Espana 1993). Many of 
these arrangements signify progress on issues that eluded GATT for gen
erations, particularly those concerning textiles and agriculture. As 
Yarbrough and Yarbrough (1994) note, such trade-policy breakthroughs 
provided GATT with helpful insights in dealing with similar issues that 
have avoided settlement for decades. 

Analyses of the National and Local Effects of NAFTA 

NAFTA's potential impact at the national level was examined exten
sively in the years prior to its adoption.7 The United States Federal Re
serve Bank of Chicago estimated that NAFTA would produce II output 
gains" for all Lhree naliulls, im.:reatiing U.S. GDPby 0.24%, Mexican GDP 
by 0.11 %, and Canadian GDPby an astonishing 3.26% (Kouparitsas 1997; 
Weintraub 1997). 

Many studies measuring the actual impact were produced after 1994. 
A study done by the Heritage Foundation in 1997 gave NAFTA an "A" 
and dubbed it aI/remarkable success" for creating jobs, increasing ex
ports, and stimulating export-led economic growth. The study noted 
that U.S. exports to Mexico grew by 37% from 1993 to 1996, reaching a 
record $57 billion (Sweeney 1997). As President Clinton happily pre
dicted during his May 1997 trip to Mexico, by the end of 1997 the histori
cally "Third World" country would buy more American products than 
any counlry excepl Cauada, tiurpatitiing tiecond-place Japan, which has 
an economy 15 times larger. Over the same period, U.s. exports to Canada 
rose by 33%. During NAFTA's first three years, 39 of the 50 states in
creased their exports to Mexico, and 44 saw a rise between 1995 and 1996 
(Sweeny 1997). 

That three-year trend continued throughout the first five years of the 
trade accord (see Table 2). Since 1993, U.S. exports to Canada have grown 
by over 50% and those to Mexico have nearly doubled.s This increase 
reflects an added $93 billion in American exports. Because of this sig 
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nificant jump, former United States Trade Representative Charlene 
Barshefsky insisted that "there is no economic argument against NAFTA" 
(Cooper 1997) 

Table 2 
U. S. Exports to Canada and Mexico, 1993-1998 

(millions of dollars) 

Country 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Canada 100.4 114.4 127.2 134.2 151.8 156.3 

Mexico 41.6 50.8 46.3 56.8 71.4 79.0 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 

As for jobs, estimates vary widely. The u.s. Trade Representative said 
that after its first three years, NAFTA had created 122,000 American jobs 
as a result of trade with Mexico, plus 189,000 due to trade with Canada 
(Barshefsky 1997). On the other hand, a study by a coalition of labor and 
environmental groups, led by the Economic Policy Institute, contended 
that NAFTA had cost the United States. 420,000 jobs (Associated Press 
1997). By mid-1997, the United States Department of Labor had certified 
] 16,516 job losses. Yet, a study done by UCLA's North American Integra
tion and Development Center in 1997 found that the United States had 
experienced a net gain of 11,000 jobs due to NAFTA, having lost 38,000 to 
Mexican and Canadian competition, while gaining 49,000 from increased 
U.S. exports to those two nations (Hinojosa 1996; Silver 1996). Under
standably, this study led some analysts to conclude that when it comes to 
NAFTA's job impact, the trade agreement is u "wash" (Cooper 1997). 

Job losses and gains are difficult to measure. The u.s. Trade Repre
sentative argued that u.s. exports to Mexico "supports" 2.3 million Ameri
can jobs. The Dallas Morning News (1999) claimed a gain of 688,000 new 
American jobs after five years. Some NAFTA supporters point to the 
creation of 12 million new American jobs and a drop in the overall un
employment rate from 7.5% to 4.9% since 1994, suggesting that NAFTA 
had a role in the general job surge (see Lambro 1997). 

Studies projecting NAFTA's state-level effects were scarce.9 Four such 
studies produced in 1999 assessed NAFTA's impact on Texas, Michigan, 
Arizona, and Florida. Of these, the Florida report showed the least posi
tive impact. The three other studies demonstrated that NAFTA had a 
remarkably positive impact on state exports. A study in 2000 of NAFTA' s 
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effect on Wisconsin tound the most impressive results in terms of in~ 
creased exports. Jll 

The Five-Year Effect of NAl'TA on Pennsylvania 

One of the first state-level N AFIA studies was done by the Allegheny 
Institute for Public Po1icy in 1997. This stlHiy fOC'l]Sf'c1 on N AFTA' s thrflfl
year effect on Pennsylvania (Kengor 1997).11 It found that Pennsylvania's 
exports to Mexico and Canada reached record levels following the first 
full year of NAFTA's implementation, increasing by 31 oIL, and 11%, re
spectively.12 Twenty of the 30 industry classifications for Pennsylvania 
experienced export gains to Mexico during NAFTA's first year, while 26 
of 32 saw increases to Canada. This led to an extra $616 million in Penn
sylvania exports after just the first year, particularly in capital goods in
dustries and environmental technology. None of the leading sectors of 
the state's economy experienced notable drops in exports to either Canada 
or Mexico. The agreement reportedly helped Pennsylvania companies 
like Heinz, Chester Environmental, Amp., and Mine Safety Appliances. 
Prior to NAFTA, Heinz had no sales in Mexico. In 1996, it sold between 
$3 million and $5 million worth of products there. 

Tables 3 and 4 best convey the effect of NAFTA. 

Table 3 
Percentage Changes for Pennsylvania's 

Exports to Selected Destinations, 1993-1999 

% Change % Change 

Market 1993-1999 1998-1999 

NAFTA Countries 88.9% 13.1% 

Canada 58.9% 1.2% 

Mexico 267.6% 61.8% 

Non-NAFTA Countries 27.9% -4.7% 

World 48.1% 2.0% 

Source: U.s. Department of Commerce. 

As these tables show, Pennsylvania's exports to the NAFTA countries 
grew from $4.36 billion in 1993 to $8.23 billion in 1999, an 88.9% increase. 
That was a rate of increase three times higher than the 27.9% rise in ex~ 
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Table 4 
Pennsylvania's Export Totals to Selected Destinations, 

1993-1999 

Market 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Total NAFfA 4,357.6 4,932.8 5,412.9 5,652.6 6,756.0 7,282.2 8,233.4 

Canada 3,730.3 4,066.5 4,671.8 4,773.7 5,615.7 5,856.9 5,927.2 

Mexico 627.3 866.4 741.2 879.0 1,140.2 1,425.2 2,306.2 

Non-NAFTA 8,832.0 9,765.7 12,267.3 11,792.9 12,542.4 1 L856.6 1L294.2 

Total World 13,189.6 14,698.6 17,680.2 17,445.6 19,298.4 19,138.8 19,527.6 

Source: U.5. Department of Commerce. 



ports to non-NAFTA nations. The 58.9c~;) rise to Canada alone was twice 
as high as that to non-NAFTA nations. Most spectaculal~ the value of 
exports to Mexico more than tripled, from about $627 million in 1993 
(the year prior to NAFTA) to $2.31 billion in 1999. This was a gain of 
267.6%, almost 10 times the rate of increase to non-NAFTA nations over 
tht> period. 

The strength of Pennsylvania's exports to Mexico and Canada under 
NAFTA was so pronounced that no other two nations did more to pull up 
Pennsylvania's total exports in the post 1993 period. Because of the 
strength of Pennsylvania's exports to these two countries, the state man
aged to increase its exports to the world as a whole by 48.1 %. Without the 
strength of those two foreign markets, Pennsylvania would have increased 
its exports merely by 27.9% from 1993-99. Under NAFTA, the added $3.9 
billion in Pennsylvania's exports to the NAFTAnations comprises 62% of 
the $6.3 billion in added state exports to the world as a whole. 

The numbers for the most recent year available are also positive. From 
1998 to 1999, Pennsylvania's exports to the NAFTAnations increased by 
13.1 %, compared with a 4.7% decrease in exports to non-NAFTA nations. 
Most responsible for the strength in exports to the NAFTA nations was a 
61.8% increase in state exports to Mexico. Thanks to the Mexican market 
alone, Pennsylvania's exports to the world as a whole barely managed to 
stay in the plus category, increasing by just 2%. 

Comparing NAFTA nations with the rest of the world is smart for 
many reasons. Most notably, one cannot argue that the boom in 
Pennsylvania's exports to the NAFTA countries was simply an outgrowth 
of the overall good economy during the 1990s. If that were the case, then 
we would see a similar, perhaps near equal rise in Pennsylvania's ex
ports to all countries during the period. To the contrary, exports to the 
NAFTA countries are significantly larger - over three times the percent 
increase in exports to non-NAFTA countries. 

We tnust etnphasize that Mexico experienced one of the worst reces
sions in its checkered history in 1995, known as the Peso Crisis. This 
recession greatly diminished Mexicans' purchasing power, particularly 
of ~oreign exports. Consequently, there was a sharp dip in Pennsylvania's 
exports to Mexico that year. Yet, even with that, Pennsylvania'S exports 
to the country vastly outpaced those to other countries in the post-NAFTA 
period. The overall strength of state exports to Mexico amid the Mexi
can recession is extraordinary. 

The much larger growth in Pennsylvania's exports to the NAFTA na
tions compared with the non-NAFTA nations is good news for another 
reason. The NAFTA nations constitute the state's two largest export 
markets. Indeed, the larger rate of growth might not be so significant if 
the two NAFTA nations ranked, sa}~ 10 and 15 in terms of size of export 
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market. Instead, they rank 1 and 2. A better stanc.l.ing could not be hoped 
for. According to DoC, 58)40 jobs have been created in Pennsylvania as 
(] result of the nearly $4 billion increase in state exports to Mexico and 
Canada under NAFTA.I.' 

Finally, it is important to note what happened to Pennsylvania's ex
ports to Mexico immediately prior to NAFTA's imp1ementation. Since 
DoC did not collect such data then, we must turn to MISER, the only 
group collecting state trade data prior to 1993. According to MTSER, 
Pennsylvania's exports to Mexico declined precipitously the year before 
NAFTA, falling 12(~~.14 Yet, a turnaround took place immediately. In the 
first year of NAFTA, as Table 3 shows, Pennsylvania's exports to Mexico 
jumped from $627 million to $866 million - a 38% gain. The only ob
stacle that slowed this stampede of exports (albeit temporarily) was the 
Mexican recession of 1995. MISER and DoC data also show that 
Pennsylvania's exports to Canada and Mexico reached record highs in 
the first year of NAFTA's implementation. Under NAFTA, Canadians 
and Mexicans have spent $38.3 billion on Pennsylvania exports. 

Pennsylvania Exports by Industry 

What is Pennsylvania exporting to Canada and Mexico? Which in
dustries are enjoying big gains in exports under NAFTA? There are not 
merely one or two high-tech industries responsible for the boom in ex
ports. The export success is broad based, covering the vast majority of 
Pennsylvania's industries. Of the 33 industry categories that export to 
CdHdUd, 28 increased exports; and of the 32 that export to Mexico, 25 
increased exports. In total, 82% of industries increased their exports. 

Table 5 shows Pennsylvania's exports to Canada within three groups 
of product categories: manufactures, agricultural and livestock prod
ucts, and other commodities. 

Table 5 
Pennsylvania's Exports To Canada By Industry 

(millions of dollars) 

Product Gmup 

Manufactures 
Apparel 

Chemical Products 

Electric & Electronic Equipment 

Fabricated Metal Products 

35 

1993 

3,516.5 

23.0 

495.2 

318.2 

159.2 

% Change 

1999 1993-1999 

5,608.3 59.5% 

25.2 9.6% 

991.5 100.2% 

552.4 73.6% 

268.9 68.9% 



% Change 

Product Group 1993 1999 1993-1999 

Food Products 119.3 187.2 56.9% 

Furniture & Fixtures 36.0 28.5 -20.7% 

Industrial Machinery & Computers. 533.6 854.1 60.1% 

Leather Products 10.4 36.4 247.9% 

Lumber & Wood Products 106.2 129.9 22.3% 

Paper Products 84.0 214.4 155.2% 

Primary Metals 354.0 645.1 82.2% 

Printing & Publishing 120.3 198.7 65.1% 

Refined Petroleum Products 64.9 85.9 32.5% 

Rubber & Plastic Products 102.2 178.1 74.2% 

Scientific & Measuring Instruments 150.4 250.7 66.7% 

Stol1f\ Glass & Cl~y Procillf'ts 21.5.2 2RR2 14.0% 

Textile Mill Products 27.9 84.5 203.1% 

Tobacco Products 0.2 0.8 350.7% 

Transportation Equipment 493.7 466.4 -5.5% 

Miscellaneous Manufactures 92.7 102.4 10.5% 

Unidentified Manufactures 9.9 18.8 91.0% 

Agricultural & Livestock Products 67.6 76.2 12.8% 

Agricultural Products 58.8 68.0 15.7% 

Livestock & Livestock Products 8.8 8.2 -6.0% 

Other Commodities 146.2 242.6 65.9% 

Bituminous Coal & Lignite 32.6 77.2 137.0% 

Crude Petroleum & Natural Gas 15.4 4.2 -72.6% 

fish & Other Marine Products 3.4 1.0 -69.9% 

Forestry Products 0.6 2.3 276.7% 

Goods hnported & Returned Unchanged 31.0 55.5 63.4% 

Metallic Ores & Concentrates 3.6 6.8 86.5% 

Nonmetallic Minerals 3.1 3.8 19.8% 

Scrap & Waste 42.8 68.0 58.8% 

Special Classification Provisions 7.7 19.5 151.7% 

Used Merchandise 2.9 4.3 47.1% 

Total 3J30.3 5,856.9 58.9% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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The top exporting industrv to Canada is chemical products, whic1l 
sold nearly $1 billion in goods above the border in 1999 alone - more 
than a 100% increase under NAFTA. The second largest exportel~ indus
trial machinery and computers, sold over $854 million, a 60.1 % increase. 
The third and fourth largest exporters, primary metals and electric and 
electronic equipment saw rises of 82.2tYtl and 73.6%, respectively. Among 
the top five exporting industries to Canada, only transportation equip
ment saw a decline, a small one of S.5%. The sixth largest export indus
try, fabricated metal products, was up 69% under NAFTA. Its rate of 
increase, and that for primary metals, exceeds the overall rate of increase 
for Pennsylvania's exports to Canada generally. Combined, these two 
industries sold $914 million in exports to Canada in 1999, up from $S13 
million the year before NAFTA's enactment. 

Table 6 displays Pennsylvania's exports to Mexico by industry. More 
than 99% of thp %2.:1 hillinn "vorth of Pennsylvania products exported 
and sold to Mexico in 1999 were manufactured goods. Similarly, almost 
96% of Pennsylvania products exported and sold to Canada were manu
factures. These figures undercut the argument that opening free trade 
through agreements like NAFTA is undermining America's manufactur
ing base. There may indeed be ways in which our manufacturing base is 
adversely affected by :\JAb'TA, but it is not in terms of total exports to 
Canada and Mexico. 

Table 6 
Pennsylvania's Exports To Mexico By Industry 

(millions of dollars) 
% Change 

Product Group 1993 1999 1993-1999 

Ma11ufactures 621.3 2,290.0 268.6% 

Apparel 5.9 22.0 27S.3% 

Chemical Products 15S.1 361.5 133.1% 

Electric & Electronic Equipment 112.4 879.2 682.1% 

Fabricated Metal Products 14.8 97.6 558.6% 

Food Products S1.4 34.4 -33.1% 

Leather Products 0.5 SO.3 9,128.9% 

Furniture & Fixtures 1.9 1.8 -2.2% 

Industrial Machinery & Computers 97.5 240.2 146.4% 

Lumber & Wood Products 4.8 2.8 -41.2% 

P;::JPf'l" Products 10.4 27.1 159.4% 
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% Change 

Product Group 1993 1999 1993-1999 

Primary Metals 55.8 153.5 175.3% 

Printing & Publishing 1.1 8.8 669.2% 

Refined Petroleum Products 1.2 3.5 190.1% 

Rubber & Plastic Products 13.4 121.9 811.8% 

Scientific & Measuring Instruments 29.5 79.4 169.2% 

Stone, Glass & Clay Products 17.2 53.3 210.5% 

Tobacco Products 0 1.5 N/A 
Textile Mill Products 26.4 45.4 72.0% 

Transportation Equipment 14.1 77.5 449.0% 

Miscellaneous Manufactures 6.3 6.1 -3.1% 

Unidentified Manufactures 1.6 22.1 1,320.5% 

Agricultural & Livestock Products 3.2 5.1 60.1% 

Agricultural Products 0.5 4.0 741.2% 

Livestock & Livestock Products 2.7 1.2 -57.0% 

Other Commodities 2.8 1.2 289.3% 

Forestry Products * 0.2 1,307.4% 

Fish & Other Marine Products * * 1.5% 

Metallic Ores & Concentrates 0.1 1.3 893.8% 

Bituminous Coal & Lignite 0.5 * -96.4% 

Crude Petroleum & Natural Gas 0 * N/A 

Nonmetallic Minerals 0.9 2.7 196.1% 

Scrap & Waste 0.2 3.8 2,077.7% 

Used Merchandise 1.0 0.7 -29.9% 

Special Classification Provisi ons 0.1 2.3 1,996.6% 

Total 627.3 2,306.2 267.6% 

. * less than $100,000 

Source: U.s. Department of Commerce. 

Table 6 reveals particularly good news about Pennsylvania's manu
facturing exports. The state's top five exporting industries to Mexico are 
all in manufacturing. These are: electric and electronic equipment ($879.2 
million), chemical products ($361.5 million), industrial machinery and 
computers ($240.2 million), primary metals ($153.5 million), and rubber 
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and plastic products (5121.9 million). All five of these industries sa,v 
triple digit increases in their exports to Mexico under NAFTA. Among 
them, the highest increase was in rubber and plastic products, which 
saw a phenomenal 812% risc, followed by u 682% increase by electronic 
and eiectrical equipment. 

The news also seems favorable for the steel and metals industry. The 
export category that includes the steel industry - primary metals - in
creased more than 175% under NAFTA after declining the year before 
NAFTA took effect. 15 Exports in fabricated metal products rose almost 
559%. Prior to NAFTA, fabricated metal products was the ninth largest 
exporting industry to Mexico. It is now sixth. Combined, the two indus
tries sold more than $251 million in exports to Mexico in 1999 alone. Under 
NAFTA, the two have sold nearly half a billion dollars in exports to Mexico. 

Big increases also occurred in printing and publishing (669%) and 
transportation equipment (449%). Leather products, which hod the third 
largest rate of increase among state exports to Canada, grew an amazing 
9,129'10. Declines in manufacturing exports were small. 

The farm sector offered a mixed picture with a 741 % jump in agricul
tural products compared with a 57% drop in livestock and livestock prod
ucts. Metallic ores and concentrates rose almost 894% compared with a 
decrease of more than 96% for bituminous coal and lignite. The drop for 
coal is not a surprise, considering that Mexicans mine their own coal in a 
very strong domestic coal-mining industry. Pennsylvania companies like 
Mine Safety Appliances (MSA) have found significant success exporting 
mine-safety equipment to the Mexican coal industry. MSA has been ex
porting to Mexico for five decades. Mexico is an annual multi million 
dollar market to the Pittsburgh company. Dom Palmieri, the interna
tional sales representative for MSA, says the company sells "the com
plete line" of its products in Mexico, "in excess of 4,500 items/' from 
mining-cap lamps to devices for detecting methane gas vapors. These 
sales to Mexico, he notes, "translate into a lot of local jobs here in Pitts
burgh." NAFTA has helped MSA, says Palmieri, "mainly in reduced 
tariffs. This allows companies like MSA to compete favorably in a global 
market. It does so because it saves us money."lb 

The Five-Year Effect of NAFTA on Western Pennsylvania 

This section examines more closely exports to Canada and Mexico 
from the three major metropolitan areas affecting western Pennsylvania: 
Erie, Pittsburgh, and Youngstown. Like those for Pennsylvania as a whole, 
the results of NAFTA for exports from western Pennsylvania have been 
overwhelmingly positive, particularly when measured relative to non
NAFTA nations. 
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Table 7 
Erie, PA 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations, 1993-1999 
(millions of dollars) 

% Change 

Market 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1993-1999 

NAFTA 
Countries 195.2 174.4 304.5 175.0 386.4 452.4 275.9 41.3% 

Canada 182.1 166.3 298.4 161.9 380.7 428.0 203.8 11.9% 

Mexico 13.1 8.1 6.1 13.1 5.6 24.4 72.1 448.6% 

Non-NAFTA 
Countries 116.4 111.0 186.3 146.9 211.8 168.8 260.4 123.8% 

World 311.6 285.4 490.8 321.9 598.2 621.2 536.3 72.1 % 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Table 7 shows that in 1999 Pittsburgh ranked 36 in total dollar value 
among the largest exporting metropolitan areas in the United States, while 
Erie placed 123 and Youngstown 181. Pittsburgh exported $3.9 billion in 
products that year, Erie exported $536 million, and Youngstown exported 
nearly $240 million. The most telling evidence revealing NAFTA's effect 
on the three metropolitan areas emerges when their exports to the NAFTA 
nations are compared against those to the non-NAFTA nations. Addi
tional insights are gained when viewing the export data of the two NAFTA 
nations individually and against their exports to non-NAFTA nations 
and to the world as a whole. Tables 7-9 provide this data. 

As with Pennsylvania as a whole, in all three metropolitan areas the 
rate of increase for exports to Mexico far exceeds the rise to non-NAFTA 
nations. For Erie, the rate of increase to Mexico was almost 449% under 
NAETA, about four times higher than the roughly 124% rise to non
NAFTA nations. For Pittsburgh, the rate to Mexko was 121 %, 40 times 
higher than the 3.1 % rise to no~-NAFTA nations. The results were just as 
dramatic for Youngstown where exports to Mexico jumped 105% com
pared with a decline of almost 12% to non-NAFTAnations. As in the case 
of Pennsylvania from 1998-99, Youngstown's exports to ivlexico under 
NAFTA have been so overwhelmingly strong that they helped to pull 
overall exports out of whot would have been Q decline from 1993-99. 
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Table 8 
Pittsburgh, PA 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations, 1993-1999 
(millions of dollars) 

% Change 

Market 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1993-1999 

NAFTA 
Countries 922.0 955.1 1,010.3 1,170.4 1,564.1 1,717.1 1,808.0 96.1% 

Canada 741.9 731.0 823.6 948.5 122.2 135.6 1,410.5 90.1% 

Mexico 180.1 224.1 186.7 221.9 341.6 360.9 397.5 120.7% 

Non~NArTA 

Countries 2067.2 2195.5 2971.8 2763.2 2,788.1 2362.1 2132.3 3.1 % 

vVorld 2c)R9.7 31 SOh 39R?2 3933.7 435?:I 4079.2 2132.3 31.8% 

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce 

Table 9 
Youngstown, OH 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations, 1993-1999 
(millions of dollars) 

% Change 

Market 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1993-1999 

NAFTA 
Countries 108.4 105.9 136.1 128.8 188.9 150.6 168.4 55.3% 

Canada 103.5 98.3 115.0 120.9 174.4 134.3 158.4 53.0% 

Mexico 4.8 7.5 21.1 7.9 14.5 16.3 10.0 105.1% 

Non-NAFTA 
Countries 80.8 79.4 89.8 95.1 134.1 145.9 71.4 -11.7% 

World 189.2 185.3 225.9 223.9 323.0 296.6 239.8 26.7% 

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce 
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For all the metropolitan areas but Erie, exports to Canada also out
paced exports to non-NAF'lA nations by notable margins. Pittsburgh's 
exports to Canada increased 90%, almost doubling from nearly $742 mil
lion in 1993 to $1.41 billion in 1999. This was nearly 30 times the rate of 
Pittsburgh's 3.1 % increase to non-NAFTA nations over the same period, 
Also impressive, Youngstown increased exports to Canada by 53% since 
NAFTA was implemented. 

The results for Erie are more complicated. Erie's exports to Canada in 
1999 were half of what they were in 1998. Erie has been consistently 
inconsistent in its exports to Canada since NAFTA, declining three times 
and rising three times. This likely reflects the export-production pattern 
of one or two companies or industries in the Erie area. 

For Pittsburgh, the 96.1 % rate of increase in exports to the NAFTA 
nations outdid the 3.1 % rise to non-NAFTA nations by a ratio of 31 to 1. 
Youngstown was likewise impressive, seeing exports to the NAFTA na
tions grow 55.3% compared with a 12% drop in exports to non-NAFTA 
countries. Only for Erie was the rise in exports to non-NAFTA nations 
(123.8%) higher than the increase to NAFTA nations (41.3%). The Erie 
case is attributable not to the Mexican market, to which the city's exports 
boomed by 449%, but instead to a surprising collapse in exports to the 
Canadian market from 1998 to 1999. Indeed, had this article covered 
only 1993 to 1998, when Erie's exports to Canada were much stronger, 
the rate of increase for Erie's exports to the NAFTA nations would have 
been double what it was to the non-NAFTA nations. 

Of the three cities, Pittsburgh and Youngstown would have to be 
judg'ed stunning export successes under NAFTA, at least in terms of their 
export base. In total, Erie has gained $80.7 million in exports to Mexico 
and Canada under NAFTA, Pittsburgh has gained some $886 million, 
and Youngstown has gained nearly $60 million. Altogether, the three 
cities have seen a rise of $1.03 billion in exports to the two NAFTA na
tions since the trade agreement was implemented. 

Remarkably, this $1.03 billion in added exports to the NAFTA nations 
accounts for 84% of the $1.23 billion in overall exports to all countries. In 
other words, the increase in exports to the NAFTA nations drove overall 
exports for the three cities combined. Just two of the world's more than 
170 nations - Canada and Mexico - accounted for 84% of the overall 
growth in exports from Erie, Pittsburgh, and Youngstown since NAFTA 
started. Under NAFTA, Canada and Mexico have become by far the two 
most attractive foreign markets to western Pennsylvania. According to 
DoC estimates, approximately 15,000 jobs have been created in these met
ropolitan areas as a result of thls added $1 billion in exports under NAFTA. 

The data also underscore the prominence of the Canadian and Mexi
can markets to the three metropolitan areas. Table 10 shows that Canada 
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is the top export market tor all three cities. For Pittsburgh, Mexico is now 
the second largest, buying over twice as many products in 1999 as did the 
third largest market, Germany. For Erie, Mexico places third, behind sec
ond place Brazil and well ahead of Gern1.any, a distanl [Qurlh place. Mexi

cans buy over five times more Erie products than do Germans. For Young
stown, Mexico places third, behind the second place United Kingdom. 

Table 10 
Top Trade Partners for Selected Cities, 1999 (millions of dollars) 

Major Markets of: 
Erie Pittsburgh Youngstown 

1. Canada (203.8) 1. Canada (1,410.5) 1. Canada (158.4) 

2. Brazil (108.6) 2. Mexico (397.5) 2. U. K. (17.3) 

3. Mexico (72.1) 3. Germany (183.4) 3. Mexico (10.0) 

4. Germany (13.6) 4. U. K. (177.7) 4. France (9.8) 

5. Australia (13.3) 5. Netherlands (132.7) 5. Taiwan (5.3) 

C. K. = United Kingdom 

5011r('P: lTS DppClrtmpnt of Commercp 

Table 10 reveals the crucial importance of Mexico and Canada, and 
thus NAFTA, to these three major metropolitan areas in western Penn
sylvania. Erie sold almost $204 million in products to Canada in 1999 
and more than $72 million to Mexico. Youngstown exported over $158 
million to Canada and $10 million to Mexico. Pittsburgh exported $1.4 
billion to Canada and $397.5 million to Mexico. Altogether, Canadians 
purchased $1.76 billion in products in 1999 from producers in Erie, Young
stown, and Pittsburgh. Mexicans purchased $479 million. That totals 
$2.2 billion in regional exports to Canada and Mexico in 1999 alone. In 
all threp ('asps, ('Cln;:](1;:1 W;:IS thp singlp lClrgest pxport market, while Mexico 

was one of the top two or three largest markets. This further amplifies 
the Significance of the rates of increase in exports to Canada and Mexico 
relative to the non-NAFTA nations. 

The Five-Year Effect of NAFTA on the Harrisburg Metropolitan Area 

Harrisburg was among the nation's top 100 exporting cities in 1999, 
ranking 97 with $938 million in total exports. Tables 11 and 12 compare 
Harrisburg's exports with the NAFTA and non-NAFTA nations between 
1993 and 1999 and between 1998 and 1999. 
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Table 11 
Harrisburg, PA 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations, 1993-1999 
(millions of dollars) 

Market 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

NAFTA 
Countries 227.3 264.8 274.5 387.6 445.9 474.4 542.6 

Canada 148.0 164.9 164.2 229.8 264.6 292.8 311.2 

Mexico 79.3 99.9 110.4 157.7 176.3 181.6 231.4 

Non-NAFTA 
Countries 111.8 270.2 326.4 387.9 518.6 478.5 396.1 

World 339.2 535.0 601.0 775.5 964.4 952.9 938.7 

Source: U.s. Department of Commerce. 

Table 12 
Harrisburg, PA 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations (millions of dollars) 

Market 1993-1999 1998-1999 
$ Change % Change $ Change % Change 

NAFTA Countries 315.3 138.7% 68.2 14.4% 

Canada 163.2 110.2% 18.4 6.3% 

Mexico 152.1 191.8% 49.8 27.5% 

Non-NAFTA Countries 284.3 254.2% -82.4 -17.2% 

World 599.6 176.8% -14.2 -1.5% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Of the five metropolitan areas examined in this article, only Harris
burg exported less to the NAFTA nations than to the non-NAFTA na
tions. This does not necessarily reflect poorly on NAFTA. Under NAFTA, 
Harrisburg's exports to Mexico increased by almost 192%, compared with 
a 254% gain to the rest of the world. Its exports to the two NAFTA na
tions combined increased almost 139%. While exports to the NAFTA 
nations are notably lower than those to the non-NAFTA nations, they are 
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still quite high. Indeed, of the five metropolitan areas, Harrisburg is prob
ably the most impressive exporter generally, for it did well across the 
board. In fact, of the five metropolitan areas, only Harrisburg saw triple
digit increases in its exports to Canada, Mexico, the two NAFTA nations 
combined, and the non-NAFTA nations. 

With such high increases to the NAFTA nations, it is difficult to call 
Harrisburg a NAFTA failure, or to assert that NAFTA has been bad for 
Harrisburg. Cities, regions, and states throughout the country would be 
thrilled to experience both a 110% increase in exports to Canada and a 
] 92% rise to Mexico, as Harrisburg has done under NAFTA. More re
cently, Harrisburg has performed better with the NAFTA nations than 
with the non-NAFTA nations in terms of exports. In the most recent year 
for which data is available, Harrisburg's exports to the NAFTA nations 
increased by 14.4%, compared with a drop of 17.2% to the non-NAFTA 
nations, a drop that is among the largest declines for the five metropoli
tan areas under review. Better yet for NAFTA, Harrisburg's exports to 
Mexico in that year jumped by 27.5%, far surpassing the 17.2% decline in 
its exports to the non-NAFTA nations. By selling more than $542 million 
in products and services to Canada and Mexico in 1998-1999, Harrisburg 
avoided a devastating decline in overall exports. 

The Five-Year Effect of NAFTA on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Area 

With roughly $9.3 billion in exports in 1999, Philadelphia ranked 13 
among the nation'slargest exporting cities. It is by far Pennsylvania's 
top exporting city. As Tables 13 and 14 show, the NAFTA export num
bers for Philadelphia are simply superb. 

Since NAFTA was implemented, Philadelphia's exports to NAFTA 
countries have increased 129%, nearly four times the 33.4% rise to the 
non-NAFTA countries. The rise in exports to Canada was almost 79%, 
more than twice as high as the increase to the non-NAFTA countries. Most 
astounding was the almost 376% rise in exports to Mexico under NAFTA, 
more than 11 times the increase to non-NAFTA countries. 

Impressive as these numbers are, in just the most recent year 
Philadelphia's exports to the NAFTA countries shot up 39%, compared 
with a drop of 1.6% to the non-NAFTA countries. The rise in exports to 
Mexico alone that year was astonishing - jumping almost 156%, or a 
rate of increase over 150 times higher than the increase to the non-NAFTA 
countries. This performance is among the strongest of all major cities 
and metropolitan areas in the United States, particularly given the sheer 
volume of exports sent from Philadelphia to the NAFTA countries. 

The rise in exports to Mexico in the most recent year was so strong 
that the Mexican market alone pulled Philadelphia's overall exports to 
the world out of an otherwise devastating decline. Philadelphia now 
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Table 13 
Philadelphia, PA 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations, 1993-1999 
(millions of dollars) 

Market 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

NAFTA 
Countries 1,500.3 1,771.5 1,942.2 1,994.3 2,171.4 2,473.3 3,436.9 

Canada 1,245.6 1,426.5 1,641.4 1,690.9 1,845.7 1,999.3 2,225.4 

Mexico 254.7 345.0 300.8 303.3 325.7 474.0 1,211.5 

Non-NAFTA 
Countries 4,368.8 4,774.3 5,946.6 5,733.7 5,856.3 5,923.9 5,830.2 

World 5,869.1 6,545.8 7,896.9 7,727.9 8,027.8 8,397.2 9,267.1 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Table 14 
Philadelphia, PA 

Export Totals to Selected Destinations (millions of dollars) 

Market . 1993~1999 

$ Change % Change 

NAFTACountries 1,936.6 129.1% 

Canada 

Mexico 

979.8 

956.8 

Non-NAFTA Countries 1,461.4 

World 3,398.0 

78.7% 

375.7% 

33.4% 

57.9% 

1998-1999 
$ Change % Change 

963.6 39.0% 

226.1 

737.5 

-93.7 

8,699.9 

11.3% 

155.6% 

-1.6% 

10.4% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 

sells more than $3.4 billion in goods to Canada and Mexico annually. 
That figure has more than doubled since NAFTA began. Arguably, 
Canada and Mexico are now Philadelphia's two most successful and 
important export markets. According to the DoC, the added $1.93 bil
lion in Philadelphia exports to the NAFTA nations since 1993 accounts 
for 29,040 new jobs in the area. 
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Conclusion 

This article has examined the five-year effect of NAFTA on Pennsyl
vania. The trade accord has had a number of consequences. Unfortu
nately, most of these, induding estimates on job gains or 10sses, are diffi
cult to sustain adequately with data. One area that can be measured 
definitively, howevel~ is NAFTA's effect on export levels. It has been 
highly positive. Because of NAFTA, Pennsylvania has been among the 
most successful states in terms of increased exports. 

Across the vast majority of industries, NAFTA has had a very posi
tive impact on exports from Pennsylvania, state-wide as well as region
ally. Better export data is difficult to imagine, especially regarding sky
rocketing exports to Mexico, which have far outpaced exports to the rest 
of the world. In a number of cases, exports to Mexico have been so over
whelmingly strong that they pulled overall exports out of what would 
have been a decline without the Mexican market. In terms of export 
levels, particularly for regions like the Philadelphia metropolitan area, 
the data could not be better in making the case for NAFTA. 

To be sure, total exports constitute only a portion of overall state GDP, 
which means that Pennsylvania will not rise or fall based on NAFTA 
exportsY Nonetheless, the revenue from these exports is considerable, 
particularly for people employed in those industries, which includes a 
large number of Pennsylvanians. So, while we should not overstate 
NAFTA's impact, we likewise should not understate it. NAFTA sup
porters can find comfort in these highly positive export gains for Penn
sylvania. 

Notes 

1. In any discussion of trade and its impact, a kaleidoscope of related issues 
is often raised. For discussion of what a state government mlght do to promote 
trade in terms of trade missions, overseas trips, and other forms of economic 
development, see Kengor (1996). For discussion of the advantages and disad
vantages of free trade and the conditions under which political coali.tions form 
either in favor of or in opposition to it! see Bhagwati (1969), Milner (1988)! and 
Yarbrough and Yarbrough (1994). 

2. Union officials often ask state and federal officials for the number of workers 
certified for NAFTA Trade Adjustment Assistance (NAFTA-TAA). Some of these 
officials inaccurately report the totals as job losses caused by NAFTA. Asked how 
many of those certified for NAFTA-TAA in Pennsylvania actually lost their jobs, 
John Currie of the Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry stated unequivo
cally: "Nobody knows. And anyone who says they know cannot prove it" (Currie 
2001). Onc Pennsylvania SOUTce said he would be surprised if 10,000 of the 46,000 
workers certified for NAFTA-TAA in Pennsy lvania actually lost jobs due to NAFTA. 
At the same time, he cautioned that no one knows, including himself. 
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3. Throughout this article .. we cite estimates by the United States Department 
of Conmlerce (DoC) of job gains generated :in Pennsylvania by rising exports 
under NAFTA. Although these estimates are rellable, they tell us nothing about 
the types of jobs that have been gained, their quality, or how much they pay. 
With jndustry data, too, we could only speculate. 

4. The DoC data comes from the United States Census Bureau, which issues 
two principal data sets with export statistics for states and regions: the Exporter 
Location 1::ierie::; (EL), anu the Origin of Movement ::;erie::; (OM). The EL ::;erie::; it; 
referred to in this document as the DoC data. The OM series is known as MISER 
data (see next note). The EL series is newer and allocates exports according to 
the physkallocation of exporters by tracing export 5 to the pOint of sale. The EL 
series is based on the exact data recorded on U.s. export declarations. A problem 
with such data is that the exporter of record is not always the producer of the 
good sold but may be a wholesaler, retailer, broker, or other intermediary -
even a foreign buyer. The exporter of record might also be the administrative 
branch office of the manufacturer and located in a different state from the branch 
that actually produced the goods. The EL series therefore may at times be more 
of an indicator of marketing activity than export production even though about 
three-quarters of merchandise exports are produced by manufacturers who do 
their own exporting. Consider two companies: Lasermedics (Texas) and MD 
International (Florida). Lasermedics exports medical equipment to Latin America 
via MD International. A Lasermedics product sold abroad but exported via MD 
International would be credited as a "Florida export" by EL (DoC) data. That 
same product would be considered a "Texas export" by the OM (MISER) data. 

5. There is state export data from the University of Massachusetts Institute 
for Social and Economic Research (MISER) dating back to the 19805. As noted, 
however, that data, is collected differently from DoC data, measuring ditterent 
items with different results. We relied on DoC data because of its lower cost and 
greater availability. 

6. Youngstown is located in Ohio, just over Pennsylvania's western border. 
We include it because many western Pennsylvanians work there and because it 
has an important impact o~ the economy o{that part of the state. The only other 
region in western Pennsylvania for which DoC data exists is the Sharon metro
politan area. Unfortunately, because Sharon is a sman exporter, DoC does not 
track its total exports on a country-by-country basis, but instead records only its 
total exports. Nonetheless, it is probably telling tho.t Sharon's overall exports 
under NAFTA have been even better than those of the other three western re~ 
gions and Pennsylvania as a whole. 

7. For an overview of many of these studies, see UnitE>d Statps lntprnationrll 
Trade Commission (1992). Among the more well-known studies, see Hinojosa 
and Robinson (1991)1 Hufbauer and Schott (1992), Marwick (1991)1 McCleery 
and Reynolds (1991), United States Department of Labor (1990), and United States 
International Trade Commission (1991). 

8. A common criticism is that NAFTA has led to higher trade deficits with 
Canada and Mexico. In fact, the United States had trade deficits with both na~ 
tions on and off for many years prior to NAFTA. An American trade deficit with 
Mexico in 1990, for example, became a surplus between 1991 and 1994. A deficit 
returned during the Mexican recession of 1995 and continued throughout 1996 
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before becoming'" surplus in 1997. In anv case, it i:; debatable whether 8 

trade deficit is economically unhealthy for a nation. 
9. See Systems Synthesis Project (1994,112-13), and Trade Partnership (1992). 
10. The Texas study "\-vas done bv the Texas Public Policy Foundation, the 

\1ichigan study was d~ne by the Ma~kinac Center, the ArizOl~a study was done 
by the Goldwater Institute, and the Florida study was done by the James Madi
son Institute. Paul Kengor was the author or co-author of all these studies. 

11. Also see Kengor (1996). 
12. The state's first-year increase in exports to Mexico made this nation the 

second largest market for Pennsylvania's products. Pennsylvania's exports to 
Mexico in 1994 reached $854 million, which surpassed the state's exports to Ja
pan and the United Kingdom. 

13. DoC bases its estimate on its assessment that 15,000 jobs are created for 
every new $1 billion in exports. 

14. MISER recorded $742 million in Pennsylvania exports to Mexico in 1992, 
5653 million in 1993, and $854 million in 1994. 

15. See MISER data for 1992 and 1993. 
16. For an extended treatment of the case of MSA and other Pennsylvania 

companies, see Kengor (1996). 
17. Pennsylvania's GDP is roughly $400 billion. State exports to Mexico and 

Canada in 1999 totaled $8.23 billion, or about 2% of state CDP. 
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State Influence in the Presidential Selection Process: 
Assessing Pennsylvania's Non-Participation in the 

Frontloading Trend 

James E. Vike 
Widener University 

The frontloading trend ill the presidential primary system has been widely 
criticizedfor creating disparities among states in their level of influence over the 
presidential selection process. This article examines the general motivations, 
hel1pfits, fll1d consequences of state participation in frontloading. It focuses upon 
Pen11sylvania, which has not joined the trend. Presidential primaries i11 Penn
sylvania have become increasingly ul1competitive due to frol1tloading in. other 
states. Comparative analysis with Ohio alldforecastillg ~malysis based 01/ Penn
sylvania voting history suggest that an earlier presidential primary in Pennsyl
vania in 2000 would have resulted in not only more candidate competitiveness 
and campaign activity, but also more voter choice and voter turnout. Yet, fear of 
increased administrative burdens and disruption to the electoral status quo 
stopped Pennsylvania's legislators fr0111 adoptill:;? the cha/l:;?e. 

Since the 1968 presidential election cycle, direct primaries have been 
thp dominant mp;m~ hy which tJlP major polit1c<ll parties select their presi
dential nominees. Following the successful momentum-driven campaign 
of Jimmy Carter in 1976, the nomination stage of this process has addi
tionally been dominated by precipitous frontloading of the primary cal
endar. States seeking more influence in the selection process have moved 
up the dates of their presidential preference primaries in a seemingly 
endless race to the front of the primary season. Although this trend was 
visible throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, the compression of state 
primary dates at the start of the primary calendar escalated dramatically 
prior to the 1996 and 2000 election cycles. 

The frontloading trend has been widely criticized for contributing 
negatively to the presidential selection process. Chief among the criti
cisms is the charge that the system creates vast disparities among states 
depending upon their placement on the primary season calendar (Bartels 
1988; Jackson and Crotty 2001; Mayer 2001). Critics contend that states 
with early primary dates benefit from substantially increased levels of 
campaign activity, political competitiveness, voter choice, voter atten
tiveness, and voter participation over states with later primary dates . 

. The overall effect is to create an imbalance among the states, whereby 
some states have inordinately high influence on the selection process 
while the majority of states exact only moderate influence or none at all. 
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The states with the most significant influence on the selection process 
also have been tagged as unrepresentative of the political party rank and 
file and the overall electorate (Jackson and Crotty 2001; Morton and Wil
liams 2001; Wayne 2001). 

In addition to creating a disparity in influence among the states, the 
frontloaded primary system is criticized for weakening the candidate pool 
and creating inequities among the candidates. Many scholars contend that 
the length and hazards of the process discourage participation among 
qualified candidates and establish distinct advantages for well-known 
and well-financed candidates over unconnected outsiders or candidates 
relying upon a non-front tunner strategy (Buell 2000; Busch 1997; Ceasar 
and Busch 2001; Polsby and Wildavsky 2000; Wayne 2001). Others argue 
that the system stifles the development of voter knowledge. The contin
ued frontloading of the primary seasonl they claim, erodes the levels of 
citizen education and candidate empathy that naturally arise from a se
rial election arrangement (Haskell 2000; Morton and Williams 2001). 

The fronHoaded primary process lengthens the overall campaign sea
son, but it actually shortens the period of competitiveness between as
piring nominees. l The compressed period of competitiveness offers vot
ers insufficient time to digest information or make informed decisions, 
and the lengthened campaign season tires candidates and voters, increases 
campaign finance demands, and contrib.utes to increasingly negative 
news coverage of the campaign (Busch 2000; Ceasar and Busch 2001; 
Patterson 1994; Wayne 2001). 

Although it is descriptively and empirically more efficient to exam
ine the cumulative characteristics and drawbacks of this frontloading 
trend, fully understanding its impact is difficult because frontloading is 
not a collective endeavor. Frontloading behavior is the product of many 
individual states making independent calendar placement decisions 
based upon individualized motivations. When one state chooses to 
frontload its primary date in pursuit of influence and electoral choice, it 
typically does so without considering the potentially detrimental effects 
of its decision on other states or its collective impact on the selection 
process. Pennsylvania is one of several states detrimentally affected by 
these frontloading decisions. The frontloading trend has uniformly eroded 
Pennsylvania's potential position of influence at the primary stage, even 
though it ranks among the top five states in Electoral College power and 
consistently serves as an important battleground state in the general elec
tion. Pennsylvania's refusal to participate in the frontloading trend has 
caused its primary date to occur comparatively later in the delegate se
lection sequence each four-year cycle, resulting in primary elections that 
are increasingly plagued by limited voter choices, low levels of competi
tiveness, and poor voter participation. 
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This article focuses on the impact of the frontloading trend on the 
presidential selection process in general and Pennsylvania in particular. 
It examines the implications of this trend by measuring both the extent 
to which the aspirations of frontloading states were realized during the 
2000 primary season and the extent to which these decisiorts detrimen
tally affected non-frontloaded states such as Pennsylvania. Assessment 
of the impact of Pennsylvania's decision to retain its relatively late posi
tion in 2000 includes a comparative analysis and forecast of the likely 
changes if Pennsylvania had participated in the frontloading trend by 
moving its primary date up to early March of 2000. 

Understanding Frontloading in 1996 and 2000 

The substantial frontloading in 1996 and 2000 significantly altered the 
pace and sequence of the primary season by placing a much larger num
ber of delegates up for grabs in the earlier stages of the primary season 
than had occurred in prior years. The effect of the compressed delegate 
dCCUIIlulatiun process is exhibited in Table 1.2 The escalated pace of pri
maries and the rapid process of delegate accumulation in 1996 can be 
seen in the dramatic increase between 1992 and 1996 in the percentage of 
delegates selected by the end of March. The 30% increase in accumulated 

Table 1 
Delegate Selection Patterns 

in l'residential Primary Seasons, 1976-2000 

Percentage of Delegates Percentage of Delegates 
Selected by Second Week Selected by End of March 

in March 

Democratic Republican Democratic Republican 

1976 9 9 19 19 

1980 14 14 36 30 

1984 18 18 29 26 

1988 42 49 51 54 

1992 31 36 43 46 

1996 44 51 73 77 

2000 65 68 71 72 

Source: Adapted from Mayer (2001) and Morton and Williams 
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Democratic and Republican delegates by the end of March is explained 
by 22 states moving up on the primary calendar from where they had 
been in 1992. The large percentage increase for the end of March 1996, 
when compared with the smaller percentage increases by the second week 
of March 1996, shows that most frontloading states selected dates in 
middle or late March, and only a few states (such as Arizona and South 
Carolina) established very early primary dates. Despite the dramatic in
creases in delegate accumulation in the latter weeks of March 1996, the 
winnowing process in the Republican Party was complete by the second 
week of that month, leaving significant numbers of voters without choices 
and half of the Republican delegates yet to be distributed. 

The compressed primary season trend continued for 2000 when 14 
states held GOP primaries and caucuses and 12 states held Democratic 
primaries on an earlier date than they had scheduled in 1996. The 21% 
increase in Democratic delegate totals and 17% increase in Republican 
delegate totals by the second week of March 2000 indicate that many 
states discovered that an early March date was essential to assure some 
modicum of influence over the winnowing process. The lack of signifi
cant change in percentages at the end of March shows that most 
frontloading states were moving up from dates previously established 
in middle or late-March. That fully two-thirds of the Republican and 
Democratic delegates were determined by the end of the second week of 
March 2000 indicates the presence of more populous states in the early 
stages of 2000 and highlights the shorter period of competitivenebt>. 

Frontloading Decision Factors 

Several motivations drove particular states to move up on the pri
mary season calendar in 1996 and 2000. The main reason was the desire 
to increase the state's influence in determining the outcome of the nomi
nation process. When the winnowing process concludes prior to a state's 
election date, state voters are given no choice and are excluded from any 
role in determining the party's nominee 0 ackson and Crotty 2001; Lengle 
1997). The lack of voter choice or influence contributes to citizen apathy 
and alienation from the political system. These burgeoning levels of alien
ation are strongly linked to diminished interest in political participation 
(Nye, King, and Zelikow 1997). From the perspective of the individual 
state,' the lack of choice and influence can be remedied only by a move 
forward on the primary calendar. Consistent with this reasoning is the 
suggestion that an earlier primary date is likely to increase voter turnout 
as candidates spend more time campaigning in the state and voters be
lieve they will have an impact on determining the party nominee (Ceasar 
and Busch 1997; Geer 1989; Lengle 1997). Another motivating factor in 
the decision to move forward on the primary calendar was the belief that 
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an earlier primary or caucus date would bring greater candidate atten
tion to and media coverage of state interests and issues (Cook 1992; Jack
son and Crotty 2001; T.f'neip 1997; Mayer 19(7) The key to this rationale 

is the understanding that candidate campaign strategies and media at
tention during the primary season tend to be frontloaded as well. 

A successful campaign strategy must involve a keen focus on the early 
stage of the primary season (Cook 1992; Jackson and Crotty 2001; Mayer 
1997; Wayne 2001). Candidates engage in a retail style of campaigning in 
the earliest contests by spending considerable time face-to-face with po
tential supporters. As the campaign proceeds, candidates must convert 
to a wholesale· approach in order to reach potential supporters in up
coming primary states that are spread all across the nation (Haskell 2000; 
Wayne 2001). Given the speed with which the winnowing process oc
C'llTS, C';::mninates mnst p')(pend resources in early states because there is 

little to be gained from hoarding money or building organizational sup
port in later states when continued survival is not assured. 

Late primaries and caucuses also receive little media coverage, if any, 
and there is rarely any attention paid to issues distinct or relevant to 
these state. The lack of attention is highlighted by the common media 
practice of discontmuing extensive reports of election results from the 
later states once the nomination has been determined (Lichter 1992; Mayer 
1997). The frontloading effort, as it relates to a desire for increased cam
paign activity and media coverage, is also linked to hopes that an earlier 
primary date would provide substantial economic benefits as candidates 
and the media poured dollars into thfl statp (MaYPT '19(7). 

Individual states considering moving up on the primary calendar must 
also weigh the negative potential consequences. If the state or party al
ters the presidential preference primary date, some uncertainty and up
heaval will inevitably result. Particularly important is the upheaval caused 
by disruption to the established electoral calendar and processes in the 
state. The intensity of the upheaval depends on the date of the relocation 
and the extent to which the primary date was institutionalized in the 
minds of voters and election officials.3 The upheaval occurs through aJ
terations to electoral procedures and timelines; the uncertainty emerges 
from the unknown impact on turnout and outcomes that may arise from 
separating or pushing forward primary election events. 

There can also be substantial administrative costs associated with a 
significant step forward on the calendar. Most states with early presi
dential preference primaries separate them from statewide office primary 
elections. For example, of the first 21 GOP presidential preference pri
maries held in 2000, only three supported joint congressional primary 
elections. This separation mandates addItIOnal spending to support mul
tiple primary events. Separating the primaries and frontloading the presi-
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dentinl event cnn also cnuse cnpncity problems for elections officinls be 
cause of the shorter time spans for attracting workers, the increased bur
den on volunteers, and greater conflict with end of the year obligations 
during filing and recruitment periods (McCarthy 1999; Race 1999). 

Apart from administrative costs, some states choose to forgo a move 
to the top of the presidential primary calendar because moving up does 
not guarantee influence and might even produce an undesirable out
come. Just because a state moves to a well-positioned calendar date does 
not mean that the state will attract a full range of candidates. The actual 
influence of early states is vulnerable to manipulation by campaign strat
egists, who can direct their candidates to bypass a state featuring a 
lfavorite sonl or popular candidate in pursuit of a more appealing future 
confrontation (Polsby and Wildavsky 2001). In other cases, decision mak
ers may resist a move forward because they fear significant increases in 
participation from non-traditional and less partisan voters, which may 
produce an election outcome far different from what the move's sup
porters had in mind (Beck and Hershey 2000). 

The major political parties also weighed into the decision making pro
cess by offering incentives and issuing restrictions to discourage contin
ued frontloading for the 2000 primary season. The Democratic Party pro
tected the early positions of Iowa and New Hampshire by restricting 
states from scheduling binding primaries prior to March 7. The GOP took 
a less restrictive approach. It tried to discourage frontloading by adding 
bonus delegate options to states that scheduled later primary dates (Bibby 
1999; Busch 2000; Edw;;trds and Wayne 2000; Hargen and Mayer 2000; 
Jackson and Crotty 2001). 

Assessing Pennsylvania's Decision to Stay Late 

To understand fully the frontloading considerations in Pennsylvania 
prior to the 2000 election, it is important to examine Pennsylvania presi
dential primaries in a historical context. Pennsylvania has held presi
dential primary elections for both major political parties since 1968. An 
examination of primary election outcomes since the early 1980s shows 
different trends between the parties but consistency in the general lack 
of competitiveness. Republican Party primaries exhibited one-candidate 
domination in most years since the introduction of primaries.4 The only 
close election occurred in 1980 when the race between Ronald Reagan 
and George H. W. Bush was decided by an eight-point margin of victory. 
The narrowest win since 1980 was the 45 point spread for Bob Dole in 
1996. The recent lack of competitiveness is noteworthy because each pri 
mary season after 1984 included several serious candidates. 

The Democratic Party, on the other hand, routinely sponsored mod
erately close elections through 1984. These elections were moderately 

56 



competitive because they featured relatively 11ar1'mv margins of victory 
winners that attained only a plurality of the popular vote, and several 
serious candidates actively campaigning for the party nomination. The 
closest Democratic primary eJection occurred in 1980, when the race be
tween Jimmy Carter and Edward Kennedy was decided by less that 1 %. 
Although Kennedy beat Carter in the popular vote, Carter gained a nar
row advantage in state delegates. The close outcome in Pennsylvania 
indicated significant competitiveness in the state, but it was of little con
sequence nationally because Carter' searlier electoral successes had placed 
him well ahead on the pat.h to the nomination. 

The Democratic primaries in 1972, 1976, and 1984 were also moder
ately competitive. Each ejection featured multiple active campaigns, plu
rality victories, and margins of victory under 14%. Hubert Humphrey 
won the 1972 Democratic primary election with a 13.8% margin of vic
tory. Despite his relatively decisive victory, the enhanced voter choice 
and competitiveness of the race is most evident in that four candidates 
each received more than 20% of the vote. Jimmy Carter's 12% margin of 
victory over Henry Jackson in 1976 was another moderately decisive vic
tory. Voters again were offered greater choice, as shown by four candi
dates each receiving at least 12% of the vote. Pennsylvania additionally. 
contrihutpd to thp winnowing process in 1976 because Humphrey de
cided not to enter the primary and Jackson bowed out of the race follow
ing his loss in Pennsylvania. The 1984 primary featured active campaigns 
by Walter Mondale, Gary Hart, and Jesse Jackson. Mondale's 12% mar
gin of victory was moderately decisive, yet the nomination was still in 
doubt at the time of the primary. The outcome bolstered the Mondale 
campaign, which had lost seven of the initial 11 primaries (Bartels 1988). 

Election Day competitiveness and voter choice experienced a dramatic 
decay following the 1984 primary. Despite mUltiple candidates appear
ing on the ballot, the Democratic primaries in 1988 and 1992 featured 
one-candidate dominance. The dominance was exhibited by majority vote 
victories, minimal campaignine from other candidates, and margins of 
victory in excess of 30%. 

The relative competitiveness and enhanced voter choice in early Demo
cratic party races and the 1980 GOP race is not surprising, given that 
Pennsylvania used to have a relatively early primary date. Pennsylvania 
was the seventh of only 27 states to hold a presidential preference pri
mary in 1976 and thIrteenth of 32 primary states in 1980. As a result, 
when a nomination actually was contested, Pennsylvania voters were 
given the opportunity to influence the selection process. Reduced com
petitiveness in more recent election years is expected because the presi
dential candidate winnowing process was complete prior to each elec
tion date. Frontloading activity since the 1980s eroded Pennsylvania's 
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relative calendar position, to the point that it was twenty-third of 39 GOP 
primary states in 1992 aml Lhirty-fin;i uf 43 GOP ~tates in 1996. 

Hoping to reverse the non-competitive primary trend, while establish
ing an influential position in the presidential selection process that might 
spark voter interest, numerous sponsors introduced legislation in the Penn
sylvania House and Senate in early 1999 to alter the 2000 state primary 
date (Cattabiani 1999). Each of the bills called for frontloading by making 
a permanent change forward from the legally mandated primary date of 
the fourth Tuesday in April. The bills varied only in exact placement on 
the calendar and whether or not the presidential preference primary was 
to be separated from the general primary election. Preferred primary dates 
in the bills included the first, second, and third Tuesdays in March.5 

NUlle uf the~e bills was reported out of committee in either chamber of 
the state legislature. They all failed to attract sufficient support from com
mittee chairs, committee members, and the rank and file to compel even 
a vote atthe committee level (Associated Press State and Local Wire 1999a). 
Although no single alternative sparked overwhelming support, some in
terest in examining a date change persisted among lawmakers. The legis
lature finally established a task force charged with examining the impli
cations of moving Pennsylvania's annual primary date to September, and 
examining the cost and consequences of holding separate primaries dur
ing presidential election years (Durantine 1999a, 1999b; Race 1999). 

In October 1999; a bill was introduced calling for a one-time calendar 
shift of the 2000 prim.ary from the fourth Tuesday in April to May 2. Spun
sors introduced the bill in response to pleas from religious leaders and 
local election boards to change the date because it conflicted with a reli
gious hOliday (Hartzell 1999). The change was widely supported. Follow
ing a floor amendment changing the primary date from May 2 to April 4, 
the bill was unanimously approved in both chambers and signed into law. 

Although Pennsylvania's legislators refused to act on numerous 
frontloading alternatives, two questions make further scrutiny of the 
impact of this decision worthwhile: what was the impact of staying late 
in 2000, and what might have happened if Pennsy lvania had moved for
ward to the first Tuesday of March during the 2000 primary season? 

The initial answer lo the first queslion is sllai1:5hlforward amI predict
able. The results of the 2000 presidential primary indicate a continuation 
of the recent non-competitive trend for both parties. Even though the 
official primary date was moved forward three weeks, Peru1sylvania re
mained near the end of the primary season and did not leapfrog a single 
state in that jump forward. The 54% margin of victory in the Democratic 
primary and 51 % margin of victory in the Republican primary were un
derstandably high because Democratic candidate Al Gore and Republi
can George W. Bush each had secured a suHicient number of delegates to 
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win his partys nomination three weeks prior to the election. Further con
sideration of the first question and initial probing into the second re
quire a comparison of voter choice and campaign activity in Pennsylva
nia with that in other states facing similar frontloading decisions in 2000. 

Assessing the Impact of State Frontloading Decisions in 2000 

To identify variations in individual state influence on the presidential 
selection process, I examine a range of variables measuring the actual 
value of individual state decisions to adjust their position on the 2000 
primary calendar. 111 II1t'dtiuring the impact of these state decisions, I fo
cus on a systematic comparison between states that moved their election 
date from an earlier position in 1996 and states that rejected frontloading 
proposals in favor of retaining their position at the later stages of the 
primary season. Specific measurement variables include voter participa
tion rates by state/, active candidates on Election Day, candidate cam
paign stops by state, voter attentiveness at the time of the primary,' com
petitiveness of elections, and debates by state. 

Table 2 displays the Republican Party campaign activity and election 
outcome results for selected states that moved to an earlier primary date 
and states that resisted the frontloading trend for 2000.8 I refer to the 
former set of states as early 111.0Ver (EM) sLaLes dnd to the latter tiet as 
move resistant (MR) states. Early mover states are those states that moved 
forward on the calendar in search of an exclusive early date or to join a 
bloc primary with other states. In some instances the bloc primary takes 
on a regional character, whereas in other instances the bloc is just a union 
of participating states (Polsby and Wildavsky 2001). Move resistant states 
are those states that rejected pleas to move up in the 2000 primary sea
son, knowing that they were retaining a calendar date that was very likely 
to fo11ow thp completion of the nomination stage winnowing process. 

The most visible distinguishing characteristic of the early mover states 
in 2000 was size. Compared with other years when smaller states strate
gically moved forward in search of a unique daLe, Lhe luOuentiul muvers 
in 2000 were mostly large states seeking proportional influence over the 
nomination process similar to what they wielded in the general election. 
The most prominent early mover states in 2000 were Michigan, Wash
ington, California, and Ohio. Michigan and Washington each moved up 
four weeks to establish distinctive early date Republican Party prima
ries. California and Ohio moved their unified statewide primaries up 
three weeks and two weeks, respectively, to join the nationwide March 7 
bloc primary The big foul" newcomers to the early primary season com
bined for a hefty 16% of the total GOP delegates in 2000, which goes a 
long way toward explaining the dramatic increase in the early March 
delegate counts mentioned previously. 
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Table 2 
State Influence on the Republican Presidential Selection Process, 2000* 

Primary State Campaign Debates Active Turnout Voter Margin Ivlargin 
Type Visits Campaigns Change mv olvement of Change 

at Primary from 1996 Index Victory from 1996 

California EM 11 1 3 24% 46 24% -24(~ 

Michigan EM 15 1 3 143% 37 8% -9% 

Ohio EM 4 0 3 47% 46 21% -23% 
0 

Washington EM 5 0 3 307% 38 19% -23% 
\.0 

lllinois MR 1 0 1 -10% 27 45% +3% 

New Jersey MR 2 0 1 "1OoA> 20 66% -5% 

Pennsylvania MR 3 0 1 -4% 22 50% +4% 

* EM refers to early mover states and MR refers to move resistant states. Campaign visits were 
tabulated by the author for the year 2000 only, with the count beginning on January 3,2000 and 
ending on the date of the state's primary. Debate totals are talied from December 1999 to the date of 
the state's primary. Voter turnout and margin of victory data were obtained from state election 
bureaus. 



The data relating to the big four early mover states dearly exhibit 
significant beneficial consequences for states moving up on the primary 
calendar. Each state moved up in search of greater voter choice and can
didate attentiveness, which is exactly what each state received. The states 
offered voters greater candidate choice and potential for influence, while 
also attracting greater attention from the candidates and the media dur
ing a period when voter attentiveness was at or near its peak.9 Michigan 
(143%) and Washington (307%) experienced exceptionally strong increases 
in voter participation, and California (24%) and Ohio (47%) saw sizeable 
increases as well.lO The frontloading decisions by these states produced 
competitive elections in 2000, which was a substantial improvement over 
1996 when the winnowing process ended prior to each state's primary. 

Table 2 also contains data regarding campaign activity and election 
outcomes in Pennsylvania and two other prominent states that rejected 
appeals to move up significantly their 2000 primary date. The two other 
move resistant states are Illinois, which dismissed legislation to move its 
date from the third Tuesday in March, and New Jersey, which rejected 
legislation to move its date from the first Tuesday in June. Data in Table 2 

indicate that these states had no impact on the winnowing process and 
attracted little campaign attention prior to the election. Low levels of voter 
turnout, uncompetitive elections, and poor voter attentiveness scores are 
all due to nominations having been secured prior to these primaries. 

On the surface, the data from Table 2 indicate that the frontloading 
decision for the early mover states generated substantial rewards for state 
voters and the states as a whole. When directly compared to competi
tiveness and participation levels in move resistant states, the participa
tory value of frontloading decisions is obvious. The final outcome of the 
Michigan election, however, highlights the problem of uncertainty that 
can be associated with a date shift. Despite the record primary turnout, 
candidate attentiveness to the state, substantial advertising, and media 
presence, John McCain's victory was in direct contrast with the desired 
intent of the principal supporters of the legislation to move the primary 
date forwardY 

In addition to the basic disparity between early mover states and move 
resistant states, an examination of aggregate election data from the 2000 
GOP primary season further supports the contention that extreme 
frontloading creates vast disparities among states in regard to candidate 
attention and the competitiveness of elections. The relative competitive
ness of the early presidential preference primaries is indicated by an av
erage 18.6% margin of victory for COP primaries, up to and including 
the March 7 super primary. This average margin is especially notewor
thy when compared with the average 60% margin of victory in GOP pri
maries held after the March 7 primary bloc and the suspension of 
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McCain's campaign. 12 The absence of candidate attention to the voters or 
issues in these later states is additionally remarkable because onlv one of 
the 28 states that held primaries on datt~s after March 7, or did not sched
ule a primary or caucus, had an official candidate visit prior to March 7. 

Comparing Pennsylvania and Ohio 

Examining the impact that a decision to move the primary date for
ward might have had in Pennsylvania requires comparative analysis. 
Ohio is the ideal state for comparison with Pennsylvania on election 
matters because of its similar size, voting history, and cycle for senatorial 
and gubernatorial elections. Table 3 displays the long-standing similari
ties between the two states in population and presidential voting prefer
ences. The two states rank among the largest states in the Union, and 
their diminishing influence in the Electoral College is indicated at nearly 
identical rates. They also produced identical general election outcomes 
in presidential elections from 1972 through 1996. 

Table 3 
Pennsylvania and Ohio: 

Electoral Size and Presidential Election Winners 
Pennsylvania Ohio 

Electoral Election Electoral Election 
Votes Winner Votes Winner 

and Rank and Rank 

1968 29 (3) Humphrey 26 (4) Nixon 

1972 27 (3) Nixon 25 (6) Nixon 

197fi 27 Ci) Cartf'r 2S (fi) Cartf'r 

1980 27 (3) Reagan 25 (6) Reagan 

1984 25 (4) Reagan 23 (6) Reagan 

1988 25 (4) Bush 23 (6) Bush 

1992 23 (5) Clinton 21 (7) Clinton 

1996 23 (5) Clinton 21 (7) Clinton 

2000 23 (5) Gore 21 (7) Bush 
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Figure 1: Pennsylvania and Ohio General Election 
Turnouts in Presidential and Gubernatorial Years, 1968 
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Figure 2: Pennsylvania and Ohio 
Pt"esidential Primary Turnout, 1968 
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More than size and electoral preferences, the voting patterns and turn
uut data fur tht: twu ::;tatt:::; ::;huw high conelalions for volel- behavior- over 
time at the general election and primary levels. Figure 1 shows general 
election voter participation in presidential and gubernatorial years.13 The 
correlation between the two states from 1968 to 1998 is a statistically sig
nificant Pearson's r-value of .861 over 16 election cycles. This represents 
a strong association behveen the two time series, showing substantially 
similar patterns in historical voter participation. Figure 2 shows an equally 
strong association between Pennsylvania and Ohio voter participation 
in presidential primaries from 1968 to 1996. The correlation between the 
two states is a statistically significant Pearson's r-value of .862 over eight 
elections. Both correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the 
.01 level. 
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Table 4 
Pennsylvania and Ohio: 

2000 Primary Election Impact 
Pennsylvania Ohio 

Dem Rep Total Dem Rep Total 

Active Campaigns 1 1 2 2 
,.., 

5 .J 

at Primary 

Margin of Victory 53.8% 50.0% 48.9% 21.0(7'0 

Pre-March 7 Visits 0 0 0 4 4 8 

Total Campaign 7 3 10 7 8 15 
Visits 

Turnout Change -2.8% -6.0% -4.3% 26.0% 45.1% 36.6% 
from 1996 

Voter Involvement Index - 22 46 

In addition to the similarities between the two states in size, electoral 
preferences, and voter participation rates, Ohio is particularly useful for 
comparison with Pennsylv;:miCl hecCll1se Ohio approved legislation in 1999 
to move the state primary date from the third Tuesday in March to the 
first Tuesday in March. This legislation followed similar legislation in 
1993 moving the state primary date forward from a long-standing early 
May date. The 1999 frontloading legislation was supported by Republi
can Party leaders in the state legislature and by Republican Governor 
Robert Taft (Associated Press State and Local Wire 1999b). Many Demo
crats in the state opposed the move as an attempt to boost the presiden
tial prospects of Ohio Congressman John Kasich, a Republican (Colum
bus Dispatch 1999). 

That Ohio moved its primary to an earlier date in the 2000 presiden
til'll nominl'ltion cycle, one ('onsicleTecl hllt Tejectecl by Pennsylvania legis
lators, invites further comparison. Table 4 shows several comparative 
indicators of electoral choice, competitiveness, participation, and cam
paign activity for Ohio and Pennsylvania primaries in 2000. Electoral 
choice and competitiveness differences can be seen in the multiplicity of 
active campaigns in Ohio and lower margins of victory in the Demo
cratic and GOP primaries. Dramatic differences in voter turnout, candi
date visits (especially those coming before victory was assured for both 
major party nominees), and voter involvement are additionally evident 
and can easily be attributed to state position on the primary calendar. 
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The most dramatic difference in Table 4 is in voter participation. Penn
sylvania voter turnout in 2000 declined for both parties and declined 
statewide bv 4.3% from 1996 turnout. The 2000 Pennsylvania turnout 

-' . 
figure represents a 40.8% decline from statewide presidential primary 
participation in 1992, and it was 52.1 % under the high participation point 
set during the lYI;O primary. Ohio primary turnout in 2000 improved 
36.6% statewide from 1996 and was almost 25% higher than turnout in 
1992. The 2000 Ohio participation rate was a 9.1 o,{) increase over the record 
statewide primary participation level set in 1988. 

Candidate visits and campaign advertising expenditures also high
light differences in statewide influence in the selection process and can
didate attention to state issues and concerns. Although Al Gore and 
George W. Bush made several trips to Pennsylvania during the official 
time period of lhe 2000 primary ~ea~on, no official candidates visited the 
state in 2000 before Bush and Gore had already attained presumptive 
nominee status. Campaign advertising was additionally telling. Bush and 
McCain each spent aggressively on campaign ads in Ohio in the two 
weeks preceding the Super Tuesday primary. Bush spent over $800,000 
and McCain spent over $650,000 (Columbus Dispatch 2000). In contrast 
no official campaign ads ran in major Pennsylvania markets before the 
winnowing process was completely over. 

Although the data in Table 4 show significant differences between the 
two states in competitiveness and participation, the comparison requires 
additional empirical analysis. I employ forecasting analysis to determine 
the impact lhal a firsl Tuesday ill March primary date may have had on 
Pennsylvania voter participation in 2000. The process involves model
ing historical voter participation rates in Pennsylvania and Ohio, and 
then projecting voter turnout rates for 2000 by using forecasting applica
tions provided in Autobox version 4.0.14 

Figure 3 depicts 2000 presidential primary forecasts derived after 
modeling participation rates in Pennsylvania from 1968 through 1996. 
The 2000 forecast called for a 16% increase over 1996 turnout. The actual 
2000 vote came in 4.3% under 1996 and 286,341 votes, or 17.5%, under 
the forecast. The actual 2000 vote was within the parameters of the lower 
limit of the forecast. Figure 4 depicts the 2000 presidential primary fore
cast derived afler modeliI 19 participatiun ri:lte~ in Ohio from 1968 through 
1996. The 2000 forecast called for a 15.9% increase over the actual 1996 
turnout. The actual 2000 Ohio vote came in 36.6% over 1996 and 360)51 
votes, or 17.9%, over the 2000 forecast. The actual participation figures 
from 2000 were 12.4% over the upper limit forecast. 

Because the dramatic increase over forecast participation in Ohio was 
due to the frontloaded date change and the resulting improvements in 
voter choice, competitiveness, interest, and attention, it is logical to ex-
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Figure 3: Pennsylvania Presidential Primary Voting 
1968-2000: with 2000 Forecasts 
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pect that a similar increase would have resulted from such a change in 
Pennsylvania. By applying the 12.4% increase over the upper limit fore
cast in Ohio to the Pennsylvania forecast T projPct thM 2.3 million Penn
sylvanians would have participated in the hypothetical first Tuesday in 
March contest. This figure represents a dramatic 63.9% increase over ac
t:ual voter participation in the 1996 Pennsylvania presidential primary 
and suggests that 961,000 more voters would have participated in 2000 
than actually did. Although this predicted participation is a dramatic 
increase from 1996, it is only a 1.5% increase over 1992 turnout and is less 
than actual voter turnout in 1988. 

One difference betw·een Pennsylvania and Ohio is that Pennsylvania's 
primaries are closed, whereas Ohio's are open. The early date in Ohio 
might have encouraged a larger number of non-affiliated voters to go to 
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the polls than Penn5ylvania's closed primary would have allowed. Al
though the format difference may have contributed to some variation 
between the states in turnout, closed primaries in P€lU1sylvania would 
not have prevented an upsurge in overall turnout similar to Ohio's. His
torically, a strong similarity in primary election participation rates has 
existed between the two states (see Figure 2). Despite the difference in 
primary formats, the states exhibited very similar voter participation 
patterns in prior events. Pennsylvania's political culture and registration 
rules also encourage major partisan affiliation. Over 90% of registered 
voters were enrolled as Democrats or Republicans at the time of the 2000 
primary, indicating a high level of party affiliation. This high rate of party 
affiliation, along with state law allowing voters to declare or change party 
affiliation up to thirty days prior to the election, left few potential voters 
excluded from participation on primary day if they were inclined to sup
port one of the major candidates. 

Increased participation rates in the Republican and Democratic prima
ries in Ohio fell short of the Secretary of State's projections (Brazaitis 2000). 
Unlike claims from election officials and pundits in New Hampshire and 
Michigan, the post-election analysis of voter turnout rates in Ohio was de
void of references to dramatic increases in participation due to John McCain's 
appeal to non-traditional primary voters. A range of states holding early 
primaries in 2000 experienced increases in voter participation. The turnout 
increases were not exclusive to open primary states but included equally 
dramatic increases in participation from closed primary states such as Con
necticut, Maine, Maryland, Rhode Island, and South Carolina. 

Potential Impact on Other ~tatewide l.Jrimaries 

Although a decision to frontload the 2000 Pennsylvania presidential 
primary date likely would have led to enhanced competitiveness and 
substantially increased actual voter turnout it prompts another ques
tion. What effect would dramatically improved participation rates have 
had on other races in the state if Pennsylvania had held an early unified 
primary in 2000? Critics of the various legislative proposals in Pennsyl
vania cited concerns about cost, uncertainty, and disruption to the status 
quo when speaking out against frontloading and splitting the primaries 
(Durantine 1999a; McCarthy 1999; Race 1999; Rubinkam 1999). Many 
Pennsylvania legislators and party officials were willing to consider fu
ture changes to the primary date, but they feared the impact that changes 
to the primary date might have on state legislative races. Concerns over 
potential disnlption and uncertainty were compelling in 2000 given the 
very narrow partisan distribution in the House and the looming specter 
of redistricting following the 2000 census. The prospect of significant in
creases in voter partiCipation during the 2000 primary, particularly among 
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non-traditional primary voters, did not arouse support from the state
wide political community. 

My analysis of the potential disruption to the status quo due to in
creased turnout and an earlier primary date involves scrutiny of Ohio 
and Pennsylvania state senate and state house election results in 2000. To 
assess the potential impact of a frontloaded primary, I first determine the 
extent to which state legislative seats were competitive and contested in 
2000. I then examine election outcomes in the context of voter participa
tion rates in both states. Potential impact calculations in Ohio assess the 
potential for change in electoral outcomes if turnout had not increased 
significantly in 2000, while potential impact calculations in Pennsylva
nia evaluate the potential for change in electoral outcomes if turnout had 
increased significantly in 2000. I operationalize potential impact for nar
row margins of victory (less than 20%) and close races (less than 10%). 
Potential impact for narrow margins is determined by counting the num
ber of candidates from narrow margin of victory primaries who won or 
were defeated by less than 15% of the vote on general election day. Po
tential impact for close margins is delennlned by counting the number 
of candidates from close margin of victory primaries who either won or 
were defeated by less than 10% of the vote on general election day. 

The post-election analysis detailed in Table 5 shows that the frontloaded 
primary date and the increased turnout in Ohio had a sizeable potential 
impact on the outcome of races for the state House of Representatives. 
The analysis for narrow margins of victory shows that 28 of the 99 Ohio 
State House races conceivably could have ended with a different victor 
on general election day if voter turnout had been significantly dimin
ished on the date of the primary. The calculations still show a dramatic 
potential impact of 21 seats out of 99 when the close margin of victory 
::;tamlanl i::; applit!u. Tht! hi~h ratt! uf l:hallt!ugt!u ral:t!o anu lIlultituut! uf 
competitive elections in Ohio is partly attributable to the high number of 
open seat races in the Ohio House. Because of state imposed term limits 
and attrition, only 57 of the 99 races featured incumbents in 2000. 

The potential impact on the Ohio House of Representatives was re
stricted to the individual candidate level and did not show significant pros
pects for impact in the partisan make-up or control in the state legislature. 
The pre- and post-election partisan distribution figures showed identical 
levels of GOP domination in each chamber of the legislature. Although 
the close race analysis shows that 21 seats conceivably could have had a 
different winner, only six of the 21 would have resulted in a different party 
huluiIl~ tht! uffil:t!. Similar aIlaly::;b uf tht! Ohiu St!Ilait! raet!::, ohuwo ::;ig! Lifj

cantly diminished potential impact. When the close margin of victory stan
dard is applied, only one of the 16 Ohio Senate races would qualify as 
potentially affected if voter turnout were significantly depressed. 
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Table 5 
Contested Primaries and Close Elections 

in Pennsylvania and Ohio, 2000 

State Senate State House U.S. Congress 
PA OH PA OH PA OH 

Total Seats Up 25 16 203 99 21 19 
for Election 

Total Potential 50 32 406 198 42 38 
Primaries 

Total Contested 1 5 32 56 7 10 
Primaries (8.0%) (15.6'1'0 ) (7:9%) (28.3%) (16.7%) (26.3%) 

Primaries with 3 3 12 36 4 5 
N arrow Margins (6.0%) (9.4%) (3.0%) (18.2%) (9.5%) (13.2%) 
«20%) 

Primaries with 1 1 5 25 3 3 
Close Margins (2.0%) (3.1%) (1.2%) (12.6%) (7.1%) (9.4%) 
« 10%) 

Potential Impact 1 of 25 2 of 16 8 of 203 28 of 99 2 of2l 1 of 19 
on General seats seats seats seats seats seats 
Election affected affected affected affected affected affected 
Outcomes for (4.0%) (12.5%) (3.9%) (28.3%) (9.5%) (5.3%) 
N arrow Margins 

The analysis of the impact on Pennsylvania state legislature races con
tained in Table 5 shows an entirely different story. Although partisan 
control of the House of Representatives was up in the air going into the 
2000 election, the limited number of contested primary races and the 
widespread absence of competitiveness were staggering. Of the 406 po
tentially contested primaries for the 203 seats in the House of Represen
tatives, only 32 races involved multiple candidates for the party desig
nation. Of the 32 contested races, only 12 had narrow margins of victory 
and only five involved close races. Potential impact calculations based 
upon the narrow margin of victory standard show that substantial in
creases in voter participation may have led to a different candidate pre
vailing in eight of the 203 races. The close margin of victory standard 
shows that only two seats may have had a different outcome if voter 
participation were significantly increased from 0 frontloodcd primary 
date. Table 5 also displays a similar absence of challenges at the primary 
level for the Pennsylvania Senate races, and it shows very limited poten
tial impact. Even when the narrow margin standard is applied, only one 
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of the 25 Pennsylvania Senate races would qualify as potentially affected 
if votPT hlTnOut .crignificantly increased. Given the pre-election partisan 
distribution of 30 Republicans and 20 Democrats, there is no chance that 
increased turnout would have threatened partisan control of the Penn
sylvania Senate. 

The absence of challenges and the limited competitiveness of Pennsyl
vania legislative races highlight the importance of incumbency in deter
mining election competitiveness and outcomes. The entrenchment of in
cumbents in the Pennsylvania political system (only 11 of the 203 House 
districts featured open seat races) makes voter participation rates some
what irrelevant, for incumbents are afforded advantages that discourage 
serious challengers and create significant imbalances in campaign re
sources. It is also unlikely that a legislative change to the 2000 primary 
date would have produced any significant increase in competitive chal
lenges for House and Senate seats in Pennsylvania. A late decision to 
frontload the primary to early March would most likely have had the op
posite effect by creating a shorter candidate recruitment period, a narrower 
fund raising window, and compressed petition drive deadlines that would 
have further discouraged challengers and disfavored outsider candidates. 

Table 5 also includes data regarding the competitiveness and potential 
impact of turnout changes on congressional races in Ohio and Pennsylva
nia. Analysis of the primary outcomes in Ohio shows that significant re
ductions in voter participation would not have affected the outcome of 
any of the 19 races for the u.s. House of Representatives .. Contested pri
maries were few and competitiveness was limited because incumbents 
were seeking reelection in 18 of the 19 districts. Scrutiny of the congres
sional primary races in Pennsylvania shows that significant increases in 
voter participation potentially would have affected only one of the 21 cam
paigns for the u.s. House of Representatives. The absence of competitive
ness in Pennsylvania is attributable to incumbents seeking reelection in 19 
of the 21 districts.IS Additional scrutiny of the u.s. Senate races in Penn
sylvania and Ohio shows that dramatic changes in voter participation rates 
would not have affected the ultimate election outcome in either state. 

Increased voter turnout from a frontloaded primary date in Pennsyl
vania would have had a little impact on the outcome of elections across 
the state. The paucity of contested primaries and competitive races of
fered little chance for upheaval from a significant increase in voter turn
out. Thus, legislators' fears of the potential impact on non-presidential 
races in the state were largely unfounded. Despite the limited potential 
impact, the closeness of the partisan make-up in the House (deadlocked 
at 100 to 100 with three vacancies at the time of the 8pnpra 1 plpction) 

made the possibility of disruption to even one campaign worthy of con
cern to both political parties. 
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Conclusion 

A review ot multiple comparisons between states that participated in 
the frontloading trend for 2000 and states that resisted frontloading clearly 
shows that individual state decisions to select art early date offer greater 
prospects for enhanced voter choice, competitiveness of elections, and 
higher voter participation. Despite this potential, legislators considering 
a move forward on the primary calendar should be aware that 
frontloading does not guarantee successful early influence. The effec
tiveness of date selection decisions are subject to minimizing influence 
by other frontloading states and avoidance strategies by savvy campaign 
managers. The recent frontloading trend has compressed the early sec
tion of the primary season so greatly that frontloading states must either 
separate their statewide primaries or hold early unified primaries. When 
they separate their primaries they incur greater administrative and fiscal 
costs and pOlentially diminished voler Lurnoul for non-presidential pri
maries. When they hold unified primaries they create greater adminis
trative burdens and face the perceived risk that large increases in voter 
turnout would disrupt the status quo of expected outcomes in non-presi
dential races. 

Comparative analysis and forecasting analysis between Ohio and 
Pennsylvania show that a significant move forward on the 2000 primary 
calendar by Pennsylvania would have generated significant increases in 
voter participation. Non-participation in the frontloading trend in 2000 
assured that Pennsylvania would miss out on an opportunity for greater 
voter choice, competitiveness, and campaign activity. The politically prag
matic decision to retain the state's late primary date was a risk aversive 

action that displayed a clear preference for avoiding uncertainty and 
upheaval over pleas for greater political influence and participation. 
Given the 1im.iled nalw"e of compeLitiveness in Pennsylvania primary 
elections, a concern with uncertainty and upheaval is unwarranted. 
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Notes 

1. In response to encroachment from states establishing early GOP primrlrips 
or non-binding caucuses, New Hampshire and Iowa moven their dates forward 
on the calendar prior to the 1992 and 2000 primaries. The February I, 2000 New 
Hampshire primary date was a full three weeks earlier than the traditional fourth 
Tuesday of February date of the 1970s and 19805. Since the official 2000 primary 
season still ran into June, the jump forward had the effect of lengthening the 
overall primary season. 

2. I use this format rather than the weekly tally format of Mayer (2001) and 
Morton and Williams (2001) because the movement forward by New Hampshire 
in 1996 and 2000 disrupts the weekly tally comparison between primary sea
sons. This format more effectively highlights the compressed nature of the del
egate selection process in the early weeks and months of the primary season. 

3. For example, local elections officials in Pennsylvania and Ohio expressed 
opposition to frontloading proposals for 2000. They criticized the proposals be
cause the early calendar dates would disrupt established filing deadlines, hinder 
campaign worker recruitment, and place additional stress on election officials 
seeking to complete administrative tasks in a shorter time frame and during the 
holiday season. Pennsylvania election officials were additionally opposed to pro
posals that would split the primaries. They stated that running two primaries 
would increase costs by over 50% and would minimize essential preparation 
time for the general election (Duran tine 1999a; McCarthy 1999; Race 1999). 

4. The lack of competitiveness in the 1970s and 1980s was mostly due to an ab
sence of challengers, as the GOP selection process was routinely ceded to incumbent 
presidents running for reelection or incumbent vice-presidents seeking the party nod. 

5. HB 1610 PN 1965 and SB 233 PN 242 each proposed to move the presiden
tial preference primary to the first Tuesday in March. The Senate version of the 
bill proposed to move the rest of the primaries to September; whereas the House 
bill left the remaining primaries in April. These two bills attracted more co-spon
sors than any other frontloading bills considered in 1999. SB 91 PN 86 proposed 
moving all primaries up to the second Tuesday in March and SB 258 PN 259 
proposed moving only the presidential primary to the second Tuesday. FinallYI 
lIB 653 f'N 691 proposed moving Lhe pre::>idelltial primary tu the third 1Uesday 
in March but holding all others in September. 

6. My decision to focus on changes in aggregate vote totals between election 
years is predicated on the understanding that determinations of voler lurnuul 
vary substantially across states and even across elections within a single state. 
Using simple vote counts for GOP candidates provides a helpful and basic sum
'mary of the number of individuals taking part in the election while avoiding 
issues of asymmetry created by using non-uniform measures of voter turnout 
rates. See Beck and Hershey (2001) for an informative discussion of the problems 
inherent in creating uniform determinations of voter turnout across states. 

7. I determine voter attentiveness by the value of the voter involvement in
dex at the time of the primary (Vanishing Voter Project 2000). The index repre
sents a compilation of responses to survey questions measuring nationwide voter 
attentiveness and involvement. The index was updated weekly throughout the 
campaign and began the new year at a low of 12% voter involvement. 

72 



8. Since President Clinton competed in the 1996 Democratic primary without 
opposition, the Democratic turnout and competitiveness numbers are mislead
ing. I use only GOP data in this table to produce more reliable comparisons. 

9. Republican campaign activity in these states pales in comparison to candi
date activity in Iowa, New Hampshire, and South Carolina. These states moved 
up their early primary dates from 1996 in an attempt to preserve their early in
fluence. Iowa had 46 candidate visits and two debates, New Hampshire had 74 
visits and three debates, and South Carolina benefited from 44 candidate visits 
and two debates. 

10. Despite Democratic Party rules restricting states from holding binding 
primary elections prior to March 7, the Democratic party of Washington state 
scheduled a non-binding primary for the same day as the GOP primary. This 
drew the attention of the event-starved Democratic candidates (who scheduled 
10 visits to the state prior to the non-binding primary) and increased statewide 
and national attention to the primary. 

11. Michigan Act 71, of the Public Acts of 1999, was supported by the Gover
nor, the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the Michigan House of Representa
tives, and the Michigan Secretary of State. Each of these officials endorsed - Bush 
for the Republican nomination, as did numerous official sponsors of the legisla
tion. Mid-1999 polling reported overwhelming support for Bush among likely 
Michigan voters (Ceasar and Busch 2001). 

12. Even after a candidate withdraws from the race, in most cases his name re
mains on subsequent ballots. Non-active candidates still attract a measurable, and 
at times substantial, number at votes, thus preventing unanimous election results. 

13. Total votes cast is superior to voter turnout as a measurement of compari
son between Pennsylvania and Ohio for this time period. Although both states 
experienced modest population increases between 1960 and 2000, the popula
tion swings are similar and are much less substantial than changes in numbers of 
registered voters. Voter registration numbers in both states varied dramatically 
over time, causing the turnout calculation as a percentage of registered voter~ to 
be unstable and less reliable than actual participation. That Ohio did not require 
registration or maintain voter registration statistics prior to 1978 further impedes 
a turnout-based comparison. 

14. Autobox Version 4.0 is distributed by Automated Forecasting Systems, 
Inc. of Hatboro, Pennsylvania. 

15. All the illcLllllb~nls seeking reelection in Ohio and Pennsylvania retained 
their seats in the 2000 general election. For a thorough breakdown of incum
bency advantages that discourage serious challengers and promote high reelec
tion rates in the u.s. Congress and in state legislatures see Jacobson (2001) and 
Maisel (1999). 
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Disappearing Democrats: 
Rethinking Partisanship Within Pennsylvania's Electorate 

Berwood Yost 
Franklin and Marshall College 

Pennsylvania has more registered Democrats than Republicans, yet Repub
licans cOlltrol most 0/ the slalewide elecled offices and oath ella/llbers uf lhe biute 
legislature. How is it possible that the Democrats' registration advantage does 
not lead to more Democratic electoral success? Using a random survey ofPeT1n
sylvania voters and comparative questions on party orientation and party regis
tration, this article finds that many of the state's voters identify with a political 
party that is different from the party in which they are actually registered. Party 
identification is important because it is a better predictor of voting behavior 
than is party registration. The article finds that more registered Democrats in 
Pennsylvania ident~fy with the Republican Party than vice versa, making the 
Democrats'registration advantage an advantage i11 name only. 

Conducting surveys of Pennsylvania's electorate requires a researcher 
to ask a question of political partisanship different from the self-identifi
cation measures used in the University of Michigan voting studies. The 
Michigan measure captures psychological identification,1 but it does not 
provide an accurate accounting of Democrats, Republicans, and inde
pendents when compared with Pennsylvania's voter registration list. 
Producing a set of registration figures that accurately reflects regIstra
tion is important in Pennsylvania. Unlike a national survey, the state's 
.voter registration figures are readily available for all to see, meaning that 
reporters who cover politics and politicians and who read the polls in
variably ask about the partisan distribution measured by political sur
veys. In statewide surveys, they quickly discount polls that do not pro
vide a mirror image of the state's partisan distribution. Pollsters who 
have released polls in hotly contested election campaigns have been criti
cized when their sample's partisan distribution did not approximate the 
state's known voter registration distribution. As a result of this criticism, 
the Keystone Poll measures actual party registration to ensure a partisan 
distribution of respondents that 111.atches the state's known registration 
figures. 2 Using a two-part question, the Keystone Poll has repeatedly 
obtained samples of registered voters that approximate within expected 
error ranges the state's actual registration figures. 

Recent developments in Pennsylvania politics call this approach into 
question. Since the 1950s, Pennsylvania has been considered a competi
tive two-party state, but in the 1990s the state became dominated by Re-
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publican officeholders. In 1998, registered Democrats outnumbered reg
istered Republicans statewide by 445,000 voters, including a 500,000 voter 
registration margin in Philadelphia and a 300,000 voter registration mar
gin in Allegheny County.3 Yet, Governor Torn Ridge was a Republican. 
Both of the state's two u.s. senators and two of its three row officers were 
Republicans. In the state legislature, Republicans held 103 of 203 seats in 
the House and 30 of 50 seats in the Senate. In the 1998 election cycle, 
Republican candidates for both the House and Senate collected more to
tal votes than did Democrats.4 Thus, measuring actual voter registration 
may no longer provide an accurate picture of the state's electorate. 

How can the Democratic Party have such a decisive voter registration 
edge, yet manifest such weak electoral performance? Conversely, how 
can Republicans win so many elections when they trail so significantly 
in the number of registered voters? Some political analysts attribute the 
Democratic losses to lower voter turnout among Democrats. A greater 
percentage of Republicans than Democrats go to the polls, they say, erod
ing the Democrats' numerical superiority. Other analysts theorize that a 
group of IIReagan Democrats," conservative on issues such as welfare 
spending and abortion limits, cross party lines to vote Republican. An
other explanation is that the state Democratic Party suffers from greater 
heterogeneity among it registrants than does the state Republican Party, 
making Democrats less likely to maintain party unity, a trend that has 
been observed nationally (Mayer, 1996). An unspoken assumption un
derlies these explanations: that voters faithful to the Democratic Party 
exist in greater numbers, sprawling across the Commonwealth like a 
sleeping tiger. Given the right Democratic candidate and the right is
sues, this line of thinking goes, Democratic voters will awake, voting 
with the full strength of their numbers, and deliver victory to their party. 
But is this widely held assumption true? Are Democrats still the majority 
party in the state, as the voter registration rolls indicate'? 

This article has three objectives. First, it will quantify the differences 
that exist in the makeup of the state' 5 electorate by using two different 
measures of partisanship. Second, it will suggest which of these two mea
sures of partisanship more accurately predicts election outcomes; Finany, 
it will identify the characteristics of voters who register with one party 
but identify with another. 

The Measurement of Partisan Identification 

Partisan identification is one of the most important and frequently 
used concepts in the study of voting behavior (Abramson and Ostrom 
1994). An earlier generation of scholars considered party identification 
worthy of study for two reasons. First, they expected party identification 
to be stable over time. Second, they expected it to act as a cue by which 
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voters would evaluate political events (Campbell et a1. 1964). This is not 
to say that party identification would not or could not change over time, 
but only that it would not change easily. Furthermore, not all voters were 
expected to align themselves with a party; a sufficiently large number of 
voters would never have strong party attachments, making them subject 
to short-term political forces that could affect electoral outcomes 
(Campbell et a1. 1964). Party identification was thought to be the major 
device with which most people would deCipher politics. The most stud
ied, commonly used, and reliable measure of partisan identification was 
developed by the Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University of 
Michigan (Abramson and Ostrom 1994). The expectations for the party 
identification measure as originally designed are best summarized by its 
creators: 

The initial selection of a party may often be a response to nonpo
litical pressures; once made, partisan choice tends to be maintained 
long after its nonpolitical sources have faded into oblivion. Cur
rent pressures arising outside the political order continue to affect 
the evaluation process, and from time to time they may contrib
ute to a critical margin of political victory. Yet for most of the people 
most of the time such contemporary forces turn out to be the mi
nor terms in the decision equation. (Campbell et a1. 1964,66) 

Whether party identitication oUers such stability has been questioned 
in recent years. Researchers who doubt the stability of party attachments 
believe that a great deal of short-term variability takes place in reaction 
to short-term forces, such as consumer confidence and presidential per
formance, that is missed because of the timing of the Michigan studies.s 

Using another long-running series of survey data collected by the Gallup 
Organization, these authors have found that partisanship is subject to 
wide swings as a result of short-term forces. Recent studies, however, 
refute this notion. Some authors have found that short-term forces do 
not have a large impact on partisanship as measured by the Michigan 
question.6 Most scholars now believe that party identification is a very 
stable concept, as originally thought, and that the instability of partisan 
identification found by some authors was the result of measurement er
ror created by question wording? Mayer (1996, 97) summarizes current 
thinking on the subject in saying that most Americans "develop a psy
chological tie to one of the parties in their late adolescence or early teen 
years. And once formed, party identifications tend to be remarkably stable 
over the rest of a person's life." 

As a measurement tool, the Survey Research Center's party identifi
cation question has proven to be highly reliable, with only one-ninth of 
its variance resulting from measurement error (Shickler and Green 1997). 
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Although the Michigan guestion is considered a valid way to measure 
an important and stable concept, using it to measure the makeup of a 
single state's electorate has been problematic. The actual number of Re
publican and Democratic registered voters within a state often differs 
from what is (ouflJ uy surveys using the SRC measure. According to 
Epstein (1986t this could mean that some people express a party prefer
ence in registering to vote that they do not actually hold. It also means 
that some registered partisans adhere to their party label less strongly 
than do other registrants. Why would this happen? There are several 
situations where one would expect to obtain registration figures that dif
fer from those found in sample surveys. Possible reasons include social 
pressures, job holding or seeking, or the desire to vote in the primary of 
a locally dominant party (Epstein 1986). The desire to vote in primary 
elections is presumed to be especially important in a state like Pennsyl
vania, which has a closed primary system. Epstein (1986, 247) reports, 
U \:;tCltes that most strongly encourage party registration, by firm1y dos
ing their primaries to unaffiliated voters, record not only higher party 
registration percentages but also higher percentages of party identifiers 
than surveys in states with more permissive registration procedures." 

Besides suggesting that measuring party identification is not the same 
thing as measuring party registration, the different figures resulting from 

party identification and party registration in some states raise some in
triguing questions. If there are differences between party identification 
and party registration, do they change the state's partisan balance? Which 
measure is a better predictor of voting behavior? What are the character
istics of voters whose party registration and party identification differ? 
The remainder of this article seeks to answer these questions. 

Methodology 

The data presented her come from a state-wide survey of 451 Penn
sylvania voters (sampling error of ± 4.6 percent) conducted between July 
8 and 28, 1998. Respondents for the survey were selected at random us
ing a two-stage process. First, telephone households were randomly se
lected using a random-digit-dialing sampling method (Chummings 1979). 
Once a residential telephone number was identified, a respondent within 
each household was selected at random using the last birthday method 
of respondent selection (Salmon and Nichols 1983). 

This article focuses on responses to three survey questions. The first 
question, involving nominal party registration, asked the following: "Many 
people are registered to vote; however, many others are not. How about 
you? Are you currently registered to vote at your present address?" All 
registered voters were asked, II Are you currently registered as a Demo
crat, a Republican, an independent, or something else?"8 
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Table 1 
Actual Party Orientation and Nominal Party Registration 

Actual Party Nominal Party Orientation 
Orientation Rep. Ind. / Other Dem. Total 

Republican / Lean Rep. 90% (165) 49% (22) 11%(21) 50% (208) 

True Independent 4% (8) 24% (11) 7% (14) 8(Yo (33) 

Democrat / Lean Dem. 6%(11) 27% (12) 81 % (154) 42% (177) 

Total 44% (184) 11%(45) 45% (189) 

The second question, involving actual party orientation, used the tradi
tional Michigan formulation: "In politics, as of today, do you think of 
yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, or an independent?" Those who 
said they were either a Republican or a Democrat were then asked, 
"Would you call yourself a strong (Republican / Democrat), or a not very 
strong (Republican/Democrat)?" Those who said they were indepen
dent were asked, "Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican 
or Democratic Party?" The party orientation measure was recoded for 
analysis; strong, weak, and leaning partisans were grouped together to 
produce a trichotomous measure. This recoding seems reasonable be
cause independent leaners are attitudinally and behaviorally similar to 
weak partisans and different from "pure" independents (Smith et al. 1995). 
A similar grouping strategy has been employed by others.9 

The final question measured respondents' voting tendencies in re
cent elections. The question asked: "Thinking about the last few state 
and national elections, which best describes how you voted: straight 
Democrat, mostly Democrat, a few more Democrats than Republicans, 
about equally for both parties, a few more Republicans than Democrats, 
mostly Republican, or straight Republican?" In the tables that follow, 
responses were recoded to reflect a preference for more Democratic can
didates, more Republican candidates, or about equal preferences. 

Findings 

The survey reveals very different pictures of the electorate depending 
upon which measure of partisanship is employed. Table 1 shows the sig
nificant difference between nomina] party registration and actual party 
orientation. The party registration totals (bottom row) reflect the Demo
cratic Party's nominal voter registration advantage. In contrast, the party 
orientation totals (right column) show the actual voler advanlage of the 
Republican Party. 
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Table 2 
Votes in Recent Elections by Actual Party Orientation 

Recent Votes 

More Democrats 

Equal 

Actual Party Orientation 
Rep. Ind. / Other Dem. 

5% (10) 

17% (34) 

14% (4) 

61 % (17) 

More Republicans 78% (158) 25% (7) 

78(10 (134) 

20% (34) 

2% (4) 

A= .60 A2 = 290.476, df = 4, p. < .001 

Ninety percent of Republicans identify with the Republican Party, 81 % 
of Democrats are oriented to the Democratic Party, and 24% of indepen
dents are tndy independent. Conversely, a few Republicans (10%), more 
Democrats (19%) and most independents (76%) do not adhere to the po
litical party indicated by their registration. Finding that a large number 
of independent voters do not adhere to theil- registraLion runs COU1lter tu 
expectations. If, as Epstein (1986) suggests, people register with a major 
party in order to be able to vote in primaries, one might expect registered 
independents to be least likely to adhere to a major party label and most 
committed to their independent status. This simply is not the case. 

Table 1 reveals a phenomenon that can be called the misaligned voter
those who have registered in one party but now see themselves as more 
closely attached to another. Twenty-one percent of voters are misaligned 
- on the rolls as members of a party that they no longer ~l1prort. TWlrP 
as many misaligned voters are registered as Democrats (40%) or indepen
dents (39%) than as Republicans (22%) [A2 = 93.896, df = 2, p. < .001]. 

When respondents indicated how they had voted in recent elections, 
actual party orientation (Table 2) proved a better indicator of their choices 
as measured by the statistic lambda particularly for Democrats and 
ind~pend~nts - than did nominal party registration (Table 3).10 

From a demographic standpoint, who are the misaligned? Table 4 
summarizes the results of a discriminant function analysis used to clas
sify misaligned voters. The goal of discriminant analysis is to predict 
membership in two or more mutually exclusive groups from a set of 
predictor variables. The utility of discriminant function analysis rests with 
its ability to accurately classify subjects into groups. This information is 
conveyed by the classification rate, which indicates the percentage of 
subjects for each analysis that are successfully assigned to the group to 
which they actually belong using the relative discriminant function. Dis
criminant analysis identifies the variables that are most useful for pre
dicting group membership. 
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Table 3 
Votes in Recent Elections by Nominal Party Orientation 

Recent Votes Actual Party Orientation 
Rep. Ind. / Other Dem. 

More Democrats 6% (10) 20'10 (10) 72% (138) 

Equal 16<10 (29) 37% (18) 24% (46) 

More Republicans 79% (143) 43% (21) 4°/c) (8) 

A= .51 A2 = 249.974, df = 4, p. < .001 

Table 4 shows that party registration and region of residence are the 
best predictors of being misaligned. Using these variables to predict 
whether a person is misaligned yields 40% fewer errors than what would 
be expected if respondents were classified by chance alone (62 real errors 
versus 104 expected errors). Variables such as age, education, political 
ideology, religion, marital status, and gender do not add any classifica
tory power to the analysis. 

As Table 4 indicates, there are more misaligned voters in southeast
ern Pennsylvania (Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery counties) 
than in any other area of the state. Misalignment for all parties is higher 
there than in the rest of the state and it is not confined to one party. 

Table 4 
Results of Discriminant Function Analysis 

for Misaligned Votersll 
Nominal Party 
Registration Misaligned Not Misaligned 

H,epublican 

Democrat 

Independent 

Region of State 

Southeast 
Rest of State 

tau =.40 
Press's Q = 199.50, P < .01 

10% 

19% 

76% 

30% 
19% 

Percent of cases correctly classified == 85 

83 

90% 

81% 

24% 

70% 
81% 



Conclusions 

Clearly, these findings should be considered provisionat for they rep
resent only a single point-in-time survey that calls for replication. The find
ings do, however, point to some conclusions that are worth considering. 

Pirst, for some people, actual party orientation is different from nomi 
nal party registration. If replicated, this finding may have enormous im
plications for how we observe and make sense of electoral behavior. In 
an era of near universal registration as a result of motor-voter legisla
tion, party registration may have less relevance for making sense of po
litical behavior. 

Second, more of the state's voters are oriented to the Republican Party 
than the voter registration rolls suggest. If state voter registration num
bers are adjustpd to Tpf]pct political orientation, Republicans outnumber 
Democrats by a 250,000 voter margin. This is a profound difference in 
partisan alignment that by itself can explain the anomaly in Pennsylva
nia of Republican hegemony despite Democrat registration superiority. 

Third, actual party orientation is a better predictor of voting behavior 
than is nominal party registration, although both measures perform well. 
Unless both measures are considered, large differences in correlations 
with vote choice may be overlooked. Moreover, because actual party ori
entation is a better predictor of behavior it provides a more complete 
picture of the electorate. This conclusion strongly suggests that pollsters 
should consider using both measures when possible. 

Fourth, some intriguing geographic patterns show up in the data. In 
particular, southeastern Pennsylvania may be an area worthy of addi
tional study since more misaligned voters appear there than anywhere 
else in the statc. Why this particular region differs from others is not 
clear. A number of demographic factors including suburbanization and 
migration may be operating here. If so, they are important to understand
ing better the role region may play in these findings. 

Finally, the large number of independent voters not adhering to their 
registration confounds expectations. If people register with a major party 
in order to vote in primaries, as Epstein (1986) contends, then registered 
independents ought to be less likely to adhere to a major party label and 
mORt committed to being independent. Yet they are not. The disjunction 
between independents and voter registration looms as one of the more 
perplexing findings reported. Since they mostly vote for major party can
didates, why do independent voters not register with that party? Per
haps their voting behavior is determined in large part by the paucity of 
independent candidates running for office in Pennsylvania. 

Additional research is needed to confirm these findings and to ex
plore further other underlying questions. Among the more tantalizing 
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questions are these: When and why did misaligned voters change their 
political orientation? Why have they not changed their registration to 
reflect their new orientation? Is misalignment a permanent or temporary 
condition? 

Notes 

1. The development and utility of the Michigan measure is discussed in great 
detail in Campbell et al. (1964, 67-96). 

2. The Keystone Poll is produced at Franklin and Marshall College on behalf 
of the Philadelphia Daily News, the Harrisburg Patriot News, and the Pittsburgh 
Tribune Review. The Keystone Poll is conducted four times each year among the 
state's voting age population. The pan was produced at Millersville University 
between 1991 and 2002. 

3. An registration figures are from Official Voter Registration Statistics (1998). 
4_ Tota1ing those races where two candidates werlO! running yielded the 

following results: State House, Democrats = 1,174,147 votes, Republicans = 

1,317,571 votes; State Senate, Democrats = 607,634 votes, Republicans = 705,301 
votes. Calculations by author from data published by the Pennsylvania 
Department of State. 

S. The most commonly cited source for this argument is MacKuen, Erikson, 
and Stimson (1989). 

6. See, for example, Box-Steffensmeier and Smith (1996); Green, Palmquist, and 
Schickler (1998); Green and Shickler (1993); McAllister and Wattenberg; (1995); 
Rice and Hilton (1996); and Schickler and Green (1997). 

7. Abramson and Ostrom (1994) and Green, Palmquist, and Shickler (1998) 
found that the instability attributed to partisan identification was a result of the 
wording of the Gallup question. Because of its wording, the Gallup 
macropartisanship measure is much more susceptible to changes resulting from 
short-term trends. There is a sizable literature related to the effect of question 
wording on survey response. Schuman and Presser (1996) provide an excellent 
introduction to this literature. 

S. The nominal registration item produced a partisan distribution comparable 
to that found within the state, according to registration statistics. The survey 
produced a sample with 200 Democrats (44%), 190 Republicans (42%) and 61 

independent/ other voters (14%). The actual registration figures for Pennsylvania 
put the distribution of voters at 48.6% Democrat, 42.4% Republican, and 8.9% 
other. 

9. This grouping strategy appears in Abramowitz and Saunders (1998) and 
Box-Steffensmeier and Smith (1996). 

10. Lambua (A) ~how~ the proportion by which error in predictin~ the value 
of the dependent variable is reduced by knowing the value of the independent 
variable (Weisberg, Krosnkk, and Bowen 1996, 274). 

11. Statistical significance for each analysis is measured by Press's Q statistic 
and Tau. Press's Q is a measure of the classificatory power of the discriminant 
function when compared to the results expected from chance (Hair et a1. 1992). 
Tau is a proportional reduction in error statistic that yields a :,tandardized measure 

of classificatory improvement (Klecka 1980). 
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Looking Back on the Legislative Modernization 
Movement in Pennsylvania: 

Remarks of Herbert Fineman, 
Former Speaker 

of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives, 
Given at the Annual Meeting 

of the Pennsylvania Political Science Association, 
April 4, 2003 at Villanova University, 

(with introduction and commentary by Michael Cassidy) 

On April 4, 2003 the Pennsylvania Political Science Association (PPSA) 
hosted a roundtable discussion on "The Legislative Modernization Movement 
in Pennsylvania: A Look Back at the 1960s and the 1970s." The panel included 
Herbert Finemun, furmer Speuker uf the Perm:;ylvuniu Huu:;,e uf Repre::;entu

tives. Fineman appeared with Franklin Kury, a prominent Harrisburg lobbyist 
andformer Deputy Attorney General, House member, and state Senator known 
for his authorship of landmark public utility regulatory reform and environ
mental protection legislation in the 1970s. The panel also included Rutgers Uni
versity Professor Alan Rosenthal, the author of numerous books on state legisla
tures and a key advisor to state legislatures and national legislative leadership 
organizations. Fineman was the featured speaker. His prepared remarks were 
followed by commentsfrom the other panelists. 

Known as the 'father of the modern Pennsylvania legislature" and the II ar
chitect of legislative reform," Speaker Fineman was first elected to the House of 
Representatives in 1954 and was elected to the Democratic caucus leadership as 
Whip in 1965. He served as the Democratic Floor Leader from 1967 to 1968 and 
from 1973 to 1974. He was Speaker from 1969 to 1972 and from 1975 to 1977 
(Pennsylvania House ]ounIal 1994; Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
Homepage 2003). 

Fineman's tenure in the House was timed perfectly to allow him to partici
pate in the nationwide legislatlVe reform movement. The first major concerns 
about the inadequacies of twentieth century state legislatures were expressed 
around the time of Fineman '5 first election to the House (Heard 1966a, 1-4). The 
movement for legislative 111.odernization was strongest nationally from 1965 to 
1980, corresponding closely with Fineman's service in House leadership posi
tions (Rosenthal 1998, 49). During his time as leader, Fineman rose to promi
nence in the national reform movement and led Pennsylvania's modemizatio11 
efforts. He shared the goals of that movement and helped shape its proposals. 
Political scientists generally described these goals in terms of the basic functions 
of the legislative branch: representation, lawmaking, and oversight. Thus, re-
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formers wanted to provide legislators ,[pith the tools to perform their representa
tional function, enable them to independently formulate public policy, and em
power the legislature as a co-equal branch of government (Herzberg and Rosenthal 
1971 , ni-7Jii; Kpp,.fp 1966, 37-47; 1971, 187). Legislative practitioners just wanted 
to build the "competence to meet problems of our society where they arise" 
(Margolis 1971, 25-27). 

In his presentation to the PPSA, Speaker Fi11eman described the need, moti
vation, challenge, and scope of the reform movement that completely transformed 
the legislative institution in Pennsylvania. His remarks are reprinted here in 
full. The commentary that follows is intended to describe Pennsylvania's reform 
efforts in more detail, to place them in their national context, and to amplify 
Fineman's remarks with some of the comments made by the other panelists. 

Remarks of Speaker Herbert Fineman 

1 W('lS fhst elected to the Pennsylvania House of Representatives for 
the term commencing in 1955, and I continued to serve consecutive terms 
thereafter for a period of 22 years. During that long tour of duty, I expe
rienced the maturing of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives from 
a totally ineffective, non-analytical, non-originating, non-constituency
oriented organ of state government to an entity that in 1977 was well on 
its way to becoming that which had been envisioned by the framers of 
our state constitution an equal coordinate branch of government. 

Prior to the onset of structural and procedural reform in the PelU1syl
vania House of Representatives, its primary role had been merely to give 
its automatic stamp of approval to whatever proposals came forth from 
the office of the state's chief executive. The fact is that the House of Rep
resentatives existed, not because of any contribution it was making to 
state government or its people, but rather because Article I of the Consti
tution of 1790 provided that "the legislative power of this Commonwealth 
shall be vested in a General Assembly, which shall consist of a Senate 
and a House of Representatives." The physical facilities of House mem
bers were totally in consonance with the House's meaningless status. We 
had no offices, we had no telephones, we had no file cabinets, we had no 
desks except that which was assigned to us on the floor of the House 
Chambers, we had no place to meet with constituents who might come 
to· the Capitol, and no regular secretarial service and we were being 
paid the grand total of $3,000 per annum. 

I must, in all candor, admit that as a newly elected member to the 
house in 1955, I was not immediately able to discern the vastness of those 
shortcomings. I had been so enamored of the fact that, as an unendorsed 
candidate, I had been elected to the Pennsylvania House of Representa
tives and additionally was so awe-struck by the beauty of the House Cham
ber itself, that a dear vision or perspective of the then role of the House of 
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Representatlves In state government did not manifest itself to me. 
As the years passed, however, and I was able to assume roles of lead

ership, the myopia cleared and there slowly arose within me a very strong 
desire to be part of an effort to bring the House to that status of being an 
equal coordinate branch of government. I knew that this was a result 
that could ensue only if the House could independently, with its own 
research resources and information, begin to analyze the changing mani
festations and complexities of state government responsibilities, to more 
clearly discern the escalating needs of our citizenry, and to create pro
posals to meet those challenges. These ends had to be pursued, not 
through reliance upon the governor, lobbying organizations, or other 
sources, which was so much the case then, but rather through our own 
analysis and research efforts. Only in this manner would the judgments 
to be concluded by us be independently arrived at. This would necessi
tate research facilities and staff expertise as well as necessary physical 
accommodations and appropriate member compensation, all of which 
would be in consonance with the deep needs of the House. And so we 
embarked on that endeavor. 

When I first became the Democratic Floor Leader in 1967, I sought to 
engage, for the initial time, gualified pru[et;t;iUIliil pert;unnel for my of
fice and those of other officers of the Democratic Caucus. Subsequently, 
in 1969 when I was elected Speaker, we also engaged staff for all commit
tee chairmen. It was made emmently clear to all chairmen, however, that 
those to be employed were not to be political patronage appointees, but 
rather the most able' personnel available. These included researchers, at
torneys, communication personnel, legislative analysts, and administra
tive assistants. In due course, personnel were also made available for all 
members. 

The real surge in reform efforts took place commencing in the 1969-70 
session. At least 13 new procedural changes were initiated during that 
period, including: 

• Creation of an ethics committee 
• Reduction in the number of House standing committees from 33 

to 21 

• An increase in minority representation on each committee (from 
a 13-6 distribution to 14-9) to reflect more accurately the division 
of the House between majority and minority 

• Limitation on the power of a committee chairman to kill a legis
lative proposal, either by not calling a meeting or by failing to 
submit a legislative proposal to the committee for consideration 

• Installation of a vote lock system to ensure against absentee voting 
• Opening of all cOl1uniLLee llleetingt; Lu the public 
• Installation of a fiscal note system assessing the cost, on both a 
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one-year and a five-year basis, of every legislative proposal on 
the calendar so that House members and the public were more 
fully informed as to costs prior to enactment 

• Establishment of orientation sessions for all new members 
• Creation of a legislative audit advisory commission 
• Employment of public hearings on legislation 
• Synopsis of every bill reported to the calendar for members and 

the press 
Thus, the year 1969 was truly the real starting point of reform in the 

Pennsylvania House of Representatives. In subsequent years, we further 
provided for the establishment of a commonwealth compensation com
mission. I have already noted that legislative compensation in 1955 was 
$3,000; today a legislator earns $64,638 per annum plus expenses. In a 
span of 48 years base legislative salaries have increased a total of $61,638. 
Since 1995 salaries have been tied to a cost-of-living basis .. 

We also held a greater number of public hearings throughout the Com
monwealth, provided for public televising of House sessions and public 
hearings, provided for the auditing of legislative accounts by independent 
public accounting firms, and made such audits available to the public. 

One of the 11,me important legislaLive iIUluvatium; was initiated in 
1976 when we created the Legislative Office for Research Liaison, known 
as L.O.R.L. This office was created to make the knowledge and expertise 
of the Commonwealth's uruversities in scientitic and technical matters 
available to legislators on social, physical, and life sciences. Originally, 
six schools participated in this program. Today, at least 20 do. 

The continuing installation of procedural reform was of vital impor
tance in enabling legislators to be more effective in discharging their vary
ing responsibilities, which include acting as a representative of and 
spokesman for the needs and desires of constituents; serving as an om
budsman where injustices occur because of official red tape, rules, and 
regulations; being an iImovalor and IniliaLol of Il(;!W prugrams; and exer
cising legislative oversight functions. 

While it is true that organizational structures and legislative proce
dures are important to the quality of legislative performance, procedural 
ref.orm in and of itself does not automatically yield more efficient and 
more effective state government. Nor should a legislature be judged solely 
on the basis of its procedural mechanisms and facilities, as the Citizens 
Conference on State Legislatures had done at one time. Rather, it should 
be judged by how well it represents the heterogeneous population of 
Pennsylvania and by the quality of its legislative output. To do other
wise would be much like evaluating a football team by the quality of the 
stadium it plays in, or the kiml uf lucker room facilities or equipment 
that are provided, or the uniforms that are furnished. The best equipped 
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team is not always. the best performer. The Constitutional Convention 
that penned the U.S. Constitution and the early congresses of the na
tional e;ovf'rnmf'nt w()ulo inof'f'o r<'ltf' vf'ry l()w in tf'rm~ ()f f<'lcilities ;mo 
organizational structures, but what they produced has endured and 
served us well for over 200 years. 

Resources most certainly are important and vital, but they are not the 
entire story. Conceivably, legislatures that have little may use that little 
very well, and legislatures that have much may use what they have poorly. 
What matters is the degree of commitment to the tasks at hand, and the 
spirit and dedication with which those tasks are undertaken. I believe 
that the benefits of procedural reform, coupled with the enthusiasm for 
the tasks at hand that may be engendered by legislative leaders, can to
gether make the legislatures true laboratories of democracy. 

Commentary on Speaker Fineman's Remarks by Michael Cassidy 

If Herbert Fineman had not been a panelist on the PPSA roundtable 
on legislative modernization, whoever was on the panel would inevita
bly discuss Herb Fineman's crucial role in Pennsylvania's efforts and his 
substantial contribution to the national effort, which he omitted from his 
remarks. Of course, Fineman was not solely responsible for legislative 
reform and modernization in Pennsylvania. There were others like Judge 
Robert E. Woodside, author James Michener, lv1ellon Charitable Trust 
president Theodore Hazlett, Jr., and former governors George Leader, 
William Scranton, ,and Raymond Shafer. Other legislative leaders also 
played important roles, especially K. Leroy Irvis, James J. Manderino, 
and Matthew Ryan, all of whom served with Fineman and would follow 
him as Speaker. State Senate leaders, such as former Senate President 
Pro Tempore Henry Hager, also were important. But for the 11 years be
tween 1967 and 1977, Fineman was the main force and catalyst for legis
lative modernization as he alternately served as Democratic Floor Leader 
and Speaker. He was the chief point of contact with the national reform 
movement and the leader with the power (sometimes unilateral) to ini~ 
Hate change in Pennsylvania. 

It is obvious from his remarkR that Fineman's major, but not exclu
sive, focus was internal capacity building described early in the reform 
movement by Donald Herzberg as the "six S's," i.e. "improved staff, ser
vices, space, salaries, sessions and spirit" (Heard 1966b, 159; Rosenthal 
1998,50-54). Decades later, Herb Fineman still would be remembered for 
his insistence on upgrading the working conditions of the members of 
the General At;sembly. At; Hout;e Democratic Flour Leader Ivan Itkin said 
on June 7, 1994 at the unveiling of Fineman's portrait in the State Capitol 
building, Fineman "gave lawmakers the tools they needed to compre
hend the issues that crossed their desks." "In fact,'" Itkin added, Fineman 
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"gave them the desks and offices in the first place." Matthew Ryan, then 
Republican Floor Leader and a former Speaker, commented on what 
Fineman's national role in the reform movement meant to Pennsylvania: 

It WClb Hero who cuuld be caught researching a new initiative or 
exchanging sought-after innovative ideas from lawmakers na
tionwide. When Herb Fineman went to NCSL (National Confer
ence of State Legislatures) or one of the other national legislative 
leadership meetings, it was not as junketeer. He went as an of
ficer of that group, he went as a player, as a man who was going 
there to contribute to that organization and to take - he was a 
taker. He took the ideas of the other states and brought them 
back to Pennsylvania and really helped to modernize und muke 
this House - and the Senate would steal our ideas - and this 
general legislature better because of what he brought back from 
these other states, and other states better because of what they 
got from him. 

Speaker H. William DeWeese summarized the testimonials given that 
day by thanking Fineman for his "legacy of modernization" (Pennsylva
nia House Journal 1994, 1067-1073). 

It is difficult Lo overestimaLe Lhe impurtClJll:e uf the rnuderni:.Gatiun ef
fort on the way legislators and their institution function. Former Senator 
Franklin Kury described his participation in the 2003 PPSA panel as II what 
lawyers call a I competent witness'" to institutional changes in the legisla
ture. Kury recalled that when elected to the House in 1966, he had little or 
no staff support or even regular access to phones to make long distance 
calls. He recounted how there was no staff to help explain bills in caucus 
meetings or to provide independent analysis of the Governor's budget 
request. Even basic secretarial services were scarce. But some members 
like Kury had an advantage. In the pre-modernization legislature, law
yers, insurance agents, and other business professionals could rely on their 
private uffices Lu llClIlllle cUIl!;tituent currebpondence and other public busi
ness, but other legislators could not. As he put it, "Thank God I was a 
lawyer and had a secretary back in the district to put out mail for me." 

Kury was elected to the state Senate in 1972 at a time when staffing 
for individual members of the Senate was just becoming available. In his 
PPSA panel comments, he spoke with great pride of his work in the Sen
ate made possible, in large part, by his newly-acquired authority to hire 
qualified staff to help develop the major legislation he sponsored to reor
ganize the Public Utility Commission. "This is what I feel proudest about," 
said Kury. "Until that point in Pennsylvania, whenever the Senate of 
Pennsylvania wanted legislation drafted [on utility issues] we went to 
the lobbybt uf the Electric Association. We didn't do that. We gave him 
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our bill and asked for his comments rather than the other way around!" 
Staffing improvements and the other modernization reforms, Kury ar
gued, gave the Senate the ability to develop its own lPf;islMion (Pennsyl
vania Political Science Association 2003). 

Kury's and Fineman's recollections were in substantial agreement with 
a 1968 study done by EBS Management Consultants of New York for 
Pennsylvania's Commission on Legislative Modernization. That report 
stated that except for the desks on the chamber floor, lithe average Rep
resentative does not have a desk or telephone and the average Senator 
finds himself in a room with three other Senators" (Commission on Leg
islative Modernization 1969/95; also see 56 and 94-102). While these and 
other accounts of the inadequacies of legislative staff and facilities abound/ 
no account from the 1960s seems to exist that argues the opposing propo
sition. 

Historical Background and Pressures 
for Modernization in Pennsylvania 

After a period of relative legislative supremacy in Pennsylvania and 
nationally, beginning with long fought battles for legislative power in 
tll~ l:ulunial periud that reached their peak during the Revolutionary War 
period, legislatures - the "First Branch" - went into a long period of 
decline after the Jacksonian Era (Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations 1985, 31-35; Commission on Legislative Modernization 
1969, 56-62; Wolf 1969, 1-3). In reaction to widespread corruption, 
Pennsylvania's legislature was hobbled by the Constitution of 1 R74, which 
greatly limited legislative powers by making legislative sessions bien
nial unless called into special session by the Governor, and by limiting 
the legislature's ability to raise revenues. As a "dubious" anti-bribery 
measure, the 1874 document also increased the size of the Senate from 33 
members to 50 and the size of the House from 100 members to 200 (Com
IIlis~ion on Legislative Modernization 1969, 62-6'1; Wolf 1969, 4-5). These 
anticorruption reforms did not work. The Pennsylvania legislature suf
fered further degradation under the control of the infamously powerful 
and corrupt Quay / Penrose machine, which used the legislature as its 
powerbase in the decades that bracketed the turn of the century (Beers 
1980, 41-57). Reformers of every stripe would spend nearly a century 
trying to undo the damage. 

Pennsylvania was not alone. After suffering more than a century of 
neglect and worse, state legislatures all over the nation were considered 
inept, antiquated institutions. In 1966 Alexander Heard, a political scien
tist and Chancellor of Vanderbilt University, wrote his often quoted ob
servation that "state legislatures may be our most extreme example of 
institutional lag. In their formal qualities they are largely nineteenth cen-
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MIry organizations and they must or should. address themselves to twen
tieth century problems" (Heard 1966a, 3). It \'vas clear to many that these 
nineteenth century institutions would have to undergo significant change 
to meet the challenges from above in the form of new federally-imposed 
responsibilities and from below in the form of increasing expectations 
from voters. 

In the 1960s, President Lyndon Johnson's Great Society programs sig
naled the quickening of a fundamental shift in the federal-state relation
ship. Where New Deal programs were administered by new federal bu
reaucracies, Johnson's "War on Poverty" provided federal money for new 
state and locally administered programs. According to a 1976 report of 
the federBl Arlvl~ory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, fed
eral aid to the states had increased from $2.9 billion in 1954 to over $60 
billion in 1976 (Shapp v. Sloan 1978, 603). This process of devolution ac
celerated under the Nixon Administration and culminated in the block 
grant approach used in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 
in the first year of the Reagan Administration (Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations 1985, ch. 2). 

Even without this push from the federal government, states like Penn
sylvania were expanding services and budgets to meet growing expecta
tions in basic education, higher education, labor and safety, highway 
construction, environmental protection, new human services, and struc
tures for internal accountability. In Pennsylvania, for example, Governor 
John Fine's 1953-54 biennial budget hit $1 billion (Beers 1980, 185). Fed
eral funding of state programs as we know it today did not exist. In 1971 
the General Assembly passed Governor Milton Shapp's first annual bud
get, which recommended spending just over $3 billion in state funds plus 
$768 million in federal money (Governor's Executive Budget 1971-1972, 
A17-19). This represented a six fold increase in state spending unly par
tially explained by a roughly 50% increase in the Consumer Price Index 
between 1955 and 1970 and a 9% increase in Pennsylvania'S population 
from the 1950 to the 1970 census. 

These new federal and homegrown responsibilities for effectively and 
f'fficif'ntly managing programs and money called into question the ca
pacity of state governmental institutions. Awakening from a period of 

. stagnation that the federal Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations (1985, 35) once called "The States Asleep, 1922-1955," a wave 
of reforms transformed both the executive and legislative branches in 
many states. From the 1960s into the 1980s, state legislatures including 
Pennsylvania's underwent a difficult process of modernization tu meet 
these new challenges. Prodded by its legendary House Speaker, Jesse 
Umuh, California led by raising legislative salaries, providing staff and 
offices, and implementing procedural reforms (Rosenthal 1971b, 11). 
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A National Movement 

Emulating reforms in California and in Congress, a national move
ment for legislaLive modernization emerged in the 1960::;. The movemenl 
lacked a single structured leadership or plan (Rosenthal 1998, 50). Many 
groups participated prominently such as the American Assembly, the 
National Conference of State Legislative Leaders (NCSLL), the Ameri
can Political Science Association (APSA), the federal Advisory Commis
sion on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), the Council of State Gov
ernments (CSG), the Citizens Conference on State Legislatures (CCSL), 
the Eagleton Institute of Politics at Rutgers University, and various chap
tpr~ of thp 1.P£lV1P ofWompn Votprs (Advisory Commission on TntPTgov
ernmental Relations 1985, 68). In addition, the long-standing reform or
ganization, the National Municipal League, was heavily focused on state 
constitutional reform and revision. The National Legislative Conference, 
a group largely comprised of the staff directors of legislative service agen
cies, actively pursued a reform agenda and made comprehensive reform 
recommendalions as eady as 1961 (Heard 1966b, 158-162). The shared 
purpose of these groups resulted in strikingly similar recommendations 
and identified best practices. Alan Rosenthal (1971b, 3-4) summarized 
the reform proposals from different organizations into a short list of nine 
general programmatic recommendations: 

1. Elimination of many constitutional limitations on the authority 
of state legislatures, including limits on the taxing power, ear
marking of revenues, requirements on referenda, and legislator 
compensation. 

2. Increase in the frequency and length of legislative sessions, with
out limitation on time or subject. 

3. Reduction of the size of legislative bodies so that they are no 
larger than fair representation requires. 

4. Increase in compensation and related benefits, with expenses of 
legislative service fully reimbursed. 

5. Adoption of more rigorous standards of conduct by means of 
codes of ethics and conflict of interest, disclosure, and lobbying 
legislation, as well as ethics committees or commissions with 
some enforcement powers. 

6. Adequate space and facilities for committees and individual 
members, including electronic data processing and roll-call vot
ing equipment. 

7. Improvement of legislative operations to ensure efficiency in the 
consideration of bills and the widespread dissemination of pro
cedural and substantive information. 

8. Strengthening of standing committees by reducing their num-
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ber, defining their jurisdictions, and improving their procedures. 
9. Increasing the number and competence of legislabve staff work

ing for leaders, committees, and rank-and-file members. 

Although ostensibly independent on paper, these reform groups were 
interrelated in many respects. For example, Larry Margolis, staff direc
tor of the CCSL, was the former staff director for California Speaker 
Unruh. The NCSLL, the CCSL, and Unruh worked closely with Donald 
Herzberg and Alan Rosenthal of the Eagleton Institute (Herzberg and 
Ru~eIlthal1971, viii-xii). Speaker Fineman served as an o[ficel~ and ulll
mately president, of the NCSLL in the early 19705 - a post held in the 
1960s by Speaker Umuh. In addition to the staff of the NCSLL, Fineman 
counted people like Alan Rosenthal of Eagleton and Larry Margolis 
among his close associates. When the NCSLL, the NLC, and other groups 
merged to form the National Conference of State Legislatures in 1976, 
they became a powerful voice for continuing modernization. At the same 
time, the NCSLL spun off the State Legislative Leaders Foundation. 

Thp Tpform pffort!"> of thpsp organizations often shared common pri
vate funding sources. The Ford Foundation and the Carnegie Corpora
tion funded the work of the CCSL and the Eagleton Institute seminar 
series on legislative modernization, as well as many of the National 
Municipal League's efforts at state constitutional reform (Burns 1971, 
preface; Heard 1966b, 158-159; Rosenthal 1998, ix-x; Wolf 1969, iv). Penn
sylvania was among 13 states receiving grants from the APSA and the 
Ford Foundation for new legislator orientation programs, which were 
first held in December 1970.'Fineman and all future speakers continued 
the new member orientations (Wise 1984, vi). The APSA also sponsored 
a series of books on individual state legislatures to introduce new legis
lators and the public to the legislative process. The series includprJ Sidnpy 
Wise's 1971 book The Legislative Process in Pennsylvania. The Pennsylva
nia House published a second edition in 1984. Cross-pollinated, coop
era live, bipartisan, and largely non-competitive, these groups, along with 
academics and individual state legislative leaders and members, formed 
a national movement dedicated to reforming the institutions of repre
sentative government. 

. The most effective public campaign was launched by the CCSL, which 
formed in 1965 to evaluate each legislature and make recommendations 
for legislative rules changes and capacity building. It established a de
tailed set of criteria for use in assessing legislative capability. These crite
ria were organized under general headings that formed the ::lcronym 
EA.I.I.R - Functionality, Accountability, Information handling capabil
ity, Independence, and Representativeness. Each of these headings was 
broken down into sub-criteria, such as size of the legislature (a peculiar 
fetish of many reformers), committee structure, staffing, facilities, public 
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access to information, internal accountability, fiscal review capabilities, 
conflict of interest rules, and member effectiveness (Burns 1971, 37-150). 
The CCSL also evaluated each legislature according to F.A.I.I.R. criteria, 
it made specific recommendations about each, and it ranked the legisla
tures in its "complete report" in 1971 (Citizens Conference on State Legis
latures 1971). The group summarized the results in a 1971 Bantam paper
back by John Burns targeted to the general public titled The Sometime Gov
ernments: A Critical Study of the 50 American Legislatures. California, both 
the poster child and gold standard for reformers, scored first in the over
all rankings (Burns 1971, 181-6). Pennsylvania, with its reforms only par
tially complete at the time of the study, ranked 21 among the 50 states. On 
individual criteria, Pennsylvania ranked 37 on Functionality (penalized 
in part for the legislature's large size), 23 on Accountability, 23 on Informed, 
5 on Independence and 36 on Representativeness (Burns 1971,289-94). 

Predictably, these rankings were highly controversial and hotly con
tested in state legislatures across the country. Speaker Fineman and other 
state legislative leaders railed against the rankings when they were re
leased. He argued then, as he did years later in his remarks before the 
PPSA panel; that the best equipped legislature is not always the best per
former. During the PPSA panel discussion, Alan Rosenthal reflected on 
the controversy. He said he had told Margolis that the rankings were "in
defensible social science." Rosenthal reported that Margolis replied, "if 
you don't give them a number, no one will ever remember it." With the 
advantage of hindsight, Rosenthal says that the ranking system was "ter
rible social science. It was stupidity. But it was political brilliance." Fair or 
unfair, the numerical rankings were a great motivator for state legislative 
reform efforts. Even Fineman now characterizes his old disagreement with 
Margolis as a disagreement between friends (Pennsylvania Political Sci
ence Association 2003). In the decades that followed the release of the 
CCSL report, the EA.I.I.R. criteria (it not the rankings) were used by groups 
such as the ACIR to evaluate state legislative capacity (Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations 19t$5, 69-112). 

Constitutional Revision in Pennsyvania 

In 1955 the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, known as 
the Kestnbaum Commission, issued its report to President Eisenhower 
recommending the return of governmental functions to the states, while 
urging sweeping revisions in antiquated state constitutions. This report 
gave a boost to the work of the National Municipal League and reform
ers at the state level (Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions 1985, 40-61). States also reacted to the landmark "one man, one 
vote" decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in Baker v. Carr (1962) requiring 
states to reapportion their legislatures to ensure equal representation 
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based on population. Reapportionment by the new standard often re
quired constitutional revision; and in many states, such as Pennsylvania, 
it provided an opportunity to redress other state constitutional provi
sions effecting legislative capacity. 

In 1959 and 1967, in work that was largely completed before Fineman's 
ascendancy, Pennsylvania amended its Constitution of 1874 to remove the 
restrictions on legislative sessions. The 1959 Amendment established an
nual sessions, with the even year being devoted to budget matters and the 
odd year to other legislation (Legislative H.eterence Bureau 1986, 173-4). 
This Amendment opened the way for a full time legislature, but one that 
still needed the Executive to call special sessions in the "budget years" to 
consider substantive legislation. During the Leader Administration, the· 
General Assembly created the Commission on Constitutional Revision, 
referred to as the "Woodside Commission" after its chairman, former House 
Republican Leader and then Pennsylvania Superior Court Judge Robert 
E. Woodside. In its report, the commission treated the 1959 amendment as 
a half-way measure and recommended that the legislature be a 1/ continu
ing body during the term for which its Representatives are elected" (Re
port of the Commission on Constitutional Revision 1959, 19-20). 

The legislatIve workload Juxtaposed with constItutional limitations 
made "special sessions" called by the Governor a practical and constitu
tional necessity in the 1960s. Seven special sessions were called between 
1959 and 1966 - one by Governor Lawrence and six by Governor 
Scranton. Some of these special sessions were little more than an extra 
rpV] 1ar spssion with <l 1aiindlY list of unrelated topics in thp C;ovprnor's 
session call (Pennsylvania Manual 2001-2002, sec.3, 181-182). During the 
1960s the legislature was in continuing session, albeit without constitu
tional approbation. 

After three more constitutional study commissions completed their 
work and one attempt to call a general constitutional convention failed, a 
series of significant constitutional changes worked their way though the 
amendment process during the Scranton Administration. The voters 
adopted the Woodside language in 1967 by a margin of two to one, mak
ing the legislature a 1/ continuing body." Among other changes, the amend
ments relaxed gubernatorial term limits by allowing the governor to serve 
two conspcutivp tprms rathpr than onp. Thp 1pgislatuTP could now mept in 
two-year sessions without restrictions. Annual budgets have become the 
norm and bills introduced during the first year of the session carryover 
into the second year. Also under the 1967 Amendments, either the Gover
nor or the General Assembly may call special sessions (Wolf 1969, 8-26). 
Since the legislature is in continuous session, special sessions are used pri
marily as a political device to focus attention on a particular subject. Since 
1968, special sessions have run concurrently with the regular session. 
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Following Governor Scranton's failed attempt, Governor Shafer suc
ceeded in 1967 in getting a "limited" Constitutional Convention on the 
ballot for voter approval. It was a hard fight for both Scranton and Shafer. 
The Republican leadership was initially skeptical of any convention at 
all, and the Democrats wanted an open (unlimited) convention (Wolf 1969, 
25-33). House Minority Leader Fineman brokered the final deal for a "lim
ited" convention advocated by Shafer and he provided the legislative votes 
necessary to place the issue on the May primary ballot (Pennsylvania House 
Jouma11967, 215-224). Voters approved a measure authorizing the Con
vention along with seven constitutional amendments. The Constitutiona1 
Convention of 88 Republican and 74 Democratic delegates (called the "Con 
Con" at the time) met from December 1967 through FebrualT 1968 (Deers 
1980,350-355). Under its mandate to address legislative reapportionment, 
this convention drafted amendments to set up a bipartisan Legislative 
Reapportionment Commission and to bar the creation of multimember 
districts (from which about half of the House members were elected prior 
to the 1966 legislative reapportionment) (Bums 1971, 82-83; Commission 
on Legislative Modernization 1969, 81; Legislative Reference Bureau1986, 
32-34). In all, 85 major changes were made in the old constitution and 
were incorporated into five comprehensive amendments (Beers 1980, 354). 
Former governors Leader and Scranton headed the "Vote Yes" campaign 
(Wolf 1969, 51). The amendments were easily ratified by the voters in 
Apri11968. The Pennsylvania tactic of piecemeal amendment and limited 
convention proved successful in achieving the goals of constitutional re
vision, whereas similar attempts in neighboring New York and Maryland 
failed (Beers 1980, 351; Penniman 1971, 205-214). 

The "Con Con" also settled one of the most controversial recommen
dations made by the reform movement in Pennsylvania and elsewhere: 
reducing the size of the legislature. Many proposals to do so had been 
soundly rejected. One proposal to reduce the House by half to 101 mem
bers lost in the convention by a vote 14-135. City political machines of 
both parties, in concert with widespread rural opposition, trounced by 
margins of 2 to1 several proposals to make more modest reductions (Com
mission on Legislative Modernization 1969, 14i Wolf 1968, 40-41). Herb 
Fineman (an ex officio convention delegate) refrained from voting on the 
issue and focused instead on taxation and finance issues. His friend and 
siz.e-reductiun i:HlvocaLe, aULhur Ji::unes Michenef who WaS abo Lhe Con
vention Secretary, repeatedly lost that fight on the Convention floor and 
refused to revisit th~ question later when the Commission on Legislative 
Modernization (1969, 43) addressed it. Delegates and future governors 
Robert P. Casey and Richard Thornburgh voted for most of the more 
modest reductions, as did future Speaker K. Leroy Irvis. (None of them 
voted to cut the House to 101 members.) Republican Leader Lee Donaldson 
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and Judge Woodside helped to lend the opposition to any fixed reduction 
in the size of the House. To prevent any future attempt to tamper with the 
size of the legislature by statute, the Convention constitutionally fixed its 
size at 203 representatives and 50 senators (Debates of the Constitutional 
Convention of 1967-1968, 440-520). Soon after the Convention's close, Larry 
Margolis of the CCSL complained bitterly in a paper presented at an 
Eagleton conference. The House's size and the Convention's '/failure" to 
reduce it, he said, "acted against the probability of equipping the mem
bers of the legislature adequately" (Margolis 1971,32). As it turned out, 
the House's size did not create any important or lasting impediment to 
Pennsy lvania' s reforms. After 1968, attempts to reduce the size of the leg
islature provided cornie relief but not a serious threat to the status quo. 
Reform efforts to make significant reductions in the size of the legislature 
met similar fates in most other states (Advisory Commission on Inter
govenunental RelaLions 1985,73-76; Rosenlhal1998, 51). 

Pennsylvania's Commission on Legislative Modernization 

Like Pennsylvania, many states formed their own commissions to 
study their legislatures and some sought academic evaluations from the 
Eagleton Institute. Others relied on and reacted to the ongoing work of 
the CCSL and its final report. 

In 1968 the Pennsylvania General Assembly overwhelming adopted 
House Resolution 207, which established a legislatively appointed Com
mission on Legislative Modernization. The commission was charged with 
recommending reforms intended "to strengthen the legislative branch 
of State government so that it can maintain its position of co-equality as 
an independent, self-sufficient branch of government." The resolution 
was sponsored by House Republican (Majority) Leader Lee Donaldson 
and co-sponsored by the leadership of both House caucuses. J:iineman 
was a co-sponsor of the resolution and one of the appointing authorities 
named for the commission (History of House Bills and Resolutions 1967-
1968,413). The resolution passed the legislature with the Republicans in 
control of both chambers. 

Fineman would be Speaker the next year when the report was issued, 
and he took on its implementation over the succeeding legislative ses
sions. The commission was commonly referred to as the "l\1ichener Com
mission" after its famous co-chairman, James Michener. It was also co
chaired by Theodore Hazlett, Jr., president of the Mellon Charitable and 
Educational Trust. The commission included former Governor George 
Leader and Judge Woodslde, both of whom had been involved in earlier 
reform efforts (Wise 1984, 14-16). After reviewing preliminary reports 
from management consultants and academics, and hearing testimony 
from legislative leaders and staff, capitol-beat reporters, state organiza;. 
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tions like the AFL-CIO, the Chamber of Commerce, and the League of 
Women Voters, the commission issued its 204 page report in January 1969 
(the year before the final CCSL report). The published report, titled To
ward Tomorrow's Legislature, made 58 recommendations, all largely re
flected in Rosenthal's summarized list and in Fineman's remarks. 

As he had done even before the commission issued its report, Fineman 
continued to enhance staff services, office space, salaries, and other fa
cilities for members. He also moved forcefully to empower committees 
in the legislative process with staff, facilities, and a mandate to deliber
ate. In this regard, he followed the advice (knowingly or unknowingly) 
given by Rosenthal in his 1971 essays on legislative reform where he 
recommended "some balance in the internal distribution of power" and 
suggested that "those legislatures, such as New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and 
New York, where power is highly centralized, might devote more atten
tion to strengthening committees" (Rosenthal 1971a, 81). Committee 
empowerment under Fineman was noticeable. Sidney Wise quotes "a 
longtime lobbyist" before the Commission on Legislative Modernization 
in 1968 as saying "the committee system functions more in name in Penn
sylvania than it does in actuality," for "the caucus is the controlling body." 
He also quotes a legislative staffer in1971 commenting on the recent 
changes: "In the past few years, certain House committees have become 
much more powerful. ... They write their own bills [and] they could buck 
party leadership and get measures passed" (Wise 1971, 39-41). 

Fineman also championed efforts to m.anage better the time of mem
bers - another goal of national and state reformers. The CCSL directly 
criticized Pennsylvania for time-management shortcomings in its 1971 
report (Bums 1971, 57-62 and 103; Commission on Legislative Modern
ization 1969, 10 and 28-30). In 1975 Fineman introduced an innovative 
system that divided the legislative schedule into" committee weeks" and 
"floor weeks." The "committee weeks" provided time for fuller commit
tee deliberation and hearings prior to floor votes and minimized mem
ber / committee scheduling conflicts. The "floor weeks" were devoted to 
consideration of legislation by the House itself. In another innovation, 
Fineman changed committee assignment criteria to give newer mem
bers opportunities to sit on more prestigious committees (Fineman 1976). 
Although these innovations received national attention, they did not all 
survivp intact after his sppakf'rship. Somp vestiges f'Xlst: the House st11l 
does not schedule floor action during weeks in which budget hearings 
are held by the Appropriations Committee, and newer members are still 
granted seats on key committees. 

Revitalizing committees and improving facilities for members did not, 
by anyone's estimation, diminish Fineman's power, which was at its 
height in the early 1970s. As Charles Davis of the NCSLL argued, a weak 

101 



institution would have "leaders in name only," while stronger, more pow
erfullegislatures would convey that power on its leaders (Davis 1971, 
195-204). In this same vein, Speaker Fineman and other legislative lead
ers moved forcefully in the 1970s to wrestle appropriations powers back 
from the executive branch. Pennsylvania took a national leadership role 
as ACIR, the NeSL, and others pushed to have state legislatures assert 
control over federal funds then being sent to the states under sole guber
natorial control. Since 1961, appropriations acts in Pennsylvania had as
serted the power of the legislature to appropriate federal funds and did 
so in general, all inclusive language. When federal funds hit 25% of the 
state budget in 1975, the legislature moved to appropriate all federal funds 
in program specific line items (Shapp v. Sloan 1978, 600). Democratic Gov
ernor Milton Shapp denied that there was such legislative authority. In 
1976 the General Assembly, under Democratic controL passed Senate Bill 
1542 (Act 117 of 1976) with only one dissenting vote in the HOllSP. Thp 
legislature then overrode the Governor's veto by votes of 40-10 in the 
Senate and 169-22 in the House (History of Senate Bills and Resolutions 
1975-1976, A200). The low forbode the State Treasurer from expending 
any federal funds not specifically appropriated by the General Assem
bly. Shapp challenged the law on constitutional grounds. The General 
Assembly intervened to join State Treasurer Grace Sloan as a respon
dent. Justice Louis Manderino, the brother of the then House Democratic 
(Majority) Leader James Manderino, wrote the opinion of the State Su
preme Court. Shapp lost his state appeal and the U.s. Supreme Court 
refused to hear his appeal on federal grounds. ACIR, which was refer
enced in the Court's opinion, hailed the Pennsylvania case as a prpC'P
dent-setting victory for legislative authority (Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations 1985, 9 and 117-122; Shapp v. Sloan 1978, 603 
and 605-606). 

Successful Accommodation of Pennsylvania Traditions 

Sidney Wise (1971, 25) observed in that "there are few states in the 
nation where party caucuses are as important to the legislative process as 
they are in Pennsylvania." In Pennsylvania the party caucus largely con
trols the committee system and the style and scheduling of floor debate. 
The state's tradition of strong parties tempered the legislature's response 
to reform recommendations. While reformers on state commissions and 
national conferences generally favored nonpartisan staffing, the modern
ization pattern in Pennsylvania accommodated its traditions of strong 
parties and the informal, but entrenched, four caucus structure in the leg
islature (Senate "D's and R'sll and House "D's and R's"). For example, 
the Michener Commission recommended that in addition to majority and 
minority committee staffing, bipartisan staff should be added for con-
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stituency service and press relations. (the CCSL recommended nonparti
san staff for almost everything.) Realizing that press releases describing 
member and party positions on bills are inherently political, the legisla
ture decided to create caucus-based mformatIOn offIces. Constituency 
service was addressed during Fineman's tenure and shortly thereafter by 
adding clerical staff for individual members in Harrisburg and in home 
district offices. Research assistance to members in the House was pro
vided by central caucus staff controlled by leadership or by L.O.R.L. 

Fineman's remarks and the PPSA panel discussion shed additional 
light on the development of the partisan staffing structure. Speaking 
mostly of the earlier years, Fineman noted that even though he did not 
always have the active participation of other leaders in his reform ef
forts, he never encountered active opposition. Fineman would often be
gin by making a unilateral move to staff the House Democratic caucus or 
committees and then invite the other caucuses to join in equal measure, 
which they gladly did. This pattern of funding caucus staff and services 
equally was later formalized in the appropriations process where legis
lative staff accounts were set up to provide equal funding to both the 
minority and majority caucuses of each house, guaranteeing equal fund
ing for policy, research, and member support staff (Governor's Execu
tive Budget 2003-2004, E40.1-40.7). House Republicans, also proactive, 
commissioned the Pennsylvania Economy League to study the issue of 
staff support for the caucus in 1973 (Wise 1984, 16). This caucus-based 
system also had the advantage of providing job security for staff, which 
protected them from swings in legislative control. 

While Fineman was known as a tough partisan leader, he was not nec
essarily opposed to nonpartisan staff services such as L.O.R.L., which he 
set up as a non-partisan research agency to serve members. In the Fineman 
era and after, however, questions of whether to adopt a partisan staff sup
port structure or add nonpartisan staff services generally were resolved 
in favor of adding partisan staff. By the end of the 1977-78 legislative 
session, the average Senator had several staff persons working in Harris
burg and in the district. House freshmen had at least a shared secretary in 
Harrisburg and funding for at least a part-time home office staffer. The 
Michener Commission reported that in 1968 there were 221 Senate em
ployees and 311 in the House, not including joint service agencies (Wise 
1984, 50). According to historian Paul Beers, 127 of those staff positions 
were created the previous year (Beers 1980, 341). By 1983 the Senate em
ployed 620 people and the House employed 1,000 (Wise 1994, 50). 

Pennsylvania also made an accommodation between the "small is 
beautiful" approach of many reformers, as applied to the number of stand
ing committees, and the political reality of the legislative environment. 
The Michener Commission, later supported by the CCSC recommenrlerl 
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that the House and Senate establish 13 parallel committees, a mammoth 
political undertaking especially for the House (Bums 1971,291). While 
the commission was completing its report, Speaker Fineman reduced the 
number of substantive committees in the House from 33 to 21 plus Eth
ics, Rules, and other "housekeeping" and internal oversight committees 
with no original jurisdiction over bills. He did so by consolidating com
mittees with similar jurisdictions and associated interests. Five commit
tees dealing with local government matters were combined into two. 
Three transportation-related committees were merged into one. In the 
Senate, 19 standing committees existed, plus Executive Nominations and 
Rules. The number of committees in the Senate had been stable for de
cades and there was little sentiment for further reduction (Cassidy and 
King 1999,4; Wise 1971,39-45). Fineman and the House Democratic lead
ership issued a position paper in 1969 recommending further reductions 
tu 15 cummittees beginning with the 1971 session. That reduction did 
not occur, presumably because of opposition from committee chairman 
and legislators hoping to become chairmen, an obvious tactical problem 
recognized by Rosenthal (1971c, 174). 

Overall the Michener Commission's recommendations found wide 
acceptance in the legislature. Wrote Sidney Wise (1984, 15-16): 

suffice it to say that the General Assembly reacted favorably to 
most of the proposals and out of them emerged an agenda for a 
decade. Even more important, the commission created among 
the members of the legislature a realization that the old ways 
were simply inadequate at a time when expectations for legisla
tive effectiveness were increasing so dramatically - in Pennsyl
vania and throughout the Nation. 

After Fineman 

At the time of Fineman's departure in 1977, the legislature was well 
on it way in cTPatine cal]cl1s-haseo staff Stlpport for members, commit

tees, and caucus leadership. The legislature provided funds for caucus
based district offices in the 1978-79 budget. The last bastions of exclusive 
majority control of chamber-wide services were the offices of the Chief 
'Clerk and Controller of the House and the Secretary of the Senate, which 
had responsibility for payrolls, legislative expenses, and other official 
record keeping (Wise 1~71, 22-25). The unprecedented growth of staff, 
facilities, and member expenses superimposed on an antiquated payroll 
system, in part set by statute and a less than professional management 
system, was a prescription for disaster. 

In April 1978, the House passed House Resolution 122, sponsored by 
Speaker K. Leroy lrvis, Republican Leader Robert Butera, Democratic 
Leader James Manderino, and other leaders. It established a commission 
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"to make a comprehensive and impartial study of the organization and 
operation of the Pennsylvania House." The commission was chaired by 
former House member John Pittenger who had been a former Secretary 
of the Pennsylvania Department of Education and would later become 
Dean of the Rutgers School of Law. Adding urgency to the commission's 
dp1ihprMl0ns, thp Philadelphia l11qui1'er published in the summer of 1978 a 
multi-part expose, titled "Pennsylvania's Assembly: How it is out of con
tro!," attacking the loose management and personnel practices of the 
House and Senate (Wise 1984, 17). 

The commission released its recommendations after the end of the 
legislative session in December 1978. Despite a change in control of the 
House from Democratic to Republican, the recommendations were passed 
unanimously in House Bill 777 (Act 104 of 1979) jointly sponsored by 
Speaker H. Jack Seltzer, the new Republican Floor Leader Matthew Ryan, 
and Democratic Floor Leader K. Leroy Irvis (History of House Bills and 
Resolutions 1979-1980, A97). The legislation created the Bi-partisan Man
agement Committee (BMC) to oversee House operations induding pay
rolls, expense accounts, purchasing, personnel, and services. It was also 
empowered to keep the official records of the House. 

The BMC is comprised of the Speaker, the majority and minority lead
ers, and the majority and minority whips. All decisions of the committee 
require four votes, thereby ensuring some measure of bipartisan agree
ment. Employees of the BMC, induding those of the Chief Clerk (called 
"Core employees" to distinguish them from caucus staff), were made 
officially non-partisan. When donkeys and elephants were banned from 
offices, some employees adopted the "Pink Panther" as their mascot. 

At the initiative of Senate President Pro Tempore Henry Hager, simi
lar reforms were unanimously adopted in Senate Bill 7 of 1981 (Act 90 of 
1981) (History of Senate Bills and Resolutions 1981-1982, A2). The Senate 
Committee on Management Operations (COMO) created by the act dif
fered from its House counterpart in that it requires only a simple major
ity vote to take an action (Wise 1984, 16-20). As Senate (Republican) mi
nority leader, Hager later led efforts to strengthen the legislature's over
sight of adn1inistrative regulations w.ilh the passage of the Ilidepellllent 
Regulatory Review Act in 1982 (Wise 1984, 86-99). 

Continuing Bipartisan Support 

William Keefe (1971, 189-91) once warned that partisanship could be 
an obstacle to reform. In Pennsylvania, Herb Fineman turned partisan
ship into an ally of reform. Despite Pennsylvania's reputation for stiff 
partisanship, the reform movement was supported by both parties 
throughout the Pf'rioo and aftprwaro. Tn part thp "opal" to fllno eIJllCll1y 
each caucus staff worked in favor of capacity building because the mi-
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nority party was given any new capacity enjoyed by the majority party 
and therefore did not oppose the reforms. Perhaps the bipartisan coop
eration reflected the political realities of the time. In the politically uncer
tain 19605, 19705, and 19805, all four caucuses would find themselves in 
the minority at some point (Kennedy 1999, 6-8) 

In the mid-1970s, California State Senate Republican Whip H.L. "Bill" 
Richardson (who served in the Califor;nia Senate from 1966 to 1988) lam
pooned the development of the professional legislature on partisan and 
ideological groundS in his book, W'hat Makes You Think We Read the Bills? 
(Richardson 1978, 90-95) No such opposition could be seen in Pemlsyl
vania. Matthew Ryan, who was House Republican Whip throughout most 
of the 1970s, Republican Leader in 1978, and Speaker on and of between 
1981 and 2003, consolidated existing reforms and endorsed further im
provements in member services. Throughout his tenure he never wa
vered in his support for institutional modernization. 

Some academic criticism of Pennsylvania's reforms surfaced in Charles 
Greenawalt and Terry Madonna's critique liThe Pennsylvania General 
Assembly," suggestively subtitled "The House of III Repute Revisited" 
(Greenawalt and Madonna 1992). It is safe to say, however, that during 
the 1965-1980 period of reform, there was remarkably little internal or 
external opposition to modernization per se in Pennsylvania (excepting 
the perennial press stories decrying any increase in legislative payor 
"perks," actual or perceived). 

In the years since 1980, other states' modernization reforms have been 
challenged and in some' cases rolled back. Even the flagship of the re
form movement, the California legislature, was repeatedly humbled by 
ballot initiatives in the 19805 and 1990s that reduced the power of the 
Speaker, eliminated the legislative pension system, established term lim
its, and reduced the size of the legislative staff (Rosenthal 1998, 76-80). 
But there have been no serious attempts to roll back the accomplishments 
of the modernization movement in Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania, which 
does not permit ballot initiatives, has retained the internal bipartisan 
commitment to upgrade legislative capacity, most recently in the areas 
of computerization and constituency and media outreach. 

Since Fineman's departure, Pennsylvania's budget and the Federal 
government's share of it continues to grow. The FY 2003-04 General Fund 
Budget as proposed by Governor Edward Rendell is over $20 billion, 
exclusive of federal funds totaling about $13 billion (Governor's Execu
tive Budget 20ni-2004, CR-9, Ci2).1 The nllmher of ('ommittee~ ha~ crept 
up in the House. Today there are 21 committees plus Rules in the Senate, 
and 23 not necessarily parallel committees plus Rules in the House (Penn
sylvania Manual 2001-2002, sec.3-37 and 3-184). Legislative staffing and 
facility improvements have continued. The House now employs about 
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1600 people, over 80% of whom work for the caucuses as leadership staff, 
committee staff, member staff in Harrisburg and in the districts, or in 
central research, member services, legislative media relations offices, com~ 
puter support, graphics, newsletter production, printing, and mail shops. 
The same services are provided for the 50 Senators by just under 1,000 
staffers.2 The Capitol East Wing was built in the 1980s during the 
Thornburgh Administration to house legislative offices, committee hear
ing rooms, visitor facilities, and a media center. The Legislature also ex
panded into three adjoining buildings in the Capitol Complex. The old 
executive office building has been renamed "The Speaker Matthew Ryan 
Building," and the old South Office building, which the legislature shares 
with the courts, has been named after Speaker K. Leroy Irvis. Most re
cently the legislature has taken over the first two floors of the old North 
Office Building with the expectation that it will someday carry the name 
of a prominent state Senator. 

On the PPSA panel, Alan Rosenthal reiterated the benchmarks he has 
used to judge legislative capacity and the success of the reform move
Illt!nt; tht! legislature lHU::;t uparlklpale vjguruu::,ly in publlc policy mak
ing," "review and evaluate the conduct of the administration and the 
effects of state programs," and "represent and help out constituents" 
(Hertzberg and Rosenthal 1971, vii). According to Rosenthal, the reforms 
of the 1960s and 1970s clearly have increased the ability of the nation's 
legislatures to affect public policy, conduct fiscal and programmatic over
sight of the executive branch, and reach out to and represent constitu
ents. He also indicated that /I capacity is no longer an issue in most states" 
(Pennsylvania Political Science Association 2003). Furthermore, the re
forms of the 19605 and 1970s have made legislatures generally more rep
resentative, open, internally democratic, and responsive (Rosenthal et a1 
2003, 197-198). 

The evidence is equally clear that Herb Fineman's "legacy of mod
ernization" has had the same effect of empowering the legislature he 
served. In 1994 the members of the House of Representatives assembled 
in observance of the unveiling of Fineman's portrait as Speaker. K. Leroy 
]rvis, who succeeded Fineman as Speaker, told the assembled members 
(only 20 of whom had actually served during Fineman's tenure): "You 
are the voice of the people, and the man who gave you the power of that 
voice is former Speaker Herbert Fineman" (Pennsylvania House Journal 
1994). Although no building in the Capitol Complex carries Fineman's 
name, his vision of a modern, professional legislature is imprinted on 
the institution itself. 
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Notes 

1. The General Fund encompasses most government functions but does 
not include other smaller dedicated funds, of which the Motor License Fund is 
the largest. In FY 2003-04 the Motor License Fund proposes to spend $2.9 bil
lion in state and $1.5 billion in federal funds (Governor's Executive Budget 
2003-2004, C32). 

2. Data provided by the Chief Clerk of the House and the Chief Clerk of 
the Senate, June 2003. 
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