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B Abstract The field of political socialization is often stereotyped in terms of some
of the earliest work in the field and is neglected outside certain areas of American
political behavior. However, the continuing and vibrant stream of work in political
socialization holds potential for addressing many critical issues across American, com-
parative, and international politics. This article discusses three themes: the construction
of a more genuinely comparative field of political socialization, a reconsideration of
the relevance of childhood to politics following its virtual abandonment by the field
for many years, and the importance of understanding the origins of preferences.

Cidadania ndo tem tamanho/Tamanho ndao é documento.

You don’t have to be big to be a citizen/Size is not important.

Augusto Sérgio Suares Dutra, a 10-year-old Brazilian,
quoted in Guerra 2002, p. 77

INTRODUCTION

A Few Questions

By the end of the 1980s, the fall of one authoritarian regime after another raised
new hopes for a worldwide shift toward democracy. But democracy did not emerge
like a waterfall bursting to life during a spring thaw. Among the many impediments
was the halting development of civil society, new regime norms, and new day-to-
day norms and practices of politics. How do people who have learned to live in
one system adapt to and even help shape an entirely new one? When people’s long
experience tells them to expect only capriciousness or brutality from politics, under
what circumstances and by what process can they develop the fundamental trust
in government and political process that is necessary for democracy to flourish?
How can new regimes help the citizenry live with the past, including the still-living
agents of the old regime, and move productively forward? How do they deal with
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the problems of historical memory, truth-finding and truth-telling, and eventual
reconciliation?

In many of those same countries, state boundaries shattered as virulent ethnic,
religious, and language group rivalries erupted in violence. How did such profound
identity-based conflict emerge, even where the state had controlled the institutions
of education, mass media, and religion for decades?

In many parts of the world, whole generations of children have grown up under
conditions of devastating political violence or oppression. What can their political
future be, even if the current systems of violence and oppression end? What kinds
of citizens can these children become? What are the political implications of the
frustration, pain, and anger they may carry with them to adulthood, and their lack
of experience not just with democratic political systems, but with any political
system they could regard as positive?

What leads people to join political groups that engage them in killing civilians,
even children, for a political cause, and how do people become willing to die in
order to wreak terror?

Even within the long-consolidated democracies, both long- and short-term
changes raise questions about the development of citizens’ political “hearts and
minds.” New waves of global migration leave many countries wondering about the
impact of immigrants on national and local political cultures, and how to integrate
new residents and citizens into unfamiliar political systems.

Shifts in global politics have created newly significant subnational and supra-
national political units that change the nature of citizenship, in which people who
have spent their careers as political leaders of sovereign countries now act as
collaborators in building common policies, identities, and currency.

In many countries, commentators worry about the decline in political engage-
ment from one generation to the next.

The field of political socialization offers scholarly frameworks to address all of
these problems and questions.

The Rise and Curious History of Political Socialization

Political socialization as a field can be defined by a pair of interlocked macro- and
microlevel phenomena. At the macro level, political socialization frames research
on how polities and other political societies and systems inculcate appropriate
norms and practices in citizens, residents, or members. (Throughout this discus-
sion [ use the term “practices” rather than “behavior” because of its more extensive
connotation. Political practices include not only activities conventionally under-
stood to be political, but also, for example, how one goes about trying to decide
what one thinks about an issue, or what style one uses in political discussion.)
The major original theoretical justifications for the study of political socializa-
tion, found most explicitly in Almond & Verba’s (1963) The Civic Culture and in
Easton’s (1965, 1967) development of a “systems theory” approach to politics,
defined political socialization as a crucial mechanism for creating (in Almond
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& Verba’s terms) a political culture that could allow democratic institutions and
practices to function or (in Easton’s terms) an appropriate support function on the
input side of the political system.

At the micro level, political socialization frames research on the patterns and
processes by which individuals engage in political development and learning,
constructing their particular relationships to the political contexts in which they
live.

These two views of political socialization are complementary, but they tend
to frame research questions and methods in somewhat different ways. Especially
in recent years, scholars with a more microlevel orientation have tended to base
their work in developmental and cognitive psychology. Conover (1991) argues
that these looking-glass perspectives should be regarded as distinct and distinctly
named phenomena, but whether this is advisable or not, the field as a whole would
be severely stunted without both kinds of approaches.

Hyman’s (1959) Political Socialization both named a new field and provided
its opening contribution. Hyman defined political socialization as an individual’s
“learning of social patterns corresponding to his societal positions as mediated
through various agencies of society.” He noted that the importance of certain regu-
larities in the patterns of political behavior among citizens, and their continuity over
time, suggested that political learning—and specifically, political socialization—
deserve much more scholarly attention. He expressed surprise that his literature
search revealed virtually no work by political scientists on precursors to adult
politics, and no references to political behavior and attitudes by students of social-
ization and learning in the other social sciences. Within a few years the former, at
least, had changed. Although political socialization is properly an interdisciplinary
field, the emphasis on political learning and contexts tends to be too “applied” for
the taste of psychologists.

A survey of the on-line repository JSTOR in search of political science articles
that use the term socialization in the abstract in shows that the first such article
appeared in 1958, followed by a second in 1960 and a third in 1964. Figure 1
displays the continuing history is displayed as a moving five-year cluster of the
publication of articles, beginning with the five years centered on 1960 and ending
with the five years centered on 1997. Greenstein was certainly correctin 1970 when
he wrote, “Political socialization is a growth stock” (Greenstein 1970, p. 969). But
Cook (1985) was also correct to sense a downswing—certainly an end to massive
growth—by the 1980s. What is more notable, however, is that even according to the
crude indicator used here, published research that highlights political socialization
continues to flow.

It is curious, therefore, that at the time of this writing, not a single top-15 de-
partment of political science in the United States appears to be offering either
an undergraduate or graduate course on political socialization during a two-year
period, and only two (the University of Michigan and the University of Wisconsin—
Madison) seem to have such a course on their books. In other words, the disci-
pline of political science is not providing its next generation of scholars with an
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Figure 1 Moving five-year publication of political socialization arti-
cles. Source: analysis of JSTOR listings.

opportunity for sustained study of political socialization. Surely the questions of
how people develop their basic sets of political skills, orientations, and practices,
and how their experiences shape their politics are as pressing as ever. But it is
likely that although there is valuable work in the field, and considerable poten-
tial for new and important avenues of inquiry, the image of political socialization
research was formed decades ago and has not kept up with the field’s progress.
Much has changed, including the psychology on which studies of development are
based (Kagan 2003), the preoccupations and methods of the broader field of polit-
ical psychology (Sears et al. 2003), and the kinds of problems for which political
scientists are likely to find political socialization an appropriate conceptual tool.
Many valuable critical reviews of the first generation of political socialization re-
search are available; there is no need to retread those tracks (Bennett 1977, Conover
1991, Cook 1985, Dennis 1968, Greenstein 1970, Marsh 1971, Merelman 1972,
Niemi & Hepburn 1995, Renshon 1977, Rosenberg 1985). More recent reviews
cover many important aspects of the field, including especially life-long learning
models of political socialization and the recent explosion of work on the develop-
ment of civic engagement (Galston 2001, Sears 1989, Sears & Levy 2003). The cen-
terpieces of current research in the field build on the past, focusing on matters such
as citizen and democratic education (Galston 2001, Ichilov 2003), partisanship
(Achen 2002, Ventura 2001), generational and life-course change and continuity
(Jennings et al. 2001, Jennings & Stoker 2002), and gender and/or race in political
socialization (Rosenthal et al. 2003, Sears & Levy 2003), among other topics.
This article discusses some of the less commonly trodden areas of the field
that should attract systematic study by a wider group of political scientists. It also
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emphasizes literatures that may be less familiar to most political scientists, even
in the field of political socialization. The discussion is organized around three
arguments that, although not revolutionary, go against stereotype and perhaps
the grain: (@) Political socialization is not a subfield of American politics (or,
at least, no more than it is a subfield of comparative or international politics);
(b) students of political socialization—and political scientists more generally—
should not abandon childhood; and (c¢) the origins of preferences matter, sometimes
to a life-and-death degree.

POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION IS NOT A SUBFIELD
OF AMERICAN POLITICS

Political socialization research has focused primarily on the development of citi-
zenship in the United States, and secondarily on other advanced industrial democ-
racies, primarily in Western Europe. A smattering of work covers other countries
and international relations. Clearly, we have learned too little about political so-
cialization outside the United States.

But the more fundamental problem for the field of political socialization as a
whole is that its basic questions, theories, and conclusions about how people be-
come part of the fabric of their political communities and how they develop their
political orientations and practices are framed by observations of an excessively
limited range of political contexts. Without examining political socialization across
more varied contexts, we are bound to miss important questions and are hobbled in
our attempts to evaluate the standing of extant theory. Advances of this sort depend
on two things: (@) encouraging more scholars whose primary substantive focus lies
outside American politics to investigate political socialization theory and research
systematically; and (b) encouraging political socialization scholars whose primary
substantive focus is American society to delve seriously into the political social-
ization literature focusing elsewhere. Both developments will require transcending
some long-standing limitations of the different subfields of political science.

If the only real cross-national difference relevant to socialization were that in
different places socialization agents transmit different messages about government,
politics, and citizenship to their citizens and residents, then the lack of comparative,
transnational, or historical work would pose no fundamental challenge to political
socialization theory. The process of political socialization would be similar in all
countries, leading to varied outcomes depending on the message. But all the major
institutions that serve as agents of socialization—families, schools, the mass media,
political parties, nongovernmental organizations, the military, and government
itself—vary in their structures, operating norms, and relationships to people’s
everyday experience in different countries. This means that the ways in which and
the degrees to which they are likely to shape people’s basic political orientations
and practices should vary as well. We are limited in our understanding of the
process of political socialization—what agents are involved, when, and how, and
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what moderates socialization and learning—and not just in our knowledge of what
is learned in different places. This variation in social and political structure and
practice opens up interesting and important empirical questions about the very
nature of the process of political socialization. Let us look at some examples.

National Identity and Its Competitors

The development of politically relevant identities, including national identity, is
likely to vary in substantial ways cross-nationally. National identity was not much
studied by political socialization scholars who focused on the United States in
the early days of the field, probably because the problem was not as pressing a
concern in the United States at that time. Of course, had the field been active
earlier in the twentieth century during the substantial waves of immigration that
resulted in dramatic changes in immigration and naturalization policy and school
curricula, things might have been different. Research on political socialization
among immigrant and border people began to grow relatively recently (Tam Cho
1999, Stepick & Stepick 2002, Wong 2000). But the US literature has tended to
focus on such matters as the development of partisanship and electoral behavior
rather than on national identity development. National identity, not surprisingly,
has been a more common political socialization theme in other countries, such as
Israel, where the question also has had more pressing policy relevance (Black et al.
1987, Gitelman 1982, Ichilov 2002a). More information about more countries will
add to our knowledge. But real advances in the field will result from testing theories
that can take account of and explain cross-national variation.

Although a substantial portion of the American population was born in or has
close ties to another country, the United States has long had a widespread cultural
norm that defines a citizen’s former nationality as something either to leave behind
or to transform into “ethnicity,” stripped of notions of current membership or,
certainly, citizenship. However, this norm is not absolute, there are variations
across groups, and the United States liberalized its laws on dual citizenship in the
1980s. Sears & Levy (2003) offer a good review of models of ethnic development
based on comparative empirical work.

The world is increasingly populated by peoples who have nested or multiple,
and sometimes competing, nationalities and even citizenships. Shifts in the politics
of indigenous peoples, including American Indians, are relevant to this problem.
So is the rise in global migration. But so is a political structure change such as
devolution in Great Britain, where now one citizen can be represented in both the
Scottish and British Parliaments, not to mention the European Parliament. The
Glaswegian is asked to consider herself Scottish, British, and European. (Happily
for this person of multiple nationalities, there is no British or European football
team.) Across the Channel, citizens of the various European Community member
countries are even more likely to define themselves as European citizens.

The political world has long been populated with both subnational and supra-
national governmental and quasigovernmental structures, but the current era is
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witnessing a rise in both the political importance of these entities and the degree
to which sub- and supranational entities demand or depend on a sense of member-
ship, citizenship, or other forms of identity. These create new contexts in which
political identity and membership must develop, and more scope for develop-
ing multiple political memberships that may conflict with each other on occasion
(Martinez-Herrera 2002).

Much of the research on political socialization within the field of international
politics focuses on the special problem of elite socialization, especially the question
of how political leaders who developed their careers within a national context
reorient their norms and practices to assume roles as regional leaders (Checkel
2001, Hooghe 1999, Schimmelfennig 2000).

Many experts argue that globalization is having an increasing influence on
ordinary citizens and their relationship to politics. In a report on education for
democratic citizenship written for the Council of Europe, Birzéa (2000) reminds
us that globalization is not a trend toward homogenization, as some critics argue,
but rather its opposite. Devolution and the rise of localisms are as much part of the
process of globalization as is the spread of McDonald’s, Benetton, or Sony around
the globe. Birzéa (2000) writes that

the political community is no longer based on kinship and origin. On the
contrary, it is gradually arranged along concentric circles of political social-
ization, directed from the local to the general, from particular to universal,
from proximal to global identities, from state to supranational entities. From
this perspective, the members of a community may choose any political entity
for their own identification.

Of course, the degree to which this is true, or feels true to citizens, most likely
depends on the political context. The development of nationality and other political
organizers of identity is also a historical process that depends on causes other than
globalization.

Butto sayitis “historical” does not tell us about the process by which nationality
becomes integrated into the political orientations of real people. In some cases shifts
may occur from generation to generation, whereas in other cases particular cohorts
may be moved to change their conceptions. Hsu (2001), for example, explores the
development of Taiwanese identity as a national identity to be contrasted with
Chinese identity.

Ideology and Party as Political Frameworks and Identity

An area that has received particular attention in comparative studies of political
socialization is the transmission of left-right ideology and attachment to political
parties. Although socialization to partisanship has been a persistent interest among
socialization researchers, Percheron & Jennings (1981) opened an important theo-
retical debate in their French study by pursuing the hypothesis that the structure of
party systems might determine the degree to which children would acquire either
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partisanship or ideological position as basic forms of political identity (in the latter
case, “I am of the left” rather than “T am a member of the X Party”). Such character-
istics as the number of political parties and their ideological polarization, whether
parties work in coalition or bloc form, and long-term patterns in the lifespan of
parties are all likely to determine the degree to which party or ideological labels
(or some combination) serve as central, everyday political concepts that young
people acquire as the basic vocabulary of politics. The same structural character-
istics influence whether such labels serve as key organizers of political attachment
and identity that children are likely to acquire from their parents (for a review of
the literature, see Ventura 2001).

From the point of view of socialization research, the context of party structure
does not automatically “translate” into partisanship. Rather, the way that political
institutions operate (for example, the degree to which parties organize policy, and
the stability of parties and the party system over time) will encourage people to use
some frameworks for organizing political choice rather than others. That context
affects the likelihood that young people will witness their parents emphasizing
partisanship or something else as a fundamental clue to understanding the political
world (assuming their parents are involved in politics). If we observe two families
in different contexts in which parents vote fairly consistently for the same party,
the children in one family may acquire from that example the idea that choices on
the left are good, whereas the children in another may learn that X Party is good.
Where the organizing principles are salient enough, they may be experienced not
as mere preferences (I like the left wing/X Party) but as aspects of identity (I am
of the left/I am a member of the X Party).

Political Change and Political Socialization

The implications of macrolevel change and stability for political socialization merit
systematic comparative study. Regimes vary in the stability of the socializing con-
text they provide to citizens and residents within a recent-generations time frame,
and regime change is accompanied by varying degrees of difference in underly-
ing norms and practices. Drawing the core framework and questions of the field
of political socialization from the context of late-twentieth-century America is a
problem because it has led to a prevailing assumption that the point of political so-
cialization research is to investigate the induction of young people into a relatively
coherent and stable political system. This stability assumption also strengthens
the traditional view that political socialization occurs primarily in childhood and
perhaps young adulthood. The study of political socialization under conditions of
rapid change or instability has been treated as a “special topic” in the field.

CHARACTERIZING CHANGE It would be more appropriate to imagine the context
of political socialization as varying along a continuum from highly stable and
continuous political regimes and cultures to those undergoing dramatic eruptions.
But the amount of change or continuity would not be the most interesting influence
on socialization. Many other characteristics of political change suggest themselves
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as potential influences on how citizens develop political orientations and practices:
How fundamental are the changes in political norms? How recent was the change?
Is the context one in which noticeable change occurs frequently? How evolutionary
or revolutionary was the process? Did it evolve from internal forces, for example,
as a result of the work of social movements, parties, or factions that had been
gaining adherents for some time, or was it imposed from the outside?

We might also consider whether there is a context of substantial change that
is nested within a more stable situation. For example, in the United States in
the past half century—which surely belongs at the stable end of the political-
continuity continuum—the political context has changed much more dramatically
for some social groups than for others. Fifty years ago, African Americans were
virtually disenfranchised; white Southerners had hegemonic race-based political
power organized through the Democratic Party; and the vast majority of American
women had no examples of women who had been elected to govern them. For
socialization purposes, the nesting of contexts is important, providing a more
complex set of influences on what and how people might learn about government
and politics.

The point here is not merely that political socialization approaches could help us
understand how citizenship and nationality develop in particular change contexts,
such as a changing regime or new nation. Rather, it is that drawing rich and valid
conclusions about the process of political socialization requires understanding
how it depends on the degree and types of continuity and change in the political
context. Universalistic generalizations from observations of political socialization
in the United States, Australia, or the Netherlands are no more valid than those from
observations in Russia, South Africa, or Nigeria. All of these political contexts are
ones in which real people live. All of them exhibit characteristics that are the norm
somewhere.

DRAMATIC CHANGE Not surprisingly, a growing body of research has been in-
vestigating political socialization under conditions of dramatic change. Much of it
focuses on the former Soviet bloc and looks at the political orientations and prac-
tices of people who spent a significant portion of their conscious political lives
under the old regime. It seems reasonable to expect that most people neither retain
exactly their old political subjectivities and habits (engaging in the same practices
would be especially unlikely given transformation of political institutions and pro-
cesses) nor suddenly transform into completely new political persons. But what is
retained and changed, and why, and with what effects?

Consider a small sample of the many relevant findings of recent research on
the former East Germany. A study of Leipzig citizens in 1993, 1996, and 1998
found that although socialist values at first had an inverse impact on democratic
support, as time went on, people increasingly assessed the current regime in terms
of its own performance rather than in comparison to the old regime. By 1998,
evaluation of the current system seemed to shape socialist values rather than the
reverse (Finkel et al. 2001). Another study of the former East Germany suggests
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that the legacy of the old system has different effects depending on whether we
consider political, economic, or religious behavior, and on whether we look at
leaders or ordinary citizens (Davidson-Schmich et al. 2002). Other work suggests
that posing “socialization” versus “situational” models for explaining political
orientations and practices under conditions of regime change is a false dichotomy
in the first place; the two models in fact have to be integrated (Grix 2000).

HISTORICAL MEMORY A further issue in understanding political socialization in
the context of change is the construction and impact of collective or historical mem-
ory, terms used synonymously here. Although the concept of collective memory
has not yet been well integrated into the study of political socialization, it should
be. Learning why the founding of the nation was good, who caused the war or
suffering, what stories best represent who we are, and what songs or rituals should
make our blood race are all important elements of political socialization, especially
because they help to weave the appropriate emotional substance into political un-
derstanding and response. This is why many nations and movements use as a
ritually repeated catchphrase some variation of “Never forget!” or “remember
1o

Collective memory refers not to the particular past encounters an individual has
experienced (for example, one’s own experience of poverty during the Depression,
or the sights and sounds one witnessed at the Berlin Wall when it went up or down)
but to the meaning-giving stories that come to be known as “the history” of a time,
phenomenon, or event. Collective memory is neither the aggregate of particular
memories carried and passed on by those present at an event nor a mere “residue”
of past events (Sears 2002, p. 255). Collective memory of political events is usually
constructed at least partly through explicit actions of story and symbol creation.
It often involves contention among factions with different interests who spin the
story differently. Periods of nation building have historically been intense periods
of active collective-history creation that result in the stories people tell about “their”
past and the rituals and performances they learn to remind themselves and the next
generations about their past. (For the US case, see for example Newman 1997,
Travers 1997, Waldstreicher 1997.)

In recent years, an important process that has followed the fall of especially
brutal regimes has been the concerted pursuit of “truth and reconciliation,” which
involves various processes for determining how the sources and nature of the
brutality should be understood, how to deal with the constructed memory of the
past, and how to act toward the still-living agents and victims of past brutality.
As Heribert (2000) points out, there are two approaches to this construction: one
that views historical memory as a means to prevent future brutality, and one that
aims at revenge or retribution. Different countries have used different processes
to construct and deal with historical memory of brutal regimes (Kritz 1995). The
point for research on political socialization is that the linkage between experi-
ence of regime change and citizens’ development and enactment of basic po-
litical orientations and practices is more complicated than what remains of the
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learning from the old regime plus what is instilled by new experience; the impact
of old and new experiences is mediated by stories and representations that are
reconstructed as part of the process of change. Furthermore, collective memory is
not just the cultural representations that appear in public documents; it becomes
collective memory only if it is learned and integrated into individuals’ memory
and framing of events. This integration process is the subject matter of political
socialization.

CHANGE AND INDIVIDUAL LIVES Personal political experience is, of course, also
important in the long-term impact of the experience of historical events, but the
way in which personal political experience shapes people’s future orientations and
practices is not a simple matter. It is contingent on characteristics of the individual
and on present and future context and experience. Schumann and colleagues have
found, for example, that the impact of historical events is greatest when they occur
in adolescence and young adulthood (Schumann & Corning 2000, Schumann &
Scott 1989; for a review of the short- and long-term effects of events, see Sears
2002). The greater impressionability of young people to the impact of political
events does not, however, necessarily yield the types of generational effects so
popularly discussed by pundits and journalists. People of a particular age do not
homogeneously differ from people of other ages in their views because of their
common experiences. As Mannheim (1952 [1928]) argued long ago, and Jennings
(1987, 2002) has shown in his panel socialization study, we must take account not
only of generations but of “generation units”—the different relationships people
from a single generation had with the original event. For example, those who took
different positions or actions in response to a war or social movement should not
be lumped together on the basis of their age.

Contributions of Cultural and Comparative Psychology

The fields of cultural and comparative psychology provide important theoretical
underpinnings for research on political socialization (Shweder et al. 2000). Be-
cause the core of political socialization is not so much what people have learned
as how they learn and under what circumstances, it is essential that students of
political socialization be familiar with the basic models and methods of relevant
fields of psychology, even if their primary interest is in the macrolevel approaches
to political socialization. An important and relevant issue in the fields of cultural
and comparative psychology is whether basic psychological processing and de-
velopment transcends culture or is culture-specific. If it transcends culture, as the
dominant view of the discipline of psychology suggests, then the context from
which we draw our understanding of psychological processing (including learn-
ing) does not matter. Americans should find psychological research on cognitive
processing in Mumbai or Seoul as relevant to understanding themselves as research
in Cleveland or Chicago. If, on the other hand, culture and learning shape the ways
that cognition works, the study of political socialization is more complicated.



12

SAPIRO

Plenty of research finds cross-cultural differences in values and beliefs that
may have important linkages to political orientations and practices. One of the
most fruitful areas of research has focused on cross-national and cross-cultural
variation in the relative emphasis people place on individualism and collectivism,
or rights-based versus obligations-based senses of relationship. The modal mix
of individualism and collectivism found in different cultures, in turn, shapes how
people evaluate alternative courses of action, their lay theories of social life, and
what kinds of social situations are likely to make them feel good or bad, ashamed
or satisfied. But these are substantive differences in values, not differences in
fundamental methods of cognition or learning. It is plausible that even if Americans
and Japanese end up in different places on a continuum of individualism versus
collectivism in their orientations, the processes by which they acquire these values
and apply them in cognitive processing are the same (Dennis et al. 2002).

But some research suggests that cultures may differ in how learning of social
norms takes place, whatever those social norms may be. First, if people learn
different basic values and norms in different cultures, these may in turn shape
how learning occurs, under what circumstances, or through what motivations.
But second, cultures may differ specifically in their understanding of agency and
action in a way that can, in turn, shape political socialization. For example, Rogoff
et al. (2003) contrast two forms of teaching that permeate not only school-based
pedagogical methods but also the everyday practices of socialization. The first is a
transmission model, in which an expert (parent, teacher, or other agent) transmits
knowledge to a child or other learner. In the transmission model, the activity of the
receiver of the learning is just that—learning.! The other model is what Rogoff
and her colleagues call “intent participation,” which they describe as “observing
and listening in anticipation of or in the process of engaging in an endeavor,” or
“observation as an aspect of participation” (Rogoff et al. 2003, p. 177).

They find evidence that different cultures emphasize different mixes of these
two models. Within American middle-class culture, for example, children tend
to be segregated from adult activities, learning formally and informally through
processes that are relatively separated from the actual locus of participation and
are specially designed with didactic purposes in mind. In other cultures, children
are more widely present in “real-world” activities (rather than being relegated to
a preparatory world) and are expected to observe and participate to an increasing
degree as they mature. Rogoff and her colleagues point out cultural differences
in children’s attentiveness and observation, which they attribute to this difference
in learning methods. If they are correct, then the process of socialization itself is
likely to be fundamentally culture-dependent. An important implication of cultural
differences in the “intent participation” of children is that their relationship to
politics may vary significantly.

'Rogoff et al. (2003) label this the “assembly-line” model, a term that seems less descriptive
of the process and more normatively loaded.
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RECONSIDERING CHILDREN AND CHILDHOOD
IN POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION

The study of political socialization is widely regarded as the study of children.
Most of the best-known early work in the field surveyed children’s political under-
standing (Easton & Dennis 1967, Greenstein 1965, Hess & Torney 1967). Children
were studied not because they were widely regarded as political agents worthy of
understanding in their own right, but because of the conventional wisdom that a
substantial portion of people’s basic orientations to politics is established early
in life. “The child is father of the man,” as Wordsworth put it. But most of the
subjective phenomena that conventionally interest political scientists did not seem
to be established demonstrably in childhood. The core of empirical attention in
political socialization shifted to adolescence, early adulthood, and later, largely
through the rich contributions and examples of Jennings and colleagues (Jennings
& Niemi 1974, 1981).

Recent research reconfirms the importance of adolescence in the development of
citizen orientations and engagement. Studies of citizen education and especially
service learning forms suggest that adolescence can be an important time for
initiating people into habits of political engagement (Galston 2001). This may be
especially true where, instead of merely teaching young people about politics, with
perhaps some opportunities for participation, civic education explicitly focuses
on development of civic skills such as effective communication and cooperation
(Kirlin 2002), and where direct engagement is carefully integrated with academic
content (McLellan & Youniss 2003).

There are also good reasons to believe that political science is missing oppor-
tunities to understand the development of political orientations and practices if
we abandon children. To explore these reasons, let us consider why the first 10 or
15 years of people’s lives might be considered uninteresting to scholars of polit-
ical culture and political behavior and orientations. The two core reasons are the
cognitive incompetence of children and the irrelevance of politics in children’s
lives.

Cognitive Incompetence?

Babies begin life incapable of understanding or acting in politics because they
lack sufficient cognitive functioning. Only as they approach their second year do
they acquire the capacity for memory, which, in turn, allows them to start to use
language, be aware of their own feelings and abilities, and infer the intentions and
feelings of others. The ability to form semantic networks, linking symbolic repre-
sentations (such as words) with sensations, memories, anticipated consequences
or causality, and more abstract and higher-order classifications of experience de-
velops slowly over the first five or six years (Kagan 2003).

Kagan argues that recent advances in physiological psychology have profoundly
changed scholars’ understanding of cognitive development, which suggests that
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unless political socialization experts have kept up with research in developmental
psychology—which most have not—their grasp of that field is likely to be outdated.
Although a massive amount of development occurs in the first two years, the
experiences of babies (outside of severe deprivation) may have less impact on
later cognitive development than many psychologists thought. “No scientist has
been able to demonstrate that a particular set of experiences during the first two
years in children growing up in typical American or European homes produces a
particular adolescent or adult outcome in even one-tenth of those exposed to those
experiences” (Kagan 2003, p. 13).

The critical competency question for political socialization is to determine the
age at which children’s cognitive capacities begin to allow them to learn and retain
knowledge from their experiences that can contribute to shaping political orienta-
tions and practices. Political thinking and response involves many different kinds
of capabilities that develop through childhood in ways that depend variously on
biological maturation, sequencing of abilities (for example, doing simple classifi-
cations before more complex or multiple classifications), and the child’s experi-
ences. Although some political socialization research has drawn on developmental
psychology (e.g., Merelman 1971, Rosenberg et al. 1988), there is considerable
room for reinvigorating the connections between developmental psychology and
political socialization, both because developmental psychology has more to of-
fer political scientists than it once did (Lerner 2000, Turiel 1997) and because of
changes in the range of phenomena political scientists find of interest compared
with the early days of political socialization.

IDENTITY AND SOCIAL CATEGORIZATION One set of developmental building
blocks that is more central to political science now than when the field of politi-
cal socialization was young is social categorization and identity. Although young
children may not be competent to analyze the details of social policy, by the age
of five or six they display the tendency to perceive and react to people through
social-group categorization, and they are certainly capable of developing social
identities that are potentially politically relevant. Identities are not only an inter-
nal, psychological phenomenon but also an integrated set of practices that mark
who people are and what their relationships are with other people (Gerson 2001).
Parents begin to teach even their toddlers the dress, songs, and food appropriate
to their social group. Thus, by a young age, children begin to be inducted into
the intergroup relations that may be politically important in their environments. A
rich literature on race, socialization, and child development offers examples of the
importance of social-group and intergroup socialization for political socialization
(Sears & Levy 2003).

Bennett & Sani (2003), for example, used the “who said what” technique to de-
termine whether children use gender and race categorization in person perception.
Children as young as five years old made more within-gender and within-race mis-
takes in identifying who said what than across-gender and across-race mistakes.
They had already learned to use these social markers to make meaning about
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people. This does not mean that young children necessarily use stereotypes, for
example, to exclude other children from activities. A study of white middle-class
American children found that younger children especially tended to reject exclud-
ing others from play activities on the basis of conventional stereotypes. Indeed,
they regularly decided to include children in antistereotypic activities in order to
“give them a chance.” Older children were more likely to accept exclusion that
was consistent with stereotyping when it was justified not specifically on a gender
or race basis, but rather, in terms of how well a group would function if a partic-
ular person was included. Girls rejected exclusionary choices more than boys did
(Killen & Stangor 2001).

Research on African American and Latino children in the United States shows
important systematic variation in the kinds of racial socialization parents give their
children, and the relationship between this socialization and their strategies for
coping with racism (Highes 2003, Scott 2003). Children also tend to use nationality
to make inferences about people from an early age, and this tendency increases as
they age (Martin et al. 2003).

To the degree that social-group categorizations based on diverse factors such as
nationality, ethnicity, race, gender, language group, the rebel forces who may come
into our village, the government informer, and other markers of power and resource
relations are important frameworks for political relations, research to understand
how these relations work must begin with young children.

POLITICAL COMPETENCIES A recent report from the Council of Europe Education
for Democratic Citizenship (EDC) project describes an approach to understanding
citizenship that casts it as a series of three broad categories of competencies that
constitute democratic citizenship (Audigier 2000). Although this report does not
discuss these competencies from the perspective of childhood development per se,
they are worth outlining as a proposal for research on individual political develop-
ment. Although some research begins to approach these types of competencies in
cross-national studies of children, there is plenty of room for more analytical re-
search (Torney-Purta et al. 2001). Each of the categories listed in Table 1 contains
many elements that begin to develop early in childhood.

Irrelevance of Politics to Children

A lack of cognitive competence is not the only conventional reason for ignoring
children in politics. The other is their dearth of political opportunities.

In the 1950s and early 1960s, surveys of children found them idealistic about
political authority and political leaders (Greenstein 1965, Hess & Torney 1967), a
finding widely attributed to the naivete of young children. But a well-known counter
example showed that children from less happy surroundings had less benevolent
views of political leaders (Jaros et al. 1968). And now, in an era in which American
parents are probably less likely to shield their children from negative views of
political leaders, children seem to have more jaded views themselves (Carter &
Teten 2002). These variations in findings suggest that the idealism displayed in
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TABLE 1 Competencies necessary for democratic citizenship (adapted from Audigier
2000)

Cognitive competencies

Knowledge about law, politics (especially the rules of collective life and political and
legal institutions), powers and responsibilities of citizens

Knowledge of the present world, including its historical and cultural dimensions;
ability to understand the subjects people discuss in politics

Procedural competencies that might be used in different political situations, such as
the ability to argue, reflect on the limits of action, and recognize conflicts of
values and interests

Knowledge of the principles and values of human rights and democratic citizenship

Ethical competencies and value choices, centered on freedom, equality,
and solidarity
Recognition of relationships among people and different kinds of social identification
and emotional linkages, including recognition of the self as a human subject,
part of humanity

Capacities for action, or social competences
Capacity to live with others, to cooperate, including interculturally
Capacity to resolve conflicts in accordance with principles of democratic law
Capacity to take part in public debate

the early studies was instilled at least as much by the way adults structured the
children’s environment as it was by their “natural” childish naivete.

Adults probably tend to emphasize attachment, obedience, and passive citizen
virtues in their earliest messages to children, and only later shift toward more
active, critical, and analytical perspectives. Of course the balance between passive
and active messages children receive is likely to depend on context and culture.
In the early 1960s, Litt (1963) found that textbooks chosen for American schools
provided different cues about citizenship norms depending on the predominant
socioeconomic class of the students. More recently, Ichilov (2002b) found similar
contrasts between academic and vocational high schools in Israel. It would be
worthwhile to expand research on contextual differences in the messages children
receive, both within and across countries.

Of course, even when children have the basic cognitive competence to think
about and respond to politics, they possess few if any political or civic rights in most
countries. In the United States, where the bulk of political socialization research
has been generated, children are virtually segregated from the places where politics
is enacted or even discussed. They are largely shielded from all but the most basic
political information and views of politics that are contrary to their families” own.
If children are segregated from politics, literally and figuratively “excused from the
table”” when adults deal with politics, there is little reason to expect their childhood
experiences to start providing the substance of their adult political lives or to foster
political engagement. In their interviews with ninth graders, Gimpel et al. (2003)
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found that the young people believed that government wouldn’t affect them until
later in their lives, and therefore only then would they, like adults, be likely to take
much interest. By then, presumably, they will have filled their hearts and minds
with other things.

Politics is not so distant from or irrelevant to children’s lives everywhere. Chil-
dren’s experiences are probably directly affected in societies that are undergo-
ing dramatic political change or turmoil, although there is little research on this.
Considerable evidence shows that throughout the world, children are more af-
fected by war and civil conflict than ever (Hick 2001; Machel 2002, see also
http://www.unicef.org/graca/). Although mental health research has focused on
the developmental impacts of war and terrorism, as of yet, very little looks at the
impact on children’s political development. Such research is important for under-
standing the long-term effects of these situations. Although it is clear that children
suffer from these stressful political events, the impacts are more complex than one
might at first think (Slone et al. 1999). Moreover, children are not just passive
victims of war and terror, but are regularly, perhaps increasingly, recruited as sol-
diers and agents in political violence. This participation also deserves research to
examine its long-term impact on these citizens.

On a more positive note, children are engaged in politics to different degrees in
different cultures and subcultures. Norms about children’s participation in informal
political discussion and deliberation probably vary, as do other forms of “intent
participation.” Some research suggests that children influence the adults around
them, especially their parents and guardians, probably because of the discussions
they stimulate and the way their presence may prompt parents to be good citizen
role models (Linimon & Joslyn 2002, McDevitt & Chaffee 2002). If that is true,
understanding what political issues stimulate children’s interest and imagination
may be important for the influence this will have on adults around them.

The notion that children should be considered citizens, with agency in their
own right, has been gaining some ground, primarily because of the leadership
of the United Nations through its attention to the rights of children. The United
Nations’ 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child incorporated children’s ac-
tive citizenship among its principles. Moreover, some social movements represent
children’s political agency, most notably Kids Can Free the Children, an organi-
zation founded in 1995 by a 12-year-old Canadian who was inspired by the story
of a Pakistani child-labor activist who was murdered at age 12 for his activism
(Stasiulis 2002). The United Nations not only held a Children’s Forum in 2002 to
address the issues of children’s citizenship but invited a 13-year-old to address the
General Assembly (Stasiulis 2002).

It is rare for adults to think of children as having responsible political agency
that either might be worth studying in its own right or might be continuous with
their later political agency as adults rather than just a precursor to it. This disregard
is partly because of the issue of competence, discussed above. It is also because
adults tend not to structure situations in which children are empowered to en-
gage in political action in any meaningful way. And third, if children show agency,
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adults tend to believe their actions are merely derivative and not “authentic.” How-
ever, rather than assuming the inauthenticity of children’s actions, Stasiulis (2002,
p- 528) suggests, “A more fruitful strategy is to allow that children’s activism may
indeed be influenced, guided, orchestrated, etc. by adult subjects, discourses and
power, but that the degree to which this is so is a matter of empirical determination,
rather than a priori assumption.” Certainly, given the frustration of political social-
ization experts in their attempts to find substantial parent-to-child transmission of
political orientations and behavior, it seems likely that at least some of what young
people say and do is not mere imitation.

One of the most impressive displays of children’s political agency is found in
Barra Mansa, Brazil, where children have been organized and involved in a series
of projects in which they study and deliberate municipal budget issues in council
and communicate their findings to the adult forums (Example of a city consultation
2003, Guerra 2002). This is only one example of many efforts around the world
to form not merely youth organizations but youth parliaments in which young
people’s findings are granted some recognizable signs of respect and attention
from adults (European Youth Forum 2003; Matthews et al. 1999).

Adults in various societies have often organized activities for children to draw
them into politics and enrich their civic education. These are often “play politics”
situations in which adults clearly take the guiding role in guiding children through
their activities in parallel play with adult political activities. Examples are Kids
Voting USA (http://www.kidsvotingusa.org) and the numerous model parliaments.
Research suggests that these experiences do indeed have an impact on the children
involved. But what is more rare are activities that directly connect children to the
“real thing,” even if they do not have the full civil and political rights of adults. It is
difficult to know the full extent of children’s political capabilities, or the degree to
which political lives may be continuous, when there are few situations in which to
observe children involved in politics in their larger communities. In recent decades,
political socialization scholars have increasingly agreed that basic learning occurs
throughout the life course. In that case, childhood must be included. Indeed, re-
search shows that adults as well learn a significant amount through actual participa-
tion in consequential political and policy processes (Fitzpatrick & Sinclair 2003).

CONCLUSION: WHO CARES ABOUT THE ORIGINS
OF PREFERENCES, ANYWAY?

Exploring the processes, stages, and sequences in the development of political
orientations and practices has occasionally surfaced as an important task for public
policy and nongovernmental political and policy organizations. This is true once
again, and on a worldwide basis, largely because of the kinds of questions raised
at the beginning of this review. In countries recovering from the trauma of brutal
regimes and ethnic conflict, the question of how to bring about reconciliation
and healing is a crucial one that necessitates exploring the impact of the brutality



POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION 19

and the means for recreating political subjectivities and practices. Because the
brutality of politics is so often manifested in personal trauma, moving forward
requires healing in a most literal and personal sense (Fourie 2000). To know how
to do that requires understanding the process.

The dramatic regime shift witnessed since the 1980s revives questions that
Almond & Verba (1963) asked in the earliest days of political socialization re-
search: From where and how do people develop the kinds of political orientations
and practices that transform the design of democratic constitutions and institutions
into the creation of real, functioning democratic polities? The questions, methods,
and assumptions have been changed by 40 years of scholarship, political expe-
rience including regime change into and out of democracy, and altered political
sensibilities. But the questions are pressing. How do people learn to “do” democ-
racy and civil society? How do they develop the passions for democracy and civic
society that lead them to defend them over the long term when there seem to be so
many threats in the short term? Many international and national agencies have for-
mulated programs to advance the development of citizenship, and in some cases,
scholars have been engaged in systematic research on their effects (Blair 2003).

The Council of Europe Project on Education for Democracy is a fascinating
example of public effort devoted to research on political socialization, including
what might be termed action research, and the development of numerous “sites of
citizenship” across Europe that “facilitate the active participation of specific groups
(often those socially excluded) in their own personal and community development,
in decision-making processes and participative democracy” (Council of Europe
2003). In these sites, youth and adults alike are involved in what the Council of
Europe calls the “management of public life” in projects whose design is informed
by research. Although many of these sites are in the parts of Europe that have only
recent experience with democracy, it is clear from these and other projects that
even the “stable democracies” believe that the origins and development of people’s
political views and action matter.

The Annual Review of Political Science is online at
http://polisci.annualreviews.org
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B Abstract We take as our starting point the insights of Downs (1957) into two-
party competition. A careful reading of Downs offers a much more sophisticated and
nuanced portrait of the factors affecting party differentiation than the simplistic notion
that, in plurality elections, we ought to expect party convergence to the views of the
median voter. Later scholars have built on Downsian ideas to see what happens vis-a-
vis party differentiation when we modity key assumptions found in the basic Downsian
spatial model. Recent work allows us to turn what is taken to be the Downsian view on
its head: Although there are pressures in two-party competition for the two parties to
converge, in general we should expect nonconvergence. Moreover, contra the negative
portrait offered by Green & Shapiro (1994) of the limited or nonexistent value of
research on party competition models in the Downsian tradition, we argue that, when
viewed as a whole, neo-Downsian models—especially those of the past decade—do
allow us to reconcile theory and data in terms of a multi-componented theory of party
competition with testable implications for comparative statics.

INTRODUCTION

The simple Downsian model of two-party competition under plurality is generally
characterized as predicting party convergence to the policy position espoused by
the median voter, and thus “Tweedledum-Tweedledee” political competition; yet
this prediction violates empirical reality even for the United States, the country
whose electoral politics provided the empirical inspiration for Downs’ work (Fren-
dreis et al. 2003; Stonecash et al. 2003). For example, when a given constituency
elects members of opposite parties (e.g., when a congressional seat changes hands
to a member of the opposite party, or in states that are simultaneously represented
by senators of opposite parties), the difference in voting records (as judged, say, by
ADA scores) between the office-holders of different parties can be huge (Bullock &
Brady 1983, Erikson & Wright 1997, Fiorina 1974, Grofman et al. 1990, Poole &
Rosenthal 1984). This discrepancy between model and reality has led some schol-
ars (e.g., Green & Shapiro 1994) to argue that rational choice modeling of party
competition is empirically vacuous.
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Yet the standard Downsian convergence result (Downs 1957) rests on more than
a dozen specific assumptions, such as the assumptions that parties/candidates are
motivated solely by office seeking and that voters choose solely on the basis of
their policy proximity to candidates’ positions. As this essay will show, when one
or more of these assumptions is violated, the usual convergence result can often
be expected to disappear. Moreover, we no longer get other unrealistic predictions
from the Downsian approach, such as the expectation that elections would be de-
cided by relatively narrow margins because candidates of the two parties would be
identical in their only relevant attributes (i.e., their policy platforms or anticipated
policy choices).

There have been a number of different approaches to accounting for candidate/
party divergence in plurality-based elections. Often scholars seize upon one single
explanatory factor. Our purpose here is not to provide new results but rather to
provide a synthesis that reveals how a whole series of disparate results about
divergence, especially recent results, can be integrated into a common framework
to instruct us about which of the basic assumptions of the standard Downsian
model should be replaced (see also Adams et al. 2004, especially Ch. 4; Grofman
1993, 1996). Almost any violation of the basic assumptions used by Downs to
generate the two-party convergence result is likely to replace convergence with
some degree of divergence in party positions.

The basic assumptions of the standard Downsian model are as follows:

. There are only two political parties.
. There is a single-round election for any office.
. The election chooses a single candidate.

. Elections take place within a single constituency.

1

2

3

4

5. The election is decided by a plurality vote.

6. Policies can be located along a single (left-right) dimension.

7. Candidate policy positions are well defined.

8. Candidate policy positions are accurately estimated by each voter.
9. Voters look no further than the next election.

10. Eligible voters go to the polls if the expected benefits of their vote’s contri-
bution to the election of the candidate for whom they would vote exceed the
“costs” of voting.

11a. Voters care only about which candidate/party will enact policies closest
to their preferences. They vote for the candidate closest to their own policy
location.

11b. If there are no policy differences among the candidates/parties, then voters
will be equally likely to support each of the candidates/parties.

12. Parties/candidates care only about winning.

13. Parties/candidates look no further than the next election.



DOWNS AND TWO-PARTY CONVERGENCE 27

14. Candidates/parties accurately estimate the policy preferences of voters,
or at minimum, they can identify the location of the median voter overall
and the median voter in each party.

15. Candidates are part of a unified party team.

By seeing what can happen to convergence when we replace one or more of the
above assumptions with more realistic ones, we can assess how much convergence
we might expect. Moreover, we can begin to identify the factors with the greatest
impact on the degree of divergence (Adams et al. 2004). When we examine recent
work modeling the forces that affect party convergence, we see that the standard
view of the Downsian model as predicting convergence in two-party political com-
petition gets it almost completely wrong. Yes, there are centripetal pressures; but
in general they are partly or largely outweighed by the centrifugal ones, producing
what my coauthors and I have labeled “spaced out politics” (Adams et al. 2004).

To simplify the exposition, this essay discusses the implications of violating
individual assumptions while leaving other key assumptions intact. Although our
focus is on two-party competition under plurality, and we take almost all of our
illustrations from the United States, most of the ideas below are in no way restricted
in their applicability to the United States, and may be extended to the multiparty-
competition setting under various electoral systems (Adams et al. 2004).

MODIFYING ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STANDARD
DOWNSIAN MODEL TO POTENTIALLY PERTURB
THE CONVERGENCE RESULT

More Than Two Parties

The basic Downsian model posits the presence of only two parties. However,
since Downs also posits plurality-based elections, assuming two parties may not
be unrealistic. There is a strong theoretical argument—involving a psychological
effect and a mechanical effect—that a system of plurality-based elections in single-
member districts leads to two-party competition (Duverger 1959, 1986; cf. Riker
1982a). Yet, in real-world politics, plurality-based elections do not necessarily
generate pure two-party competition, even at the district level (much less at the
national level); only the United States nearly perfectly fits this prediction (see
especially Gaines 1999). But in the United States, the two major parties often
collude to adopt formal rules that hinder the entry of new parties. Also, in the
United States, special factors (such as a presidential system based on state-specific
electoral college outcomes) enhance the incentives for candidates to run under the
label of one of the two major parties.

When we have more than two parties, even with plurality-based single-member
district elections, the basic Downsian convergence argument no longer goes through.
Until quite recently, modeling of multiparty competition with open entry either did
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not find stable equilibria (convergent or otherwise) in terms of an expected number
of parties and party locations, or derived empirically implausible results, e.g., for
(almost) any location where a party is found, there is another party at the identical
location (see reviews in Cox 1990 and Shepsle 1991; see also Enelow & Hinich
1984, 1990). However, recent work that allows for modifications of the standard
Downsian simplifying assumptions has derived models of multiparty competition
that fit empirical data quite well (see, e.g., Schofield et al. 1998a,b, and Adams
et al. 2004 and references cited therein).

More Than One Round in the Flection

The Downsian model assumes a single election. In the United States, partisan elec-
tions commonly involve a two-stage process: The primary election (or selection)
picks the party nominees and the general election offers a choice between them. In
many states, only the registered supporters of one party may vote to nominate that
party’s candidate. This two-stage closed primary process forces party divergence if
party voters support the candidate in the primary who is closest to their own views
and if parties are ideologically differentiated. Even if activists choose to vote for
a candidate in the primary who they think can win, in preference to one who is
more ideologically pure, they may not give the moderate candidate much else in
the way of support. By focusing on parties as coalitions of voters rather than on
voters as individuals we can provide one story that generates party divergence. The
greater the mean policy differences between supporters of each of the two major
parties, the greater the expected differences between the two candidates chosen by
the primaries in these parties.

We can illustrate the basic intuition with a model due to McGann (2002).
Assuming, for simplicity, two parties with nonoverlapping membership, McGann
looks for a location such that the leftmost voter in the rightmost party is indifferent
between the location of the median voter in his own party and the median voter in
the other party (see Figure 1). To see how the McGann model works, consider a

Median voter Leftmost Median voter
in Party A voter in the in Party B
rightmost
party
Party A
Party B

Figure 1 The McGann model of party differentiation.
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uniform distribution of voter ideal points over the [0, 1] interval. Where must the
median voter in each of the two parties be located in order to achieve an equilibrium
of the type described above? If the voter is located at x, for a uniform distribution,
the median voter in his own party would be located at 0 + x/2 and the median
voter in the other party would be located at x + (1 — x)/2. Therefore, we set

x—x/2=x+{0-x)/2 —x.

Solving, we obtain x = 1/2, and so the two party medians are at 1/4 and 3/4.
For virtually all distributions, we find that, under the McGann model, two parties
will always be differentiated in a way that resembles what Merrill & Grofman
(1999a) call “moderate extremism.” [A closely related model has been offered by
economists Osborne & Tourky (unpublished manuscript, 2002).]

Two-stage electoral processes create an important check on the centripetal
forces identified by Downs even if voters (and candidates) see the two stages
as intertwined. Unidimensional two-party competition in an electoral system with
both a primary election and a general election gives rise to party divergence if we
posit that the ideological position that a candidate claims in the primary is the one
he or she is stuck with in the general election as well (cf. Bernhardt & Ingberman
1985), so that candidates must seek positions that will win them both elections.
It also generates divergence if voters have policy preferences that lead them to
maximize expected benefits, i.e., if voters not only consider the desirability of a
given candidate of their own party (relative to that of the candidate of the opposite
party) but also consider that candidate’s apparent likelihood of winning the gen-
eral election. In a two-stage electoral process (nomination plus general), the extent
of between-party divergence is conditioned by the underlying nature of the dis-
tribution of voter ideal points and the assumptions we make about how voters are
aggregated into parties.

These points are central to two models of two-party divergence offered in the
early 1970s (Aranson & Ordeshook 1972; Coleman 1971, 1972) that have largely
been neglected ever since. Both these models generate predictions that the location
of the candidates chosen by the primaries in each party will be somewhere between
the party median and the overall median (cf. Cooper & Munger 2000).

Aranson & Ordeshook (1972) make candidate choices the focus of their mod-
eling. In their model, voters (both in the primary and in the general) always vote
for the candidate closest to them, but candidates are assumed to develop expecta-
tions about the probability of victory in the primary election (P;) and the general
election (P) as a function of the policy position they adopt, and are posited to
choose a spatial location that maximizes P, x P;.

In contrast, the Coleman (1971, 1972) model focuses on voter motivations.
In the Coleman model, some or all voters in the primary election care not only
about the candidates’ policy positions but also about the victor’s ability to win the
general election, and these voters choose among candidates accordingly. Roughly
speaking, Coleman assumed that voters maximize a function that can be thought of
as the benefit derived from selecting a party representative whose location is close
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to their own ideal point discounted by the likelihood that such a candidate will be
elected in the general election. The Coleman model has been further extended by
Owen & Grofman (1995), who show that the degree of divergence is linked to the
degree of kurtosis in the ideological distributions of the two parties.

Inatwo-stage electoral process (nomination plus general), the extent of between-
party divergence is also affected by the exact nature of the party nominating pro-
cess. For example, Gerber & Morton (1998) and Grofman & Brunell (2001) show
evidence that increasing the openness of primaries reduces the ideological differ-
entiation between the two parties (see also various essays in Cain & Gerber 2002).
The presence of a voter “wish-fulfillment” bias (Granberg & Brent 1980) may
also enhance the impact of primaries on divergence of political competition. Con-
sider, for example, the belief of Barry Goldwater’s Republican supporters in 1964
that there was a “‘conservative majority” available for mobilization by a candidate
expressing the “right” views (cf. Uhlaner & Grofman 1986).

More Than One Candidate Chosen Simultaneously

The Downsian assumption that a single election chooses a single candidate is not al-
ways applicable. With multiple elections for different offices within single-member
district constituencies, voters may choose to “policy balance” across different elec-
tions, seeking to elect an implicit “slate” that is closest to the voters’ own policies.
Fiorina (1992, 1996) and Alesina & Rosenthal (1995) argue that voters ticket-split
in order to elect a “set” of officials that is more likely to achieve policies preferred
by the voter. For example, if slightly left-of-center voters who generally support
Democratic candidates see (or expect to see) a Democrat in the White House, they
may now wish to vote for a conservative Republican for the House of Representa-
tives in an attempt to move overall policies slightly to the right, closer to their ideal
point than would be obtained were the federal government unified under either a
Democratic (leftist) or a Republican (rightist) regime. If voters “balance” across
elections, then there may be support for nonmedian parties to counterbalance other
nonmedian parties. The balancing literature has not yet satisfactorily established
how to discern what set of elections voters are supposed to be balancing over, and
how voters weight the results in the different electoral arenas.

More Than One Constituency

For plurality-based elections, Austen-Smith (1984) performed one of the earliest
examinations of the implications of concurrent competition in multiple constituen-
cies for two-party unidimensional competition under the Downsian model. But
assumptions other than those used by Austen-Smith can lead to different conclu-
sions, especially once we recognize that the location of the median voter will differ
across constituencies, so that no single party position is optimal in all constituen-
cies. Assume each party’s candidates must take the same position as their national
party. Now, were the national party to stake out a policy position designed to make
very likely wins for its candidates in some constituencies, while largely conceding
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a portion of the other constituencies to their opponents, parties could be assured
that, no matter how unfavorable general circumstances might be (e.g., a scandal or
being blamed for poor economic performance) there would always be some seats
so safe that they would remain in party hands regardless of electoral tides.

Election Not Plurality-Based

In modeling party competition, we need to understand how many parties we ought
to expect and where they are. Shifting from plurality to, say, list proportional
representation (PR) will certainly change the incentives for party entry. In general,
for PR elections we expect greater incentives for multiparty competition than under
plurality (Duverger 1959, 1986; Taagepera & Shugart 1989). Party proliferation
under a given electoral rule is linked to the “threshold of exclusion” of that rule,
i.e., the largest size that a party can be and still be denied seats (Lijphart & Gibberd
1977, Loosemore & Hanby 1971). The threshold of exclusion is expressed as a
function of the number of representatives elected from each district (i.e., in terms
of what is commonly called district magnitude). In general, the more parties there
are, the greater the expected ideological range of party locations. However, whether
electoral systems have a further independent effect on party convergence once we
control for both the distribution of voter ideal points and the number of parties
remains an open area of investigation (see, e.g., McGann et al. 2002).

More Than One Policy Dimension

The basic Downsian model locates policy platforms along a single (left-right)
dimension. One obvious way to extend the Downsian model is to consider multiple
dimensions of issue competition.

A generally neglected aspect of Downs’ (1957) work, highly relevant to party
divergence, is the possibility of putting together winning coalitions based on mi-
nority groups with intense preferences on particular issue dimensions. Relatedly,
Petrocik (1996) has emphasized that, in the United States, certain issues have come
to be “owned” by one party, i.e., that party is more credible in claiming positions on
the issue. For example, Republicans are more credible in claiming to be anticrime,
whereas Democrats are more credible in claiming to be concerned about affordable
health care. In multidimensional issue competition, parties may compete not by
converging to similar positions but, rather, by emphasizing the importance/salience
of the distinct issues which give them the advantage with the voters (Feld &
Grofman 2001; Hammond & Humes 1993; M. Humphreys & J. Garry, unpub-
lished article). Perhaps the central finding of the largest cross-national study of
party platforms, the Party Manifestos Project, is that “parties compete by accen-
tuating issues on which they have an undoubted advantage, rather than by putting
forward contrasting policies on the same issues” (Budge et al. 1987, p. 391; see also
Budge & Farlie 1983). Wagemans (2001), following Budge & Fairlie (1983), calls
this a “salience theory” model of party competition. One implication of salience
theory is that parties will appear to diverge, since there is no reason to expect that
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the optimal campaign strategies of both parties will emphasize winning the votes
of the same groups of voters or appealing to the same interest groups.

In most neo-Downsian models of party location, the predicted relative magni-
tude of the centripetal and centrifugal forces that affect party location varies with
the assumptions we make about the underlying dimensionality of the issue space. It
matters considerably whether we seek to model convergence in a single dimension
or assume a multidimensional issue space. Equilibrium results are much easier
to generate in the unidimensional case. For multidimensional issues spaces, most
models of the 1970s and 1980s predicted instability (see, e.g., McKelvey 1976,
Riker 1982b). But longitudinal patterns of party competition in most countries in
the Party Manifestos data set (Budge et al. 1987) do not resemble random walks
over issue space, nor do they look like convergence to the center of the ideological
space (e.g., near the generalized median). Rather, each party seems to confine itself
to a relatively small section of the issue space, usually one distinct from those of
other parties. In the United States, even when we measure multiple dimensions,
we still get nonconvergence. For example, as part of the European Party Mani-
festos Project (Budge et al. 1987), when Robertson generated a two-dimensional
factor-analysis-generated issue space for the United States, 1948—1980, based on
party platforms, the Democratic and Republican Parties remained in distinct areas
of that issue space (Robertson 1987: Figure 3.1, p. 69).

Because our focus is on unidimensional two-party competition, we do not re-
view recent work on multidimensional multiparty competition here. We would,
however, call the reader’s attention to work on the “heart” by Schofield and col-
leagues (e.g., Schofield 1996, Schofield et al. 1998a,b); to work by Laver & Shepsle
(1994, 1996) on choice over a multidimensional lattice that builds on Shepsle’s
earlier work on the partitioning of multidimensional issues into a sequence of (or-
thogonal) unidimensional choices (see, e.g., Shepsle 1979, Shepsle & Weingast
1981); to Shvetsova (2002); and to the modeling efforts of Adams and Merrill (see
especially Adams et al. 2004).

Ambiguous Policy Positions of Candidates

A candidate can blur his policies to appear more centrist than they really are. Early
work by Shepsle (1970) dealt with the consequences for candidate success of taking
ambiguous stands. Bowler (1990), Page (1976), and Husted et al. (1995) worked
along closely related lines. In general, we would expect the potential for candidate
ambiguity to allow greater candidate differentiation (see especially Aragones &
Neeman 2000). In particular, Berger et al. (2000) offer a two-candidate model in
which, if voters are uncertain, but one candidate is of lower variance in expected
policy location than the other, we expect some degree of divergence of equilib-
rium policy platforms. Even if there is no explicit attempt at deception, platforms
may be “noisy,” with many voters incorrectly assessing candidate locations; even
such “random” misperceptions can affect optimal party strategies (Calvert 1985,
Lagerlof 2003, Roemer 1994).
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Votes Based on Perceived Characteristics of Each
Party’s Support Collections

Undecided voters pay attention to the characteristics of the supporters of each
candidate/party. They may choose not to vote for parties whose supporters are types
of voters (or interest groups) they do not like. In other words, party competition
may be based on voters’ closeness to the set of voters whom they expect to be in
each candidates’ support coalition (Glazer et al. 1989; cf. Aldrich 1983, Aldrich
& McGinnis 1989). Under these assumptions, party positions may diverge (Owen
& Grofman 1995).

Also, as noted above, because, for historical or other reasons, parties may be
differentially credible with different groups (e.g., antiabortion activists or strong
feminists), there is no reason to expect that different interest groups will contribute
equally to each party. Although concern for “access” may tilt contributions toward
the party in power, ceteris paribus, each group will tend to give more funding to the
party whose candidates are more likely to sympathize with its cause. If money and
direct campaign support translate into votes, then the existence of such differential
contribution bases leads to policy divergence (cf. Miller & Schofield 2003).

Voters Look Beyond the Next Election

A complication suggested by Downs himself that would lead to a greater role
for the policy positions of party supporters is the possibility of “extremist” voters
choosing not to vote for the candidates of the party they would otherwise support if
they feel it has become too centrist. Often voters of an extreme ideological point of
view may take policy concerns more seriously than more centrist voters. One way
extremist voters might choose to punish a party that has moved too far from them
is to vote for a candidate of a minor party with no possibility of winning whose
policy positions they admire. Such behavior on the part of extremist voters is
often intended to scare a party into returning to a more ideologically pure position
by highlighting the importance of support from the party’s most ideologically
committed members. On the other hand, K. Shotts (unpublished manuscript) has
recently turned this argument on its head by showing that voters who are moderate
(relative to the set of party loyalists) may also wish to abstain in order to force
their party away from extreme positions. However, we suspect policy-oriented
abstention is a more likely strategy for extremists than for moderates.

Turnout Does Not Depend on Voting Costs
Versus Expected Benefits

The standard Downsian model holds that voters go to the polls if the expected
benefits of their vote’s contribution to the election of their preferred candidate
exceed the “costs” of voting. Instead or in addition, voters may abstain if the
choice closest to their policy position is too far away. According to Downs, if
the ideological distribution of voters is bimodal and if abstention by extremists is
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practiced, “a two-party system need not lead to the convergence on moderation that
Hotelling and Smithies predicted” (Downs 1957, p. 118). There have been several
attempts to make this intuition more precise, beginning with Garvey (1966). The
most extensive work in this area is by Adams (2001b, Adams & Merrill 2003; see
also Adams et al. 2004). The basic idea is simply that voters who are alienated
from politics because no candidate is close to their preferred position might choose
to abstain. This may happen even if voters are not seeking to influence the party’s
future behavior. If parties fear abstention by party loyalists, that fear may push
them back toward the median voter in the party and away from the overall median
voter.

Even if they do vote, if campaign activists’ support (e.g., donated time and
money) is critical to electoral success, then activists’ lack of enthusiasm for candi-
dates whose positions diverge from the party median can force a party’s candidates
to move away from the overall median voter in the constituency. Because of their
potential contributions of money and time and their threat of nonparticipation (even
if implicit), we can expect that ideologically extreme supporters of a party, from
whose ranks activists are disproportionately drawn, will exert more influence on
the policy location of their party’s candidates than other voters (Aldrich 1983).

Candidate Policy Location Does Not Determine Voter Support

GENERAL BIASES LEAD VOTERS TO SUPPORT A PARTICULAR CANDIDATE Instead
of caring only about which candidate/party will enact policies closest to the pref-
erences of the voter, voters have general biases that lead them to support particular
candidates (e.g., incumbents or candidates perceived as particularly competent
or trustworthy) as long as the candidates of the opposite party are not too much
closer to the voter’s own preferred position(s). Nonpolicy concerns were intro-
duced into the voter calculus by various authors, perhaps most notably Enelow &
Hinich (1982; see also various essays in Enelow & Hinich 1984, 1990). If nonpol-
icy factors give one party an edge, this can have important implications for party
differentiation. One example of this line of work is Feld & Grofman’s (1991) effort
to model the nature and effects of incumbency advantage.

Feld & Grofman (1991) posit a bias in favor of the incumbent such that a
voter sympathetic to that incumbent will not vote for another candidate unless the
(foreseen) policy positions of the rival candidate are substantially closer to the
voter, i.e., voters give the incumbent a “benefit of the doubt.” Feld & Grofman
show that, if the candidate who enjoys the benefit of the doubt is vulnerable at all,
the only locations that can defeat him are ones that are nonidentical to his own.
Indeed, the greater the benefit of the doubt, the further away must be any location
that can defeat the incumbent. They show that if the benefit of the doubt is great
enough, or if there is a very large benefit of the doubt from a relatively small set
of randomly distributed voters (e.g., as a result of constituent services provided
to a random subset of the voters), then a centrally located incumbent can become
invulnerable to defeat even though, without benefit of the doubt, the voting game
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would lack a core.! Under these circumstances, a candidate who is more extreme
than the median preference in the electorate can nonetheless be reelected because
of a combination of nonpolicy considerations and benefit of the doubt.

Another model of what happens when voters incorporate nonpolicy consider-
ations is by Enelow & Munger (1993). They show that differences in candidate
reputation can lead to nonconvergence of optimum candidate locations (see also
Bernhardt & Ingberman 1985). Recent work (e.g., Adams et al. 2004, Groseclose
2001, MacDonald & Rabinowitz 1998) has confirmed the general result that non-
policy considerations in voter decision making will often lead to a stable pattern
of party divergence.

M. McDonald (personal communication, 1999) makes the closely related point
that, when the electorate is highly partisan, candidates will exhibit divergence
because they can do so with little loss in their probability of winning. As the
electorate becomes less partisan, then the candidates will track the median voter
more closely.

PARTISAN BIAS LEADS VOTERS TO SUPPORT THEIR “OWN” PARTY Above we have
considered how candidate-specific nonpolicy factors may affect divergence; now
we turn to party-based effects. Instead of caring only about which candidate/party
will enact policies closest to the preferences of the voter, voters have partisan biases
that lead them to support candidates of their “own’ party as long as the candidates
of the opposite party are not too much closer to the voters’ own most preferred
positions. For example, it makes sense to think of party supporters as developing a
degree of brand loyalty, based on past party performance (Fiorina 1981), previously
staked-out party positions (Shepsle 1991, pp. 42—43), or generationally linked pat-
terns of partisan loyalty. It is easy to imagine situations in which this partisan loyalty
induces a bias in voter choice (Grofman 1987) similar to what Feld & Grofman
(1991) posit in the nature of incumbency effects. Adams (2000, 2001a,b; Adams
etal. 2004; Merrill & Adams 2001; cf. Lindbeck & Weibull 1993) shows that, when
voters prefer the candidate of their own party to that of the other party as long as
their own party’s candidate is not substantially further away from them (in policy
terms) than is the opposing candidate, such bias can induce policy divergence.

VOTERS’ CHOICE ANTICIPATES POLICY CHANGE Instead of caring only about
which candidate/party will enact policies closest to their preferences, voters may
base their choice on the direction in which candidates will take policies, or on
discounted expectations of policy change. Largely motivated by the theoretical
and empirical difficulties with the Downsian proximity model, an alternative spa-
tial model of voter choice, the directional model, has recently been proposed by
Rabinowitz et al. (Listhaug et al. 1994a,b, MacDonald et al. 1991, Rabinowitz
& MacDonald 1989). The intuition underlying this approach is that “voters do
not have preferences for particular policies; they simply have general preferences

A “core” is a solution that would give rise to no further incentives for any party to move.
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for the direction they would like policies to go” (Macdonald et al. 1991, p. 25,
emphasis added). Voters choose the party that will move policies in a direction
that is closest to the direction of change desired by the voter. The Rabinowitz &
MacDonald model is defined in terms of directional change from a neutral (zero)
point on the issue dimension(s).

The choices made by voters choosing directionally need not be identical with
those of voters choosing on the basis of policy proximity, although, at least for
two-party competition, for most voters, the two models are likely to yield identical
predictions. The Rabinowitz & Macdonald model can be shown to imply that par-
ties will take noncentral positions (Merrill 1993, Rabinowitz & Macdonald 1989)
even when elections are plurality-based. Because the pure form of the directional
model has some unrealistic implications (Merrill 1993), attempts have been made
to modify it to incorporate Downsian proximity elements (Iversen 1994; Merrill
1993; Merrill & Grofman 1997a,b, 1998, 1999a). Such a unified model tends to
lead to limited divergence.

Another spatial variant (Grofman 1985) is premised on the idea that voters dis-
count promises made in party platforms based on the expected actual movement
from the status quo that is likely to be achieved were a particular candidate/party
to achieve office. Grofman’s model emphasizes the importance of the location of
the status quo point in shaping voter choices—something totally neglected in the
standard proximity model—but its logic is otherwise consistent with that of the
standard proximity model. Like the Rabinowitz & MacDonald directional model,
the discounting model has the property that, even in one dimension, optimal party
strategies need not be convergent. However, in unidimensional two-party compe-
tition, it predicts moderate divergence rather than extreme divergence (Merrill &
Grofman 1997b, 1999a). Grofman’s model has been shown (Merrill & Grofman
1999a) to be a special case of the mixed directional and proximity model offered
by Iversen (1994) and has recently been incorporated into models with nonpolicy
components by Adams et al. (2004).

Candidate Policy Location Does Dictate Voter Support,
But Voting is Probabilistic

It is possible that even if voters do care only about which candidate/party will
enact policies closest to their preferences, voters choose probabilistically rather
than deterministically. “Probabilistic voting” means that a given party is not chosen
with either probability zero or probability one, depending on relative proximity to
the voter’s ideal point; instead, the likelihood that a voter will choose a party is some
(monotonic) function of how much closer that party’s policy location is to the voter
than the position(s) of the other party(ies). Hinich (1977) provides a model of two-
party competition under probabilistic voting in which parties converge to the mean
voter location rather than the location of the median voter. It appears to be much
easier to get equilibrium results under probabilistic voting than under the more
usual deterministic approach (Adams et al. 2004). Moreover, not all probabilistic
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models of two-party competition yield convergence. For example, Cox (1987)
provides a probabilistic model of two-party unidimensional competition in which
rational vote-seeking politicians have an incentive to avoid coming together at the
median (see also Adams et al. 2004, Cox 1990, Eaton & Lipsey 1975).

Voters Inaccurately Estimate the Policy Platforms
of Candidates/Parties

The standard assumption is that voters accurately estimate the policy platforms of
candidates/parties. Instead, systematic perceptual biases lead to projection effects.
There is a limited but important literature on perceptual bias in voter choice (among
the most important works are Granberg & Brent 1980, Granberg & Holmberg 1988,
Markus & Converse 1979, Page & Jones 1979). The basic idea is simple: Voters
who have preferences for candidates/parties rationalize those preferences by two
kinds of projection effects. On the one hand, they assimilate the position of favored
alternatives, bringing them closer to their own views, and on the other hand, they
contrast the views of disfavored alternatives by projecting them further away than
they actually are. In general, such effects will allow greater party differentiation
(Adams et al. 2004, Ch. 10; Merrill et al. 2001).

Parties/Candidates Care About Policy, Not Just About Winning

We may expect that parties/candidates have policy-oriented concerns of their own,
just as voters/activists do, and are not solely concerned with winning elections. If
candidates have policy preferences, we would expect to see a self-selection into
the ranks of candidates of each party that mirrors the policy stances of voters of
that party but is even more extreme. For two-party competition, the role of party
activists, when combined with primaries and with the importance of durable “party
images,” virtually guarantees a self-selection and weeding-out process in which
candidates gravitate to and are chosen by the party whose policy positions most
resemble their own.

Chappell & Keech (1986), Cox (1984), Hansen & Stuart (1984), Holler (1978),
and Wittman (1973, 1977, 1983), among others, have modeled two-party (unidi-
mensional) competition as one in which parties (or candidates), rather than merely
seeking a vote-maximizing location as in the classical Hotelling-Downs frame-
work, trade off the probability of their winning an election against the achieve-
ment of personally or collectively desired policy goals. Wittman (1990) provides
a thorough review of this formal modeling work up through the 1980s. He shows
that assuming candidate and party policy preferences (and not just voter policy
preferences) gives us much more realistic expectations about likely party diver-
gence. In particular, if candidates have policy positions typical of voters in their
own party, then we would expect some degree of party divergence [see reviews in
Enelow & Hinich (1984), various essays in Enelow & Hinich (1990) and Hermsen
(1991), and the recent work of Roemer (2001) and Adams et al. (2004, Ch. 11-12)
for other work along similar lines].
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J. Harrington (unpublished paper, 1993) offers an interesting model of what
happens when we permit candidates to have both policy and vote-maximizing
concerns. He models the behavior of a universe with both ideologues and office
seekers in it. Depending on the ability of the voters to acquaint themselves with
past positions of candidates, the process of competition can favor either office-
seeking politicians or politicians who behave in a consistent ideological fashion.
In most variations of the Harrington model, candidates of the “wrong” type are
eventually driven from the political arena.

Candidates/Parties Look Beyond the Next Election

The seminal work on longer-run strategic considerations is that of Budge (1994),
who considers a range of options for parties that are seeking to position themselves
for long-term success, especially after experiencing failure (see also Wagemans
2001). Perhaps the most important recent work along these lines dealing with
the United States is Finegold & Swift (2001). When parties are looking past a
single election, the repertoire of responses is more complex than looking for a
winning centrist location. It can include the option of introducing new issues that
can eventually cause a split in the present majority coalition (Riker 1982b).

Also, parties may be playing a game of entry deterrence. There may be incen-
tives for tacit collusion between two parties to prevent entry of a third (centrist)
party that will eclipse them both. Brams (1980) shows that, in a single dimension,
for certain distributional assumptions about voters’ ideological preferences, entry
deterrence may give rise to parties located at the first and third quartiles of the
voter distribution; Palfrey (1984) has similar but somewhat more general results.

If candidates are playing a long-run game in which they expect to contest for
higher office, and if constituencies differ in the location of their median voter
and scrutiny will expose a candidate’s past record, then the optimal position for a
politician need not be at the median voter location in the constituency he or she
presently represents. UCLA Professor Richard Anderson, a former congressional
staffer, has suggested that many members of the US House of Representatives
position themselves in advance with an eye toward an eventual run for the senate
(R. Anderson, personal communication, 1994). This idea has been supported by
the work of Frances et al. (1994), who find that members of the House with career
ambitions to become US senators begin to shift toward the position of their party’s
senator 13 years before they run for Senate (see also Schmidt et al. 1996).

Only a few formal models of party competition take a longitudinal perspective.
Page et al. (1992) use a genetic algorithm to model the behavior of adaptive
parties, optimizing in a sequentially responsive fashion. They find what we would
characterize as a “slow waltz” of convergence to centrist policies (see also Merrill
& Grofman 1999b, Ch. 10). On the other hand, Alesina (1988) offers a model
in which sequential competition with a discounted time horizon can lead parties
to offer divergent platforms. Over time, if incumbents are reelected, a divergence
between the incumbent position and that of the electorate can arise as the latter
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shifts but the former does not. Also relevant is the work of Grofman (1985), which
suggests how party divergence may shift with shifts in the location of the status
quo. As noted above, Grofman assumes that voters locate not only the candidates
and themselves but also the status quo, and then decide which candidate to prefer
based on where that candidate can be expected to move the status quo (a discounted
function of the platform position each candidate espouses). Because the status quo
changes over time, in the Grofman model we can have changes in voter choices
without any changes in voter preferences.

Candidates/Parties Inaccurately Estimate the Policy
Preferences of Voters

Various authors have looked at what happens when candidates are unsure of vot-
ers’ policy locations, but when uncertainty is random, the effects on convergence
will be minimal to nonexistent (see, e.g., Glazer et al. 1989). However, just as
systematic biases may affect voters’ estimations of parties’ locations, systematic
biases may well influence candidate/party perceptions of where their supporters are
and/or of where the median voter might be located. In particular, we might expect
a wish-fulfillment effect, in which candidates overestimate their congruence to the
electorate. This effect will tend to support party divergence. A wish-fulfillment ef-
fect for a party losing votes should be particularly pronounced when there have been
major changes in voter attitudes. This is exactly what P. Norris & J. Lovenduski
(unpublished manuscript, 2001) find for a recent British election.

Candidates Are Not Part of a Unified Party Team

Instead of being part of a unified party team, as the standard Downsian model
assumes, candidates of a given party may adapt their platforms to local
constituencies—constituencies with differing local medians. We have already
looked at what may happen when candidates offer policies identical to those offered
by their party’s candidates in other constituencies. As a variable, the importance of
multiple constituencies interacts with the variables of consistency of party positions
across constituencies and the degree to which constituencies differ in the location
of their median voter. If candidates of a given party are free to change their position
to make it attractive to the median voter in the constituency in which they are com-
peting (e.g., in the United States, Democrats in the South running as conservatives),
then polarization between the parties may be mitigated. A. Wuffle (personal com-
munication, 1990) calls this a “rubber band effect”—the candidates of each party,
though for the most part tethered to the national position of their party, may have
some freedom of movement, so that, within any given constituency, they would
tend to resemble one another more than they resemble some candidates of their own
party in other constituencies (see Ansolabehere et al. 2001, Grofman et al. 2000).

However, when constituencies differ in the location of their median voter, the
candidates elected from each party might have different platforms even if the
candidates nominated by each party presented nearly identical positions within
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any given constituency. Because of association with national party images, the
candidate associated with the more liberal party is likely to be advantaged in liberal
constituencies, whereas the candidate of the more conservative party is advantaged
in more conservative constituencies (Grofman et al. 2000; cf. Esaiasson 1999: Table
6.1, p. 120). Thus, ceteris paribus, in the United States, liberal constituencies are
more likely to elect Democrats and conservative constituencies are more likely to
elect Republicans. But then, as judged by its visible spokespersons, the Democratic
Party will be a party on the left and the Republican Party a party on the right,
reinforcing voter perceptions of ideological divergence and guaranteeing that the
divergence will persist (Grofman et al. 2000).

In the United States, this pattern of ideological party polarization was slow to
emerge because of the lingering complication of Civil War attitudes, which kept the
conservative South solidly supporting the Democrats despite the gradual leftward
shift of the national Democratic Party. But, once racial considerations and attitudes
about government pushed conservative southerners in the same direction—after a
Democratic president (Lyndon Johnson) successfully pressed for passage of the
Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and a Republican
president (Ronald Reagan) made the sunbelt his key to victory—we saw a sub-
stantial increase in party polarization (Grofman et al. 2001, Miller & Schofield
2003, Poole & Rosenthal 1997, Stonecash et al. 2003).

SUMMARY

In general, there are both centripetal and centrifugal forces at work in electoral com-
petition. In this essay, our focus has been on two-party competition under plurality
voting. Having identified the ancillary assumptions of the Downsian model giving
rise to two-party convergence, we have demonstrated that even limited changes
in any of these assumptions can be sufficient to make the convergence result go
away. In recognizing the complicating factors identified above, contra the classic
comic-book version of Downs (but not contra Downs himself), we would expect
that, under plurality, candidates will in general be much closer to the median voter
in their own party than to the overall median voter, but will be shifted somewhat
toward the views of potential swing voters. This is exactly what the U.S. evidence
shows (Grofman et al. 1990, Poole & Rosenthal 1984, Shapiro et al. 1990).
Attempts have been made to modify the simple Downsian model that predicts
convergence of policy positions in two-party plurality-based electoral competi-
tion to make it compatible with evidence that parties in the United States (and
elsewhere) are not Tweedledum-Tweedledee. Green & Shapiro (1994) view these
attempts as, in effect, analogous to the attempts to modify the misguided Ptolemaic
notion of a circular orbit of the planets around the Earth by piling epicycles on
epicycles so as to “prevent” the model from being rejected by the data. I disagree.
Work by scholars who have built on Downsian ideas, pursuing what I have come to
call the “neo-Downsian agenda,” allows us to build toward an institution-specific
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and voter preference-distribution—specific theory of party competition that does
have testable implications when judged in terms of comparative statics. That is,
we can identify factors that will have a predictable effect in either fostering or hin-
dering party convergence. By organizing those factors in terms of the assumptions
used to generate the basic Downsian convergence result, this essay provides a con-
venient framework to summarize and synthesize several decades of research, both
formal and empirical, on neo-Downsian spatial models of two-party competition
(see also Adams et al. 2004, Ch. 4).
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B Abstract Individual companies are neglected in American politics scholarship,
despite their empirical and normative significance. Interest group theory does not pro-
vide an adequate framework for understanding them. Neoclassical microeconomic
theory has begun to be developed for political analysis, but its assumptions restrict the
scope of its utility. Cyert & March’s (1992) “behavioral theory of the firm” provides
a more promising foundation, one that dovetails with the historical and institutional
tradition in political science. Research in this tradition has begun to analyze how the
personal preferences of senior managers, institutional structures, cultural norms, and
learning over time affect the political positions and strategies of firms.

INTRODUCTION: THE BUSINESS OF WASHINGTON

The main business of Washington, DC is business. While dramatic issues of war,
scandal, and injustice capture the headlines, the day-to-day efforts of Congres-
sional staffers, Supreme Court clerks, and executive branch bureaucrats tend to be
absorbed by mundane issues that affect cost, price, and market share. The emphasis
on business in our nation’s capital is even more pronounced outside of the halls of
government. Organized nongovernmental interests in Washington overwhelmingly
consist of firms and their agents.

If the business of Washington is business, the business of American politics
scholarship is anything but. Students of interest groups, in particular, tend to con-
centrate much more on organizations like the Christian Coalition and Common
Cause than those like General Electric and General Motors, which are not “groups”
at all. Even research on business in American politics centers on groups, especially
encompassing business organizations, rather than individual firms. Though impor-
tant, these organizations are exceptional. As Smith (2000) shows, issues that unite
the bulk of American businesses under the banners of encompassing groups “occur
only rarely.” Many issues are particular to a few firms or even a single one. Such
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issues motivate firms to represent themselves in Washington and to provide re-
sources for and exert substantial control over an array of other entities—including
trade associations, coalitions, political consultants, lawyer-lobbyists, public rela-
tions specialists, and think tanks—that operate on their behalf.

The problem is qualitative as well as quantitative. There are too few studies of
individual firms in American politics in part because the theoretical apparatus of
the interest groups field does not fit them very well. Our theories tend to generate
questions that lead us away from studying the most distinctive aspects of firms’
political attitudes and behavior. The government affairs function of a large corpo-
ration has very different incentives and decision-making processes than those that
characterize the ideal-typical voluntary association of citizens that occupies the
core of most theories of interest groups, Olson’s (1965) above all.

Two nascent threads of research aim to redress this deficiency. One approach
extends the Olsonian microeconomic tradition, treating firms as unitary rational
actors. Although I welcome further efforts in this direction, this approach has
important weaknesses and ought not to be the only one employed by political sci-
entists. A more promising but even less developed approach draws on historical
and institutional scholarship in political science and sociology. It focuses on “pro-
cesses of information and communication” (Bauer et al. 1972) both within firms
and across their boundaries.

This essay seeks to encourage scholarship on individual businesses in American
politics, particularly historical and institutional scholarship. I begin by substanti-
ating the empirical importance of the subject. I then review the mismatch between
received interest group theory and the political operations of businesses, empha-
sizing mobilization, preference formation, and strategic choice. The next section
briefly assesses microeconomic research in this area. The largest portion of the pa-
per is devoted to explicating the historical and institutional approach, highlighting
recent work that has laid a foundation for further research. I conclude by identifying
high priorities for scholars who would build on that foundation.

THERE’S NO SUCH THING AS “BUSINESS”:
THE EMPIRICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF CORPORATE
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Democratic theory provides ample justification for studying firms, but the justi-
fication developed here is simpler and grounded in raw empiricism. Individual
companies are represented in American national politics in large numbers. They
are doing something, and we ought to learn what and why. We cannot do so merely
by studying peak associations or even trade associations, much less interest groups
in general.

Interest group scholars have long concurred that “business” has an advantage
in the “pressure system.” Baumgartner & Leech’s (1998) survey of the field traces
research that supports this view back to the 1920s. Like many analysts, they
add the Washington representatives of individual companies to those of business
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associations to show that “business” comprises at least half, and probably substan-
tially more, of all interest organizations active at the national level. Baumgartner
& Leech do not note in this context that companies usually outnumber associa-
tions in the studies they discuss, even in Schlozman & Tierney’s (1986) weighted
sample of interest organizations, in which one might expect companies to be un-
derrepresented. Some studies of interest groups, including Walker’s (1991) two
major surveys, systematically exclude firms (and other institutions such as state
governments and universities) from their sampling frames.

It seems likely that the balance between firms and business associations in
the national interest organization population has changed over time. Several ac-
counts (Harris 1989, Marcus & Irion 1987, Vogel 1989) identify the 1970s as a
period of explosive growth in corporate government affairs organizations, and their
growth seems to have continued at a more modest pace at least into the 1980s.
Working in the 1940s and 1950s, Truman (1951) and Bauer et al. (1972) could
reasonably equate pressure groups with business associations, but that equation is
obsolete. Data compiled by Baumgartner & Leech (2001) from reports made in
1996 under the Lobbying Disclosure Act clinch the point. Individual firms formed
a substantial plurality of both interest organizations (41% of reports) and clients of
lobbying firms (44%) in that year, and they reported more spending on lobbying
than all other types of organizations combined (56%). It is likely that such mea-
surements underestimate the involvement of companies and other institutions in
public policy relative to other interest organizations, because companies typically
have resources outside the capital that they draw on and other organizations often
do not.

Of course, firms and associations are interconnected and may well work toward
the same ends. Several scholarly traditions, in fact, view the profusion of business
political organizations as little more than foam that obscures a sea of business
unity. Some who take this position, both Marxists and non-Marxists, focus on the
“instruments” (notably interlocking boards of directors) that allow business leaders
to align their preferences and implement joint strategies (Domhoff 1996, Mills
1956). Another strand of thought (Block 1987, Hacker & Pierson 2002, Lindblom
1977) concentrates on “structural” power, particularly the threat of capital flight,
which allows “business” to achieve its ends without having to resort to conventional
political activity.

The business unity perspective, in any variant, provides useful insights into the
broad outlines of American politics. The norms maintained by C. Wright Mills’
“power elite” probably help to keep radical proposals off the policy agenda, even
when the public mood might be receptive to them. Federal policy makers surely
do moderate their positions from time to time in order to avoid scaring investors.
However, this perspective is often exaggerated and far from exhaustive. Business
unity is more unusual than scholars in this tradition claim, and neither instrumental
nor structural power is typically wielded with the force that they assert. Although
“business” may want lower taxes, when real choices about who will pay how much
get made, the united front tends to crumble. Most of the time, there simply is no
such thing as “business” in American politics (Vogel 1987).
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The same argument applies to the literature on peak associations: It provides
at best a partial understanding of the role of businesses in American politics.
Even Smith (2000), whose recent study of the US Chamber of Commerce sets a
high standard in this area, emphasizes that businesses are more likely to exercise
power on narrow, obscure issues than the salient, conflictual issues on which he
concentrates. Polsby (1980) reaches a similar conclusion. Many issues related to
taxation, regulation, trade, and appropriations, for instance, are simply too narrow
to warrant the attention of peak associations.

Studies of other sorts of business political organizations, such as industry as-
sociations, could help to fill this gap. Such organizations often take up issues that
pit one group of businesses against another or that are raised by state or societal
actors but are significant to only a fraction of all businesses. This genre, however,
has gone out of style, with the occasional exception of studies of particular issues
or processes (e.g., Bosso 1987, Derthick & Quirk 1985) that contain chapters that
explore relevant business associations.

Hart (2003) suggests that permanent business associations can be arranged
along a continuum. At one pole are associations that are like citizen groups—
composed of many members, each contributing a small amount—and are largely
staff-driven. The other pole is characterized by associations comprising a relatively
small number of larger businesses, which use the associations to coordinate their
activities on issues of common concern and to act on their behalf. No survey
distinguishes between these types of associations. Olson (1965) claims that the
latter predominate. Leech’s 1995 sample of 221 trade associations, on the other
hand, had a mean of over 5000 members and a median of 240 (BL Leech, personal
communication).

Yet, the policy activities of associations with large numbers of members may
nonetheless be controlled by a small number of large companies. Although large
firms may gain leverage by paying a disproportionate share of association dues,
the relationship often goes well beyond mere check writing. Government affairs
executives usually view “association management” as a major responsibility and
allocate staff time to it. Firm representatives use associations as venues in which
to create, shape, implement, and—not least—block political strategies. One can-
not thoroughly understand the workings of many industry associations without
understanding how large member firms operate.

We need to study individual firms, then, to understand their impact on collective
activity. We also need to study them in order to understand how and why they pursue
what Godwin & Seldon (2002) call “private goods.” The benefits of private goods
accrue exclusively to individual firms. Godwin & Seldon provide evidence that
private goods dominate the agendas of at least some corporate Washington offices.
“Airline lobbyists,” they write, “reported spending 75-95% of their time on issues
affecting only their firm or their firm and one other.”

Godwin & Seldon focus on private goods that contribute directly to the bottom
line, such as landing rights for airlines and government contracts. Some firms look
beyond immediate material benefits and seek to establish reputations as “good
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citizens” or “serious players” that will pay off over the long term. This sort of
private good may be acquired by taking a leadership role in collective activity or
through individual company efforts. Yoffie & Bergenstein (1985), for instance,
describe how American Express “built political capital” by “developing an issue
which had broad political appeal, and fit into the agendas of key politicians,” even
though that issue was not of great significance to AmEX’s business.

As these examples (and others to be introduced below) illustrate, the set of
political science researchers studying individual firms is not empty. It is, however,
far smaller than the subject merits, as reviews of research on interest groups have
noted time and again. Reflecting on the dominance of companies in their 1996
lobbying report data set, Baumgartner & Leech (1999) write, “A complete under-
standing of the role of groups in politics must involve significant study of the role
of individual corporations.” Dahl (1959), Epstein (1980), Salisbury (1984), and
Berry (1994) reach similar conclusions.

Neither my assessment of the importance of the subject nor my observation
about the lack of attention paid to it is original, so why isn’t there more work in
this area? Possible answers include lack of interest among political scientists in the
substance of issues that concern businesses, dislike for the policy positions of busi-
nesses, and the difficulty of gathering information about businesses. All of these
barriers, however important they may be, would be diminished if political scientists
believed that such work would address important theoretical issues. Unfortunately,
interest group theory as presently constituted has little to say about companies.

BUSINESSES ARE NOT INTEREST GROUPS: THE
MISMATCH BETWEEN INTEREST GROUP THEORY
AND THE CORPORATION

The fundamental mismatch between interest group theory and the study of busi-
nesses as political actors is implicit in the term interest group. The ideal-typical
interest group is a voluntary association of citizens who seek to influence public
policy. The ideal-typical corporation is a hierarchy that seeks to maximize profits.
Investment in political capabilities is simply one among many means for doing so
and not necessarily the most important. These differences in structure and goals
between the two kinds of organizations are so fundamental that we must develop a
political theory of the firm that is distinctive from interest group theory (Salisbury
1984).

The need for such a theory is palpable in the study of mobilization, that is,
the entry of interest organizations into the political sphere. Olson focused the
attention of interest group researchers on mobilization in 1965, and much of the
field’s energy since then has been devoted to understanding how citizens surmount
barriers to collective action. Some of this work is relevant to business associations,
particularly those with large memberships. These organizations may well offer
selective incentives, for instance, to their members and to the individuals who
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represent the members in association activities. However, as King & Walker (1992)
show, these benefits are very different from those that accrue to citizens who join
interest groups (or patrons who support them).

Olson (1965) himself notes that his “byproduct” theory is of limited applica-
bility to associations with small memberships, in which strategic considerations
complicate interactions. The same is true of mobilization by companies. Olson’s
framework is most useful in explaining why small firms rarely have any political
capabilities. They usually free-ride on the efforts of other actors, just as many
citizens do. Business units within a large, diversified firm may also fall prey to the
collective action problem when the corporate government affairs function is highly
dependent on diverse units of the firm for support. In such an instance, no single
unit perceives that it would benefit enough from investing in government affairs
to do so, even though from the perspective of the firm as a whole the investment
might be worthwhile.

More typically, though, government affairs units report to corporate headquar-
ters. Headquarters’ control helps to assure that this function reflects the firm’s
general interests, rather than the parochial interests of its subsidiary units. Gov-
ernment affairs managers may even reflect the firm’s expected general interests in
the future if information from the firm’s strategic planning process is incorporated
into their work. Centralization of corporate government affairs limits coordination
problems and reduces transaction costs. Such benefits provide one major justifi-
cation for the existence of corporate hierarchy in general (Williamson 1981).

Autonomous individuals, the key units in the theories of Olson (1965), Salisbury
(1969), and others, are absent in this context. In principle, the chief executive
officer (CEO) determines when the interests of the firm warrant entry into or exit
from the political process based on information flowing up from his subordinates.
Subordinates, in turn, implement the decision. This process may be conceived of
in a variety of ways and has many pathologies, some of which are discussed below,
but it is different from the mobilization process as it is usually understood in the
interest group literature.

Hierarchy also has important implications for preference formation, such as
the establishment of issue priorities and positions. Interest group theory typically
assumes that groups reflect the values of their members. Some groups have for-
mal procedures for consulting their memberships, and most presumably keep tabs
informally. The ultimate check on any group, though, is its ability to garner re-
sources. A constant stream of communication from the leadership is required to
attract and retain members and to win lump-sum patronage. Groups often rely on
the media as well as direct communications to demonstrate that their priorities
and positions remain aligned with those of members and patrons. Media cover-
age gives these resource providers an apparently independent source of evidence
about group efficacy. If resources falter, groups may respond by changing their
preferences (Moe 1981, Coglianese 1996).

Corporate government affairs organizations do not express the values of a mem-
bership, whether conceived as the employees or the shareholders. As Salisbury
(1984) puts it, speaking of institutions more broadly, “It is not member interests as
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such that are crucial, but the judgments of organizational leaders about the needs
of the institution as a continuing organization.” Regular communication within
the hierarchy, both formal and informal, shapes these judgments and aligns the
positions and priorities of government affairs with headquarters and other units.
The corporate budget process and the hiring and firing of managers provide the
ultimate checks in this system.

Preference formation is also significantly affected by the second key charac-
teristic that distinguishes businesses from interest groups, the pursuit of profit.
Companies are more likely and more able than interest groups to drop issues and
change positions, because business conditions and strategies are more variable
than the commitments of members and patrons. For the same reasons, businesses
are more likely to compromise and demonstrate flexibility than interest groups.
In addition, businesses are likely to be interested in a broader range of policies
than most interest groups, which tend to benefit from specialization and appeal to
narrow, intense member and patron preferences.

The political strategies and tactics of companies bear more resemblance to those
of ideal-typical groups because both operate in the same external institutional en-
vironment. It seems reasonable, therefore, to lump groups and companies together
in, for instance, theories about the selection of venues for legislative lobbying or
issue framing (Baumgartner et al. 2000, Hojnacki & Kimball 1998). However,
even in this area, important differences should be noted. The most obvious are the
potential scale of corporate political resources and the potential speed with which
they can be deployed. Government affairs functions receive only a tiny fraction of
corporate revenues, but in a crisis, the hierarchy can divert funds to match virtually
any challenge.

The scope of corporate political resources is also potentially broader than that
of interest groups, and not merely because businesses have more money (although
that helps). Business assets may be used to achieve policy goals in subtler ways
than the heavy-handed capital strikes envisioned by structural power theorists.
Prices may be altered temporarily to change the perceived need for political action,
as research on the pharmaceutical industry has shown (Ellison & Wolfram 2001).
Product design may also manifest political intent, as in the case of “safer” cigarettes
(Miles 1982). Employees, suppliers, and others who are subject to the control of
the hierarchy may be instructed to act on behalf of the firm’s political objectives
(Baron 1995).

Companies are also constrained strategically in ways that interest groups are
not. Most obviously, they operate within a different legal regime, for instance, in
the areas of antitrust and campaign finance. Businesses are more likely to face
public skepticism about their legitimacy and will tend therefore to use strategies
and tactics that reduce their visibility (Hula 1999, Mitchell et al. 1997). Whereas
interest groups thrive on and may even require media coverage, businesses may
well shy from it.

These observations about political mobilization, preference formation, and
strategic and tactical choice illustrate my title’s claim that businesses are not inter-
est groups. They are a specific sort of institution (Salisbury 1984). Interest group
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theory must be qualified and amended and some aspects of it discarded if we are to
get analytic purchase on them. An alternative starting point for the study of firms
as political actors is the economic theory of the firm.

BEYOND OLSON: THE NEOCLASSICAL
MICROECONOMIC APPROACH

The firm is a peculiar entity when viewed from the microeconomic perspective.
If all the assumptions of neoclassical microeconomic theory are fully realized,
the firm need not exist at all. Individuals operating with complete information
and optimizing at the margins would contract with one another to carry out the
economic activity that is ascribed to firms. Studies of firm behavior, however, tend
to treat firms themselves as if they are rational individuals and to ignore what goes
on inside them.

The “as if” approach provides the standard assumptions for most economists
who have delved into politics and for many political scientists as well. Stigler’s
(1975) theory of regulatory capture provides a good entry point into the neoclassical
microeconomic approach to the politics of firms. Stigler assumes that businesses
invest in political capabilities in order to maximize the rents that they receive
through government policies that restrict competition. Stigler works backward
from the results of government action to derive the parameters that determine
firm behavior; “truly intended effects,” he writes, “should be deduced from actual
effects....”

This approach has been developed most fully by scholars of international trade
under the rubric of endogenous tariffs. Their idea is similar to Stigler’s: Businesses
invest in influencing trade policy in order to create barriers against foreign com-
petitors. Endogenous tariff models imply that firms make political decisions, yet
very often scholars in this literature take the industry, rather than the firm, to be
the unit of analysis. Grossman & Helpman (1994) simply state that “we do not at
this point have a theory of lobby formation.”

More recent work has attempted to fill this void. Game theoretic models have
been developed to identify the conditions under which firms will choose to cooper-
ate in seeking protection. Pecorino (2001), for instance, provides depth to Olson’s
concept of “intermediate” groups, exploring the relationship between the relative
size of dominant and challenger firms and the propensity to cooperate. When the
gap in size between these firms is relatively modest, they have difficulty maintain-
ing cooperation. Pecorino points out that his model predicts a nonlinear relation-
ship between standard measures of industrial concentration and levels of collective
action, contrary to the specifications commonly used to test Olson’s theory.

Empirical work on endogenous tariffs has lagged behind modeling. By and
large, researchers in this tradition use campaign contributions, particularly those of
political action committees (PACs), to measure the political activity of companies.
In doing so, they add to “a body of research infamous for its contradictory findings”
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(Baumgartner & Leech 1998, p. 133). PAC contributions are just one of many
tactics that firms or their representatives can employ in their attempts to exert
political influence, and they have the potentially significant disadvantage of being
highly visible (Lowery & Gray 1997). Contributions are made for a wide range
of purposes, of which influencing trade policy in conjunction with the efforts of
other firms is but one. Reliance on PAC data exemplifies the “streetlamp problem”
(Godwin & Seldon 2002, Milyo et al. 2000): looking only where the data are most
easily available. The disappointing results of these tests (Rodrik 1995) are not
surprising.

Lobbying disclosure reports, which have been filed since 1996, should improve
measurement of corporate political activity. Schuler (1999), Hansen & Mitchell
(2000), and Ansolabehere et al. (2002) use multiple indicators. Better measures
will test the neoclassical microeconomic theory of the firm more convincingly,
not only in trade policy but also in taxation (Quinn & Shapiro 1991) and other
policy areas that have not yet drawn as much attention. Such empirical work will
ultimately feed back to the model builders and advance the whole enterprise.

Some of the disappointment alluded to above, however, reflects more funda-
mental difficulties. The “as if” assumptions are simply too heroic to stand as a
complete basis for our understanding of such an important subject. The weakest
links in the chain have to do with information. In order to invest rationally in po-
litical capabilities, a firm has to “know” (at least probabilistically) what policies
will result from its investments and how those policies will affect its bottom line.
The last element in this calculus may be feasible in areas like trade and tax policy,
in which the costs and benefits of short-run outcomes are quantifiable and rela-
tively predictable. A specific percentage change in a competitor’s cost of doing
business, as in the case of a new tariff, can be estimated fairly precisely. Over
the longer term, though, such calculations become much more complex. Foreign
firms may, for instance, make new investments in the domestic market in order to
jump trade barriers, as Japanese auto manufacturers did in the United States during
the 1980s and 1990s. Other sorts of policy outcomes have even more ambiguous
effects, even in the short term. The costs of regulatory compliance or the bene-
fits of government-funded research and development, especially relative to one’s
competitors, for instance, can be hard to guess.

The challenges of estimating how policies will affect profits seem relatively
tame compared to those of estimating which policies will emerge under various
scenarios of the firm’s behavior. Politics is notoriously fickle. Momentum can shift
rapidly and unexpectedly. Elections, crises, and scandals sweep across the entire
Washington landscape like tsunamis; turnover in key governmental positions can
have comparable effects in narrower policy areas. The marginal contribution made
by an additional lobbyist or advertising campaign to a winning or losing cause is
often hotly debated, even in retrospect. There is ample room for credit claiming or
blaming.

Large firms face additional complexity in making these decisions. A large firm
typically must decide how to allocate its political resources across a wide range
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of issues, each of which poses the informational challenges noted above. It may
face tradeoffs because the same policy outcome has different effects on different
products that it makes (or on current compared to future products). It may attempt
to place a value on its political reputation, to estimate what it is worth to the brand
to become known as a good citizen.

Firms, especially large ones, have to “know” a lot, then, in order to maximize
the payoff from their investments in political capabilities. To be sure, simple rules
highlighted by the neoclassical approach can reduce the complexity of the problem.
Small firms tend to free-ride. Large firms attend to private goods more conscien-
tiously than collective goods. Yet, we observe firms to be significantly involved in
policy making in many other ways. Corporate government affairs officials often
state candidly in interviews that they are simply guessing as they go about their
work. Indeed, the degree to which their efforts should be evaluated in terms of
calculable profit and loss is sometimes a matter of intense disagreement between
the Washington office and financially minded executives at headquarters.

The existence of such conflicts points to a second major line of criticism of the
neoclassical microeconomic theory of the firm: The firm is not unitary. Even if par-
ticular people within the firm possess all the information required to make rational
decisions, such decisions are not necessarily made. Indeed, if all the employees
of the firm are acting rationally individually, it is quite possible that a decision
that is suboptimal from the organization’s perspective will be made. Government
affairs representatives might take advantage of their superior knowledge of the
political landscape to advance their personal preferences, rather than those of the
firm, for example (Dexter 1969, Kersh 2002). CEOs, similarly, may get involved
in Washington in order to indulge a taste for national politics and enhance their
celebrity. Suspicions about such behavior are common enough to have generated
such slang terms as “going native” and “Potomac fever.”

This objection might be addressed by the application of principal-agent models.
These models are regularly employed by economists who study investment and
vertical and horizontal integration. They view the firm as a “nexus of contracting
relationships” (Jensen & Meckling 1976). Contracting, within this frame of refer-
ence, is an institutional innovation that helps to solve agency problems. This ap-
proach, of course, has been imported into political science under the label “the new
economics of organization.” Corporate political behavior, sitting on the boundary
between the two disciplines, is a ripe target for it (De Figueiredo & Tiller 2001).

By maintaining the assumption of rational maximization even as it relaxes the
assumption of unitary decision making, the “nexus of contracts” theory of the firm
multiplies the informational challenges described above. These challenges are
particularly great for the firm’s senior executives, its key decision makers. These
people are likely to have little time and attention for political matters, and they may
lack critical background knowledge to understand political processes. Yet, only
these people have a grasp of the future direction of the firm, its overall strategy.
These decision makers are likely to turn to informational shortcuts and may well
be vulnerable to political pressures within the firm. Under such circumstances,
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what Cyert & March (1992) call “the inefficiencies of history” tend to cumulate,
rather than being continually squeezed out by optimizing behavior.

These criticisms provide a starting point for an alternative political theory of the
firm. I do not mean to dismiss the neoclassical and “nexus of contracts” theories
of the firm. Their advocates will certainly continue to produce results worthy of
attention. The danger is that, as Stigler put it, it becomes “essentially inconceiv-
able (but not impossible) that the theory of utility-maximizing is wrong.” In this
situation, it is possible to demonstrate the quality of one’s understanding, as Grier
et al. (1994) do, by modeling the campaign contributions of the cigarette industry
without making any reference to controversies about smoking and health.

ALTERNATIVE FOUNDATIONS: THE HISTORICAL
AND INSTITUTIONAL APPROACH

Should the neoclassical microeconomic approach attain monopoly power in this
area of research, responsibility will lie less with the exertions of its champions than
with the neglect of potential advocates of alternatives. Cyert & March’s “behavioral
theory of the firm” serves as the foundation of a rich minority tradition within
economics and management (Cyert & March 1992). The core assumptions of this
theory [and its numerous contemporary variants (Foss 1997)] diverge dramatically
from the conventional approach. They provide a compelling point of departure for
the study of firms in politics.

One assumption is that rationality is bounded. Politics is usually so complex and
uncertain that neither firms nor individuals within them are able to act as rational
maximizers. In order to make decisions about a company’s political agendas, posi-
tions, and strategies, executives rely on an array of devices to simplify calculations
and resolve uncertainties.

Another assumption is that the internal organization of the firm affects its politi-
cal attitudes and activities. March (1962) borrowed from pluralist political science
to characterize “the business firm as a political coalition.” What people in the firm
know and what they care about depend largely on their location and responsibilities
within the organization. Rufus Miles put it this way: “Where you stand depends
on where you sit.”

The final key assumption of the alternative approach is that the environment is
not so constraining that it allows firms no real choices. “Imperfect environmental
matching,” as Cyert & March (1992) refer to this assumption, means that firms
(and units and processes within them) typically survive even when they make
suboptimal choices. Two businesses may thus react to the same political stimulus
in different ways. Absent a crisis, these interpretations may be self-reinforcing;
small initial differences can thus produce large divergences over time.

The assumptions that underpin the alternative theory of the firm dovetail nicely
with those that underpin the historical and institutional approach to political sci-
ence, expressed in American politics mainly by the subfield of American political
development. Although the primary focus of this scholarly community has been the
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development of the welfare state, a number of authors have applied this approach
to businesses.

Simplifying Devices: Ideology, Instinct, and Abdication

If individuals and organizations are only boundedly rational, they must rely on
informational shortcuts to understand their environments and make decisions.
Scholars have identified at least three such simplifying devices that businesses
use in the political sphere. Ideology serves as a set of cognitive filters and pre-
dispositions that reduces the inherent uncertainty of politics. Businesses may also
simplify decision making by deferring to the views of an individual, usually at the
top of the hierarchy but sometimes at the bottom.

Vogel (1978) characterizes the attitude of American corporate executives toward
government as ‘“hostility, distrust, and not infrequently, contempt.” This ideology
of antistatism contrasts with that of executives abroad, whose close linkages with
the state give them greater confidence in its efficacy and greater acceptance of its
legitimacy. Although Vogel’s assessment of its historical sources has not held up
well (Gerring 1998, Hawley 1974), antistatism has grown significantly in strength
in managerial circles since the 1970s. Plotke (1992) identifies a “discursive project”
among conservative scholars and policy activists that enhanced the credibility and
social legitimacy of antistatism by providing a convincing interpretation of the
economic troubles of that decade.

Ideology can be a particularly powerful force in business political decision
making when the CEO has strong views and takes an interest in politics. In such
cases, the business’s positions are likely to echo his personal positions. Small
firms, family-owned firms, and firms run by their founders are most likely to fit
this model. Epstein (1969) supplies several examples, including Henry Ford and his
eponymous automobile company. Not surprisingly, the CEOs whom Epstein cites
and the businesses they ran clustered on the right side of the political spectrum,
supporting anti-Communist and conservative causes.

The importance of ideology depends on the circumstances. The stylized fact that
Americans in general are ideologically conservative but operationally liberal has its
counterpart among American business executives. General disdain for government
is frequently overridden in pursuit of specific benefits. Companies run by “corpo-
rate political entrepreneurs” anchor the pragmatic end of the spectrum. Yoffie &
Bergenstein (1985) coined this phrase to describe a CEO whose strategy depends
fundamentally on some change in policy or politics. The simplifying device in
such a setting is not ideology but instinct. The corporate political entrepreneur
establishes his firm’s positions and strategies. His hallmark is flexibility; ideology
may provide motivation and justification, but building the business is what counts.
He resembles in his objectives the rent-seeker modeled in the microeconomic ap-
proach, but he is far from being fully informed in making his decisions. Risk taking
under uncertainty is intrinsic to entrepreneurship, in politics as well as business.

Yoffie’s archetype corporate political entrepreneur is William McGowan of
MCI. MCT’s success would have been impossible without deregulation of the
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telecommunications industry, particularly the end of AT&T’s monopoly on the
provision of long-distance telephone service. The political task was daunting;
AT&T was one of the world’s largest businesses, its stock widely held by widows
and orphans, its clout legendary. McGowan, among other things, moved MCI’s
headquarters to Washington, DC, in order to move the deregulatory process along,
which it ultimately did with spectacular consequences. As Noam (2003) puts it,
McGowan and his allies “did not so much bust a trust as split a policy coalition.”

The concept of the corporate political entrepreneur has not been much developed
beyond Yoffie’s sketch. Although they are surely exceptional among their peers,
these CEOs may be particularly valuable to study because of their substantive and
symbolic impact. Henry Kaiser catalyzed changes in public policy and business
in areas as diverse as construction, defense, and health care (Adams 1997). More
recently, Kenneth Lay of Enron seems to fit the description of a corporate political
entrepreneur, using the firm’s “political muscle” to create “regulatory black holes”
(Gerth & Oppel 2001). It seems likely that the growth of the federal government
over the past century produced an increasing number of such people and businesses
atthe national level, although as the MCI and Enron examples suggest, deregulation
may provide promising entrepreneurial opportunities as well.

Many CEOs have neither strong ideological views nor strong political instincts.
Some, in fact, abdicate responsibility for the political activities of the firm alto-
gether. Such a manager may well lead a business that has no such activities at
all. However, he may also delegate political responsibility to an agent who has
sufficient autonomy that her own preferences may then be equated with those of
the business. Kersh’s (2002) direct observation of 11 business lobbyists, some of
whom are Washington representatives of companies, leads him to conclude that
this situation is not rare. “[M]ost clients know little of Washington activity and
decisions, in part because of the ambiguous and complex nature of the policy pro-
cess.” Washington representatives are therefore able to do what they please most of
the time, keeping the “big bosses” in the dark or persuading them that the lobbyists
know what’s best for the business.

Kersh’s findings challenge the conventional wisdom in the interest group lit-
erature that lobbyists are faithful agents of their employers (Heinz et al. 1993).
Whether those findings can be generalized beyond the lobbyists whom he has
followed around remains an open question. Establishing credible claims about
autonomy is complicated by the paucity of the written record and the interests of
all parties in providing accounts that conform to the expectation of faithfulness. It
seems likely, though, that abdication by the CEO is not the only prerequisite for
lobbyist autonomy; the institutional processes of the firm must also permit it.

Institutional Processes: Specialization, Compensation,
and Cultural Norms

The political agendas, positions, and strategies of large American businesses are not
usually determined exclusively by the CEO (whether ideologue or entrepreneur)
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nor by a gone-native Washington representative, but rather through a “conversa-
tion” (a word one hears frequently in discussions with practitioners) within the
firm. The shape of this conversation—the voices heard, the terms of the argument,
the way it is resolved into a decision, and so on—is determined primarily by insti-
tutional processes, that is, formal and informal patterns of interaction and behavior
that are taken for granted within the company. The larger the business, the more
diverse its products, and the more widespread its facilities, the more complex its
conversations are likely to be. In the words of one executive in a large multinational
company who had also served in senior positions in the US government, politics
at corporate headquarters was just as byzantine as that in Washington and “there’s
no Washington Post to tell you what’s going on.”

Martin (2000) reports a systematic investigation of intrafirm conversations.
One of her central findings is that firms possessing significant “corporate policy
capacity” tend to adopt positions that deviate from the dominant conservative
ideology in the realm of social policy. Corporate policy capacity arises in part as
a byproduct of day-to-day work that engages businesses with government. Many
of the human resource managers whom Martin interviewed, for instance, had
become familiar with the intricacies of health insurance regulations and job training
programs by dint of such experience. Another source of corporate policy capacity is
the government affairs function. In large government affairs organizations, “issue
managers” are responsible for monitoring specific areas of policy and advising the
hierarchy in these areas. Martin argues that coalitions of these two types of policy
experts within the firm can exert a powerful influence on a company’s conversation.

Persuasion may account for much of this influence. Experts, to state the obvious,
know things that others do not. Martin finds, for instance, that firms that employ
policy experts are able to make better estimates of the expected impact of proposed
policy changes and of the likelihood that proposals will be enacted. Experts also
derive authority and legitimacy from their standing within external professional
communities. Parson’s (2003) research on the stratospheric ozone convention, for
instance, focuses on the deliberations of intercompany groups of manufacturing
experts. These groups, Parson argues, produced substantially larger estimates of
potential reductions in the use of ozone-depleting chemicals than their employers
had expected, validating tough policy positions. Moreover, they helped their em-
ployers realize and even exceed these estimates in practice by becoming internal
champions of the new policy.

In addition to altering what is talked about, corporate policy capacity affects
who talks to whom. Formal reporting relationships are one indicator. When the
government affairs function reports directly to the CEO, for example, policy ex-
pertise is more likely to be considered in the decision-making process than when
there is no such function or when it reports through an intermediary, such as the
general counsel. A subtler form of influence may be exerted when, as is often the
case, a policy expert is assigned to manage the conversation within the firm. By
determining who gets a say and in what context, she may shape the allocation of
attention and the alliances that form around particular positions.
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The degree to which firms are willing to invest in and use policy expertise is
correlated with firm size. Corporate policy capacity is a fixed cost that does not
obviously contribute to the bottom line. Larger firms are more likely to be able to
amass the overhead to cover this cost than smaller firms. As Martin (2000) puts
it, “the story of decision-making presented here offers insights into the way size
matters” in determining preferences. It is not the absolute size of the rents that may
accrue to large firms that make their preferences different from those of smaller
firms, as the Olsonian tradition suggests, but rather variations in their institutional
processes that stem from organizational differences and functional specialization.

Hiring and compensation practices comprise another set of institutional pro-
cesses that can have significant consequences for businesses as political actors.
Firms that reward the acquisition of policy-relevant knowledge and skills and the
investment of time in political activities among nonexperts act differently from
those that do not. CEOs are sometimes hired, for instance, in part because of their
political capabilities (Holland 1994). These capabilities may well be valued for
private reasons, such as the need to manage global strategic alliances and engage
in other forms of “corporate diplomacy.” In many cases, though, public policy is
a key element in the firm’s strategic environment, and the CEO is hired with this
fact in mind. “The biggest single change in management during my career,” Pfizer
CEO Edmund T. Pratt, Jr., told Santoro (1995), “has been the increase in time that
managers spend dealing with government.”

Regardless of the reason why his skills are valued, a CEO who is good at politics
will tend to orchestrate sophisticated conversations about policy. In addition to
participating in the formulation of his firm’s political strategy, such a CEO is
likely to be a valued asset in its implementation, particularly in lobbying. The
diffusion of the “CEO club” model of business association, beginning with the
formation of the Business Roundtable in 1972 and extending to narrower groups
such as the Semiconductor Industry Association, illustrates the increasing use of
CEOs as political spokesmen.

A less prominent but potentially more important facet of hiring and compen-
sation pertains to lower-level managers. If these employees share the political
interests of the firm and are willing to act on them, they may be deployed in
“grassroots” campaigns. Such campaigns are not new, but they are “being used
in different, more sophisticated, and potentially more powerful ways” (Goldstein
1999, p. 23). Businesses, especially those with widely dispersed workforces, have
made greater use of grassroots mobilization techniques in recent years. They gain
access and credibility when they are able to deliver a common message through
different voices in different jurisdictions or legislative districts. Goldstein (1999)
notes that some businesses now include participation in government affairs activ-
ities in their evaluation of key employees, such as plant managers. These local
elites or “grass-tops” are the linchpins of lobbying strategies that may also extend
to the rank-and-file workforce. When employees are unavailable or unsupportive,
suppliers or customers may serve just as well. Baron (1995) advises managers to
consider their entire “rent chain” as a potential source of political advantage.
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As Goldstein describes, new technologies have made it easier to identify and
mobilize the grass-tops and grassroots. However, he does not fully explore the
differences between businesses and other interest organizations that use these
tactics. Control over the paycheck (or accounts payable) is the biggest of these
differences. Businesses also have the advantage of having dedicated electronic
communication infrastructures in place, which are regularly in use for nonpolitical
purposes. The employee who logs onto the company intranet is likely to be a more
reliable messenger than the citizen who gets an email at home from a group to
which he belongs. The employee may also be more motivated, particularly if the
issue under consideration poses a threat to her livelihood.

Of course, employees and their employers do not necessarily see eye to eye
on political matters. Practices that are perceived to provide policy-relevant infor-
mation and incentives to take action on issues in one organizational context may
be seen as high-handed intimidation in another. Such differing perceptions reflect
differing cultural norms that prevail within firms. Fones-Wolf (1994) chronicles
employer efforts to shape such norms during the 1940s and 1950s. Quaker Oats’
IGHAT (“I'm Gonna Holler About Taxes”) postcard and petition drive among
its employees is a vivid illustration. In that period, unions aggressively sought to
establish counter-norms and to mobilize employees for their own political pur-
poses. With the decline in union density over the past half century, this important
influence on corporate political culture has diminished substantially.

On the other hand, the workforce is more educated than it used to be, and
“knowledge workers” may be more likely to question the company line than their
parents or grandparents would have been in the absence of independent unions.
In the high-technology industry, for instance, many in the rank and file hold liber-
tarian and antiauthoritarian views. Efforts to mobilize them for relatively narrow
corporate purposes may lower morale or even provoke a backlash. At least one
high-technology business that I have studied refrains from conducting grassroots
campaigns for these reasons.

The institutions of the firm affect the availability of policy-relevant information,
the attention paid to it, and the ways it is interpreted. Those that I have discussed—
specialized functions, compensation practices, and cultural norms—by no means
exhaust the set of institutions that may be relevant to corporate political attitudes
and behavior. Of course, institutional analysis inevitably leads to inquiry into the
origins and malleability of institutions. If particular environmental conditions al-
ways produce similar institutional responses, the latter become little more than
transmission belts for more fundamental causes. If, on the other hand, the as-
sumption of imperfect environmental matching holds, researchers are impelled to
complement institutional analysis with historical analysis.

Imperfect Environmental Matching: Learning, Path
Dependence, and Crisis

Cyert & March’s (1992) claim that the environment in which firms operate typically
falls far short of constraining their choices is perhaps the most controversial aspect
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of their critique of the neoclassical microeconomic theory of the firm. If (as the
latter theory holds) similarly positioned firms imperil their survival by failing to
follow similar courses of action in response to similar environmental conditions,
institutional and other differences between them become irrelevant. Either these
differences are eliminated by choice or by bankruptcy, or they become equally
good and equally unimportant means to the same end. Either way, it is as if they
were fully informed, unitary, rational decision makers. If, on the other hand, the
environment permits such firms to vary, then one must open the organizational
“black box” to understand why.

The economic environment is sometimes harsh and unforgiving. Small stum-
bles may be magnified by the reactions of investors, customers, suppliers, and em-
ployees. The political environment is less often so. Failure to attain an electoral,
legislative, or regulatory objective only rarely jeopardizes a company’s existence
or even makes an obvious dent in the bottom line. Moreover, as I argued above,
the complexity and opacity of the policy process make credit and blame diffi-
cult to assign. When virtually every outcome is subject to interpretation, similarly
positioned firms can easily reach different conclusions about what to do next.

One might characterize this process as learning. Suarez (2000), for example,
studied how large pharmaceutical firms responded to success and failure in secur-
ing tax breaks for facilities located in Puerto Rico over multiple legislative episodes
across a couple of decades. In some episodes, these firms worked together as polit-
ical allies; in others, they did not. Suarez argues that a poor policy outcome in one
episode prompted a change in strategy during the next one and that a good outcome
led to maintenance of the same strategy. Learning in this account is little more than
“an automatic response guided by prior experiences” (p. 109). Suarez finds that
firms do not consider whether something other than their strategies led to these
outcomes nor whether the political environment changed significantly between
episodes. Nor are lessons derived that span issues or transcend firm boundaries.

Martin (2000) advances a more nuanced vision of corporate political develop-
ment. She identifies a range of “policy legacies” that systematically shape per-
ceptions and actions over time. The most interesting form of policy legacy is
institutional change within the firm. Employer-provided health insurance consti-
tutes such a legacy, according to Martin. The repeated failure of reformers to
establish national health insurance induced employers (often under union pres-
sure) to offer health insurance as a fringe benefit. The corporate human resources
bureaucracies that arose to administer these benefits became, as we have seen, a
major element of corporate policy capacity. More important, the pattern of costs
imposed by the private provision of benefits and the associated pattern of behav-
ior powerfully influenced the preferences of firms, so much so that these patterns
ultimately hardened into norms (Hacker 1998).

Imperfect environmental matching may allow not only for durable variation in
firm responses to external stimuli, but also for the endurance of internal idiosyncra-
cies. The quirks of company founders, for instance, are often perpetuated by their
successors and may have important political consequences. IBM CEO Thomas
Watson, Jr. adopted a code of conduct banning corporate political contributions
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in the 1970s; in 2000, IBM was one of only nine firms in the Fortune 100 that
had neither formed a PAC nor contributed soft money. Watson’s early successors
maintained his policy because they shared his beliefs and were loyal to him. His
later successors were constrained by both internal and external perceptions that
IBM’s political style precluded such giving; being such a large and long-standing
noncontributor gave the firm a certain cachet that counterbalanced the costs of
opting out of the money game (Hart 2001).

“Path-dependent institutional development” is a broader, more neutral, and
more accurate description of these kinds of historical processes than “learning.”
Once networks, organizational structures, and norms are set in place—whether
as a result of careful, conscious reflection or by automatic reflex—they may well
become self-reinforcing. In a relatively peripheral function of the firm, in the
confusing domain of politics and policy, “timing and sequence” (Pierson 2000)
matter even more than they do in the economic sphere. This vision of firms having
distinctive political competencies derived from historical choices and accidents
accords nicely with the emerging “resource-based” theory of the firm, which posits
an analogous process in the development and execution of corporate strategies
(Foss 1997, Miles 1982).

However, the “inefficiencies of history,” to invoke Cyert & March’s phrase
again, may not cumulate forever. Moments of crisis tend to shake things up. Mi-
crosoft, for instance, quite deliberately eschewed significant investments in its
political capabilities during the 1990s, even as it grew to be the most powerful
company in one of the United States’ most important industries. The Department
of Justice’s 1998 lawsuit, which threatened to break the firm up, finally prompted
Microsoft to engage intensively with Washington and to become more like its
brethren in the Fortune 500 in this regard (Hart 2002).

The Microsoft case illustrates a possible difference between path dependence
in political institutions, as advanced by Pierson, and corporate political capabil-
ities. Pierson (2000) portrays crises as momentary “critical junctures” in which
seemingly small events place institutions on paths that get “locked in” during en-
suing longer periods of normality. The institutional theory of the firm reverses
this sequence. Environmental slack during long periods of normality allows path-
dependent divergences to appear; crises, like Microsoft’s, produce conformity,
because the external constraints on firms are much tighter.

This hypothesis suggests that the predictions of the neoclassical and institutional
theories of the firm may converge during crises, whereas Pierson’s argument sug-
gests that the rational choice and path dependence theories of politics diverge in
these periods. When firms are competing with one another (as Microsoft and its
adversaries are), convergence makes sense. The competitors must quickly deter-
mine what works or go under. After the crisis passes, they can drift onto distinctive
paths. When a group of firms faces a crisis together, on the other hand, collective,
monopolistic institutions like those that Pierson has in mind may well emerge. A
self-regulatory code, for instance, may bind these firms to particular strategies and
practices that long outlive the crisis that precipitated the code’s imposition.
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One way to interpret this sort of convergence is to view the neoclassical theory
of the firm as a special case of the institutional theory that is useful when particular
conditions obtain, including a fierce selection environment and intense attention to
the political domain. Another interpretation holds that, even if the predictions of the
theories converge, their underlying mechanisms remain distinct. If one conceives
of crises as characterized by even more uncertainty than routine politics, the as-
sumptions of the neoclassical theory are even less likely to be realized under these
conditions. The Microsoft case fits the first interpretation better, since antitrust is
a relatively routinized policy process; the recent “corporate responsibility” crisis
precipitated by Enron illustrates the second interpretation.

CONCLUSION: LOOKING FORWARD

These ruminations reinforce the main point of this paper: We need to do more
work, both theoretical and empirical, on businesses as actors in American politics.
They are present in large numbers in Washington, but we have only a vague idea of
what they are doing and why. To be sure, they are participating in and “managing”
associations, but that is far from all. If scholars of American politics believe that
they understand “business” because they understand associations, they are sorely
mistaken. That conclusion, unfortunately, is what received interest group theory
leads us to believe. Businesses are conceived to be much like individual citizens
and our attention is focused on when and how they overcome the collective action
dilemma. The weaknesses of the analogy are obvious but usually ignored.

If we begin with the theory of the firm, rather than interest group theory, we gain
more leverage on the political attitudes and behavior of firms. The neoclassical
theory of the firm, which portrays it as a unitary, profit-maximizing actor, has been
begun to be developed in this regard. The insights from this approach are likely
to be valid when the calculations that it assumes can be made relatively easily or
when the environment weeds out those who do not act as if they have made such
calculations. But these conditions are not realized much of the time.

An alternative theory of the firm exists, and it meshes well with the historical
and institutional tradition in political science. Early efforts have unearthed valuable
findings and point toward new territory that warrants exploration. One important
set of questions revolves around CEOs (and other senior executives), who are
presumed to be the ultimate decision makers within firms. Although we know
precious little about their political activities or even the amount of time they devote
to them, CEOs loom large from a theoretical perspective. Another high priority
for research is organizational structure and its intersection with corporate culture.
Corporate government affairs executives assert that “the boxes on the org chart”
mean little and that informal relationships (or, as one put it to me, “senior executive
buy-in”) are the key to understanding why they do what they do. Martin’s work
suggests otherwise; the factional cleavages that define “the firm as a political
coalition” are rooted in organizational structure. A third promising area for future
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work is hiring, evaluation, and compensation. The way a firm assesses and rewards
its employees shapes its “‘conversations’ about policy issues as well as its capacities
for taking action. In each of these areas, historical analysis is likely to be essential
for understanding cross-sectional variation.

For the sake of expedience, I have justified the need for more political sci-
ence research on individual companies on crass, empirical grounds. There is a
gaping hole in what we know about Washington. That hole, though, has a norma-
tive significance that is worth emphasizing in conclusion. The Internet revolution
notwithstanding, large companies remain, as Drucker (1964) observed, the leading
institutions in American society. They exercise substantial power over people as
workers and consumers. As citizens, however, the people are meant to have a check
on this power. We need not presume that companies act malevolently when they
take part in politics, nor even that their pursuit of their interests will necessarily
redound to the detriment of the general interest. But we ought to find out what it
is that they are doing, so that we can make informed judgments about them and,

perhaps, reform the political system in response.

The Annual Review of Political Science is online at
http://polisci.annualreviews.org
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B Abstract This paper surveys three sources of conflict about citizenship and edu-
cation in contemporary normative political theory: the extent to which rival conceptions
of citizenship differ in the ends they prescribe for civic education; disagreement about
the educational processes needed to yield accepted civic educational ends and how
some of those processes might best be institutionalized via schooling; and disagree-
ment about how liberal legitimacy constrains state action undertaken for the sake of
democratic education.

INTRODUCTION

The nature of citizenship and the education suited to its realization have tradition-
ally figured among the basic questions of normative political theory. Their neglect
during the middle decades of the twentieth century was merely a consequence
of the marginalization of ethics and political philosophy in general throughout
the English-speaking academic world. Yet the revival of normative theory spurred
by the publication of Rawls’s A Theory of Justice did not immediately restore
questions about civic identity and its cultural formation to their customary place
near the core of the subject (Rawls 1971). To be sure, Part III of Rawls’s treatise
sketched an argument that the cultivation of a sense of justice in both the family
and the wider associational life of a well-ordered society might anchor the stabil-
ity of that society over time. But in the decade after its publication, that particular
argument was largely overlooked in the voluminous literature that A Theory of
Justice spawned. The derivation of Rawls’s conception of justice as fairness was
the focus of academic attention, along with the development of rival, mainly liberal
interpretations of distributive justice and the comparison of these with Rawls’s.
Whatever else it achieved, the re-emergence of communitarianism in the 1980s
helped to expose the limitations of the fixation on principles of distributive jus-
tice that then beset liberal theory. MacIntyre (1981) assailed the liberal tradition
for discounting the substantive social ties on which a coherent moral life partly
depended; Sandel (1982) claimed that justice as fairness presupposed a socially
deracinated conception of the self—the so-called “unencumbered self”—and was
representative of liberalism as a whole in this regard; and Walzer (1983) defended
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a style of thinking about justice that forfeited the heady abstractions of Rawls for
a particularized interest in people’s shared understandings of goods proper to dif-
ferent social spheres and the shifting contingencies of their memberships in such
spheres. At the same time, some feminist scholarship questioned the primacy of
justice in liberal theory by posing an alternative “ethic of care” as the basis for a
common morality (Gilligan 1982, 1987). The currency of these communitarian and
feminist arguments in the 1980s revealed the need to think about the character and
capabilities of citizens in a free society, how that character and those capabilities
might be learned and taught inside and outside civic roles, and how institutions
might be designed to protect them against erosion. Liberals were prompt to re-
spond to that challenge, and questions about citizenship, civil society, the family,
and education were once again brought to the foreground of normative debate (e.g.,
Galston 1991, Macedo 1990, Okin 1989).

Developments in democratic theory around the same time also conspired to
give a new salience to citizenship and its educational preconditions. The “deliber-
ative turn” in democratic theory that began to gather momentum in the late 1980s
entailed a view of citizen participation as a distinctive moral engagement directed
toward the common good (Bessette 1994, Cohen 1989, Gutmann 1993, Manin
1987). Regardless of where different theorists located the optimal balance be-
tween representative and direct participatory institutions, that view required fresh
thought about the educational processes that would equip citizens to manage the
responsibilities of deliberative citizenship. Perhaps not surprisingly, the most im-
portant book on education in democratic theory in the past two decades was written
by one of the most influential deliberative theorists (Gutmann 1987).

In the decade that followed, three important intellectual sources enriched and
complicated the discourse on citizenship and education. First, Putnam’s hugely in-
fluential research on the relationship between “social capital” and the effectiveness
of democratic institutions revived interest in the empirical study of citizen identity
and its sustaining sources in the cultural infrastructure of democracies (Putnam
1995, 2000). Second, normative theory at last fully registered the significance of
the identity politics that had altered the political landscape in many societies since
the 1960s (Kymlicka 1995, Parekh 2000, Young 1990). If citizenship had to be
construed in many instances as “multicultural” or as adapted to what Rawls called
the “permanent fact of pluralism,” then our understanding of citizenship and the
educational practices that supported it had to be revised accordingly. Civic ed-
ucation could no longer be understood as wedded to the ideal of the culturally
homogeneous nation-state (Reich 2002). Third, the quickening pace of cultural
and economic globalization was taken by many to signal the necessity for new
civic ideals, international in reach, that would be better adapted to the realities
of politics in an increasingly interdependent world. Such ideals would serve as a
bulwark against the hatred and violence that ethnic and religious nationalism had
triggered in some of the most terrible events of the late twentieth century.

In this essay, I survey three durable sources of conflict about citizenship
and education in contemporary theory: the extent to which rival conceptions of
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citizenship differ in the ends they prescribe for civic education; disagreement about
the educational processes needed to yield accepted civic educational ends and how
some of those processes might best be institutionalized via schooling; and disagree-
ment about how liberal legitimacy constrains state action undertaken for the sake
of democratic education. My focus throughout is on normative theory. I largely
ignore empirical investigation of the relationship between civic information, civic
instruction in schools, and civic participation. This has been very recently and ably
surveyed in this journal (Galston 2001).

THE ENDS OF CIVIC EDUCATION

Self-Interest and Citizenship

A normative conception of citizenship fulfills two complementary tasks. First, it
specifies the rights that properly belong to citizens and the conditions under which
those rights are permissibly bestowed or denied (Marshall 1964). The rights of
citizenship must include some level of guaranteed educational provision. This
is one of the few points of consensus in contemporary discourse on distributive
justice; all but the most outré libertarians endorse it, despite much disagreement
about whether strictly equal educational opportunity is required, and if so, how
the requirement should be interpreted (Brighouse 2000, Roemer 1998). I return
briefly to the issue of education as a social right in the penultimate section. But
my main interest here is in the second task of citizenship theory.

The second task is to prescribe the ideals and virtues that citizens should develop
and the duties they must discharge in order to secure the justice and stability of
the polity to which they belong. These ideals, virtues, and duties encompass the
proper ends of civic education, and therefore, different conceptions of citizenship
entail different prescriptions regarding those ends.

On this account, the role of citizen is assumed to be instrumental to the stability
and justice of the society. Disagreement about the criteria for a stably just regime
commonly yields disagreement about the substantive responsibilities or virtues of
citizens. But agreement about the former is certainly no guarantee of consensus on
the latter. Justice and stability in this context are properties of institutions, whereas
citizen duties and virtues are the business of individual political agents. What
specific set of duties or family of virtues will best promote the political institutions
we should want in particular historical circumstances is by no means clear.

One intuitive possibility is to imagine a correspondence between the valued
properties of political institutions and the valued traits of citizens—for example,
in Rawls’s well-ordered society, as in Plato’s republic, the stably just character
of institutions is mirrored in the reliably just character of the citizenry. Another
is to imagine political institutions that operate as an invisible hand, producing
valued collective outcomes by exploiting individual traits that entail no intention
to contribute to such outcomes. In this vein, one still lively tradition in democratic
theory argues that citizens will act politically—if they act politically at all—on the
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basis of narrow self-interest, and the genius of democratic institutional design is
to channel self-interest in ways that predictably contribute to regime stability. The
theory is often couched as if it had no normative ambitions, though these creep in
when the merits of its tough-minded common sense are touted as an alternative
to the effete idealism of morally ambitious democratic philosophy (e.g., Posner
2003, Schumpeter 1967).

There are some necessary half-truths in the ideal—or perhaps we should call
it an “anti-ideal”—of self-interested citizenship. Marshalling many different mo-
tives, including self-interest, to support the norms of liberal democracy is prudent
statecraft. Racial discrimination in the workplace, say, is easier to combat when
it is seen as bad for business and not merely an affront to human dignity. Con-
versely, compliance with liberal democratic norms is inevitably at risk if it is seen
as requiring relentless and costly self-sacrifice. Learning to think of the society in
which liberal democratic norms prevail as hospitable to the pursuit of one’s own
good is an important facilitating condition of their internalization. Furthermore,
the familiar postulate of universal self-interest, and its attendant skepticism about
the self-proclaimed virtue of elites, have often served important ends by alerting
the politically preyed-upon to the true intentions of their predators (Holmes 1995,
p- 65). Something at least akin to that postulate and its skepticism is surely nec-
essary to any education that does not leave future citizens acutely vulnerable to
oppression. Most important of all, appreciating the dignity each of us must claim
as a free and equal citizen with others involves an affirmation of legitimate self-
interest, and therefore, that affirmation is integral to the sense of entitlement that
just societies will promote among their citizens (Hampton 1997).

But none of this implies that moral sources of citizenship are unnecessary.
Secure, free institutions depend on citizens’ willingness to accommodate oth-
ers’ interests. Such accommodation would be severely compromised by selective
compliance and free-riding if the institutions were widely valued only as means
of advancing private ends. The history of self-styled liberal democracies includes
many examples of groups excluded from the benefits of equal citizenship, and the
persistence of exclusion is typically explained, in part at least, by the advantages
exclusion creates for privileged groups (Smith 1997). To suggest that the enlight-
ened self-interest of the privileged could always be invoked to motivate them to
give up their unjust advantages is simply preposterous. Of course, that point can-
not carry weight against proponents of self-interested citizenship for whom talk
of justice is deemed to be largely bereft of cognitive content, a form of rhetoric in
which individual preference (i.e., self-interest) typically disguises itself as some-
thing more high-minded. But even if we settled for the ideal of a merely stable
rather than a stably just democracy, the proposal that self-interest could gener-
ate the necessary regime support, as Christiano (1995, pp. 131-59) has shown, is
probably incoherent.

Agreeing that citizenship cannot be adequate when it is animated solely by
self-interest obviously does little by itself to bring us to consensus on the ends of
civic education. For one thing, disagreement about the distributive (and retributive)
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principles that distinguish a just society will produce some differences in what we
count as developing justice as a personal virtue, given that the personal virtue is
instrumentally related to the realization of a just society. Nevertheless, conflict
about principles of justice in the real world of any culturally entrenched liberal
democracy occurs against a background of shared public morality, which cannot
be repudiated without perpetrating the civic analogue to religious heresy. Lib-
ertarians and democratic socialists may belong within the sphere of respectable
contention but theocrats or devotees of discrimination against particular classes of
citizens do not. (Who counts as theocratic or discriminatory is of course a matter
of respectable contention. False charges of heresy are always a grave evil in the
eyes of the seriously devout.) Therefore, a civic education worth its name will steel
the spirit against the pull of liberal democratic heresy—it will be antiracist and
antidiscriminatory, among other things. What it does beyond that consensual core
is fraught with controversy. Two questions that loom especially large in recent
literature are the role of autonomy in civic virtue and the comparative merits of a
patriotic as opposed to a cosmopolitan sensibility.

Autonomy and Civic Virtue

By personal autonomy I mean the skills and inclination to choose on the basis of
critical thought about the right and the good. The ideal of personal autonomy has
been integral to the liberal tradition since the Enlightenment. The communitarian
critique of the “unencumbered self” that Sandel (1982) made famous in Liberalism
and the Limits of Justice was in part an indictment of personal autonomy, and the
exaltation of diversity in the identity politics and multiculturalism of the following
decade challenged the universality of autonomy from a different angle. So why
believe that autonomy is necessary to citizenship?

A representative example of the way in which autonomy is connected with the
educational agenda of citizenship is Gutmann & Thompson’s (1996) argument.
“In its civic education deliberative democracy goes further than most other forms
of democracy. It would teach children not only to respect human dignity but to ap-
preciate its role in sustaining political cooperation on terms acceptable to morally
motivated citizens.” That appreciation in turn requires them to “understand the
diverse ways of life of their fellow citizens” (Gutmann & Thompson 1996, p.
66). Because I must seek to cooperate with others politically on terms that make
sense from their moral perspective as well as my own, I must be ready to enter
that perspective imaginatively so as to grasp its distinctive content. Many such
perspectives prosper in liberal democracies, and so the task of reciprocal under-
standing is necessarily onerous. Still, our actions as deliberative citizens must be
grounded in such reciprocity if political cooperation on terms acceptable to us as
(diversely) morally motivated citizens is to be possible at all. This is tantamount
to an imperative to think autonomously inside the role of citizen because I cannot
refuse to consider moral views alien to my own without flouting my responsibili-
ties as a deliberative citizen. Of course, the practice of autonomy inside civic roles
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might coincide with its repudiation elsewhere in our lives, but it is far from obvious
that autonomy is easily confined to the civic sphere once it has securely taken root
there.

Gutmann & Thompson’s (1996) argument is representative in the way it con-
nects moral pluralism as a permanent fact of life in free societies with the need
for a widely diffused personal autonomy that enables an appreciative embrace of
pluralism. But not all normative theorists who have tried to forge conceptions of
citizenship that accommodate pluralism have taken this tack. Galston (1995) has
deprecated the “valorization of choice” in autonomy-centered ideals of the liberal
state; the protection of deep diversity is the fulcrum of a free society, according
to Galston, and that requires a respect for the educational choices of parents who
would reject an education for their children that instills autonomy. In a similar
vein, Rawls’s move from a comprehensive to a political liberalism requires him
to reject the idea that any doctrine of personal autonomy is integral to liberal
citizenship:

The liberalisms of Kant and Mill may lead to requirements designed to foster
the values of autonomy and individuality as ideals that govern much if not all
of life. But political liberalism has a different source and requires far less. It
will ask that children’s education include such things as knowledge of their
constitutional and civic rights so that, for example, they know that apostasy
is not a legal crime, all this to ensure that their continued membership when
they come of age is not based simply on ignorance of their basic rights or fear
of punishment for offenses that do not exist. Moreover, their education should
also prepare them to be fully cooperating members of society and enable them
to be self-supporting; it should also encourage the political virtues so that they
want to honor the fair terms of social cooperation in their relations with the
rest of society. (Rawls 1993, p. 199)

The evident purpose of this passage is to stress how little civic education demands
once it is understood according to Rawls’s political liberalism. The example of
the child who might grow up thinking that apostasy is illegal underscores that
purpose. (Imagine how impoverished and insular a child’s upbringing would have
to be for that thought to take root and endure.) Yet, on closer inspection, Rawls’s
apparent endorsement of an austere civic minimalism makes no sense, given the
logic of his own case for political liberalism. His offhand allusion to virtues that
support “the fair terms of social cooperation” has to be understood in the light
of his interpretation of how such terms must be discursively constructed, and
that interpretation pulls him toward much the same conception of civic education
that Gutmann & Thompson (1996) advocate. For Rawls, the idea of fair terms of
social cooperation is tied to his political conception of the person. That conception
imposes requirements of mutual understanding on a diverse citizenry, requirements
that bring autonomy in through the back door of political liberalism (Callan 1997,
pp. 39-42). Other liberal theorists who have addressed the issue of education and
pluralism have been less diffident than Rawls in accepting the pressure toward
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personal autonomy that a liberal civic education will inevitably exert (Levinson
1999, Macedo 2000, Reich 2002, Shapiro & Arneson 1996).

The convergence of political liberalism and deliberative democracy on this point
yields a paradoxical conclusion. An education intended to promote robust mutual
respect in conditions of deep diversity must substantially limit that diversity by
militating against ways of life (including otherwise laudable ways of life) that are
repugnant to personal autonomy. That conclusion is apt to be unwelcome to many
friends of diversity, who will seek a less homogenizing ideal of social cooperation
with concomitantly more inclusive conceptions of citizenship and civic education.
Multiculturalists such as Parekh (2000) regard liberal partiality to autonomy as but
another example of western ethnocentrism (pp. 109-11).

Morally ambitious ideals of civic concord unite the projects of deliberative
democracy and Rawlsian political liberalism, and those ideals generate taxing de-
mands on citizens for mutual understanding and autonomy. To escape the demands,
we might forgo the ambitions that generate them. Suppose we retreat to a less ex-
acting citizenship that settles for mutual forbearance rather than mutual respect.
After all, I can tolerate others without understanding their moral perspective or
thinking for myself. But personal autonomy still has a civic value that derives not
from ambitious ideals of civic concord but from prudent fears about the vulnera-
bility to abuse that unequal power always creates for those with the lesser power.
Those fears are no less reasonable in the political context of mutual forbearance
than under a regime of mutual respect. A widely diffused personal autonomy is
a social corrective, perhaps even a necessary corrective to the susceptibility to
demagoguery and self-destructive tribalism that afflict mass politics.

Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism

Since the inception of the nation-state, political education has been bound up with
the project of nation-building, and the inculcation of patriotism has been widely
regarded as a primary purpose of mass schooling. But the civic value of patriotism
is vulnerable to objections from multiculturalists, who reject it as an instrument
of assimilationism, and from cosmopolitans, who see it as a species of arbitrary
moral tribalism. The cosmopolitan critique has been most famously developed by
Nussbaum (1996), in whose work it derives from the moral premises of Stoicism.
But the critique need not depend on premises as controversial as those.

The boundaries between nation-states never have corresponded to the distinc-
tions of mutual interdependence that are widely thought to be the proper basis for
ties of mutual civic obligation. Political boundaries have always had far more to do
with brute facts about military conquest and defeat than with anything else. Yet the
accelerating integration of the global economy and the (somewhat slower) growth
of transnational political and legal institutions make the illusion that nationality
has some deep moral import seem ever more preposterous, at least according to
some theorists. If nation-states constitute nothing of deep moral consequence, then
neither would the patriotic ties they have traditionally cultivated in their efforts to
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forge a cohesive national identity. Williams (2003) claims that the interpersonal
dependencies that give rise to civic obligation do so by creating “‘communities of
shared fate.” Membership is determined there not by national identity but by facts
about mutual need and vulnerability that hold regardless of our affinities and an-
tipathies: “Here the idea is not that membership entails a shared identity with any
particular content, but comes by virtue of being entangled with others in such a way
that one’s future is tied to theirs.” According to Williams, globalization has trig-
gered the proliferation of connections of shared fate that cut across the boundaries
between national communities, creating new sites for civic engagement that will
loom increasingly large in our children’s lives. In a word, the model of citizenship
as shared national identity has become “obsolescent” (Williams 2003).

Patriotism can take a great variety of forms and serve many contradictory ends.
It could inspire many who fought in the Vietnam War; it could also motivate those
who struggled to bring it to an end. It gave emotional fuel to the growth of fascism;
it fortified many who gave their lives in the defeat of fascism. And so on. So if a
general indictment of patriotism were warranted, it could not merely generalize
from the indecent cases. Nevertheless, the bare possibility of an honorable pa-
triotism does not redeem its status as a virtue. Patriotism seems insufficient for
civically praiseworthy conduct, even in circumstances when the merely patriotic
action is overtly the same as the just and patriotic or compassionate and patriotic
action. If some French citizens fought the Nazis because they “loved France” but
had no concern whatsoever for the well-being or dignity of the Nazis’ victims, then
their behavior was outwardly consistent with political virtue but not indicative of
such virtue. Furthermore, if patriotism is not sufficient for political virtue, neither
is it necessary. People who resist tyranny out of a sense of justice that is entirely
indifferent to where it occurs need not develop a special love of their own country
before their resistance to domestic tyranny counts as admirable.

One source of confusion in all this is the fact that we have more than one
concept of patriotism. Loyalty to and identification with the nation is not the same
as loyalty to and identification with the corresponding state, assuming that the
nation in question has its own state. I exhibit my loyalty to the state by obeying
its laws and upholding its authority. But loyalty to the nation may inspire me
to criticize or to disobey the state. Of course, the two concepts are connected.
To identify with the nation as the patriot does is to cherish one’s membership
in a trans-generational political community, and for more than two centuries the
aspiration to collective self-rule that gives the community its political character
has typically been realized through the creation of sovereign states.

A revealing contrast between the two concepts is that the conduct required by
nation-centered patriotism is often contestable to a degree that its state-centered
counterpart is not. The question of whether my actions are loyal or disloyal to the
state usually admits a pretty clear answer. Yet, when one asks how to act appro-
priately out of loyalty to or love for the nation, the answer is more often elusive
and controversial. The question of how one should love an object of love is of
prime importance in human life, not least because we typically enjoy rather more
discretion in answering that question than in determining the prior matter of
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whether we should love in the first place. Nation-centered patriotism is a nor-
matively important concept precisely because it can be exercised in either morally
laudable or contemptible ways.

The association of patriotic sentiment with the idea of a just democratic com-
munity is a pivotal idea in Part III of Rawls’s A Theory of Justice, even though the
word patriotism is not to be found in the text. Rawls envisages a process in which
the sense of justice arises in children’s lives through ties of affection and loyalty
that link the individual to the cross-generational political community that sustains
a just regime over time. But Rawls cannot parry the objections of the cosmopolitan
antipatriot, for one of the simplifying assumptions of Rawlsian “ideal theory” is
that the society envisaged by the theorist is a closed cooperative scheme that people
enter only at birth and leave only at death. Whatever associational ties bind them
to that scheme can raise no problems about unprincipled partiality toward insid-
ers, nor scruples about the abuse or exploitation of outsiders. Things are plainly
different in the real world, where the history of nations is replete with arbitrary
exclusions and the most terrible violence is visited upon outsiders in the name of
national preservation or glory. So if the idea of a closed cooperative scheme is to
mark the range of our civic obligations, then, in a world where our mutual depen-
dencies are increasingly dense and elaborate, the entire world is quite properly the
arena for our civic virtue.

But the truth about the global reach of the obligations that the best political
morality would acknowledge does not tell us much about the appropriate shape
of the communities and institutions in which that morality should be enacted
and the criteria of membership that govern who belongs in them. Suppose we
say that mutual dependency should be the marker of democratic community if
it is the fundamental marker of civic obligation. Young (1990) adopts something
very close to that view when she endorses the following, superficially appealing
criterion of democratic inclusion: “wherever actions affect a plurality of agents. . .
all those agents should participate in deciding the actions and their conditions” (p.
251). Unfortunately, in the increasingly interdependent world that globalization
is creating, “the plurality of agents” affected by our actions includes just about
everyone. Kukathas’s response to Young’s proposal is on target:

Yet given the state of our interdependence, this would give most of us a right
to a say in the affairs of innumerable public and private organizations. Aus-
tralian farmers would have to have a say in the formulation of US agricultural
policy, since the American Export Enhancement Program affects them more
directly (and severely) than it does most citizens in the United States. But
even within the US it would mean giving business the right to participate in
union meetings.. .. In Australia, it would give miners the right to take part
in the decision-making processes of the various Aboriginal Land Councils.
(Kukathas 1997, pp. 14647)

This is not to suggest that the makers of US agricultural policy owe nothing to the
citizens of other countries or that Aboriginal Land Councils should heed only the
interests of their members. That is plainly false precisely because interdependence
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creates vulnerabilities and responsibilities that we cannot justly ignore. The point is
rather that functioning political associations in which we seek justice for outsiders
and insiders alike require other ways of marking boundaries than the promiscuously
inclusive idea of interdependence can by itself provide.

Whatever these other ways of marking boundaries would be, the cooperative
schemes they circumscribe would be open rather than closed. By “open” I do
not only mean that one might enter by means other than birth and exit long before
death. I also mean that one’s acknowledged civic responsibilities would link one to
the lives of others beyond each particular cooperative scheme in which one might
be engaged, often through other such schemes, in a thick web of interdependence
and reciprocal obligation that is our global fate. The question then is why should
not some of these open political communities be nations, with the aspiration to
self-rule that in part defines them? And if they are, why should efforts to elicit a
nation-centered patriotism among our children not be a proper part of the process
of perpetuating the nation? At the root of much of the antipatriotism currently
championed under the banner of cosmopolitanism is the assumption that the more
one cares about the nation the less one cares about those who are not conationals,
and hence that even the most honorable patriotism is but the beginning of a slippery
slope that carries us toward the most noxious chauvinism (Nussbaum 1996, pp.
14—15). But this confuses the intensity of love with how one answers the ethical
question of how one should love whatever one loves. Anything of value can be
loved intensely but badly, and nations are no exception. Suppose our children learn
to think of their nation as an open venture of collective self-rule, in which the right
and wrong we do together is as much a matter of how we deal with those who are
not compatriots as of how we deal with those who are. Then their patriotism will be
proof against the temptations of chauvinism. Such patriotism is not an alternative
to cosmopolitan morality but its ally.

In developing her idea of communities of shared fate as the arena for a new,
cosmopolitan citizenship, the value of nationality, and even the nation state itself,
find a place in Williams’s argument. Williams (2003) acknowledges that “the
nation state may well continue to be the most relevant site of citizenship for
most people for the foreseeable future.” But she insists that this does not require
“affective attachment” to the nation as an imagined community. I think she is right
if we interpret this as a strictly conceptual point about the nation-state and the
attachments of its citizens. But I doubt that what she calls “legitimate” communities
of shared fate—i.e., communities in which the use of collective power would be
reliably constrained by a norm of reciprocal justification—could develop and be
stabilized in the pervasive absence of affective attachment to the community.

There is a chasm between the bare fact of inescapable mutual interdepen-
dence and the creation of open political communities in which collective power is
grounded in a norm of reciprocal justification. The first is the human condition;
the second is an ideal of political legitimacy we inherit from the Enlightenment.
Whatever might be said about the ideal, we know that the communities that might
embody it would be difficult and fragile creations. Those who would create or
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maintain such communities must reckon with the powerful centrifugal pressures
exerted by self-interest, tribal antipathy to out-groups, and the irreducible plural-
ity of human values. That the viability of such communities could be secure in
circumstances where no one was affectively attached to them is doubtful, to say
the least.

One merit of this line of thought is that it might furnish a moral reason to
encourage patriotism in children notwithstanding the above-noted fact that patri-
otism seems neither strictly necessary nor sufficient for individual political virtue.
On this account, patriotism functions as a source of cohesion for communities in
which citizens strive together to achieve justice and legitimacy. Absent a concern
for justice and legitimacy, patriotism would be without moral value, and where
the concern for justice and legitimacy is sufficient to secure just and legitimate
outcomes, the absence of patriotism need not trouble us in the least. But political
education must concern itself with more than what virtue strictly demands of us; it
must also seek to establish the general social and psychological conditions in which
virtue is likely to prevail. A widely diffused patriotism may well continue to be one
such condition, even in the nonideal conditions of an increasingly interdependent
world.

CIVIC EDUCATIONAL PROCESSES

Civil Society and Social Capital

Questions about the proper ends of civic education are idle without a plausible
account of how they are to be achieved or at least approximated in the real world.
Providing such an account is a peculiarly difficult task for liberal—including liberal
democratic—theorists because the expansive individual liberties they must respect
are not inevitably exercised in ways that contribute to civic educational ends. The
central question is aptly posed by Macedo (1996, p. 242): “how do we plan for a
citizenry with civic competence while respecting individual freedom?”

The most fashionable contemporary answer appeals to the concept of social
capital. According to Putnam (2000, p. 21) social capital “refers to connections
among individuals—social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthi-
ness that arise from them.” Social capital is a particular way in which (some) social
networks are constituted and sustained by the give and take of mutual goodwill and
the confident reliance on others’ goodwill that a pattern of mutual benefaction will
nourish over time. What Putnam has in mind is evidently not a narrowly egoistic
form of reciprocity, though he seems to think that has some role in augmenting so-
cial capital. “Even more valuable is generalized reciprocity: I’ll do for you without
expecting anything specific back from you in the expectation that someone else
will do something for me down the road” (Putnam 2000, p. 21, original italics).
Putnam now distinguishes between “inward-looking and outward-looking™ and
“bridging and bonding” social capital. A group is inward-looking to the extent that
it concerns itself with the exclusive good of its own members; it is outward-looking
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so far as it seeks to benefit others beyond the group. “Bonding social capital brings
together people who are like one another in important respects (ethnicity, age,
gender, social class, and so on), whereas bridging social capital brings together
people who are unlike one another” (Putnam & Goss 2002, p. 112). Such categories
are useful to the extent that they help to identify forms of associational life that
might be particularly fecund settings for the growth of civic virtue, and Putnam’s
scheme has some interesting affinities with influential contemporary accounts of
civic virtue.

“Generalized reciprocity” is both the normative core of social capital and a
cardinal civic virtue for deliberative democrats and political liberals. To be sure,
normative theorists emphasize the internal connection of reciprocity in public de-
liberation to the justice and legitimacy of the polity, whereas Putnam stresses
its significance as a widely diffused social norm. That is an important differ-
ence. Mutual goodwill can obviously thrive in many areas of social cooperation
without becoming established as a justificatory norm in politics in anything like
the ways that Rawls or Gutmann envisages. Still, the appeal to reciprocity as a
justificatory norm is an extension of generalized reciprocity, and without a civil
society in which generalized reciprocity has a wide influence, the prospects of
that extension being made might be negligible. Similarly, a primary task of civic
education will be to encourage the generalization of reciprocity outward toward
the boundaries of citizenship, and social capital that is both outward-looking and
bridges the most worrying social cleavages in a given society—race and class,
say—may be a particularly propitious vehicle for that process. We do know much
empirically about the tendency to polarize in “enclave deliberation” within ho-
mogeneous social groups—i.e., groups that cannot yield much bridging social
capital, in Putnam’s terms (Sunstein 2001, pp. 13—47). So far as democracy needs
social conditions that enable principled compromise and accommodation, venues
that countervail these polarizing effects are of prime importance. This is not to
say that other forms of social capital might not be valuable for specific civic pur-
poses: inward-looking ethnic associations with few bridges to the wider community
might still play a critical role in crystallizing the political interests of otherwise
marginalized citizens. Judgments about the role of social capital as a vehicle of
civic education must be made with a close eye to context, but Putnam’s formal
categories may yet be a useful way of bringing many relevant contingencies into
focus.

These remarks on the relations between social capital and citizenship are tinged
with speculation, and perhaps they must remain so because the empirical study
of social capital is fraught with such daunting methodological difficulties (Norris
2002, pp. 140-49). But a deeper concern here is that associational life cannot be
construed as just so much raw material for the politics of moral uplift. That concern
motivates Rosenblum’s attack on the “transmission belt” model of civil society.
First, the dispositions learned in one association do not automatically spill over into
others: “It is one thing to say that within face-to-face rotating credit associations
‘social networks allow trust to become transitive and spread: I trust you, because
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you trust her and she assures me that she trusts you,” and quite another thing to
show that habits of trust cultivated in one social sphere are exhibited in incongruent
groups in other spheres” (Rosenblum 1998, p. 48). Second, the transmission-belt
model ignores the fact that a given association can have morally valuable uses that
offset rather than reiterate the values learned in others:

The lessons of one affiliation may provide countervailing force for the for-
mative effects of another area of social life. Or they may compensate for the
deficits and deprivations suffered outside; membership is a sort of reparation.
Or associations may provide an outlet for dispositions unacceptable in other
areas. After all, it is simply not the case that labor in an authoritarian work-
place produces incorrigibly submissive character, or that observant Roman
Catholics are ritualistic, Orthodox Jews legalistic, and followers of charis-
matic ministers enthusiastic in every domain.

We have overwhelming evidence that individuals exercise capacities for
discrimination and moral adaptation all the time, even among seemingly close
situations. This includes a refined capacity to resist spillover. Indeed, part of
“the discipline of culture” is to discriminate among associations. (Rosenblum
1998, p. 49)

The transmission-belt model of civil society is both psychologically naive and
illiberal. It underestimates our capacity to learn civic virtues as a role-specific
moral repertoire, and it tempts us to think of civil society as empty or threatening
cultural space that must be colonized by the liberal state in order to secure the
norms of citizenship. Macedo’s question cannot be answered in these terms.

Still, citizenship is plainly not an entirely discrete social sphere in which whole-
some habits and capabilities can thrive regardless of what is learned elsewhere
in citizens’ lives. Rosenblum (1998) certainly supposes no such thing: “Liberal
democracy is more than a framework prized for its hospitality to pluralism. It em-
bodies political ideals that associational life ideally supports, if only indirectly”
(p. 43). That being so, we need to ask about the kinds of social capital different
associations are liable to generate and to consider what role the state might permis-
sibly play in fostering those kinds of social capital that are especially promising
as supports for civic virtue. That need does not go away just because an automatic
transfer of learning would be foolish to expect and a uniform congruity with liberal
democratic norms oppressive to demand.

The Civic Purposes of Schooling

If a liberal state has any business in promoting civic educational ends, it will
surely be in state-sponsored schools. Yet this topic is especially difficult to address
in abstraction from the particularities of liberal democratic societies, where consti-
tutional variation as well as differences in political culture and educational tradition
may affect profoundly what the state can feasibly or desirably do to advance civic
purposes in schools. For convenience, I concentrate on the United States.
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The need to forge a cohesive civic identity among a diverse population was
critical to the inception of the American schooling system, and even now ordinary
Americans continue to value the school’s role in teaching civic skills more highly,
for example, than Europeans do (Hochschild & Scovronick 2002, p. 20). Education
has also had a distinctively important role as the social right that secures access
to “the American dream,” now usually understood in terms of material prosperity
and occupancy of those social roles (which typically have substantial educational
prerequisites) that maximize economic opportunity. In a society that offers little
else in the way of a welfare state, and where poverty is the almost inevitable
fate of the poorly educated, the quality of state-sponsored schooling takes on
a momentous personal importance for parents and children. Parental anxieties
about downward social mobility as well as hopes for its upward counterpart are
apt to crowd out more exalted considerations in policy debate. But the ideology of
American state-sponsored schooling has remained resolutely egalitarian. From the
beginning, only “public” schools would be funded by the state, and these would
be “common” schools in a certain sense. At least at the level of democratic faith,
that remains true today.

The institution of the public school and the ideal of the common school are
typically conflated. But the distinction between the two matters a lot. Three things
make public schools public: They are more or less wholly funded by the state;
they are open to the children of all who reside within a defined attendance zone
surrounding the school; and they are created and operated through some combi-
nation of state and local political authority. The public school is thus defined by
who pays for its services, who has access to those services, and who determines
their content and delivery. By contrast, the common school is defined by who goes
there and what they learn there. Consider the following passage, extracted from a
decision by the Kansas Supreme Court:

The tendency of the time is, and has been for several years, to abolish all
conditions on account of race, or color. . .and to make all persons absolutely
equal before the law. ... At the common school, where both sexes and all
kinds of children mingle together, we have the great world in miniature; there
they may learn human nature in all its phases, with all its emotions, passions,
and feelings, its loves and hates, its hopes and fears. . . . But on the other hand,
persons by isolation may become strangers even in their own country; and by
being strangers, will be of but little benefit either to themselves or to society.
(Quoted in Kousser 1991, p. 215)

Unless you have a very good eye for nineteenth-century prose, you might guess
that this was written some years after Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka,
Kansas. In fact, the passage comes from a decision made in 1881 against racial
segregation in Kansas schools, written by Judge Daniel Valentine. The passage
makes clear why I call the common school an ideal, and why I want to distinguish
it from public schooling. Although Valentine professes confidence in the impetus
of American history toward political equality and comity, he is mindful that the
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common school as he depicts it is an object of moral aspiration rather than a
current achievement. After all, the very circumstances of the case demonstrate
that the institutional reality of public schooling in Kansas and the inspiring image
of “the great world in miniature” remained remote from each other. Valentine was
writing after the legislative and judicial tide had turned decisively against federal
efforts to overturn white supremacy in the South. These facts lend some poignancy
to his appeal to the “tendency of the times,” an appeal that says much more about
his own besieged political faith than any discernible empirical truth.

The ideal to which Valentine appeals joins together two ideas: what might be
called the distinctive demographic profile of the common school and its distinctive
curriculum. The common school is a place where “children of all kinds” mingle
together, transforming it into a demographic microcosm of the diverse society it
serves. This “great world in miniature” is also a site for pursuing certain shared
educational ends: Children learn to understand each other across the cleavages
that divide them and in so doing become civic friends rather than strangers in their
own country. Central to American faith in common schooling is the idea that its
distinctive demographic profile is necessary to achieve the ends of its distinctive
curriculum. Borrowing Putnam’s vocabulary, we might describe it as the vehicle
of outward-looking, bridging social capital par excellence.

Public schools are not necessarily wedded to the ideal of common schooling.
You might say that they are at least de jure common schools because they are
open to all in the geographically defined communities they serve. But even that
is false so far as those communities do not themselves constitute microcosms of
“the great world” to which Valentine alludes. The pervasiveness of racial and class
segregation in urban America makes it inevitable that the neighborhood school is
often the racial and socioeconomic enclave in miniature. Invoking the hallowed
image of the common school that embraces all future citizens is still a routine
rhetorical move in the defense of public education. But our rhetoric deceives us.
The evolution of residential patterns in the United States throughout the twentieth
century created profound spatial fragmentation along the fissures of race and class,
and the trend toward segregation continues (Rae 1999, 2001). The Brown decision
did nothing to change that; it merely signified the end of de jure racial segregation.
In these circumstances, the neighborhood school is generally the very antithesis
of the common school: a mirror to one fragment of a racially and economically
disjointed world.

The defense of public education in the United States often assumes at least a
rough congruence between the institution of the public school and the ideal of the
common school. That is unfortunate because it makes the civic justification of state
partiality for public schools seem easier than it really is. Suppose common schools
are as potent an instrument of civic virtue as their adherents have argued. Neverthe-
less, there may not be a great distinction, from a civic viewpoint, between policies
that restrict state funding to public schools that are racial and socioeconomic en-
claves and policies (such as school vouchers) that would extend support to private
schools that are religious enclaves as well. Whether widely available voucher
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programs that sponsor access to religious schools would exacerbate racial segre-
gation is not clear, though some controversial evidence suggests that they might
even have the opposite effect (Greene 1998). Much research does indicate that
public schools can claim no current advantage over religious private schools in the
quality of the civic instruction they provide (Niemi & Junn 1998; Campbell 2001).

Promising initiatives have been taken in a few American school districts to
steer public schooling toward the common school ideal, and these suggest ideas
for reform that might be tried on a larger scale (Century Foundation 2002). But
whether these reforms can succeed against traditions of localism and middle-class
parents’ anxieties about maintaining competitive educational advantages for their
children is uncertain.

If the common school ideal has such uncertain prospects in America, it is all
the more important to consider how shared civic educational ends might be pros-
ecuted in schools that remain more or less homogeneous enclaves of one sort or
another. Can the distinctive curriculum of the common school be decoupled from
its demographic profile? That is an empirical question, and some would argue
that a sanguine answer can confidently be given already (Salamone 2000). Yet
the demise of the common school tradition cannot be viewed with complacency.
There is empirical evidence that Americans badly lack the kind of mutual under-
standing and civic friendship that the common school ideal was intended to serve.
American citizens tend to assume that the common good is transparently clear, so
that inclusive deliberation is unnecessary to discern its requirements; that political
conflict is a sign of selfish interests impeding that good; and that compromise
and accommodation in law making are indicative of unprincipled bargaining and
corruption (Hibbing & Thiess-Morse 2002). It is hard to imagine beliefs less con-
ducive to mutual respect and civility in conditions of deepening cultural diversity.
Their prevalence can scarcely be explained by the failure of the common school
ideal, but their prevalence might make us wary of policy proposals that could make
children of different races, religions, and social classes even less likely to learn
together as they grow up.

LEGITIMACY AND CIVIC EDUCATION

The rightful limits of state power constrain what the state is permitted to do in
pursuing the ends of civic education. The precise identification of those limits will
vary among competing normative conceptions of what constitutes a free society.
But because any recognizably liberal democratic theory must acknowledge very
substantial limits to state power, legitimacy is bound to loom large in any minimally
adequate account of the state’s role in civic education.

Brighouse (1998) has argued against any state action intended to promote civic
virtue on the grounds that such action will inevitably be directed to ensure the state’s
survival rather than its legitimacy, thereby corrupting the processes of belief and
preference formation that legitimating consent to political authority presupposes.
Brighouse’s argument is perhaps overblown (Callan 2000), but his scruples about
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the susceptibility of state-mandated civic education to corruption are well taken.
Those scruples have a venerable pedigree in liberal democratic tradition. If any
role for the state in determining the content of education will, as John Stuart Mill
believed, install a “despotism over the mind, leading by natural tendency to one
over the body,” then a free people cannot cede any such role to the state [Mill 1976
(1869), p. 129].

Suppose we agree that state power in education is liable to induce a despotism
over the mind. Are we to assume that concentrations of power in other institutional
settings are necessarily less dangerous? Socialization in families and the associ-
ations of civil society will in many instances tend to produce a mental despotism
because the inequalities of power they embody lend themselves to abuse. When
the combination of ignorance and prejudice that renders future citizens incapable
of contributing to serious democratic deliberation is a consequence of what their
parents, rather than the state, taught or failed to teach them, it is no less a cur-
tailment of freedom. The point here is not that states can always be trusted not
to abuse educational authority; the point is rather that nobody can. The best dis-
tribution of educational authority, given either democratic or liberal ends, cannot
be determined a priori because there is no a priori truth about the trustworthiness
of institutional kinds (Raz 1986, pp. 427-28). But in general there may be strong
prima facie reasons to favor a sharing of authority among parents, state, and per-
haps the teaching profession in that the partiality of one might counterbalance that
of the others (Gutmann 1987, pp. 41-47; Shapiro 1999, pp. 64—109).

Even if some institution or combination of institutions could be trusted com-
pletely to promote public virtue, liberal toleration would still require forbearance
toward ways of life that go against the grain of such virtue. Toleration is an ideal we
rightly invoke in marking the boundaries of basic liberties that are not contingent
on whether their bearers are paragons of civic-mindedness or not. This is not the
place to rehearse all the moral reasons that shape the practice of toleration. But
prominent among them is our determination to minimize the suffering and humili-
ation we impose on people when we severely disrupt a cherished way of life, even
if it falls far short of the high demands of public virtue (Strike 1998, p. 358). To
impose those demands, on the assumption that the triumph of public virtue will
always justify the costs of coercion, would be to engage in self-defeating civic
education by violating the toleration that lies at the core of liberal tradition.

Nevertheless, registering the importance of legitimacy in constraining the state’s
educational role is not a sufficient basis for understanding the full range of that
role. Consider what we should want from a normative theory of civic education. It
should tell us about the limits of what is politically tolerable in matters of children’s
teaching and learning. The relevant question here might be this: What forms of
(mis)education violate the basic rights of children or inculcate group hatred or other
attitudes inimical to the most elementary moral responsibilities of citizenship?
This question has been neglected in American educational discourse—including
the recent work of normative theorists. A background assumption has been that
serious state regulation of education outside the public system is simply not to
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be expected [an honorable exception is Reich (2002)]. But a normative theory of
civic education should do more than help us to fix the boundaries of a minimally
adequate education. It should also furnish at least a partial conception of the best
education by prescribing a range of civic virtues as ideal educational ends, as
well as practices conducive to their realization. The two desiderata must not be
confused. One way of bringing out the differences between them is to compare the
roles of individual autonomy in arguments about what is educationally tolerable
and in arguments about what is educationally best.

Arguments about what is tolerable will rightly inform whatever policies the
state enforces in the regulation of all schools, whether they are public or private,
funded or unfunded by government. If autonomy is relevant here, it has to be a
modest conception that pertains to basic conditions of independent or nonservile
agency (Callan 1997, pp. 152-59; Lomasky 1987, pp. 182-87). Otherwise we as-
sume that ways of life inconsistent with some more or less sophisticated ideal of
autonomous development are politically intolerable, and that surely runs counter
to deep intuitions about the limits of legitimate government. On the other hand,
a theory of what educational practices are best, as opposed to merely tolerable,
might appeal to autonomy in a more ambitious way. If, for example, a demanding
ideal of autonomy is implicated in the case for a more deliberative citizenship,
along the lines canvassed by Gutmann and others, then to the extent that the case
succeeds, autonomy in that more onerous sense is integral to the best civic edu-
cation. Arguments about the best education are politically relevant to deliberation
about the less invasive ways in which the state might intervene in the formation of
future citizens—e.g., debate about the terms on which state sponsorship might be
extended to private schools rather than debate about the terms on which they are
to be tolerated. Obviously, much more could be said about this. But the distinction
between the tolerable and the best shows how an exacting conception of the ends
of civic education leaves ample room for respect for liberty and the rightful limits
of government. To the extent that the ends can be prosecuted in a manner tempered
by such respect, liberal worries about self-defeating civic education can be allayed.
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B Abstract This review addresses key issues in the study of Latino politics. Fore-
most among these is the question of low voter turnout. Such factors as income, ed-
ucation, nativity, religion, political party, organizational involvement, neighborhood
composition, ethnic attachments, and mobilization of Hispanic turnout have a limited
impact on Hispanic votes. I suggest that this is due to differences in the political social-
ization of Latinos and Anglos. The review also shows that immigrants are focused on
U.S. politics rather than home-country politics. Additionally, it describes significant
differences regarding the factors that shape Hispanic versus Anglo partisanship. Among
the other issues considered is the limited significance of ethnic factors, as compared to
partisanship and state of residence, in determining electoral and policy preferences.

LATINO POLITICS

Population increase is the foundation of the developing scholarly and popular
interest in Latino! politics. This began when the release of the 1980 U.S. census
documented the first wave of what would become a continuous, massive inflow
of Latino immigrants. Between 1970 and 1980, the number of Hispanics in the
United States increased from 9.6 to 14.6 million. Because of immigration, high
birth rates among the second generation, and a substantial Mexican- and Puerto
Rican—origin native-born population, by 2002, the Bureau of the Census reported
that Latinos totaled 38.8 million, which makes them the nation’s largest minority.

Beginning in the 1980s, political parties and other institutions became attentive
to the potential political consequences of these new numbers. Political science as
a discipline, however, has been slow to focus its attention on how this growing
population might affect the polity. Do the models that govern the analysis of the

Although activists and academics have continuously and sometimes bitterly debated
whether to use “Hispanic” or “Latino” to refer to the nation’s Spanish-surnamed population,
I use these terms interchangeably here. I know of no systematic evidence that documents
politically relevant differences at the elite or mass level between those who use one label
and those who use the other.

1094-2939/04/0615-0091$14.00 91



92

DE LA GARZA

population as a whole, or of subgroups such as African Americans, explain His-
panic political behavior? Do well-established theories of immigrant incorporation
apply to Latinos? Do Latino attitudes about foreign policy and public policy in
general reflect American values, or are they rooted in and linked to the values
and interests of Latinos’ countries of origin? Rather than address such questions,
the discipline has, until very recently, been uninterested in the Hispanic political
world. This attitude is beginning to change. P.S.: Political Science and Politics
published a review of Latino politics literature in 2000 (Symposium 2000). More-
over, there is finally sufficient research on Latino public opinion to merit a chapter
in a leading public opinion text (Uhlanher & Garcia 2002).

Because of the discipline’s recently developed interest, the relevant literature is
fledgling rather than mature. The remainder of this essay reviews what we know
and what we need to learn about major aspects of Hispanic politics. It draws
almost exclusively on political science literature published since 1990, when the
most significant theoretical and substantive advances in the field began to develop.
Those interested in a broader range of earlier literature should turn to Latinos and
Politics: A Selected Research Bibliography (Garcia et al. 1991).

THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

Theorizing about Latino political life has focused on whether the Latino political
experience can be accommodated within the traditional pluralist model or whether
it requires a distinct approach. Fuch’s (1990) encyclopedic The American Kaleido-
scope strongly argues for the former. Hero (1992) rejects this approach and argues
instead that Latinos confront “two-tiered pluralism”; his model recognizes that
even though Latinos have increased their political standing, there are strong limits
to the amount of political power they can attain and to the arenas in which they may
exercise it. Hero also acknowledges that the group’s political experiences vary as
a function of national origin, and this makes theorizing about “Latinos” extremely
hazardous.

A second question concerns the validity of panethnic concepts such as Latino
or Hispanic. Do these labels serve merely instrumental purposes, or do they reflect
anew political identity? Jones-Correa & Leal (1996) find that the rise of panethnic
identity is associated with a decline in ethnic attachments. In other words, those
who identify exclusively as panethnics are more supportive of using English and
less supportive of bilingual education than those who primarily or exclusively
utilize national origin labels. Furthermore, panethnic identifiers tend to be older
and better educated and have a longer generational history in the United States. In
sum, it seems that the characteristics usually associated with assimilation predict
panethnic identification. Does the continued increase of Hispanic/Latino identifiers
indicate that Latino politics is indeed following the pluralist model, as Fuchs (1990)
argued?

The consequences of renewed attacks on immigrants or on the use of Spanish,
both of which Latinos usually perceive as attacks on the group as a whole, must be
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evaluated before answering this question. Current efforts by both major parties to
woo Hispanic voters suggest that such attacks are unlikely to be carried out by lead-
ers of either party. Nonetheless, desperate candidates could emulate former Califor-
nia governor Pete Wilson in using such issues to polarize the electorate and mobilize
Anglo? voters against Latinos. The likelihood of such tactics could (and should)
be tested by developing models to estimate their probable electoral outcome.

The debate regarding theories of Latino incorporation is also complicated by
the different experiences of the national origin groups that constitute the Hispanic
population. Contrary to the pattern described above, Cubans, the most structurally
incorporated group, are the least likely to identify as Hispanics (Jones-Correa &
Leal 1996). Shorris (in Moreno 1996, p. 147) suggests this is because, although
they have experienced racist discrimination, Cubans “identify with the conquerors
(Anglos), not with the conquered (Latinos). ...” Puerto Rican analysts are espe-
cially attentive to this debate (Melendez 2003), perhaps because they hope that
its resolution will suggest how to explain and deal with the seemingly intractable
social problems that plague Puerto Ricans on both the mainland and the island
(Cruz 2003).

Although analysts historically struggled with competing theoretical explana-
tions of the Mexican American political experience (Garcia & de la Garza 1977),
today most emphasize the issues that are at the core of mainstream behavioral and
policy analysis. Implicit in this work is the view that there are no longer major insti-
tutional obstacles explicitly restricting Mexican American access to governmental
institutions and the electoral system (Guerra 1998). Indeed, Mexican American
political incorporation is so institutionalized that questions regarding how to con-
ceptualize the role of Mexican Americans in contemporary politics are largely
restricted to a few case studies that explore the extent to which Mexican American
local office holders can reorient public policy to benefit the urban poor at the ex-
pense of white middle and upper classes (Regalado 1997, Rosales 2000). Because
these critiques acknowledge but do not incorporate the complexities of modern
political economies and the constraints local leaders face (Peterson 1981, Stone
1989), they resemble populist appeals more closely than scholarly analysis.

These patterns notwithstanding, there are new issues that may change the nature
of the relationship between Latinos and the polity. For example, negative reactions
to future immigration could lead to the establishment of new barriers to Latino
incorporation and the creation of a new and permanent Latino underclass whose
very existence would require reexamining Latino-white relations. Similar results
could ensue from demands for explicit state support for cultural reproduction, such
as exists in Australia (Jupp 1992). Such developments could easily lead to more
polarized relations between Latinos and Anglos and would surely jeopardize the
continued applicability of a pluralistic approach as the lens through which to ex-
amine Latino political life. In sum, although it now seems that Latino incorporation

2“Anglo” and “white” are used interchangeably to refer to individuals identified as non-
Hispanic whites by the U.S. census.
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is finally on a path that resembles the one followed historically by the Irish and
other European ethnics, the ability of Hispanics and the state to maintain this tra-
jectory will be severely tested by future tensions rooted in continuing demographic
developments.

POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION

The utility of a pluralistic approach to explain Latino political life is demonstrated
by the fact that Hispanic political values and attitudes are closer to those of Anglos
than to those prevalent in their historical countries of origin. For example, Mexican
American views of democracy are typical of Americans and differ from those of
Mexicans (de la Garza & Yetim 2003). Furthermore, as Latinos become more
settled into American society, they develop more realistic views of the polity
and society; for instance, they become less trusting, and they recognize that ethnic
discrimination is an institutionalized societal practice (de la Garza 1995; Michelson
2001, 2003a; Michelson & Garcia 2003; Portes & Bach 1985).

That Latino political attitudes are shaped by American attitudes is evident in how
partisanship develops among immigrants. The acquisition of party identification is
positively associated with years of residence in the United States but is negatively
associated with age. This suggests that partisanship among Latino immigrants is
acquired principally from experiences with the polity rather than from new social
roles that immigrants take on as a function of aging (Wong 2001). Relatedly, the
party with which most Latino immigrants tend to identify and the intensity of their
identification also reflect their experiences with American political institutions.
Given that the Democratic Party has long been associated with minorities and
the “working class” and that Latino immigrants fit within both categories, it is not
surprising that significantly more identify as Democrats than as Republicans (Cain
et al. 1991).

These patterns give rise to questions about the effects of home-country experi-
ences on the acquisition of American values. That the Cuban community has been
so intolerant of those who disagree with them regarding relations with the Castro
regime suggests that experiences in countries of origin may significantly affect
which mainstream values Hispanic immigrant groups learn and accept. Do immi-
grants from more open societies more easily accept democratic values? What types
of values are learned most rapidly and which are the least likely to be accepted?
The answers to such questions will increase our understanding of adult socializa-
tion and will generate insights into the potential impact of continued immigration
on the nation’s political life.

ELECTORAL AND NONELECTORAL BEHAVIOR

Because 39% of Hispanics are noncitizen adults and therefore ineligible to vote,
nonelectoral activities are much more significant to Hispanics than to other seg-
ments of the nation’s population. Such activities not only provide the only
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mechanisms available to noncitizens for making their preferences known, but
also can stimulate the development of local civic institutions that produce social
capital, which strengthens neighborhoods and empowers ethnic groups. Further-
more, nonelectoral behavior in the form of organizational involvement is highly
correlated with electoral involvement among Latinos, just as it is among Anglos
(Diaz 1996).

The principal sources for analyzing participation in nonelectoral activities are
the LNPS and the Citizen Participation Study (Verba et al. 1995). The latter de-
scribes Hispanic nonelectoral involvement as slightly lower than that of African
Americans and considerably lower than Anglos’, but the study emphasizes that
this pattern reflects differences in human capital such as education and income
and is not intrinsically a function of ethnicity. Diaz (1996) indicates that Latinos’
rate of involvement with nonprofit organizations is comparable to that of African
Americans but much lower than that of Anglos.

In their analysis of the LNPS, Hero & Campbell (1996) also find differences
across nationality groups. Surprisingly, Cubans have the lowest rates of nonelec-
toral participation and, despite having much higher incomes, are the least likely
to make contributions to political or social causes. Moreover, Mexican Americans
and Puerto Ricans are more likely than Anglos to attend political rallies, and they
are more active than Cubans in other activities as well.

Analyses of Puerto Rican nonelectoral engagement reenforce LNPS results.
Melendez (2003), for example, argues that Puerto Ricans are much less politically
active than whites or blacks, which Torres (1995) argues is a legacy of patterns of
return migration and the role of the Office of the Commonwealth among New York
Puerto Ricans. Melendez challenges Torres’ argument, noting that there are few
sojourners among Puerto Ricans who have lived in the United States at least ten
years and that there is no evidence that return migration impedes the political
engagement in Puerto Rico of those who do return. Furthermore, the island-born
are less likely to engage in politically relevant activities than are those born on
the mainland (Stokes 2003). In summary, although we know that the nonelectoral
behavior rates of mainland Puerto Ricans are low, we have few insights into why.

It is significant that foreign-born citizens resemble the native-born in their rates
of nonelectoral involvement (DeSipio 1996a). DeSipio et al. (2003) show that,
regardless of national origin, Hispanic immigrants have very low rates of civic
engagement.

Qualitative studies on nonelectoral involvement should complement survey-
based research by analyzing the development and impact of community-based
organizations. Three that make this contribution are Marquez’s LULAC (Marquez
1993), his study of San Antonio’s Industrial Areas Foundation (Marquez 1990),
and Warren’s Dry Bones Rattling (Warren 2001). The first of these utilizes incentive
theory to explain the evolution of the League of United Latin American Citizens
from the nation’s most historically significant mass-based Mexican American or-
ganization to its current status as a much smaller group that depends on corporate
and foundation support. His study of Communities Organized for Public Ser-
vice (COPS), the Alinsky organization in San Antonio, Texas, describes COPS’s
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successful development in terms of its parish-based foundation and limited re-
formist policy agenda. Dry Bones Rattling provides a comprehensive analysis of
COPS’s successes and the problems it faces in dealing with non-Mexican Amer-
ican groups situated outside of South Texas, in leadership development and in
institutionalizing consensual democracy as COPS’s governing rule.

The failure of much of the urban politics literature to describe the development
of such grassroots organizations and their roles in effecting local changes is a major
weakness in the study of Hispanic political life. As specialists on urban politics
(Erie 1994), San Antonio (Booth 1994), and Los Angeles (Cain 1994, Guerra
1994) point out, Skerry’s (1993) study of San Antonio and Los Angeles illustrates
this failure.

Except for Bridges’ (1997) work, the field of American political development
(APD), which has established a tradition of rigorous qualitative inquiry, has made
virtually no contribution to the study of the institutional foundations of Hispanic
politics. APD specialists would do well to consider how the politics of territorial
expansion in the Southwest and Puerto Rico has affected both Mexican Americans
and Puerto Ricans. Latinos committed to qualitative research would benefit equally
from immersing themselves in this approach.

ELECTORAL ENGAGEMENT

Historically, Hispanics—and Mexican Americans in particular—had to overcome
numerous discriminatory institutional barriers before they could exercise their
voting rights (Brischetto et al. 1994). Thanks to the 1975 Voting Rights Act and
the efforts of the Southwest Voter Registration and Education Project (SWVRP)
and its Puerto Rican counterpart, the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education
Fund (PRLDEF), those institutional barriers began tumbling with accelerating
speed by the late 1970s. As DeSipio’s (1996b) signpost study shows, the new
environment produced by those changes, combined with increased immigration,
resulted in the creation of what may be considered a new Hispanic electorate.

Despite the virtual elimination of the old barriers, other less obvious obstacles
remain. For example, the lack of Election Day registration disproportionately re-
duces Latino turnout relative to Anglo turnout (Alvarez & Ansolabehere 2002).
Because of such obstacles and other factors, Hispanic electoral influence continues
to lag behind the promise of its population size. That is, because Latinos vote at
lower rates than Anglos, their influence on electoral outcomes has never attained
its full potential in major mayoral or state-wide elections. DeSipio (1996b) disag-
gregates the native-born and the naturalized citizens to show why this problem is
not diminished and may be exacerbated by continuous immigration.

Efforts to explain these voting patterns initially relied on a standard socioeco-
nomic status (SES) model. Contemporary Latino electoral research goes beyond
that to include variables such as organizational involvement and various dimen-
sions of ethnicity, e.g., neighborhood composition and the candidate’s nationality.
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Like other Americans, Puerto Ricans and Mexican Americans involved with
organizations vote at impressively higher rates than those who are not members of
any group (Diaz 1996). Because the effect of memberships is greater among these
Latinos than it is among Anglos, this helps reduce the gap in voting rate between
Latinos and Anglos. Curiously, Diaz found that organizational involvement had
no impact on Cuban political participation. However, as noted above, Hispanic
organizational involvement is low, and thus the impact of group memberships on
Latino participation as a whole is quite limited.

Applying the standard SES model is, nonetheless, essential to show the sim-
ilarities and differences in the factors that influence Hispanic and Anglo voting.
Although there is no doubt that low SES is a major factor in low Latino turnout,
even studies that control for SES find that Latinos vote less than Anglos (Michelson
2003b). Also indicative of the complexity of explaining Hispanic voting are con-
tradictory findings on the effects of variables whose impact is much more straight-
forward regarding Anglos. Arvisu & Garcia (1996) and DeSipio (1996b) find that
age is positively associated with Latino voting, as it is in the general population,
whereas Hritzuk & Park (2000) find no association between age and voting. Also,
Arvisu & Garcia note that education does not uniformly boost turnout, especially
in the case of Cubans.

Hritzuk & Park (2000) further imply that Latino voting suffers because immi-
gration continuously adds to the number of Hispanic citizens who are not well
socialized into the electoral system. It is noteworthy, however, that feeling effica-
cious or viewing voting as a duty or symbolic act rather than as an instrument for
changing conditions—attitudes more common among immigrants than among the
native-born—Ieads to higher turnout rates (Michelson 2000a,b; Lien 1994).

It is especially significant that historical or contemporary discrimination has
no effect on turnout (Clark & Morrison 1995, Leighley 2001, Michelson 2000a,
Uhlanher 1996). Lien (1994), however, reports that perceiving discrimination
against their group stimulates Mexican Americans to vote and engage in other
participatory activities. Curiously, however, he notes that a sense of deprivation,
i.e., perceiving that one’s group has fewer opportunities, does not mobilize Mexican
Americans.

These patterns raise questions about the utility of the relational goods argument
(Uhlanher 1989) to explain high turnout in heavily concentrated Latino neighbor-
hoods. This claim is that concentration generates a set of incentives that benefits
group members but can only be realized through highly concentrated Latino neigh-
borhoods. Thus, Latinos in such neighborhoods will vote at higher rates than will
those living in low-density areas. A related version of this claim is that high-density
neighborhoods are linked through geographically overlapping majority-minority
districts such that “get out the vote” (GOTV) campaigns in one stimulate turnout
in others.

The evidence regarding the effects of concentration is contradictory. Itis strongly
supported by Leighley (2001), but her work focuses on Texas and, more signif-
icantly, offers no longitudinal perspective. De la Garza et al. (2001/2002) have
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an even narrower geographic focus, but their research spans turnout over eight
years. They track individual turnout in presidential, congressional, and state-level
elections in Houston, Texas from 1992 through 1998 via official records and show
that turnout rates are lower for citizens in highly concentrated precincts. Addi-
tionally, the results of case studies that examine electoral mobilization in highly
concentrated Hispanic districts in Houston, Miami, and Los Angeles (de la Garza
etal. 1993), case studies of turnout in majority-minority (highly concentrated) dis-
tricts in Texas (Cotrell 1997), and more general studies of race-based districting
(Weber 2000) challenge Leighley’s results.

Two factors that may help disentangle these contradictory patterns are Hispanic
voters’ experiences of discrimination and the significance of partisanship versus
ethnicity in their voting decisions. It is reasonable to assume that the significance
of relational benefits secured through voting would increase as perceptions of dis-
crimination increase. Numerous sources report, however, that most Latinos report
relatively low levels of discrimination. In 1990, 39% of Mexican Americans said
they personally had experienced discrimination (de la Garza et al. 1992). Puerto
Ricans reported substantially higher rates, and by 1999 two thirds reported they
had personally experienced discrimination (Uhlanher & Garcia 2002). However,
the 2000 Knight Riddder/San Jose Mercury News survey found that only 18%
of Latinos reported having experienced discrimination in the five years prior to
the survey (Uhlanher & Garcia 2002). In Chicago, only 6% of the city’s Latinos
mentioned racism and discrimination as a local concern, whereas 24% cited these
as national problems (Michelson 2000a). Discrimination, in summary, does not
appear to be so pervasive as to motivate Hispanic citizens to ban together and vote
in pursuit of a common electoral agenda, as Latino advocates expect.

The LNPS also shows that Latinos do not automatically rally behind coethnic
candidates. When asked whom they voted for when choosing between an Hispanic
and a non-Hispanic candidate, they said they voted for the “best candidate” rather
than the ethnic candidate. Nonetheless, when given an option between a Latino and
non-Latino, 77% supported the former (Graves & Lee 2000). This choice, it must be
emphasized, does not necessarily contradict their initial preference. Nonetheless,
as acommitment to supporting coethnics would predict, Texas Mexican Americans
have relatively low roll off in down ballot elections in which a Mexican American
and Anglo are competing (Polinard et al. 1991). On the other hand, Graves & Lee
(2000), like Cain et al. (1991), show that ethnicity does not have a direct impact
on vote choice. Further documenting this pattern is Michelson’s analysis of the
2000 election in California’s twentieth district, in which 70%—-80% of Latinos
voted in favor of the winning Anglo candidate over a highly visible Hispanic
Republican. The author’s conclusion is that Hispanics want representatives who
will help them, and they see the Democratic Party as presenting those candidates
(Michelson 2002b).

The argument that geographically overlapping majority-minority districts in-
crease turnout is essentially a refinement of Leighley’s argument. The innovative
aspect of this work is the attempt to show a synergistic relationship in turnout
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among the various types of districts that overlap, that is, to show that increased
turnout in one district leads to increases in others (Barreto et al. 2002).

This argument suffers from the key weaknesses of Leighley’s work as well
as from additional problems. The authors, for example, fail to explain why their
results differ from those showing that majority-minority districts dampen turnout
in Texas and elsewhere. It is even more noteworthy that Barreto et al. (2002) fail
to reconcile the results of work coauthored by Pantoja (Pantoja & Woods 1999),
a coauthor of the paper discussed here, that finds that GOTV and mobilization
campaigns had little positive impact on turnout in the kinds of communities that
make up overlapping majority-minority communities such as those included in
this research. The final and perhaps most significant additional criticism is one
that Barreto et al. (2002) acknowledge only in passing but is well documented
by Barreto & Woods (2003). That is, Latino voters in Southern California, the
focus of this study, have been highly politicized by referenda directly dealing
with immigrants, bilingual education, and affirmative action. This contributed to
increased Hispanic turnoutin 1996 and 1998. In 2000, what may have been the most
effective Latino GOTV campaigns in the nation were implemented by labor unions
and independent Latino advocacy groups in California (de la Garza et al. 2002).
In short, Latinos in Southern California live in a unique political environment.
Barreto et al. (2002) do not adequately control for the effects of these factors on
turnout, and without such controls, their claims regarding the synergistic effects
of overlapping majority-minority districts remain unsubstantiated. However, these
claims should be considered as a creative hypothesis in need of future testing.

Given these consistent low turnout patterns, how can Latino turnout be in-
creased? From a social science perspective, this question demands new and per-
haps unique models that will take us past the logjam we currently confront. From
a policy perspective, increasing turnout means finding mechanisms for making
government more attentive to the needs of this growing population.

A step in that direction may involve responding to the suggestion (implicit in
Hritzuk & Park 2000) that Latino turnout is negatively affected by the continuous
incorporation of citizens who are not fully socialized into electoral politics. In
keeping with this hypothesis, Leal’s (1999) finding that military experience has
a significantly greater impact on political attitudes and voting among Hispanics
than among Anglos shows that as Latinos learn about government, i.e., increase
their levels of political socialization, they become more involved with it. The
downsizing of the professional military, however, means that as fewer Latinos
serve in the military, the number who become politically engaged as a result of that
experience will decline. This may cause a drop in overall Hispanic engagement
with the political system unless other institutions substitute for the military to
perform its historic socialization function.

Religious organizations are the prime candidate to fill this role. Because the
great majority of Hispanics are Catholics, this responsibility primarily falls to the
Catholic Church, but the evidence has suggested it does not serve a socialization
function (Hritzuk & Park 2000, Verba et al. 1995).
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Recent work challenges these findings. Jones-Correa & Leal (2000) suggest
that Verba et al. (1995) misfocused their analysis by examining differences in the
acquisition of civic skills among ethnic groups, when their focus should instead
be on the acquisition of civic skills based on differences in religious denomi-
nation. Jones-Correa & Leal (2000) find that church attendance, regardless of
denomination, is positively associated with higher levels of turnout, but that differ-
ences in denomination explain little about Latino and Anglo political participation.
The most significant finding of this research is that being Catholic has a signifi-
cant and positive impact on turnout in congressional and school board elections.
Jones-Correa & Leal (2000) go on to argue that in the absence of other institu-
tions, churches are disproportionately important to Latino civic life and, given their
ethnic nature, Latino parishes have the potential to serve as centers for political
mobilizing—as evidenced by the success of COPS (Warren 2001).

Lee et al.’s (2002) analysis of a religious survey of 2060 adults completed in
2000 by the Tomads Rivera Policy Institute (TRPI) also leads them to rebut Verba
etal. (1995), as well as key elements of the Jones-Correa & Leal argument. Contrary
to the latter, they find that church attendance has no effect on electoral participa-
tion; the only religious variable that has a positive effect on turnout is a born-again
experience. Lee et al. (2002) also find that neither skills learned through par-
ticipation in church activities nor church-based mobilization significantly affects
turnout. Their failure to find turnout differences between Catholics and mainline
Protestants, along with the finding that evangelicals and other “Christians” vote
less than Latino Catholics, leads them to dispute the claim by Verba et al. (1995)
that Latino Catholicism contributes to low turnout.

The net result of these findings is that religious institutions are not linking His-
panics to electoral activities. Nonetheless, those churches that do provide their
members with opportunities to develop civic skills may be providing the same
socialization services that the military did historically. Even if that is so, however,
such opportunities are probably available only to a small percentage of the popu-
lation. Consequently, churches are unlikely to play a major role in linking Latinos
and the state so that they may both be better served.

A growing corpus of research indicates that a more direct way of increasing
Hispanic turnout is in GOTV campaigns. Wrinkle et al. (1996), Shaw et al. (2000),
and de la Garza et al. (2002b) find that mobilization is a major predictor of turnout
even after controlling for SES. Michelson (2002a) also finds, like Shaw et al., that
using a Latino messenger significantly increases turnout in outreach campaigns,
but de la Garza et al. (2002a) suggest more complicated patterns.

In an experimental study implemented in Los Angeles during the 2000 elec-
tion by a well-established Latino nonpartisan organization, Ramirez (2002) found
large differences associated with telephone canvassing. He warns, however, that
there is no evidence that Latinos would respond as positively to outreach by non-
Hispanic institutions, including political parties—an argument echoed by Park &
Vargas-Ramos (2002). Nonetheless, Ramirez’s findings suggest that canvassing
via telephone is as effective as contacting potential voters in person. If this is
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correct, GOTV campaigns that target Latinos will be much more easily imple-
mented than Shaw et al. (2000) and Michelson (2002a) suggest.

The significance of these findings is enhanced by the fact that the major
political parties do so little to engage Latinos. In New York, Jones-Correa (1998)
argues, the parties make it difficult for Latinos (and immigrants in particular)
to access the electoral system. A similar pattern seems to characterize how po-
litical parties deal with Latinos nationally. Leighley (2002) reports that 45% of
Anglos, compared to 15% of Latinos, are asked to engage in campaign activity,
and whereas ~18% of Anglos and blacks engage in campaign work, only 8% of
Hispanics do. Efforts to involve Hispanics in campaign activities, from working on
the campaign to contributing money, reach only 17% of them, compared to 47%
of Anglos. An ongoing series of studies analyzes the role of Latinos in the eight
states with the largest Hispanic populations in presidential elections from 1988
through 1996 (de la Garza & DeSipio 1992, 1996, 1999). These studies show
that both parties essentially ignored Latinos, both in small states such as Arizona
(Avalos 1999) and New Mexico (Garcia 1996) and in key states including Texas
(Montoya 1999, Martinez 1996), New York (Falcon 1999), Florida (Moreno &
Warren 1999), and Illinois (Fraga 1992). With the exception of Democratic efforts
in California in 1996, during these years neither party systematically implemented
GOTYV campaigns targeting Latinos. It was especially notable that the Republicans
did not implement such efforts in 2000, given their commitment to winning
Latino votes.

TRPI polls that have tracked the effects of outreach since 1996 suggest caution
in accepting the positive outcomes associated with GOTV campaigns. Although
there is no doubt that those individuals contacted are more likely to vote, it is also
clear that those contacted have higher incomes and education levels than those not
contacted (de la Garza et al. 2002b). In other words, mobilization to date has not
targeted the great numbers of Hispanics who are least likely to vote. How effective
such efforts will be with this segment of the Hispanic electorate is unknown.

The question, then, of why individual Latinos do not vote at the same rates as
comparably situated Anglos remains unanswered. Perhaps the answer is that Lati-
nos are simply less and differently socialized regarding the electoral process. Even
when they are native born, psychologically integrated, and patriotic Americans,
most have less contact with major electoral institutions and government per se.

Additionally, Hispanics in majority-minority districts need not vote at high rates
to have a coethnic elected, so they may come to see their vote as irrelevant even
if they think it is important to have coethnics in office. To the extent that they
live in overlapping majority-minority districts, as most probably do, this problem
is exacerbated. Latinos in districts that are less concentrated, such as those in
California, are more likely to be recruited into the electoral process, either to form
coalitions to vote for Latino-friendly candidates or to insure that Latinos are elected.
Furthermore, low-concentration districts are much more prevalent in California
than in any other state with a large Latino population. Thus, the difference in the
composition of these ethnic districts is surely a major reason that Hispanic turnout
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in Texas is always lower than it is in California. Moreover, the political history of
Latinos and their current experiences with American society are not sufficiently
negative to mobilize them into the electoral process. Thus, overall, it seems that
the most effective way to increase turnout is via old-fashioned political machine—
like organizing. Political machines, it should be noted, also function as political
socializers, so using such an approach to increase voting will not only serve the
short term interests of Latinos but could in the long term prepare them to become
autonomous political actors.

A key focus for future research, given these findings, should be comparative
analyses of Hispanic voting in minority-minority and influence (25%—40% His-
panic) districts within and across states.

PARTISANSHIP

A related question concerns Hispanic partisanship and its effects on Latino elec-
toral behavior. Long before President Bush reached out to Latinos, journalists, key
Republican partisans, and Latino advocates trying to manipulate both parties to
their advantage have claimed that the Latino vote is up for grabs (de la Garza 1996).
All reliable evidence indicates, however, that except for Cubans, the majority of
Latinos have identified and continue to identify as Democrats. Alvarez & Bedolla
(2001) report that the patterns described in Latino Voices from 1990 remained es-
sentially unchanged in 2000: Overall, 57% of Latinos identified as Democrats; less
than half that percentage identified as Republicans. Major national polls produced
similar findings (Uhlanher & Garcia 2002). Mexican American partisan affiliation
has been especially stable, while Cubans have become slightly more Republican
and Puerto Ricans have become slightly less Democratic. Central Americans, who
were not included in the LNPS, are strongly Democratic (Alvarez & Bedolla 2001).
Thus, changes in overall patterns, slight though they may be, seem to reflect the
increased presence of immigrants in the electorate. Whereas 60% of native-born
Hispanics identify as Democrats, only 52% of the foreign-born do. These patterns
challenge recent claims of a rise in Republicanism among Latinos (Pew Hispanic
Center 2002).

Immigrants also identify as Democrats. Cain et al. (1991) find that the longer
Latinos were in the United States, the more likely they were to be Democrats.
Additionally, Barreto & Woods (2003) find that Latino Democrat registered voters
outnumbered Republicans 3.4:1 in 1992, and this increased to 3.88:1 in 1998.
Because many if not most of the new registrants were naturalized citizens, this
increase suggests that the pattern described by Cain et al. continues.

Latino partisanship is also distinctive in other ways. It primarily reflects social
and political rather than economic factors (Alvarez & Bedolla 2001, Uhlanher &
Garcia 2002). Barreto & Woods (2003) illustrate this by showing that the issue
positions of the major parties explain Hispanic partisan preferences in Southern
California. Alvarez & Bedolla (2001) also conclude, after analyzing Hispanic
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preferences on a national level regarding key issues such as abortion, illegal im-
migration, affirmative action, government-sponsored health insurance, and gun
control, that policy preferences rather than SES explain Latino partisanship. Fur-
thermore, they argue that current patterns are likely to persist unless the parties
substantially change their positions on these issues, which is unlikely. They also
warn that ideological changes regarding the appropriate role of government in
providing social services could significantly affect Hispanic partisanship patterns.
Now that the Republicans are heavily engaged in convincing the electorate of the
need for such a change, scholars would be well advised to monitor the extent to
which those efforts are penetrating Latino communities.

Alvarez & Bedolla (2001) suggest that national origin, which usually implies
a cultural characteristic, has an independent effect on Latino party identification.
Their statement ignores the structural factors that have shaped Hispanic partisan-
ship. For example, Republican anticommunism motivated Cubans to shift from
the Democratic to the Republican Party; New Mexican Latinos moved from the
Republicans to the Democrats as the latter became increasingly supportive of
working-class issues; and Mexican Americans in the rest of the Southwest became
Democrats because until very recently Republicans had no significant presence,
and once they established one, they became associated with antiminority and anti—
working class policies. Thus, attributing independent status to national origin easily
leads to making ethnicity an unchanging attribute rather than a fluid characteristic,
and conceals or distorts historical and ongoing relations between Hispanics and
American political institutions.

In view of the centrality of issues to Latino partisanship, it is reasonable to ask
how informed Latino voters are about the policy positions of competing candidates
and how that affects their voting. Nicholson et al. (2002) show that Latino voters are
reasonably well informed about policy issues and the candidates’ position on them.
Overall, about 51% of Bush voters and 70% of Gore voters held views on issues
such as abortion, gun control, and school vouchers that were consistent with those
of their preferred candidate. As expected, the most common error was to attribute
to one’s preferred candidate one’s issue preference. Voters who preferred Bush
were less knowledgeable about his policy positions, whereas Gore’s likeability
index was unrelated to knowledge of his positions. Overall, the likeability rating
of each candidate had an even greater net effect than partisanship as a predictor of
candidate preference.

Bush, thus, seems to have enjoyed some success with his use of Spanish and
consistent proclamations about the importance of the Hispanic vote. Nicholson
et al. (2002) persuasively conclude, however, that such symbolism was ultimately
of limited value, as evidenced by the fact that the great majority of non-Cuban
Hispanics remained loyal to the Democrats.

Political participation is more than voting, however. The final sections of this
review address the topics of gender, immigrant incorporation, transnationalism,
and policy attitudes and influence, with particular attention to Hispanic political
loyalties.
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GENDER

Qualitative research has contributed significantly to our understanding of Latina
political behavior. Hardy-Fanta (1993) shows that understanding Hispanic political
involvement requires going beyond the study of conventional political activities,
such as lobbying and voting, to include a wide range of interpersonal interac-
tions that have significant political consequences. This may be why, as Marquez
(2001) argues, Latina organizations not only have created a new political space
for themselves, but their agenda often conflicts with that of white-feminist and
male-dominated Mexican American groups. As the case studies of Barrio Ballots
(de la Garza et al. 1993) show, Hispanic women have also been involved in all
aspects of election campaigns.

The empirical study of Latina electoral involvement has developed in parallel
with the study of Hispanic participation per se. Just as there was little research on
Latino voting in the 1970s and 1980s, what there was ignored how gender affects
attitudes and turnout (Welch & Sigelman 1992). Current research indicates that if
there is a gender gap, it follows the pattern that characterizes the general population.
For example, Latinas are more Democratic than Latinos but only slightly more
liberal. Overall, Welch & Sigelman conclude that nothing would be lost if race
and ethnicity were ignored in determining the effects of gender on self-described
ideology, partisanship, and vote choice, a view Montoya (1996) essentially shares.

Moreover, Anglo women share with Latinas a characteristic that has been the
focus of much of this paper. Women vote less than men, and although Hispanic
female immigrants vote at higher rates than their male counterparts (Bass & Casper
2001), overall Hispanic women are less likely to vote than white women. To
increase the size of the Hispanic electorate, therefore, special efforts must be
made to incorporate Latinas. Additionally, there is clearly a need for research that
compares Latinas to African American and Anglo women to determine why Latinas
vote even less than Latinos, and what factors explain the differences between
Latinas and African American and Anglo women.

Similarities among Latinas not withstanding, there are noteworthy gender-based
patterns among Hispanics. Mexican-origin men and women more closely resem-
ble each other in attitudes and behavior than do their Puerto Rican and Cuban
counterparts (Montoya et al. 2000). Puerto Rican women are significantly more
likely to identify as Democrats than are Puerto Rican men (Uhlanher & Garcia
2002). Also, the factors that influence turnout among women differ from those
that predict the male vote. The most consistent predictors of voting for Hispanic
women are interest in politics, church attendance, and organizational and school
involvement; age, education, and partisanship are noticeably absent. Montoya
et al. (2000) conclude that political socialization and institutions influence Latinas
more significantly than Latinos.

They also argue that what may be most fundamental to Latinas is that, unlike
men, they do not have the financial resources, work skills, and time to be involved in
politics. More Cuban women have such resources, and they also have significantly
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higher participatory rates. In other words, the Cuban example indicates that it is
the lack of resources rather than cultural traditions that explains why Latinas have
lower participatory rates than Latinos.

There are also gender differences associated with some of the policy preferences
of distinct Hispanic groups. How gender affects attitude toward legal immigration
is unclear. Hardy-Fanta (2000) reports Latinas are more supportive of increased
immigration than Latinos, but Binder et al. (1997) find no gender effects. Also
unexpected is the finding of virtually no differences between Latinos and Latinas
regarding increased welfare spending (Montoya et al. 2000).

With regard to women’s roles, the LNPS found Cubans held the most con-
servative views and Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans were the most mod-
ern. Surprisingly, however, Hispanic men voice stronger support for abortion than
Hispanic women. In 1966, the difference between Hispanic men and women was
15%, whereas among Anglos and blacks the gap was very small. Relatedly, a
study on why urban school boards enact sex-related education and health programs
shows strong support for such programs among Hispanics (Hess & Leal 1999).
This challenges claims that high rates of membership in the Catholic Church and
other Christian religions and a strong commitment to the nuclear family would
prevent Hispanics from supporting school-based sex education.

IMMIGRANT INCORPORATION

The most significant factor in the growth of Hispanic political influence is the in-
flux of immigrants. Moreover, global immigration is changing the face of America
and has great implications for the nation’s future politics. It is therefore disap-
pointing that, unlike sociology and economics, political science has not engaged
immigration to understand the multiple ways immigrants may affect the nation.
A fundamental characteristic of Hispanic immigrants is their slow pace of nat-
uralization. There appears to be a tendency to explain this in uniquely Latin Amer-
ican terms. For example, Jones-Correa (1998) concludes that a major reason for
delayed Hispanic naturalization is that immigrants are cross pressured between
the feeling that naturalizing betrays their homeland and the desire to join political
communities in the United States. This claim is limited because it is based on a
study of 112 Latinos in Queens, New York, and it needs additional testing because
Canadians and Mexicans are the two groups with the longest wait between immi-
gration and naturalization. Asian immigrants on average wait 7 years, Europeans
10, and Latin American and Caribbean immigrants between 12 and 14 (DeSipio
2001). This pattern suggests that proximity of homeland, a factor unmentioned
by Jones-Correa (1998), plays a major role in the timing of naturalization. Addi-
tionally, DeSipio (2001) finds that individual differences such as education and
income are more significant than nationality differences in explaining immigrant
naturalization, even though national origins continue to have predictive value. An-
other factor that should be considered is that the second generation have long had
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a pattern of distancing themselves from immigrants rather than linking them to the
polity (Browning & de la Garza 1986, Mollenkopf et al. 2001). To the extent that
different nationalities adhere to this pattern, they could reduce the pace at which
conationals naturalize. Finally, it must be emphasized that, except for voting and
specialized employment, there are few benefits to be gained from naturalizing.

Most immigrants do not naturalize or do so only after long residence in the
United States. In 1990, according to the Census Bureau, only 8 of 19.8 million
immigrants had naturalized. As of 1988, one third of Hispanic immigrants had
naturalized, one third had initiated the naturalization process (sometimes never to
be finished), and one third were not interested in becoming citizens (Pachon &
DeSipio 1994). In 2000 (Mollenkopf et al. 2001), only about one third of immi-
grants had naturalized, and Latinos had the lowest rates of all: 25% had naturalized
compared with 40% of Asians, 33% of Africans and black Caribbeans, and 50%
of whites.

The National Latino Immigrant Survey (Pachon & DeSipio 1994), the most de-
tailed source on Latino naturalization and political incorporation, offers numerous
insights into immigrant motives regarding naturalization. The naturalization rate
for all immigrants is higher than the rates for Latinos as a whole, but rates differ
among Hispanic nationalities. The rates for Cubans, Dominicans, Central Ameri-
cans, and South Americans eligible to naturalize all exceed 80%, with Cubans the
leaders at 88%. The Mexican naturalization rate is the lowest at 69%.

Respondents reported that civic and participatory reasons were their primary
reasons for naturalizing (Pachon & DeSipio 1994). However, although 86% of
immigrants surveyed indicated that the right to vote was very important to their
decision to naturalize, among the recently naturalized, neither this nor any other
reason that spurred naturalization influenced the likelihood of voting. DeSipio
(1996a) also notes that their self-reported turnout rates varied between 40% and
60%.

Naturalization rates may have temporarily increased in the mid-1990s because
of a variety of factors. Fear of Governor Pete Wilson and Proposition 187 uniquely
affected California’s Mexican immigrant population and spurred citizenship appli-
cations. At the national level, the large number of Mexicans who came in under the
Immigration and Naturalization Act of 1986 were required to renew their immi-
gration status, and other Latino immigrants also had to renew their “green cards”
to maintain their status as legal immigrants. For both of these groups, it was just
as easy and no more costly to naturalize as to renew their status as legal resident
aliens. Thus, many chose to naturalize, and this may have resulted in a temporary
spike in naturalization rates. Additionally, Latino political leaders finally recog-
nized that getting immigrants naturalized and to the polls was the key to greater
political influence, and for the first time (Pachon 1998), they mobilized in support
of naturalization campaigns.

Patterns of immigrant civic engagement in activities for which citizenship is
unnecessary are mixed. The LNPS shows that naturalized and native-born citi-
zens have comparable rates of organizational involvement. However, a subsequent
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qualitative study of four communities in California and New Mexico found that
the foreign-born had lower levels of civic and political engagement than the native-
born (Segura et al. 1999). Nonetheless, regardless of how much lower their rates
of participation are in civic or political activities, naturalized Mexican parents are
as active in schools as are Anglo parents (DeSipio 1996a).

With regard to electoral engagement, there is a strong correlation between time
spent in the United States and the likelihood of registering and voting (Bass &
Casper 2001). That time in the United States has a greater effect on registration
than on voting suggests that GOTV efforts should be more successful than they
apparently are. Curiously, whereas being married has a positive effect on registering
and voting among the native-born, it has a negative effect among naturalized
citizens (Bass & Casper 2001).

There is broad agreement that naturalized Hispanics vote at lower rates than the
native-born. This is predictable given that they have the demographics associated
with low turnout, they reside in communities candidates tend to ignore, and they are
not well socialized in American electoral politics. Although this pattern character-
izes Latinos nationally (Bass & Casper 1999), there are differences associated with
nationality and location. Naturalization seems to stimulate voting among Cubans,
who have voted at higher rates than Anglos, but it has no effect on Mexican Amer-
icans (DeSipio 1996b). Indeed, Mexicans had the lowest of self-reported turnout
rates at 43%, whereas Salvadorans reached 47% and Cubans, Dominicans, and
Guatemalans exceeded 60% (Bass & Casper 2001). In New York City, turnout in
1996 declined by ~1% for each 10% increase in the immigrant population, and in
Los Angeles the decrease doubled (Mollenkopf et al. 2001). Mexican naturalized
citizens are one third as likely to vote as are Dominicans. In New York City, which
has programs for immigrants and naturalization as well as unwelcoming politicos,
the naturalized are more likely to vote than the native-born, but in Los Angeles
they are less likely to do so (Mollenkopf et al. 2001).

In California as a whole, Latino immigrants vote at lower rates than the native-
born. But among Mexicans, the turnout gap is 17%, whereas other Latino im-
migrants are ~12% more likely to vote than white immigrants are. Nonetheless,
Hispanic immigrants who have lived in California since 1970 vote on average 17%
more than the native-born, but those who arrived after 1980 vote 15% less than
the native-born (Citrin & Highton 2002). Contradicting this pattern is the finding
that Hispanics who naturalized in California between 1992 and 1996 were ~23%
more likely to vote than all other Latinos, including the native-born (DeSipio &
Pachon 2002).

DeSipio (1996b) reports that national origin is not a significant factor distin-
guishing voters from nonvoters. Equally noteworthy, in keeping with the research
on mobilization reviewed above, is that state of residence is the most regularly
significant variable affecting immigrant turnout. There is disagreement regard-
ing the effect of marital status, gender, employment status, home ownership, and
metropolitan residence on the immigrant’s propensity to vote (Bass & Casper 2001,
DeSipio & Pachon 2002).
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The consensus that Hispanic naturalized citizens vote less than the native-born
is consistent with the hypothesis that immigrant Latinos are not well socialized
into the polity, that they reside in heavily ethnic neighborhoods where GOTV
campaigns are the exception, and that their demographics predict low turnout. Thus,
although immigrants will not increase Latino turnout to rates comparable with
those of Anglos, neither will they drag them down. More significantly, Hispanic
political clout rides the crest of the immigrant wave. Immigrants are the core around
which new Latino districts have been constructed at every level of elected office.
They know it and the officials know it, and that shared knowledge is the basis of their
growing influence. This is why, whether they vote or not, the immigrants now have
access to elected and appointed Latino and non-Latino officials. DeSipio’s (2001)
argument that low voting rates will diminish the immigrant’s influence relative to
the native-born therefore seems to understate the overall role that immigrants play
in Hispanic politics.

Nonetheless, it is important to determine the key factors that influence turnout
among immigrants. If, as has been suggested, these are the same factors that in-
fluence the native-born, then the same tactics could be used to increase turnout. If
other variables are at work, or if some are more significant among the naturalized
than among the native-born, such as socialization or psychological perspectives,
then specific tactics that target the naturalized must be pursued. It will also be
necessary to go beyond conventional survey research and incorporate institutional
variables, such as local- and state-level institutions and indicators of ethnic res-
idential concentration, to develop a full picture of the dynamics of immigrant
incorporation.

TRANSNATIONALISM

A new issue that is closely related to immigrant incorporation is transnationalism.
Like immigrant incorporation, it is essentially ignored by political science despite
its significant political implications. The increasing availability of airline travel,
cell phones, and international banking services has enabled continuous interactions
between Latin American immigrants and their countries of origin. It is argued that
such interactions have brought about a new relationship between immigrants and
their countries of origin. From a disciplinary perspective, transnationalism refers to
the impact of this alleged new relationship on immigrants’ political incorporation.

The relationship is extremely complex and fluid. It is unclear, for example,
whether the emigrants or home-country political actors are primarily responsible
for transitional initiatives such as absentee voting. In Colombia’s case, Jones-
Correa (1998) asserts the emigrants initiated these demands. My research with
Colombian political leaders and scholars found widespread agreement that in-
cluding such rights in the 1991 Constitution was one of several signals given
by the drug traffickers (through the congressmen they controlled) to Colombian
“mules” in U.S. prisons to assure them that their interests in Colombia were well
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taken care of (de la Garza et al. 2000). In Mexico, a case Jones-Correa mentions
but does not analyze, opposition party leaders since 1988 have worked so closely
with the emigrants that it is impossible to determine the source of the demand for
absentee voting. It is reasonable to assume that similar complexities color other
aspects of state-emigrant relations in most cases.

Whereas most of the literature on transnationalism focuses on familial or cul-
tural contact with sending communities, or on economic linkages including remit-
tances for family maintenance or investment, DeSipio et al. (2003) describe the
extent to which emigrants engage in explicitly political transnational activities.
A major consequence of their work is that it refutes the notion implicit in much
of the literature that transnationals are sojourners who do not develop strong ties
to the United States. Furthermore, it is the first approach that tests the frequency
of transnational politics among emigrants and the persistence of transnational po-
litical activity over time. The authors operationalize political transnationalism in
terms of efforts by emigrants to maintain or reestablish political involvement in
the communities of origin through contributions to political campaigns, voting,
lobbying for the vote in countries where it is not yet granted, and even running for
office in the home country while residing in the United States. The study, based on
a national survey of Dominicans, Mexicans, Salvadorans, and island-born Puerto
Ricans, documents how limited political transnationalism is. Dominicans were the
most likely to have attended a meeting dealing with home-country politics or to
have belonged to a group consisting of members of their communities of origin,
but only 1 in 5 had participated in such activities. Indeed, the only behavior that en-
gages a majority of Hispanic immigrants in what might be a transnational political
activity is following the news from home.

Respondents were much more likely to be involved in organizations that focus
on U.S. activities than in those that emphasize transnational ties. Case studies
of Mexican immigrant organizations in Chicago, Los Angeles, Dallas, and New
York show that even groups composed entirely of members from one sending
community are much more likely to provide services to help members integrate
into America, such as English classes, than to offer programs aimed at maintaining
ties to the home country (de la Garza & Hazan 2003).

It is also important to note that key transnational behaviors, such as remitting,
decrease over time (DeSipio 2001) and that as immigrants and their children be-
come more incorporated into American society their attitudes toward immigrants
and immigration become more negative (de la Garza & DeSipio 1998, Newton
2000).

DeSipio et al. (2003) also show that those immigrants engaged in transnational
organizations and political activities are more likely to be involved in American
elections, and that those who were engaged in electoral activities in their homelands
were more likely than those who had not been to be involved with elections here.
One possible explanation for this pattern is that it reflects a tradition of political
activism shared by a small group of immigrants. Alternatively, it could reflect a
new kind of politics that flows from transnational interactions. There is no evidence
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that this is the case, but if it is, transnational politics may have significant long-term
implications for inter-American relations and American politics generally. Thus,
the question merits further investigation.

Huntington (1996, 1997, 2000) has repeatedly warned that even without polit-
ical ties to the homeland, Latino immigrants threaten the nation’s political fabric.
Given his prominence in the discipline, it is essential to respond to his views be-
cause of how they may influence the discipline (see Smith 2000) and policy makers.
He begins with a futuristic hypothetical scenario in which Hispanics use their new
political clout to impede American efforts to defend the national interest in a new
war over energy reserves because of their lack of commitment to the “national
interest” (Huntington 1996). He then explicitly criticizes the Council on Foreign
Relations for its efforts to incorporate Latinos into foreign policy circles as part
of its effort to broaden the foreign policy community, because of their continu-
ing political commitments to their home countries (Huntington 1997). His views
culminate with the conclusion that Mexican immigration threatens the United
States’ cultural integrity, national identity, and perhaps its very future as a coun-
try (Huntington 2000). He argues that (@) Mexican intermarriage has decreased;
(b) a Mexican American cultural community with no need to speak English could
develop, as he alleges has happened with Cubans in Miami; and that, without Mex-
ican immigration, (c) illegal immigration would be relatively minor, (d) education
levels would be very high, and (e) bilingual education would diminish.

Some of these arguments are contradicted by scholarly research, and others
are little more than contentious allegations. The first and second are demonstrably
false (dela Garzaetal. 1992, Bean & Stevens 2003). The third is theoretically inde-
fensible. Eliminating Mexican undocumented migration would, of course, reduce
Mexican illegality, but immigration theory indicates it would have no effect on
illegal immigration from elsewhere in Latin America and other parts of the world
except perhaps to increase it because the structural forces that shape immigration
would remain in place (Bean & Stevens 2003). The fourth is contentious. Elim-
inating Mexican immigration would raise national educational levels. However,
the educational levels of Mexican immigrants advance rapidly from the first to
the second generation; the lack of significant improvement in educational levels
in the third and fourth generations is not because of cultural factors but because
of the lack of public and private resources (Bean et al. 2001). Finally, although
most Mexican Americans support bilingual education, they see it as a means of
learning English (de la Garza et al. 1992) rather than as a means of retaining Span-
ish. Moreover, Greene (1998), a Manhattan Institute Fellow, has found that the net
educational effect of bilingual education is small but positive.

Further evidence that undermines the transnational claims and the allegations
regarding the threat Mexican immigrants (and their native-born children) pose to
the nation is these immigrants’ support for core American values, such as essential
elements of democracy and economic self-sufficiency. Based on an analysis of
Mexican American patriotism and support for political tolerance and economic
individualism, de la Garza et al. (1996) conclude that, regardless of whether they
speak English, are foreign- or native-born, or have an intense ethnic consciousness,
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Mexican Americans support American core values as least as much as Anglos do.
Dowley & Silver (2000) also find no statistical differences between Anglo and
Latino patriotism and agree that ethnic attachments do not lead to alienation from
the larger community.

De la Garza et al. (1997) test two models—one based on Hispanic cultural
attachments and the other based on the assumption that American socialization
structures how Latinos view Latin America and U.S. foreign policy in the region—
to determine which better explains Hispanic attitudes toward U.S. policy in Latin
America. They found that (¢) Hispanics gave the United States the highest ther-
mometer scores> of the ten countries included in the study; (b) not only are Latinos
not uniformly positive about Latin America, they differ among themselves in their
affect toward specific Latin American countries; (c) no nationality group ranks
more than one of the five Latin American countries in the study positively on a
thermometer scale; (d) English monolinguals and bilinguals express lower affect
than do Spanish monolinguals for Latin American counties; and (e) the respondents
do not see Latin American countries as constituting a distinct, unified dimension.
The ways in which they group them with other countries from across the globe in-
dicate that Latinos view Latin American countries in ideological or policy-specific
terms rather than in cultural terms. Overall, the analysis strongly rejects the cultural
model and supports the structural model.

Nonetheless, the foreign policy views of Latino elites differ somewhat from
those of Anglo elites (Pachon et al. 2000). According to a 1998 survey, they consider
the environment and world hunger much more significant than maintaining military
power and defending allies’ security. With regard to Latin America, however, their
goals are the same as those of the U.S. government, i.e., to strengthen democracy in
the region and promote international trade and investment. If Latinos were to lobby
on behalf of these goals, they would be emulating “‘other Americans’ in pursuit of
legitimate goals within the United States and in advocating that the government of
the United States act on its principles and in pursuit of its objectives” (Dominguez
2000, p. 157).

Their involvement in and attitudes toward foreign policy, regarding Latin Amer-
ica and in general, are distinctive in other ways, however. Most significant is their
lack of engagement in foreign policy. Hakim & Rosales (2000) report that, except
for the Cuban American National Foundation, neither the national Latino orga-
nizations [such as the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund
(MALDEF) and National Council de la Raza] nor the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus focuses on international issues. Thus, Hispanics exert almost no system-
atic influence on U.S.—Latin American relations or foreign policy in general. Fur-
thermore, in their analysis of case studies of emigrant-home country relations
involving Dominicans, Guatemalans, Colombians, Salvadorans, and Mexicans,
de la Garza et al. (2000) found no evidence of emigrants lobbying in the United

3A thermometer scale ranks a respondent’s feelings about a person or issue by giving their
feelings a score of 0—100. The higher the score, the “hotter” the respondent feels about the
person/issue.
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States on behalf of the home country. The only possible exception to this is their
involvement in proimmigration issues, which, though benefiting the home-country
government, is more clearly self-interested behavior. For this reason, Dominguez
(2000, p. 157) concludes that if Huntington is correct about ethnics undermining
the national interest through their involvement in foreign policy, “U.S. Latinos are
not at the root of the problem.”

Furthermore, the foreign policy views of significant proportions of Hispanic
elites run counter to Latin American preferences. For example, more than half of
the Hispanic elites interviewed would support unilateral political and economic
policies toward Mexico in order to deal with a hypothetical problem caused by drug
trafficking or to prevent massive immigration resulting from political turmoil, and
more than 40% support unilateral responses to human rights violations anywhere
in the hemisphere (Pachon et al. 2000). Such unilateral responses are especially re-
pugnant to Latin American governments. Contrary to established U.S. preferences
and more in keeping with Latin American preferences, they favor increasing the
attention the United States pays to Latin America and decreasing our European
emphasis, and they do not support further increases in military spending.

Additionally, fundamental differences between Latinos and Anglos may be
developing. Davis & Silver (2003) report that 56% of Latinos compared with
49% of Anglos agreed that the United States was responsible for the hatred that
led to 9/11. On the other hand, in a 2002 TRPI survey, more than 75% of Latin
American immigrants indicated there was no justification for the 9/11 attacks.
More noteworthy are findings that indicate that Latinos are less likely than Anglos
to state they are willing to fight for the United States (Dowley & Silver 2000).
This suggests they are becoming less patriotic than Anglos, contrary to the earlier
findings of de la Garza et al. (1996). Future research should test the hypothesis
that this new pattern reflects immigrants’ resentment of the effects of American
policies on their homelands and of anti-immigrant policies such as California’s
Proposition 187.

A tangentially related issue is the status of Puerto Rico. Barreto (2002) persua-
sively argues that what is at stake in the status debate is demands for increased
autonomy but not political independence. Thus, even though Puerto Ricans in-
tensely and successfully protested the continued use of Vieques for bombing prac-
tice and remain intensely divided between favoring statehood and commonwealth
status, islanders appear to remain strongly pro-American and manifest no signs of
decreasing commitment to the nation.

POLICY CONCERNS

Although their policy priorities closely resemble those of Anglos (Uhlanher &
Garcia 2002), it is reasonable to expect Latinos to have distinctive views on issues
that, given their history and current status, particularly affect them. These include
immigration, affirmative action, and relations with the courts and police.



LATINO POLITICS 113

Regardless of national origin, Latinos rank immigration among their lowest
priorities (de la Garza et al. 1992, Pachon et al. 2000), and although most Latinos
agree with the majority of Anglos that there are “too many immigrants” coming
to America (de la Garza 1992), the most acculturated are the most likely to favor
reduced immigration (Hood et al. 1997). Further evidence of the limited affect
of cultural ties on attitudes toward immigration is that the Hispanics who sup-
ported Proposition 187 were Spanish-dominant noncitizens who would be targets
of discrimination if the proposition passed (DeSipio & Pachon 2002).

Hispanic attitudes toward affirmative action are similarly varied. Overall, the
majority of Latinos support it, but Cubans’ views closely resemble those of Anglos.
Nonetheless, slight majorities of Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans, compared
with 73% of Cubans and 91% of Anglos, favor using merit rather than affirmative
action to allocate benefits. Also, 73% of Latinos support selecting students for
college without consideration of their racial or ethnic background (Uhlanher &
Garcia 2002). Still, more than 75% of California’s Hispanic voters opposed that
state’s anti—affirmative action referendum. On the other hand, even though the
majority of California’s Latinos believe that affirmative action is still needed to
assist Hispanics, blacks, and women, 51% of Hispanics and 56% of Anglos agreed
that ethnics use special programs to get benefits they do not deserve (Cain et al.
2000). Clearly, although Latinos support affirmative action, their views are com-
plicated and nuanced.

According to a national survey by the National Center for State Courts, Hispanic
attitudes toward police and the courts are also unexpectedly supportive (de la
Garza & DeSipio 2001). Twice as many have positive views of police as have
negative views (48% versus 24%), and they are as likely as non-Latinos to have
positive views of the court. Although 34% reported they had been discriminated
against by police, 43% said they had not. The foreign-born were slightly more
likely to be positive about police even though they were also more likely to report
discrimination by police. Although those who have negative views of the courts
and report police discrimination constitute a significant segment of the Latino
population, they are fewer than might have been expected given the negative history
of Latino-police relations. This relatively positive perspective is another indicator
of why Hispanic voting is not more responsive to ethnic cues or relational goods
incentives.

POLICY INFLUENCE

Prior to 1990, ethnic gerrymandering and a variety of institutional rules, such as
the lack of term limits, were major impediments to Latino office holding. Thanks
to continued demographic growth throughout the 1990s and contentious redis-
tricting implemented because of the Voting Rights Act (VRA) during that decade,
increasing numbers of Latinos across the country now serve in every level of elec-
tive office except the U.S. Senate, presidency, and vice presidency. Because the
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changes that followed the 1990 redistricting were so far-reaching, Guerra (1998)
argues that although the formal rules hurt Latinos prior to 1990, since then Latinos
have benefited from them. Although Guerra’s analysis focuses on California, it
probably applies to all states that have undergone similar institutional changes.
As the success of English-only referenda illustrates, however, this increased influ-
ence is effective when policies are managed within constrained environments but
is of no consequence when policies are handled through nonlegislative channels
(Santoro 1999).

This reinforces the argument by Hero & Tolbert (1995) regarding indirect sub-
stantive representation in Congress. Kerr & Miller (1997), contrary to Hero &
Tolbert, find that Hispanic congressmen directly represent Latino interests and
that the increase in Hispanic legislators at all levels is likely to lead to even more
direct interest representation, just as demographic growth should lead to greater
indirect representation. The extent and consequences of such increases merit schol-
arly attention.

Enhancing the likelihood of direct and indirect interest representation is the
establishment of a permanent Hispanic presence in Washington. The first phase
of this process was effected during the Carter administration, when the number
of Hispanic political appointments was so high that these appointees developed a
network that most used to advance Latino interests (de la Garza 1984). The sec-
ond phase was the institutionalization of an Hispanic lobby involving the major
Hispanic organizations, which first flexed its muscle during the Immigration Re-
form and Control Act of 1986 debates (Sierra 1999). The third and final phase is
the increase in Hispanic congressmen and the institutionalization of the Hispanic
Congressional Caucus. Given that almost all the congressmen are Democrats and
that the organizations that make up the Hispanic lobby are officially nonpartisan
but actually support a Democratic agenda, how effectively can they represent His-
panics when Republicans control the White House and Congress? How well do
these congressmen represent their constituents given low voter turnout rates in their
districts? What does it mean for the Hispanic community that the organizations
that lobby on behalf of Latinos are sustained by corporate and foundation grants
rather than by dues-paying members? These are some of the questions that analysts
should address in order to determine how effectively Latinos are represented at the
national level.

At the local level, research on educational policy, a priority issue for Hispanics
(Uhlanher & Garcia 2002), indicates that Latinos enjoy the benefits of effective
direct representation (Fraga et al. 1986). Hispanic students in districts that use
ward or mixed election systems, which result in Latinos being elected to school
boards, are better off than students in districts that use at-large elections. This is
because the presence of Hispanic school board members is associated with an
increased number of Latino teachers; this in turn is associated with numerous
positive outcomes, such as increases in programs for gifted students, increases
in graduation rates, and decreases in corporal punishment (which leads to lower
graduation rates) (Meier & Stewart 1991).
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CONCLUSION

The past decade has seen significant developments that affect the study of Latino
politics. The initial task was to make it possible to analyze the Latino political
world. This has been accomplished, thanks to case studies, political ethnographies,
and surveys that to a significant degree targeted Latinos to the exclusion of other
groups. The best example of this approach is the LNPS. Now, however, it is clear
that an Hispanic-specific emphasis should be abandoned in favor of a broader,
comparative approach that will explicate the similarities and differences between
Hispanics, Anglos, and other groups.

The first step in implementing this approach will be to modernize NES so that
it includes a representative sample of the nation’s new demography and questions
that address the new issues that affect the political life of these new populations.
This means more than having Latinos statistically represented; it means restructur-
ing NES sampling procedures so that it is regularly possible to understand Latino
perspectives and their impact on national political life. This is not an outlandish
proposition given that the Hispanic vote could determine the outcome of a presi-
dential election.

The alternative approach is to replicate the LNPS and other surveys, such as that
of the San Jose Mercury News, but this will keep Hispanics out of the discipline’s
mainstream. Such an effort will, of course, produce significant new data, but, like
the LNPS, its value will diminish over time, and this will lead to demands for LNPS
III. The only way to avoid this is to move Latinos to the center of the discipline,
which can only be done through NES.

Additionally, because structural factors, such as parties and state and local in-
stitutions, have been shown to be more analytically relevant than national origin,
researchers should be less concerned that their studies include representative sam-
ples of all Hispanic nationalities and more focused on insuring that the relevant
institutional variables are included. For example, there is no compelling theoreti-
cal reason to expect Salvadorans to differ from other immigrants because of their
nationality. Instead, it is reasonable to hypothesize that immigrants from coun-
tries that experienced civil wars, such as Guatemala, Colombia, El Salvador, and
Nicaragua may differ in politically significant ways from those who left more sta-
ble homelands, such as Ecuador, Honduras, and the Dominican Republic. Also,
the political orientations immigrants developed before arriving in the United States
should be analyzed to determine their impact on immigrant political behavior.

This review also convinces me that immigrant political incorporation requires
more and deeper analysis. Immigrants claim that the desire to vote is a major
factor stimulating their naturalization, but few vote after becoming citizens. Why?
Relatedly, to what extent do Hispanic immigrants account for increasingly negative
assessment of U.S. foreign policy and the disinclination among Hispanics, relative
to Anglos, to serve in the American military?

In view of the consensus in the literature that Latino voting is essentially unaf-
fected by the historical experiences of racism and exclusion, and few significant
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barriers to political participation remain, what justifies the continued demands for
VRA protections? This is an especially important question given that majority-
minority districts appear to reduce voter turnout and that currently the primary
beneficiaries of VRA protections are immigrants, most of whom never experi-
enced the discrimination that gave rise to the VRA.

This review also leads me to ask how well Latino interests are served. Al-
though Hispanic concerns are relatively well represented directly and indirectly
in legislatures, the fact that low turnout essentially makes elected officials unac-
countable to the Latino electorate is troubling. Also, because the national orga-
nizations are primarily accountable to corporations and foundations rather than
to a Latino membership, I question how effectively Latino concerns are rep-
resented regarding immigration or other controversial issues on which overall
Latino preferences are much more conservative than the policies pursued by
organizations.

My readings also make it clear that qualitative research is essential to an un-
derstanding of the nuances and distinctiveness of Latino political experiences.
Although this type of research should be encouraged, it would be more useful
and widely accepted if it adhered to established methodological approaches such
as APD. This would enable researchers to pursue their interest in the kinds of
political behaviors that survey data usually miss while also dealing with issues of
causality.

Perhaps what I found most surprising from this review is that ethnic factors
are, in general, less significant than partisanship, issues, and class variables in
explaining Hispanic voting. A possible exception to this is the role of coethnics in
GOTYV campaigns. To what extent, therefore, should GOTV campaigns emphasize
nonethnic versus ethnic appeals? More important, is it possible to combine these
nonethnic characters with ethnic indicators to develop a new conceptualization of
the terms Latino/Hispanic that will help develop a more comprehensive approach
to the study of Latinos?

Together, these conclusions lead me back to the theoretical question with which
this essay began. Is pluralism the best model for analyzing Latino politics? Twenty
years ago I would have said no. Today, based on my understanding of the material
I have read, I respond with a qualified yes. This is not to say that anti-Hispanic
racism no longer exists; instead, as a result of long and bitter struggles, Lati-
nos are now part of the mainstream and have attained the clout to influence the
system from within as well as from without. The major problem they will con-
front for the foreseeable future concerns immigrant incorporation. If the state
does not provide immigrants access to the political mainstream, Latinos may find
themselves in the kind of struggle they faced prior to the 1980s. Far from plu-
ralistic, that situation would be best understood as a racially constructed unstable
polity dominated by Anglo elites. Perhaps because I am heir to the optimism
that characterizes Latinos, I do not think the nation will degenerate into those
conditions.
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B Abstract There is much debate about the effects of media market deregulation
and the resulting growth of vast global media corporations. Some observers argue
that deregulatory pressures have undermined public service broadcasting and media
social-responsibility norms, resulting in deterioration of information quality and po-
litical disengagement of citizens in many nations. Others herald deregulatory trends
as expanding information choices and enabling citizens to find their preferred levels
of political engagement. This analysis proposes that we understand global trends in
media deregulation as part of a transnational political regime in which many players
and institutional arenas shape norms for media ownership, social responsibility, and
citizen information. The players include multinational corporations, parties and public
officials, interest associations, and citizen advocacy organizations. The institutional set-
tings include national legislatures and regulatory commissions as well as international
trade organizations, European Union commissions, and United Nations agencies. The
outcomes of contests among these players at different institutional levels influence the
degrees of normative consensus on ownership and content policies in the regime and
explain how different nations engage with media deregulation and the market forces
that increasingly shape the content of democratic public life.

INTRODUCTION

Many scholars argue that media globalization has dire effects on democracy and
civic life. At the core, this global media process involves fierce competition and
takeover wars waged by multinational corporate giants against local and national
media companies. For their part, second-tier national and regional conglomerates
also prey on weaker competitors, both to grow large enough to protect themselves
from takeover by multinationals and to create the production and distribution
synergies that size is thought to favor. This business logic is accompanied nearly
everywhere by industry pressures to relax content and ownership regulations. The
conglomerates also attack public service media subsidies, which they define as
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subversive to free-market principles of open competition, profit, and consumer
content choice.

Critics charge that the effects of this international trend include (a) reduced cor-
porate social responsibility to serve diverse political, cultural, and demographic
audiences; () increasingly generic programming in both entertainment and public
affairs; (¢) a reconstructed political media space that excludes much of local poli-
tics, citizen activism, public policy analysis, and deliberation; (d) emphasis on low
cost, attention-getting sensationalism that promotes discouraging antisocial and
antipolitical images; and (e) a public value shift associated with treating audiences
purely as consumers, resulting in program content that is more compatible with
advertising values and consumer lifestyles than with citizen engagement in public
affairs (Bagdikian 1997, McChesney 1999, Price 1996, Schiller 1996). Some crit-
ics accuse the media oligarchs of imposing a cultural hegemony by standardizing
content around consumer values and pursuing profit-maximizing business models
that drive independent culture producers to the margins of the media marketplace
(Bourdieu 1996, 2002). Herman & McChesney (1997) argue that as commercial
values invade media systems, even passive media consumption tacitly legitimizes
the politics and morality of a profit-driven social order.

Countering the view of rapacious corporate giants devouring civic cultures is
the claim that media deregulation has greatly expanded the communication and
information choices available to national audiences (Norris 2000). If those choices
contain lighter political content, and audiences flock to them, the implication is
that pent-up demand for simpler, more entertaining images of politics simply went
unsatisfied in more heavily regulated, highbrow public service television systems
(Gunther & Mughan 2000, p. 15). This consumer-democracy connection is ampli-
fied in arguments suggesting that citizens find sufficient meaning in personalized,
dramatized infotainment to suit their political needs (Baum 2002, Schudson 1998,
Zaller 2003). Indeed, a healthy scholarly debate has developed about the so-called
tabloidization of news—a trend that has grown as television and press empires have
expanded into deregulated national markets (Sparks & Tulloch 2000). Rather than
dismiss tabloid news formats as inferior, some argue that they speak the language
of populist conservatism that has become increasingly important in late-modern
politics. They publicize images that appeal to economically marginal citizens who
sense that they are living in a menacing world as potential victims of political
and social predators (Knight 1989, p. 106). Taking tabloids seriously may help to
explain a recent conversation that I had with an official inside the press operation
of the German Social Democratic Party. Asked to name the most influential news
organization in Germany, my source unhesitatingly replied, “Bild Zeitung,” which
was described as “the national opinion maker.”

Beyond the debates about the relationship between media oligarchy and me-
dia democracy stands an even larger literature that links media exposure to civic
malaise and citizen disengagement. Proponents of this school claim that media-
induced citizen discontent with politics and government has grown over time in par-
allel with infotainment and more general deregulatory trends in commercial media.
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Explanations range from the passivity induced by television in younger genera-
tions (Putnam 2000) to growing commercialism in news organizations and declin-
ing public service broadcasting values (Dahlgren 1995, Entman 1989). However,
comparative data (Norris 2000, pp. 233-54) show generally positive associations
between news and public affairs consumption and civic participation measures
such as trust, regime support, and confidence. These continuing debates suggest
the need to resolve questions about the impact of media market deregulation and
varieties of citizen information formats on the quality of democratic civic life.

RESOLVING CONCEPTUAL DIFFERENCES

Current debates about global media trends and civic engagement may raise more
questions than they answer. Sorting out these disagreements is difficult because
of the lack of clear causal relationships, multiple and disjointed levels of analysis,
and considerable national variation in media system types and civic engagement
trends. For example, a question that bedevils causal inference is whether expo-
sure to serious information channels actually promotes greater engagement, or
whether already-engaged citizens simply find information sources to sustain their
engagement (Norris 2000). Other individual-level studies point to the more com-
plex possibility that older generations of engaged “dutiful” citizens continue to find
conventional media sources that sustain their information needs, while younger
generations operating with self-identity-centered models of citizenship may re-
quire more personalized and interactive multimedia experiences to engage them
(Graber 2001). It is also difficult to sort out the “mixed message” effects of tabloid
news because short-term spikes in public attention follow media spectacles, even
as those same news formats feed longer-term cynicism about politics (Bennett &
Entman 2001; Cappella & Jamieson 1997; Patterson 1993, 2000).

At another level of analysis, national differences in media ownership and pro-
gram content patterns make it difficult to decide whether global media concen-
tration is an independent power wedge that eventually breaks the resistance of
nations, or whether some political cultures can block the impact of the global gi-
ants. A related dilemma is whether the most visible media trends (sensationalism,
negative political advertising, infotainment, shrinking local political coverage) in-
evitably arrive in the Trojan Horse of media concentration, or whether those trends
mainly reflect emerging consumer tastes within many nations, as individuals in
globalizing societies become more concerned with personal lifestyles and less
interested in civic responsibilities (Bennett 1998). This latter possibility seems
consistent with broad cross-national declines (seemingly independent of media
ownership concentration) in social trust, confidence in government, and other con-
ventional indicators of political identification and participation (Inglehart 1997,
Putnam 2000, Rahn & Rudolph 2001).

Given the prevalence of puzzling evidence and contradictory claims, it makes
sense to seek a new theoretical framework—one that moves beyond conflating
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ownership concentration, political content corruption, and citizen disaffection as
inseparable elements of global media politics. At the same time, we need to keep
different levels of analysis in the same theoretical context, both macro level (cor-
porate practices, international trade organizations, and national party, interest,
and regulatory politics) and micro level (political program content and individual
responses). Because we are talking about a transnational phenomenon that has
diverse manifestations at the national level, I propose that we adopt the notion of
a transnational regime from international relations theory.

THE TRANSNATIONAL MEDIA REGIME:
A FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

Transnational normative regimes involve multiple state and nonstate actors at
different institutional levels negotiating norms that promote semivoluntary com-
pliance over force in dealing with common issues. Transnational regimes have
achieved varying degrees of success in coordinating such complex issues as trade,
nuclear technology transfer, human rights, environmental protection, piracy on
the high seas and in the radio waves, and harboring terrorists, among others. Ap-
plying this concept to global media politics, the core elements of a transnational
media regime include (a) various state and nonstate players (e.g., media corpo-
rations, technology developers, national officials, consumer groups, and media
reform movements) that (b) operate in different political arenas (e.g., international
trade negotiations; European Union commissions; national licensing, regulatory,
party finance, and legislative processes; and consumer and social movement cam-
paigns) to (c¢) achieve normative agreement on standards and practices that define
stakeholder relationships in media systems (covering such areas as ownership, pro-
duction, trade, information flows, content quality, technology adoption, corporate
responsibility, and consumer protection). Successive rounds of regime contests
may disrupt or promote normative standards and establish patterned repertoires of
conflict and cooperation among disparate state and nonstate actors (Katzenstein
1996, Sikkink 2003, Thomson 1990).

An advantage of a regime approach to global media politics is that it widens
the analysis beyond the conventional focus on media corporations and national
regulatory politics. This makes it easier to understand cross-national similarities
and differences, such as the growing acceptance of multinational corporate owner-
ship of national media companies and the continuing diversity of national content
and responsibility standards imposed on those owners. The regime approach also
invites us to see norms advanced by different players, rather than being blinded by
the dominant role of media corporations and their norm of market deregulation.
Thus, we can also look at regime politics from the standpoint of those who advocate
higher standards of social responsibility for media companies that seek primarily
to promote self-interested business models, or from the perspective of players who
promote the responsibilities of states and international organizations to safeguard
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public interests through licensing and privacy protections, content and technology
standards, and ownership concentration rules. We can also see how various norms
and practices are shaped by interactions between supranational entities (e.g., media
conglomerates, trade organizations, technology standards agencies) and domestic
politics (e.g., state regulatory agencies, parties, interests, and citizen activists).
Finally, moving beyond the standard topic focus on corporate interests and the
regulation of national mass media systems enables us to incorporate other aspects
of global media, such as the Internet, into our analysis. Bringing the Internet into
the global media picture reminds us that what we think of as media politics today
may be transformed tomorrow. More importantly, including the Internet and other
personal digital communication technologies in the analysis of global media helps
us understand how some weaker players in the regime—media reform movements
and social justice activists—have been empowered to challenge core regime norms
and practices.

The media regime I am describing here draws its players primarily from West-
ern democracies, and the normative bias in the present era of this regime is clearly
toward neoliberal, deregulatory politics. Much of the Arab world and many author-
itarian states shun this neoliberal media regime in favor of more tightly controlled
national systems. (The advent of Al Jazeera and other Arabic news services may
be signs of a rising Islamic media regime.) Other nations, such as China, sit on
the edge of the Western regime, accepting some of its products but exerting purely
nationalistic restrictions in ways that neither buy membership in the regime nor
change its broader dynamics. For those primarily liberal democratic nations (in
Europe, North America, Australia, New Zealand, parts of Asia, and much of South
America) that constitute the main players in the regime, the common denominator
involves some degree of receptiveness to normative pressures, internal and ex-
ternal, to deregulate media systems and open them to more concentrated private
ownership.

If member nations open themselves to some degree of media market deregu-
lation, including outside ownership, they may also engage various national (e.g.,
legislative) and international (e.g., World Trade Organization) processes to ad-
dress domestic concerns, with the aim of resetting regime boundaries. Thus, even
as the World Trade Organization (WTO) negotiated agreements to open interna-
tional trade in various media products, national commitments to public service
media norms have so far prevented the WTO from “defining public broadcast-
ing as uncompetitive, largely because of European opposition” (O Siochri et al.
2002, p. 131). In response, media conglomerates such as Rupert Murdoch’s News
Corporation continue to lobby relentlessly in domestic arenas, from parliaments
to the pages of their own papers, for removal of license fees and other govern-
ment support for public service broadcasting. In this fashion, core norms and their
practical applications are defended and contested at different political levels of the
transnational regime.

This notion of a multilevel regime enables us to move from corporate con-
glomerates to the sensibilities of domestic politics and consumer audiences, all
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by keeping the focus on norms and ideas as the constructive basis of the regime.
The focus on contests over regime norms also helps to identify where effective
challenges to the dominant deregulation ethos come from. Opponents of increas-
ing deregulation include not only various states seeking protection for cultural
standards and local media industries, but also the often overlooked media reform-
ers and global activists who have raised their voices against media monopolies
through impressive digital communication networks on the Internet.

This approach may seem similar to Putnam’s (1988) model of international
relations as two-level games in which domestic and international agents interact to
produce various outcomes. However, as Sikkink (2003) notes, many international
systems involve much more complex dynamics than a game situation in which
bargaining is restricted to a few agents such as legislatures or heads of state.
For example, the emergence of international norms against state-supported (or
-tolerated) piracy in the eighteenth century involved multiple points of political
engagement from states, business interests, and political factions within states,
and of course the pirates themselves (Thomson 1990). The emergence of a global
media regime is even more complex, with engagement by powerful corporations,
numerous international organizations, domestic interests and political factions,
emerging transnational social movements for media democracy, policy advocacy
networks, and concerned citizens.

Although this system may seem enormously complex, coherence is provided by
focusing on core contests over the norms and practices that constitute the regime:
the free flow of products and information versus the rights of communities to
impose political and cultural limits; commercialization and privatization of com-
munication systems versus public interest protections for citizens and consumers;
standardization of news and entertainment products versus national and cultural
diversity; the right of business to compete and expand in world markets versus the
protection of local production and ownership; and, of course, the degree to which
citizen information flows should be regulated by design through public service
systems or left to the often erratic outcomes of markets (O Siochri et al. 2002).
Following these normative dynamics of the regime moves us in the direction of
Sikkink’s definition of the “new transnationalism” in international relations: “The
transnationalist research program is intrinsically linked to broader concerns within
constructivist IR theory with the influence of ideas, norms, and identity on world
politics” (Sikkink 2003, p. 3).

At the very least, this approach moves us away from irreconcilable scholarly
differences based on ideology, anecdotal reasoning, and contrasts among different
fragments of a larger system. Even more important, this perspective reminds us
that global media politics is neither static nor deterministic. Conflicts swirl around
the activities of the media giants, with ideological norms that favor free market
growth pitted against opposing norms that seek restraint and regulation. When put
in these terms, questions about the impact of the media regime at national and
individual levels may become more empirically decidable.
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INSIDE THE GLOBAL MEDIA REGIME

A starting point for analysis is to identify factors that shape contests over the
key norms of the regime, such as those affecting ownership, content production
and distribution, and social responsibility. The most important factors are outlined
below and elaborated in the rest of this section.

® Multinational conglomerates and national media corporations that seek to
advance commercial norms, namely concentrating ownership of production
and distribution, dominating advertising markets, and placing profit consid-
erations above social responsibility.

B [nternational and domestic political institutions into which media businesses
project their commercial norms, and that provide the main arenas for con-
testing them.

® Domestic publics within nations, both consumers of media content and citi-
zens challenging that content.

B Digital media (e.g., Internet and Web) channels with global reach that are only
partially integrated into commercial systems, which enable the distribution
of political alternatives to commercialized content and the organization of
grassroots protests against the regime.

Media Corporations: Redefining the Issues

If norms promoting neoliberal media deregulatory policies were not so popular,
media giants would be less muscular, and surely less free to produce programming
with so little public accountability. This means that the size of corporations may be
less important to understand than the normative environments in which they operate
and the quality of public information produced within those environments. Still, it
is easy to see why discussions of the global media gravitate toward the breathtaking
growth and shrinking number of corporations, along with the imitative predatory
behaviors of second-tier national giants.

At the time of this writing, the global media market was dominated by as
few as seven giant corporations that have grown at astonishing speed into verti-
cally and horizontally integrated behemoths: Disney, (AOL) Time Warner, Sony,
News Corporation, Viacom, Vivendi Universal, and Bertelsmann (McChesney
2001). A summary listing of the holdings of these companies would fill pages,
and it would be outdated before this article is published. A useful source for
tracking the growth of these corporations and debating their impact is the Media
Channel (http://www.mediachannel.org/ownership). Some argue that the quest for
dominance is, in itself, a political problem worth worrying about. For example,
McChesney (2001) offers a simple model of corporate media behavior as imperi-
alistic, involving these elements: (@) the race to conquer new territories (markets),
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(b) the escape from national regulations and identifications that enables corpora-
tions to become semiautonomous world powers, and (c) the quest for size or scale,
which aims at depriving markets of alternative sources of products.

Although this seems a good account of corporate motives, even as the moguls
themselves talk about them, I see several problems with focusing more on im-
perialistic motives than on the conflicts over regime norms that determine how
those motives work, in practice, in different national contexts. One problem with
the focus on size and scale is that the corporate behemoths are anything but sta-
ble, well-organized machines (as the notion of imperial conquest would imply).
Many have failed to create profitable integrations of their vast holdings, much less
achieve the synergies across product lines and delivery mechanisms that fuel the
race for expansion (Economist 2002). Indeed, at the time of this writing, most of
the giants listed above were divesting major holdings, eliminating divisions, or
contemplating wholesale breakup. AOL Time Warner was struggling over internal
organization and external image problems to the point of contemplating removal
of “AOL” from the company name—signaling the failure of this record merger to
deliver its promised convergence of content and media platforms. Bertelsmann’s
CEO Thomas Middlehoff once dismissed concerns about its acquisition of a large
share of US book and music markets by saying that Bertelsmann was no longer
a German company; later profitability problems raised questions about its entry
into those markets in the first place. Former Vivendi Universal chief Frank Biondi
aired the conventional corporate wisdom that “99% of the success of these com-
panies” would be found “in successful execution offshore” (McChesney 2001). At
the time of this writing, Vivendi was trying to sell off its far-flung and disastrously
unprofitable Universal media and entertainment assets. In short, imperial motives
do not always yield successful empires.

Another challenge to the media-imperialism argument is that the metaphor
breaks down when applied to communication conceived as territory. The territory
being conquered by the media giants is only partly physical (i.e., consumer au-
dience demographics). Perhaps the more interesting part of media territory is the
transmission and reception capacity, which is expanding thanks to technological
innovation in digital communications. If there were only so much space to conquer,
the gobbling up of channels and bands might present a larger problem. But in an
expanding universe, large corporations must compete not only with each other but
often within themselves, resulting in many of the organizational fiascoes witnessed
in recent years among the corporate behemoths (Compaigne & Gomery 2000).

Next comes the argument that although the global giants may be carving up the
European and North American markets, these are merely two (albeit important)
regions in the larger world picture. As noted above, other national and regional me-
dia systems (e.g., China, Islamic states, Russia, and cultural regions such as Latin
America, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia) produce content that is culturally
and, to varying degrees, politically apart from the neoliberal Western media regime.
Some of these cultural flows even reach larger world audiences. Low-cost trans-
mission and reception technologies enable programming to flow outward from
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Asian, Latin American, and Middle Eastern producers to audiences in regional
neighborhoods, as well as to large immigrant communities in Europe and North
America (Sinclair et al. 1996).

Finally, even the global giants may produce news and content images that echo
the concerns of transnational political activist networks (Bennett 2003a, Keck &
Sikkink 1998), which appear to be surrounded by larger publics receiving news of
global environmental, economic, trade, human rights, and labor problems through
various media. A Pew survey of 44 nations found more diversity in national views
on the benefits of globalization than a media hegemony model might predict (Pew
Research Center 2003, p. 177). There were also considerable differences of opin-
ion about the merits of antiglobalization protesters (Pew Research Center 2003,
p- 187). Garnham suggests that the general public’s political awareness of world
system interdependence may be an unintended consequence of media globaliza-
tion: “I would argue that historically both the economic and political aspects of
system rationality have not only become global but are understood as global by
a growing proportion of the world’s population, in part precisely because of the
growth and spread of global systems of mediated communication” (Garnham 1992,
p. 369).

These challenges to the media imperialism argument encourage us to be some-
what more careful in thinking about what the media conglomerates actually con-
tribute to this transnational media regime. I propose that we look beyond the
growth and domination motives of the corporations and consider that these cor-
porate players share a remarkably common normative policy agenda, the aggres-
sive promotion of which constitutes one political pole of the regime. Murdock
(1990) outlined this agenda in terms of four stages of what I would call regime
formation from the standpoint of the corporate players: “denationalization” (cor-
porate business plans that remove companies from systematic national control
or regulation), “liberalization” (pressures to relax ownership and competition
rules within nations), “commercializing the public sector” (pressures to break
public service television and radio monopolies by licensing commercial com-
petition and reducing public funding, with the aim of forcing public service
media corporations to take on commercial sponsors and develop ratings-based
programming), and “reregulation” (policy initiatives that permit vertical and hor-
izontal integration through multiple ownerships and acquisition of the means of
production, distribution, licensing, and delivery of content across those multiple
holdings).

These normative directives may reflect imperial corporate ambitions, but they
do not automatically burst forth with uniform results in different nations. Un-
derstanding the neoliberal global media regime as a dynamic contest in which the
normative corporate pole is contested by other regime players enables us to account
for less deterministic outcomes, including failures of companies, the capacities of
nations to resist deterioration of political content, and the rise of popular resis-
tance and alternative communication channels. The next section reviews some of
the settings in which these political contests take place.
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Regime Politics in National and International Contexts

The next elements of this transnational media regime are the national and in-
ternational political arenas in which the normative agendas of media companies
encounter political support and opposition. These diverse political arenas (legisla-
tive, regulatory, judicial, trade organizations) may produce what appears to be a
chaotic array of unique results, but their outputs can be understood as more general
results of coalitions and policy networks struggling for or against the normative
proposition of enabling media corporations to communicate their chosen content
within and across borders. For example, when viewed purely as national cases,
many countries appear unique. However, the regime model would lead us to expect
national variation in media ownership and political content to be a function of dif-
ferential national engagement with the norms, corporations, and policy institutions
of the global media regime.

UNDERSTANDING NATIONAL ENGAGEMENT WITH REGIME POLITICS The Italian
case is often reduced to the particularity of Silvio Berlusconi’s media empire and
his influence in Italian politics (Stratham 1996). Yet Berlusconi has behaved in
near perfect accordance with the corporate regime norms outlined in the previous
section—even to the extent that his domestic political influence raised charges of
corruption. Moreover, Berlusconi also behaved in accordance with the aspiration
to “go transnational,” as evidenced by his ill-fated early entry into the French mar-
ket in the 1980s and his more successful later ventures. The civic impact of his
Italian activities began with the sweeping commercialization of Italian television
and culminated in aligning the political content of TV news with the new populist
politics of Berlusconi’s own party (Stratham 1996). Mazzolini (1995) argues that
television has now taken over the role of parties in mobilizing a populist, right
wing electoral response in Italy.

Although Italy may be a somewhat extreme case because of the dissolution of
barriers between the corporate media and the state, other nations display their own
distinctive domestic mechanisms that define their engagement with the global
media regime. It is clear, for example, that Japan was a late entrant in media
regime politics. Various pressures combined to relax restrictions on concentration
of media ownership, leading to the proliferation of channels and a diversification
in news and entertainment content. Only some of the change can be attributed to
external pressures to open the market to outside competition from BBC, CNN, and
Murdoch. Decisive domestic initiatives also arose from government policy circles
and national electronics companies that saw the closed market as stifling Japan’s
development of new communications technologies (Hanson 1997). Once again,
the domestic politics that motivated Japan to join the regime may seem unique,
but once it joined, the result was a characteristic mix of mergers, joint ventures,
and the influence of external content formats, particularly in the area of news.

Critics argue that the flow of commercialized news images standardizes po-
litical content on terms cued by Western governments and authorities. This may
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be true. At the same time, there is strong evidence that the pre-regime Japanese
press system was hardly a model of quality, diversity, or autonomy from govern-
ment news management (Freeman 2000). Indeed, many observers have argued
that deregulation has brought an overall improvement in the diversity and quality
of news and public affairs programming on Japanese television (Friedland 1994,
Hanson 1997, Sender 1994). A similar argument seems to apply to Mexico based
on findings that private television introduced less partisan bias in coverage of the
2000 state elections than state television, which suffered continuing corruption
from the parties in power (Hughes & Lawson 2003). These cases suggest that
some national media systems may gain in civic information quality from joining
the regime, while others may lose.

Cultural receptivity is also a factor in understanding regime behavior at the
national level. For example, some nations that are open to market and content
deregulation may exhibit consumer tastes that mesh poorly with the generic prod-
uct models of global media corporations. McChesney (2001) argues that this often
results in multinational corporations simply buying national assets or signing dis-
tribution deals that give them some control over local content production. This
was the model that Sony applied in Brazil. At the same time, such arrangements
facilitate the export of Brazilian music to global audiences—which is hard to find
overly objectionable.

Cultural barriers account for uneven engagement with the regime in other na-
tional media markets as well. For example, the deregulation of a rather dismal
Indian state television monopoly in the 1980s produced a flowering of chan-
nels and outlets for a thriving internal (Bollywood) film and television industry
(Thussu 1997). Indian domestic interests and political cultures have been less
resistant to the domination of Indian national news by global generic content
providers such as WTN, Reuters, and APTV, whose feeds appear in local programs
and echo through imports from Murdoch (Sky News), BBC, and CNN (Thussu
1997).

The case of France represents another variant of the interaction between do-
mestic politics and culture and various arenas of regime contest. The French case
was characterized by domestic political receptivity in the form of a breakdown
of a center-right proregulatory consensus in the early 1980s. This receptivity was
balanced by state-sanctioned cultural selectivity, a combination that accounts for
French acceptance of some regime norms and fierce resistance to others (Kuhn
1995). The French case is also interesting because it enables us to see how national
politics often crosses into international venues. France has long been a player
in international arenas, from UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization) initiatives for a New World Information and Com-
munication Order in the 1970s to more recent WTO negotiations over cultural
products.

INTERNATIONAL VENUE-SHOPPING Many nations engage international venues to
reconcile internal and external deregulatory pressures against countervailing
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domestic pressures for the protection of local culture industries, the imposition of
moral codes (including government and religious censorship), or the maintenance
of public service broadcast or newspaper subsidies. Among the most interesting
political stories in this area is the proliferation of international regulatory venues
to accommodate this political bargaining (O Siochrd et al. 2002).

Sweden, for example, has become a leader in efforts to restrict WTO jurisdiction
over cultural products. Shopping among international venues has also enabled
Sweden to use its term as chair of the European Union in 2001 to initiate EU
legislation modeled on Swedish regulations that protect children from advertising
(McChesney 2001). Such examples of national engagement with international
arenas suggest fierce struggles to define and delimit the impact of regime norms
within nations.

The presence of struggle over the norms that guide policies does not necessar-
ily mean that those seeking to protect national prerogatives are winning the day.
It is important to step back and take a broader look at how the trends are play-
ing out. As with many transnational regimes (whether they involve environmental
standards, human rights, trade, or nuclear arms control), some players have more
resources than others. It is often argued that the most relentless push for interna-
tional media market deregulation has come from the United States (McChesney
2001, O Siochri et al. 2002). Not surprisingly, the overlapping normative bi-
ases of US media corporations and political elites have made America the poster
case for the erosion of political information quality. Breathtaking transformations
of American news and journalism standards have occurred during the period of
sweeping deregulation and media consolidation that began in the mid 1980s and
has continued with little interruption through both Democratic and Republican
administrations of the 1990s and early 2000s. American media corporations and
government trade officials have pushed aggressively for US-style market access
in international arenas as well.

GENERAL TENDENCIES IN NATIONAL MEDIA SYSTEMS ENGAGED WITH THE REGIME
Although many nations have resisted the full regime effects that have been visited
upon the United States, it is possible to identify three general trends that occur to
varying degrees in most nations that have engaged with the regime. These forces
play out differently depending on the levels of domestic political resistance and
the state’s continuing public service commitment sustained after engagement with
the regime. The trends include (a) general depoliticization of commercial media
content environments, (b) more specific introductions of infotainment, tabloid,
and antipolitics formulas in news content, and (c) struggles in public service sys-
tems over audience declines and pressures to adopt less “highbrow” and more
commercial content formulas.

Depoliticization of media content environments Adbusters, a North American
consumer activist organization, tested the openness of publicly licensed commer-
cial media space in the United States by trying to buy airtime to run a commercial
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promoting its campaign for an annual day of consumer freedom called “Buy Noth-
ing Day.” After years of trying, no media outlet would run the ad (except for CNN,
which eventually capitulated). When corporate executives were challenged about
their decisions to reject the paid, well-produced, humorous spot, their explana-
tions were instructive. The Vice President of advertising standards at General
Electric/NBC said, “We don’t want to take any advertising that’s inimical to our
legitimate business interests.” A Westinghouse Corp./CBS official went so far as
to declare that Buy Nothing Day was “in opposition to the current economic policy
in the United States” (Hertz 2001, p. 6).

Price (1996) argues that domestic politicians and broadcasters often become
tacit partners in setting the communication tone for consumer societies. As broad-
casters become active boosters for market values, “TV programming develops a
new form of neutrality; its managers become coadministrators of the global cul-
ture of consumption...” (Price 1996, p. 17). Price also contends that the shift to
consumerism as the core public value in many Western democracies is generally
accompanied by a political consensus favoring neoliberal economic policies and
related political discourses on the part of parties and other state actors. This consen-
sus often includes labor and former left parties that compete for middle class votes
by offering consumer-oriented tax and social policies. The rebranding of the polit-
ical left, from the Clinton “new Democrats” to Third Way labor parties in Britain,
Germany, and Sweden, typically weakens domestic opposition to consolidation in
commercial media sectors. The result is that—with the important national vari-
ations noted above—commercial market formulas are allowed to drive program
content, cultural offerings, and public affairs formats.

Price (1996, p. 17) concludes that this transformation of media content makes
globalization at the national level “virtually synonymous with a tendency toward
depoliticisation, part of an effort by the state to diminish the potency of the media to
disturb the status quo.” A prime indicator of this depoliticization of media content
is the transformation of news. Mainstream journalism becomes a litmus test for
the degree of elite neoliberal political consensus within nations—both because
commercial news organizations favor center-right policy discourse and because
politicians (i.e., the prime news sources) operating within that discourse generate
little news that falls outside of it.

Format shifts in news and public affairs content One of the most general prop-
erties of this regime is that news formats in more commercialized media systems
tend to display a mix of infotainment (consumer trends, fashion, sports, celebrity
gossip), sensationalism (sex, scandal, and violence), and political negativity (so-
cial and governmental dysfunction often emanating from politicians themselves
and embellished by journalistic “discoveries” of scandal, waste, and excess). This
“soft news” is cheap to produce, and it works reasonably well for the commer-
cial purpose of grabbing audiences and delivering them to advertisers. An ironic
result of these commercial news formulas in the United States may be an over-
all loss of audience due to sheer alienation of many citizens (Bennett 2003b,
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pp- 82-120; Bennett 2004; Patterson 2000). However, information formats and
audience engagement patterns do not always line up so neatly.

One clear finding is that tabloid and infotainment trends are stronger in more
fully commercialized media systems. Brants (1998) did not find clear infotainment
trends in his content analyses of news in northern European nations with strong
public service traditions. Esser (1999) found that the presumed tabloid trend de-
pended on deregulatory market factors within nations. The tempting conclusion
is that the civic corrosiveness of the neoliberal media regime may be checked in
nations that continue to support autonomous public service news organizations.
But there are other problems in public service land, as Gunther & Mughan (2000,
p. 442) summarize from research on ten nations, including cases from Eastern and
Western Europe, Asia, and Latin America:

At a minimum, the empirical studies presented in this volume debunk the
current conventional wisdom that market forces and the minimization of the
role of the state and public sector entities will enhance the quality of democ-
racy. Indeed, a clear pattern has emerged from the overview: in the estab-
lished democracies of the West, the stronger the dominance of the commercial
broadcast media, the less the policy-relevant information content of television
broadcasts. . . . Conversely, public sector broadcasting in all of the established
democracies surveyed here is characterized by more extensive coverage of
public affairs, the conveyance of a greater volume of policy-relevant infor-
mation, and a more scrupulous respect for journalistic norms of impartiality
toward parties, politicians, and politics in general. Unfortunately, following
the deregulatory trends set in motion in the 1980s, as more and more commer-
cial broadcasting channels have been established, the public-service ethic has
been progressively weakened and citizens exposed to less policy-relevant in-
formation. Indeed, most of them can now avoid television coverage of politics
altogether.

The caveat here is that even if infotainment has not become the norm in public
service cultures, the loss of audiences creates, perhaps, a larger problem for medi-
ated civic engagement. As explained below in a discussion of the role of publics
and audiences, the decline of political audiences cannot be attributed solely to
the corrosive effects of commmercial media content. Audience members—both
as citizens and consumers—must also be understood as players in regime politics.
Indeed, the audience-as-public becomes a key to understanding why sustaining
distinctive public service standards is often such a struggle.

The struggle to sustain public service broadcast standards ~ Strong commitments to
politically independent public service broadcasting continue to distinguish many
nations, particularly in northern Europe, Britain, and Scandinavia. These nations
offer citizens distinct choices in political information, and they often enter inter-
national policy arenas to protect those options. The dilemma, however, is that even
nations that uphold commitments to public service media have experienced audi-
ence erosion—a problem compounded by difficulties in finding attractive formats
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for presenting important democratic events such as elections (Blumler & Kavanagh
1999).

Part of the problem may be that commercial competitors give citizens just
enough information to satisfy minimal civic interests, while raising questions about
why citizen tax or license monies should continue funding expensive public ser-
vice operations when “free” news and entertainment abounds in the commercial
sector. Smith (1991, pp. 18—19) reports on a poll taken in Britain among readers of
three different Murdoch papers, all of which had editorialized relentlessly against
public broadcast subsidies as anticompetitive and wasteful. In the late 1980s, The
Times, Today, and The Sun were positioned for three very different demographic
markets—the upper, middle, and popular/working class, respectively. Surveys of
the general population routinely found these three groups responding very differ-
ently on the question of support for public broadcasting subsidies, yet all three
registered strong views against the license subsidy in the poll of the Murdoch
media audience.

Another part of the audience erosion problem may be that even though public
service and high-quality news organizations attempt to cover politics in depth, there
is really not very much to report because of the shallowness of press-source inter-
actions that are increasingly managed by communication professionals. Indeed,
the movement toward a neoliberal consensus in the mainstream politics of many
nations, when combined with the near-universal adoption of bloodless professional
communication formulas, may have left the press with little chewy material to re-
port even if they have the resources and space to do it (Blumler & Kavanagh 1999).
Under such circumstances, in-depth political coverage may be more off-putting to
audiences than the same events packaged as breezy infotainment fare.

Another possibility, and one that introduces the next element of our regime
model, is that the same processes of globalization that have swept societies at high
economic and social levels also affect the social identities of citizens in ways that
radically transform their information habits. The challenge to both commercial
and public service news organizations in societies with changing citizen identities
is how to transmit information meaningfully to audiences that no longer resemble
the relatively homogeneous national audiences of the mass society era. Citizens
operating in more fragmented societies such as the United States appear to be
seeking much more personalized relations to politics (Schudson 1998). The result
may be highly individualized information needs that mass communication news
and public information models are poorly equipped to satisfy. This citizen identity
shift makes media audiences within nations important players in the media regime,
whether they are the less engaged citizen-consumers who favor lighter content or
the more activist citizens who find even high-quality conventional news sources
inadequate because they are aimed at an outdated model of citizenship.

Citizens as Audiences: Identity and Information

The agency of citizens must be included in any analytical framework on the
quality of public information flows, global and national. Not only do citizens-as-
audiences create demand for particular types of content, but, increasingly, with the
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proliferation of new media such as the Internet, citizens have unprecedented ca-
pacities to produce and distribute their own information to large and influential
audiences both within and across national boundaries. In recent years, this citizen
production capacity has resulted in direct challenges to the neoliberal economic
regime in general and to the global media regime in particular, as discussed in the
next section.

In assessing the citizen-audience, we must be careful not to reduce the analysis
to simple demand and supply arguments that would suggest—as many advocates
of the deregulatory regime do—that commercial news content trends are the most
perfect reflections of citizen information demands. Indeed, some observers ar-
gue that contemporary citizens may need little more than a background monitor
on their environments for developments that may affect them personally (Baum
2002, Schudson 1998, Zaller 2003). Such minimalist views of public information
generally find the transformation of news unproblematic, and they implicitly as-
sume that citizens are somehow driving the information process. Yet there are at
least two market distortions that are relatively independent of audience demand
and that affect the supply of political information to citizens: the imperfect re-
sponsiveness of the democratic institutions that produce much of the information
that becomes news, and the corporate profit considerations that further discount
this raw news material with considerations of journalism costs and the commercial
value of the audiences attracted to different news formats. Both of these informa-
tion market distortions tend to be stronger in nations that have more fully embraced
the neoliberal media regime.

Political distortions in information markets are relevant to media consolidation
in the sense that formulaic journalism is typically less capable of producing in-
formation that originates outside of official sources. Where nations have moved
toward neoliberal, market-oriented policy consensus in government, and where
government officials have embraced professionalized news management, the re-
sult is often a desultory information product for journalists, even if that product
promotes successful access to power (Cook 1998). As American political market-
ing guru Paul Weyrich once famously remarked about the selective audience for
politically managed communication: “I don’t want everyone to vote. Our lever-
age in the election quite candidly goes up as the voting population goes down”
(Ferguson & Rogers 1981, p. 4).

Subsequent filtering of the raw political product through the cost-profit calculus
of production and audience demographics creates added distortions in the targeted
audience-publics for which political news is devised. Perhaps the most important
conflict between commercialized news and democracy is that market-driven news
is explicitly biased against some demographic segments of society and in favor
of others. Commercial news operations—to the extent that they are not held to
public responsibility standards—have discovered that not all market demand is
profitable to satisfy. The United States, again, may be the worst case of this trend
among the more developed democracies. The 1990s witnessed the largest profit
boom in the history of American newspapers, which coincided with a conscious
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sacrifice of commercially unprofitable readership (Bennett 2003b, pp. 82—120).
Further evidence that commercial media formulas seek to restructure markets
(as much as respond to them) comes from research showing that high-quality
television newscasts compete well with tabloid news in local markets. However,
the infotainment fare is simply more profitable to produce, and is thus favored by
profit-maximizing corporations in the absence of regulatory limits or incentives
(Bennett 2003b, pp. 82—120; Rosenstiel et al. 2000). Although the American case
may be the most advanced, there is evidence that similar trends are emerging in
many nations as local media are purchased by global media giants (Lang 2004).
Since few models of democracy advocate communicating with citizens according
to their commercial viability, this might seem to be an inherent problem with
deregulated commercial news media.

However, as noted above, this pattern of commercial exclusion does not fully
account for audience erosion in nations where clear public service news choices
are available. The best account of this is the political identity shift that is occurring
among many citizens in globalizing societies, particularly in the younger genera-
tion. As individuals are shaken from broad social identity formations such as class,
church, labor association, and party, they seek more personalized approaches to
politics, government, and public problems (Inglehart 1997). This shift in citizen
identity creates dilemmas both for politicians seeking to communicate effectively
with large publics and for journalists seeking to reach mass audiences without
resorting to tabloid sensationalism (Bennett 1998).

It is useful to remember that both the age of autonomous national media systems
and the mass citizen-audiences they served reflect only a brief equilibrium point
in the evolution of modern Western civic cultures. The present age of global eco-
nomic change and international interdependence has resulted in varying degrees of
fragmentation in both mass societies and communication channels in the Western
democracies. These trends are associated with weakened patterns of citizen iden-
tification with political and social institutions (Putnam 2000, Rahn & Rudolph
2001). The current era of social and personal disequilibrium is often referred to
as a “late modern society” in which both politics and information must appeal to
increasingly personalized, identity-based considerations (Bennett 1998, Bennett &
Entman 2001, Giddens 1991). It may be true that both neoliberal media and the
political regimes of this era are actively constructing citizens as consumers, but
the same root social and economic conditions underlying the neoliberal economic
regime seem to be independently transforming civic identities, along with the
practices of citizenship and information use.

These changes in citizenship may account for a large part of the difficulty in
delivering standard mass society news formats—no matter how detailed or seem-
ingly consequential they may be—to audiences whose members are increasingly
parsing information in highly personal terms. This identity shift means, among
other things, that news and information systems cannot simply go back in time to
the seemingly rosier days of mass news audiences. Evidence of these changing
identity formations and information habits is found in pronounced generational
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differences in news habits, as younger citizens indicate strong preferences for
more personalized, interactive information of the sort found in Web environments
such as blogs (Graber 2001).

The impending loss of the next-generation news audience accounts for the mad
scramble for interactivity in both public service and commercial news organiza-
tions. Many of these organizations are finding that the type of interactivity clearly
matters. The click polls, chats, and personalized news pages of first-generation
news interactivity have proved only marginally helpful, whether for improving
the quality of news formats or securing audience loyalty. As a result, even quality
public service organizations such as the BBC are currently moving beyond ear-
lier substantial investments in personalized Web functions toward more aggressive
involvement of audiences in content development. Recent technologies permit au-
diences to actively participate in setting news agendas and producing news itself.
The emergence of bottom-up citizen information channels presents serious issues
for conventional notions of journalism (Bennett 2004).

One interesting example of the willingness of individuals to create their own
information environments outside of official governmental and authoritative jour-
nalistic sanctioning is the large-scale organization of transnational politics to chal-
lenge various aspects of economic globalization. Indeed, many of the digital com-
munication technologies that enabled the formation of a global business economy
in the first place have subsequently been adapted by activists to coordinate and
inform their efforts to exact greater political accountability from that economic
regime. More importantly for the shape of global media politics, there now exists
something of an alternative global media system that has thus far proved fairly
resistant to commercial consolidation. The infrastructure of the Internet and the
Web—along with a profusion of open-source democracy-building communication
technologies—offers activists valuable resources in challenging the media regime.

Dissent and the Rise of New Global Media Networks

An analytical framework of global media and politics must include the Internet
for several reasons: because of its capacity to distribute diverse political content
across national borders, because of its importance for an incipient media democracy
movement (e.g., http://www.mediareform.org), and because of the coordination of
more generalized resistance to the neoliberal economic regime that favors the aims
of the global media conglomerates (Bennett 2003a, World Social Forum 2003).
Including the Internet (and other digital technologies) as part of a global media
system—particularly in the mobilization of dissent—requires addressing several
possible objections. Some observers argue that the Web is similar to the conven-
tional media in terms of news and information colonization by existing news or-
ganizations that do little more than shovel their regular content online, resulting in
a commercialized public space that is not even distinctively global (Sparks 2001).
This ignores the high volume of alternative citizen and organization-produced in-
formation sites. Many critics dismiss such sources as undependable, yet surveys of
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Internet users increasingly show that people find ways of checking this information
and continue to elevate the Web among their primary information sources (Cole
2003). Moreover, many “netactivists” are developing technologies for rating the
quality of information and the credibility of sources (Jordan et al. 2003).

On the question of political impact, conventional wisdom among many political
scientists once tended toward a “minimal effects” view of the Internet and Web
as merely extending the communication styles and goals of conventional political
organizations (Davis 1999). Even the early studies of world information flows saw
the uses of distributed digital media networks as primarily promoting the growth
of the neoliberal economic regime (Carnoy et al. 1993). It is increasingly clear,
however, that alternative politics is thriving on the net, and that many grassroots
organizations and individuals have adopted digital network communication models
as primary forms of mobilization, organization, and information (Bennett 2003a,
Graber et al. 2004).

Finally, some observers argue that the isolation of “netizens” from the mass
media limits the capacity to create large-scale publics, or even to sustain long-
term political organization (Castells 1997). However, there are many indicators
that different types of media are increasingly linked by information flows across
the levels of micro media (email, lists, phones, personal blogs), middle media (we-
bzines, organization information sites, high-traffic blogs, protest hubs), and mass
media (newspapers, television, and other conventional modes) (Bennett 2003a).
Personal digital media enable the spontaneous coordination of crowd events such
as swarms and smart mobs (Rheingold 2002), as well as help to sustain activist
campaigns and coordinate protest calendars (Bennett 2003a).

The proliferation of dense networks of resistance communicated through micro,
middle, and mass media channels helps account for the rise of large-scale, simul-
taneous protests such as the iconic “Battle in Seattle” against the 1999 meetings
of the WTO and the antiwar demonstrations of February 15, 2003, in which an
estimated ten million activists took to the streets in dozens of nations to protest
US plans to invade Iraq. The coordination of protest on this scale appears to have
emerged from delegates at meetings of the World Economic Forum in Brazil and
the European Social Forum in Italy, who met only a few weeks before the si-
multaneous demonstrations rolled out on a scale that surprised mass media news
organizations and governments alike.

Nowhere is this large-scale communication networking more developed than
in the politics of activists challenging the broader global economic regime from
which the media regime draws its intellectual and political support. Many players
in this global social justice movement aim to construct new political accountability
mechanisms based on social responsibility norms shared by corporations, world
banking and development agencies, and consumers and citizens. Rebalancing so-
cial values and business prerogatives would represent a major alteration in political
power arrangements based on control over communication channels. One observer
sums up this potential scenario like this: “We might then equally look forward to
a world which increases the power of large-scale multinationals and where new
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possibilities for interrupting the discourses of the powerful are utilized by citizens
and new social movements alike” (Stevenson 2000, p. 204).

With the aim of creating a counter media system, activists have found rich possi-
bilities for networking, sharing and archiving information, and developing software
for reputation assessment, trust-building, open publishing, collective editing, and
network self-organizing (Jordan et al. 2003). These rich experiments in demo-
cratic communication and grassroots organization hold the promise of liberating
large numbers of individuals from top-down mass media as the exclusive means
of sharing and communicating political information with other citizens (Bennett
2003a, 2004). A primary source of uncertainty about the future of this citizen-
driven global media system is that the prospects for political independence of the
Internet are uncertain. Battles are under way over commercial regulation, censor-
ship, service provision, access, privacy, and the openness of the software source
codes that enable communication.

The political flowering of the Internet is due partly to its current sprawling and
relatively unregulated status. One observer makes the bold claim that there are
currently “no multilateral organizations concerned with world information flows
and the impact of new technology” (Ferguson 1998, p. 252). Such observations
are generally followed by calls for regulation, including progressive regulation to
address problems of “digital divide” and north-south communication imbalances.
Yet, this regulatory urge should be tempered by caution about the unintended
consequences of regulating communication technologies that are developing their
social applications faster than regulators may fully understand. As Pool (1983,
1990) warned, it is important not to regulate communication technologies until
we are absolutely sure what their uses might be in human society. The danger of
bringing Internet regulation into conventional national and international institu-
tions currently engaged with the neoliberal media regime is that policy fights may
naturally emphasize past-era conflicts over commerce versus old models of citi-
zen information. If digital communication technologies are to develop more fully
into dense networks that enable grassroots challenges to the transnational media
regime, their regulation needs to be guided by their most innovative users. Only
the democratic governance of our most democratic media will facilitate what Falk
(1997) calls “globalization from below.”

CONCLUSION

The analysis of global media politics needs to be expanded beyond concerns
about levels of ownership concentration. The regime model places global me-
dia politics in the context of (a) the normative considerations driving media
concentration as one pole of a larger political contest over media and democ-
racy, (b) how national and international policy institutions accommodate or resist
this normative order, (¢) how citizen identity patterns alter the demand for po-
litical information, creating challenges even for quality news organizations that
seek alternatives to infotainment, and (d) how personal digital communication
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technologies facilitate new patterns of civic engagement, including movements
against global media concentration and other neoliberal economic globalization
trends.

This regime model avoids several conceptual pitfalls in thinking about media
and democracy. First, the model reminds us that global media concentration, in
and of itself, does not necessarily suppress the diversity of information available
in national public spheres. It also cautions against assuming that more indepen-
dent national news and public information systems necessarily produced better
citizen information before—or worse public information after—contact with ex-
ternal corporate competition. The regime model also cautions against assuming
that the practices of citizenship, information-seeking, and political engagement
have remained constant during recent periods of global change in national social,
economic, and communication systems. For example, younger-generation citizens
who operate with changing understandings of civic life and citizen responsibility
may not respond favorably to the restoration of more conventional mass media
political information formats, even if they could be restored. Perhaps the most
important contribution of this model is the focus on the new communication tech-
nologies that commercial media seem least capable of controlling or rendering
profitable. The rise of these new global communication channels holds the great-
est promise for reconciling current tensions among markets, media, citizens, and

democratic order.

The Annual Review of Political Science is online at
http://polisci.annualreviews.org
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B Abstract This article reviews three recent developments in international coop-
eration theory: the introduction of nonstate actors, the study of norms and ideas, and
increased examination of the effectiveness, or impact, of international cooperation.
Through the lens of the agent-structure debate, we critique the literature that addresses
these themes. We argue, first, for a view of structure that goes beyond material proper-
ties; second, that more attention could be paid to what distinguishes agency in actors;
and third, that this would provide insights into how reflexivity and learning, as well as
preference and identity formation, contribute to structural transformation in the inter-
national system through iterated processes of cooperation. We also develop ways of
applying the agent-structure debate to empirical as well as metatheoretical questions.
The article concludes by discussing directions for further research.

INTRODUCTION

The publication of Kenneth Waltz’s Theory of International Politics in 1979
marked a watershed in North American international relations (IR) theory, and
has engendered waves of intellectual endeavor that continue to this day. This re-
view focuses on two in particular. First, “neoliberal institutionalism” challenged
the more pessimistic realist/neorealist view that cooperation among states was
a temporary phenomenon, driven by states’ self-interest. This challenge opened
up new fields of study of cooperation as a vital activity, as well as generating
more attention to institutions from realist scholars (Jervis 1999). Second, on a
metatheoretical level, another group of scholars challenged Waltz’s agent-centric
view of world politics. By importing the agent-structure debate, which has existed
under different names at least since medieval times, into IR, these scholars chal-
lenged others to (at least) reflect on the underlying ontological and epistemological
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aspects of their work, and to examine more rigorously processes of transforma-
tion of the international system (Carlsnaes 1992, Dessler 1989, Wendt 1987). For
many years, these debates had little to say to each other beyond critique (e.g.,
Ashley 1986, Gilpin 1986). However, in recent years, some areas of dialogue have
emerged that offer possibilities for constructive theory-building, in addition to co-
gent analyses of the reasons for this lack of communication (Hasenclever et al.
2000, Kratochwil & Ruggie 1986). This essay seeks to encourage and expand
this dialogue and its theory-building potential by demonstrating (@) how coopera-
tion theory could benefit from greater attention to the agent-structure debate and
(b) how it has explored empirically what the agent-structure debate has so far failed
to guide.

In the past few years, theories on international cooperation have devoted consid-
erable attention to three substantive themes: nonstate actors (NSAs), transnational
norms and ideas, and the effectiveness of cooperation.

B Nonstate actors: An increasing number of NSAs are playing important roles
in international cooperation, including international organizations, transna-
tional social movements, private industry, and epistemic communities. Much
of this work suggests an erosion of the authority of nation-states as the primary
units of analysis at the international level.

B Transnational norms and ideas: The emergence of shared, transnational
norms and ideas is important in generating lasting cooperation. It is gen-
erated by cooperation and is transmitted to domestic politics. This literature
marks a departure from earlier emphases on material capacities (e.g., wealth
and economic power) in determining the nature and extent of international
cooperation. Researchers aim for a more constructivist understanding of how
states and NSAs interact and learn from each other, and how actor preferences
and identities are formed.

B Regime effectiveness: The effects of cooperation are a growing concern, espe-
cially in the international environmental politics literature. Questions in this
field of study concern how well states comply with agreements, what mea-
sures they undertake to implement them, and to what extent the agreements
or regimes actually resolve the problems they were designed to address.

These new directions in cooperation theory push at the standard core of work to
date in several ways. In particular, cooperation has conventionally been defined as
the deliberate and coordinated adjustment of policies by states attempting to solve
a mutual problem or achieve mutual gains (following Milner 1992). But recent
work, especially on the emergence and maturation of international environmental
regimes, requires an augmentation of this initial definition. In the expanded def-
inition, cooperation comprises iterated processes, which continue beyond initial
agreements and result in complex and enduring governance orders and potential so-
cial change (see also P. Haas 1998). For example, although multilateral agreements
are often weak, they generate activity and empower actors above and beyond their
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basic terms and obligations and contain adaptive mechanisms to further their aims
over time. This argument was, incidentally, also central to the regional integration
literature in the form of “spill-over” (E. Haas 1964).

A view of international cooperation as iterated processes requires more nuanced
understandings of the nature of, and relationships between, international actors and
their environments. It calls more attention to social processes such as learning, so-
cialization, and identity change over time. The agent-structure debate made its
appearance in IR theory as an attempt to transcend the limits of methodological
individualism and structural determinism (to put the extremes somewhat crudely)
in understanding international political transformation. The structurationist ap-
proach, championed initially by Alexander Wendt, from the works of Giddens
(1984) and Bhaskar (1979), among others, sees neither agents nor structures as
being ontologically prior, but rather as mutually constitutive, interacting with and
shaping each other in ways that are not always materially apparent. Although the
agent-structure debate has evolved at the metatheoretical level, its arguments have
proven difficult to operationalize in empirical research. Yet recent developments
are changing this. For example, research reviewed below seeks to explain how
the preferences of actors—particularly state actors—may be influenced over time
by NSAs, normative change, and/or international compliance assessment or en-
forcement institutions, challenging the assumption of preference exogeneity for
which traditional cooperation theories have been criticized (Powell 1994, Wendt
1987).

This examination of recent themes in the IR cooperation literature highlights
the shortcomings of this literature and points toward areas in which it can be
strengthened by focusing on elements of agency (choice, reflexivity, transformative
capacity, and learning) and structure (including material capacities, normative
structures, and institutions) at several levels. In particular, this review suggests
that some groundwork for a “new wave” of cooperation theory is emerging, which
views cooperation as an iterated and nonlinear, decentralized and open-ended
process that can have a transformative impact both on actors and on the operation
of the international system (see also Conca 2004). This in turn leads us to a new,
empirically grounded definition of social change and transformation, concepts
so fundamental to the agent-structure debate. Contrasting views of social change
as driven by either agents or structures have been criticized for being unable to
explain the properties and causal powers of their units of analysis. The difficulty
in settling on a definition of social change is that it implies a social ontology, that
is, a statement about the nature of the social system and the properties of its parts.
As we outline in the following sections, agent-centered (also called individualist
or voluntarist) social theories consider structures epiphenomenal constructs that
can be reduced to individuals and their interactions. In this view, social change
consists of changes in individuals’ actions. Structural (or functional) social theories
argue that individuals and their intentions are generated by their structural location.
Hence, social change results from systemic transformation, such as in the modes
of production or political organization.
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The approaches we discuss here are based on a dualist social ontology that
assumes a mutually constitutive relationship between analytically autonomous
agents and structures. Correspondingly, we define social change as a process by
which the interaction between agents and structures creates new possibilities for
collective action by changing norms and institutions, as well as the evolution of
existing and emergent actors (and their interactions) who are both enabled and
constrained in the pursuit of their goals.

The following section briefly outlines the emergence of international coopera-
tion as an object of study. Section three reviews the agent-structure debate, paying
particular attention to its definitions of key terms and its relevance to cooperation.
Section four assesses the strengths and weaknesses of the three recent trends we
have identified in cooperation theory. The conclusion pulls these sections together
and assesses how this conversation between two very different schools of thought
in the field of IR may be furthered to achieve real theoretical progress in our
understanding of the workings and impacts of international cooperation.

TRADITIONAL COOPERATION THEORY

International cooperation is traditionally defined as occurring “when actors adjust
their behavior to the actual or anticipated preferences of others, through a process
of policy coordination” (Milner 1992, p. 467 citing Keohane 1984). Questions
in the field have revolved around the emergence of cooperation, its motivations
(absolute versus relative gains), and its extent and durability, especially above and
beyond the particular interests of states.

The evolution of cooperation theory roughly mirrored (and sometimes drove)
theoretical and epistemological shifts in the general field of IR. The central question
of cooperation was initially defined as why states, existing in an atomistic, anar-
chic, “Hobbesian” international system (characterized by a “war of all against all”’)
would cooperate with each other in the first place (Waltz 1979). The widely used
metaphor of the Prisoners’ Dilemma Game captured this view quite well—states
would be deterred from long-term cooperation, thus failing to realize potential
gains, because the possibility of defection by partners in the first round could leave
them far worse off than before (Oye 1986). This view reflects certain underly-
ing assumptions by realist and neorealist theorists about the international system:
that states (rational, unitary actors) were primarily concerned with their own sur-
vival in the international order (thus, security concerns dominated), that the Great
Powers dominated the system, and that anarchy—the absence of sovereign global
authority—was the key ordering principle that structured state behavior. Under this
view, military alliances—short-term cooperation among a limited number of states
intended to counter an immediate threat to them all—could be easily explained
under the rubric of national interests (Jervis 1983). Once the goal was reached,
or national interests changed, the alliance would dissolve. A major challenge to
this view of the world came from the emergence of multilateral international
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economic regimes, especially in trade and finance, after World War II. Realist the-
ory explained these phenomena using hegemonic stability theory: The cooperative
order was set up and maintained by a Great Power—in the postwar years, the
United States—that was both willing and able to maintain cooperative economic
orders (Kindleberger 1973, Snidal 1985).

Perhaps the most basic assumption of realist/neorealist theory, the one that dis-
tinguishes it from other mainstream theoretical approaches in IR, is that states
are primarily concerned with maximizing their relative gains vis-a-vis other states
(Powell 1991) and, overall, with maximizing their own security. As international
cooperation became a durable and widespread phenomenon, new theoretical ap-
proaches emerged to explain it, particularly regime theory (Krasner 1983) and ne-
oliberal institutionalism (associated primarily with Keohane 1984, 1986). These
approaches did not alter the core assumptions of neorealism (state centrism, states
as rational unitary actors); their main challenge to the dominant approach lay in
their claim that states were interested in maximizing their own absolute, rather
than relative, gains. This claim opened an opportunity to study cooperation as
a common, rather than rare, phenomenon that could transcend states’ narrow
concerns with their own relative positions. By studying regimes as intervening
and even independent variables, the essays in International Regimes (Krasner
1983) further opened the field of cooperation theory. These works are associ-
ated primarily with the subfield of international political economy. The prob-
lems suggested by the durability of cooperation were cheating and free-riding in
the absence of regime transparency and adequate monitoring (see also Baldwin
1993).

Following critiques of the US theoretical mainstream and the integration of
insights from the “English School” (Bull 1977), the field has opened up to a
plethora of scholarly work that questions the basic assumptions underlying tra-
ditional epistemologies. During the 1990s, “cognitivist” regime theory (reviewed
in Hasenclever et al. 1997, 2000) began to shape the intellectual agenda of co-
operation research and theorizing. In its “weak” form—focusing “on the role
of causal beliefs in regime formation and change” (Hasenclever et al. 2000,
p. 10)—it began to be integrated with neoliberal institutionalist approaches early on
(Goldstein & Keohane 1993, Nye 1987, Puchala & Hopkins 1983). Subsequently,
it has blossomed into a much larger literature on the role of norms and ideas in IR
theory that has some overlap with the more constructivist areas of IR theory (see,
for example, Finnemore & Sikkink 1998). “Strong cognitivist,” or constructivist,
approaches also “emphasize the social character of international relations. . .but
rather than causal beliefs they accentuate social knowledge (i.e., knowledge of
norms and understandings of self and other)”” (Hasenclever et al. 2000, pp. 10-11).
In their terms, states and their understandings of themselves and others are co-
constituted with the international system in which they interact. The pull that these
knowledge-based or cognitivist approaches have exerted on scholars is starting to
generate new work in cooperation theory, especially as the effects of cooperation
become more apparent and durable.



154 O’NEILL = BALSIGER ® VANDEVEER

THE AGENT-STRUCTURE DEBATE

International cooperation involves the collective, purposive behavior of state and
NSAs whose efforts shape and are shaped by material and nonmaterial forces.
Although this view requires prior assumptions about the nature of actors, structures,
and their relationship, international cooperation theory has paid scant attention to
the corresponding metatheoretical discussion. Such negligence, some have argued,
has left theorists unable to explain the “properties and causal powers of their
primary units of analysis” (Wendt 1987, p. 337). On the one hand, voluntarist or
agent-centric theories have assumed actors’ interests and identities to be outside
the reach of structural influences and therefore have failed to explain preference
formation. On the other hand, structural theories characterized by deterministic
views of actor and behavior generation cannot explain system transformation and
social change. If either agents or structures are seen as the mere effects of the other,
causal arrows can flow in only one direction.

This theoretical divide in IR began to erode in the late 1980s, when scholars
inspired by social theorists Anthony Giddens (1984), Roy Bhaskar (1979), and
Margaret Archer (1985) challenged the methodological individualism and struc-
turalism of prevailing IR theories (Carlsnaes 1992, Dessler 1989, Wendt 1987).
Since then, participants in the agent-structure debate have focused on whether or
not the problem can be solved (Doty 1997, Wight 1999), the need for the debate
to go beyond its narrowly circumscribed dialogue (Suganami 1999), and calls to
take into account poststructuralist emphases on subjectivity and indeterminacy
(Bieler & Morton 2001). These lively exchanges have engendered little empiri-
cal work. One of the reasons for this relative dearth is arguably the difficulty of
operationalizing the mutual constitution of agency and structure (Dessler 1989).
Conceptually attractive, the proposed simultaneous and reciprocal causality has
proven a significant epistemological obstacle.

Structure and agency are both widely applied concepts in social science and are
among the most difficult to define. At the broadest level, the term structure “em-
powers what it designates. . .whatever aspect of social life we designate as structure
is posited as ‘structuring’ some other aspect of social existence—whether it is class
that structures politics. . .or modes of production that structure social formations”
(Sewell 1992, p. 2). In IR, Wendt has argued that realists/neorealists define in-
ternational system structures on the basis of observable attributes of nation-states
(the “distribution of material capabilities”), whereas world system theorists char-
acterize these structures in terms of the elementary organizing principles of the
capitalist world economy that underlie and constitute states (Wendt 1987, p. 335).
This deterministic definition of structure as generating actors’ interests and iden-
tities has started to give way to a definition that recognizes that structures also
include nonmaterial elements (Finnemore 1996). Furthermore, structure has in-
creasingly come to be seen as a process rather than a state. Giddens, for instance,
defines structure as “rules and resources, recursively implicated in the reproduction
of social systems” (Giddens 1984, p. 377 cited in Sewell 1992, p. 5). Sewell (1992,
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p. 19) views structures as “sets of mutually sustaining schemas and resources that
empower and constrain social action and that tend to be reproduced by that social
action.” Similarly, Wendt (1999, p. 139) argues that the structure of any social
system contains three elements: material conditions, interests, and ideas.

Like structure, “agency” is always present but rarely defined (Doty 1997,
p. 372). In structuration theory, agency denotes the ability to choose among dif-
ferent courses of action, to learn from previous experience, and to effect change.
Social agency sometimes depends “solely upon the capability of actors to ‘make
a difference’ in the production of definite outcomes, regardless of whether or not
they intend (are aware) that these outcomes occur. Since ‘to make a difference’ is
to transform some aspect of the process or event, agency in structuration theory is
equated with transformative capacity” (Cohen 1987, p. 284). In his analysis of the
European Union as an actor in international environmental politics, Vogler (1999)
includes as criteria for “actorness” volition, autonomy, ability to employ policy
instruments, and recognition by other actors. Such broad definitions of agency
raise the question of whether all actors can be considered agents. Structuration
theory implies that, in principle, all humans and their organizations (including
states and NSAs) have the capacity for agency. Yet, the specific forms of agency
may vary considerably, both because of the different structures they reproduce
and are shaped by and because of actors’ unequal knowledge of rules and access
to resources. In short, the more ideational elements are included in a definition
of structure, the greater the likelihood that actors are also agents. Although many
of the emerging types of NSAs may be unable to impact the material elements of
structure, they have certainly been influential in shaping norms and ideas.

The agency-structure debate has led to more critical approaches in which the
a priori rejection of predetermined and unchanging agents and structures has per-
mitted a broader array of questions (Doty 1997, p. 382). Until now, IR approaches
to the agent-structure problem have exhibited a high level of generality and ab-
stractness that has frustrated researchers intent on incorporating postempiricist no-
tions into empirical agendas. However, scholars who are willing to bridge meta-,
mid-range, and substantive theories are rewarded with the ability to generate more
complete understandings of social action and change. To this end, workable defini-
tions and typologies of agents and structures, as well as analytical tools to explain
and understand their interactions over time, are needed.

The agency-structure debate was initially concerned with criticizing state-
centric theories of international relations. Consequently, most analyses addressed
the relationships between states (agents) and the international system (structure).
Since the late 1980s, international political events, especially in the areas of the
environment and human rights, have demonstrated the widespread influence of
other types of actors. Whether a corresponding expansion of agency has paral-
leled this multiplication of actors depends on the definitions of agency and struc-
ture. Whereas structurationist approaches to the agent-structure debate have been
generous in ascribing ‘“knowledgeable behavior” and “transformative capacity”
to agents, more recent contributions have pointed out that actors vary in their
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ability to “make a difference” because of variable access to human and nonhuman
resources.

Several analytical tools to explore agent-structure interactions empirically have
been advanced. Wendt (1987, p. 365) has suggested a “structural analysis to the-
orize the conditions of existence of state agents, and the use of historical analysis
to explain the genesis and reproduction of social structures.” Archer favors a se-
quential dualism embodied in iterative cycles in which action conditions structure,
which conditions action (Archer 1985 cited in Carlsnaes 1992). The challenge for
mid-range and substantive work on international cooperation lies in navigating the
multiplicity of structures at different levels of aggregation, critically assessing the
extent to which actors exert agency, and identifying causal mechanisms that reveal
the mutual constitution of types of structures and agents over time.

THREE RECENT THEMES IN COOPERATION THEORY:
NONSTATE ACTORS, NORMS AND IDEAS, AND
EFFECTIVENESS

Our review of cooperation theory and the agent-structure debate provides the build-
ing blocks for our assessment of recent developments in international cooperation
theory. In the following sections, we review the achievements of research on the
themes of NSAs, norms and ideas, and effectiveness, and we offer a critique of
each theme through the lens of the agent-structure debate, with a view to strength-
ening theoretical insights. We conclude by identifying remaining challenges to
each research agenda.

Activities and Influence of Nonstate Actors in International Politics

Growing competition with state-centric theories and the proliferation of NSAs in
international politics have led scholars to examine the diversity of international ac-
tors, including international governmental organizations (IGOs), nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), transnational social movements, private economic actors,
and epistemic communities. To date, they have paid particular attention to the
deployment of resources and strategies to influence local, national, regional, and
even global negotiations and policy outcomes.

We identify two main shortcomings and a promising trend in this literature. NSA
influence on international cooperation is here to stay and represents a shift of agency
away from states. Although distinguishable NSA properties are generally outlined,
however, definitions rarely include what makes them agents—in other words, how
they exhibit reflexivity. Another omission is that, although autonomous agency
in terms of influence on policy or norms is often asserted, much of the literature
fails to outline how these actions subsequently influence NSAs themselves. Many
authors leave the coconstitutive nature of agency and structure underexplored and
focus on outcomes at the expense of impact. On the positive side, the literature
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is characterized by increasing attention to ideational elements, including norms
and knowledge. In light of the agent-structure debate, this shift entails that NSAs’
influence will be more readily recognized and acknowledged, which could lead
to refined insights on the structural conditions that constrain and enable NSAs, as
well as the conditions under which international cooperation flourishes or fails.

THE EMERGENCE OF NONSTATE ACTORS IN IR Growing attention to NSAs fol-
lowed from criticisms of the state-centric paradigm that dominated IR until the
1970s. Innovations in communications and information technology, increasing
overseas travel, and the growing number of international conferences—which al-
lowed individuals and organizations to share resources in order to collectively
influence ideas, values, norms, and political orientations—provided scholars with
a greater appreciation for the importance of NSAs in international politics (Florini
2000, Keck & Sikkink 1998, Wapner 1995).

Neorealists charged that the abundance of these organizations was a conse-
quence of hegemonic stability and could be reduced analytically to the state sys-
tem (Waltz 1979). Although NSAs became serious objects of study by the 1980s,
some argued that the debate “suffered premature closure” because their effect was
evaluated exclusively in terms of influence on state policies (Wapner 1995, p. 318).
Although the repercussions of this turn continue to be felt today in the shape of an
excessive focus on government action as the primary dependent variable, insights
from the more recent scholarship have begun to diversify the arrays of causal di-
rections, including how NSAs influence IGOs (Alger 2002, Brown & Fox 1998,
O’Brien et al. 2000), multinational corporations (Sonnenfeld 2000), or “global
civil society” (Wapner 2002). The examination of relations between NSAs and
elite groups, the media, or academia, however, remains relatively rare.

Studies aimed at legitimating NSAs in IR have focused on who these actors
are and what they do. Arguably the most important NSAs in international coop-
eration are IGOs, including the United Nations and its specialized agencies, as
well as international trade and finance organizations (Conca 2000, Cronin 2002a,
de Senarclens 2001, Woods & Narlikar 2001). Although the United Nations’ tra-
ditional collective security mandate continues to receive considerable attention,
scholars have increasingly focused on environmental and social agendas (Conca
1996, Simmons & Oudraat 2001, Weiss & Gordenker 1996). The growth of inter-
national NGOs accelerated during the 1990s, and so has the literature that describes
them (Arts 1998, Betsill & Corell 2001). Most recently, transnational nongovern-
mental groups and networks have received considerable attention fueled by their
interventions at economic summits. Whereas early studies often focused on charac-
terizing these entities and asserting their influence, a second wave now places them
in the larger setting and thereby begins to address issues of structure (Khagram
et al. 2002, Risse et al. 1999).

Epistemic communities, defined as groups of scientists with “accepted under-
standings about cause-and-effect linkages about any set of phenomena considered
important by society,” have been widely addressed in international environmental



158

O’NEILL = BALSIGER ® VANDEVEER

politics and IR theory more generally (E. Haas 1990; P. Haas 1990, 1992; Wiltshire
2001). Although this approach has shed light on international environmental
policy-making processes, it has been criticized for disregarding that the “scienti-
zation of policy also means the politicization of science” (Lidskog & Sundqvist
2002). Finally, in contrast to early NSA scholarship in IR, recent work has paid
less attention to multinational corporations, even though the globalization of cap-
ital and financing has dramatically increased their economic and political reach
(DeSombre 2000, Garcia-Johnson 2000, O’Neill 2001). One area in which this
research has progressed is the emergence of private global governance regimes
(Hall & Biersteker 2002, Falkner 2003).

The growing NSA literature has contributed to a better understanding of in-
ternational cooperation. First, it has documented the increase in the number of
NSAs in international politics. United Nations conferences, for instance, are now
routinely paralleled by well-attended NGO forums. This trend has challenged ac-
cepted views of state agency, and many NSA scholars have begun reflecting on
the erosion of the Westphalian system and the emergence of transnational states
and societies (Evans 1997, Spruyt 2002). Second, NSAs are found to be rela-
tively more significant during issue definition and agenda setting, although this
varies by type of NSA; NGOs, for instance, also play a growing role in monitoring
and implementing international agreements (Florini 2000, Simmons & Oudraat
2001). Through this role, some NSAs are able to influence incentives, beliefs, and
preferences of states and other NSAs and hence shape the terms and direction of
international cooperation. Finally, the NSA literature displays a growing empha-
sis on ideational, not material, vectors of influence. This shift is reflected in the
phrase “transnational moral entrepreneurs,” which describes transnational NGOs
in pursuit of normative change by reframing problems as global or “cosmopolitan,”
rather than of sole interest to states (Nadelman 1990 cited in Klotz 2002).

Despite these advances, continued shortcomings of the NSA literature are dis-
cernable through the lens provided by the agent-structure debate.

MANY ACTORS AND OUTCOMES, LITTLE AGENCY AND IMPACT? Agency entails a
degree of conscious or unconscious choice, the ability to reflect on the situation at
hand, and the capacity to use reflexive knowledge to transform situations and to
engage in learning as aresult. We have seen that all types of actors have the potential
to exercise agency, but not all of them do. Many NSA analyses do not address what
choices agents face, how their awareness develops, how they transform contexts
(structure), and what is learned. This inattention to the differentiated nature of
actors and agents has resulted in the seemingly more rapid proliferation of actors
than agents and the greater attainment of proximate outcomes than broad impact.

Perhaps because the establishment of IGOs generally reflects the willingness
of states to grant limited authority to supranational bodies, the association of
agency with IGOs has been least problematic. Although the literature describing
these entities and their actions has grown rapidly, however, IGOs have until re-
cently been viewed as a component of structure, as the aggregation of “member
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state preferences through strategic interaction within the structure of the I[G]O. . .
simply epiphenomena of state interaction” (Barnett & Finnemore 1999).
Barnett & Finnemore (1999) challenge this notion by extending Weberian no-
tions of bureaucracy to describe international organizations whose rational-legal
authority “gives them power independent of states that created them and channels
that power in particular directions.” Similarly, Cronin (2002b) notes that IGOs may
act as “socializing agents” in bringing about changes in states that threaten regional
stability.

In order to qualify as agents, actors must not only reflect on choices and learn
from mistakes but also exert transformative power. In analytical terms, this requires
that scholars identify the causal mechanisms and examine how independent and
dependent variables are interrelated, a task that figures large on a fruitful research
agenda for the NSA literature.

As our discussion of the agent-structure debate emphasizes, the failure to ac-
cept the ontological autonomy of structures, which enable and constrain agents,
directly leads to the inability to explain preference and identity formation. In the
NSA literature, structures are often viewed in narrowly constraining terms. In other
words, what the NSA literature seeks to explain, namely the (re)shaping of inter-
ests, is analytically precluded. If structures were conceptualized as constraining
and enabling, concomitant attention to the mutual constitution of NSAs and their
environment would permit more fertile ground for discussing the origin of pref-
erences and identities. Beyond noting that NSAs may act as moral entrepreneurs,
for instance, research could more easily address why such stances matter, how
normative components of NSA strategies (such as shaming) are effective, and why
they change over time.

A related and final area of needed inquiry in the NSA literature is the forma-
tion of preference and identity. The inability to explain preference and identity
formation leads to the portrayal of NSAs (or sets of NSAs) as more unitary than
they really are. Increasingly accepted typologies distinguish NSAs on the basis of
membership (governmental or nongovernmental) or by substantive or geographic
scope. However, there is little discussion on their ethical foundations or why they
matter for international cooperation. This homogenization ignores the significant
differences that are more subtle than often-cited ethical discrepancies between
NGOs and multinational corporations (MNCs) or the World Trade Organization
(WTO). Furthermore, it defines the field of NSA scholarship in narrow terms
and thereby omits forms of NSAs that fall outside the international projects of
environmental protection, social justice, or economic globalization, particularly
international networks involved in various types of illegal trade and other crimes
(Ford 2003).

The Influence of Norms and Ideas on International Cooperation

EMERGENCE AND DEFINITIONS Throughout the 1990s, scholarly interest in the
regulative and constitutive influences of norms in international politics
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proliferated. Much of this work was positioned as a critique of the dominant
structural realist understanding of international cooperation. This literature ar-
gues that ideas and institutionalized norms, and the ways these are constructed
and promulgated, are significant forces in world politics (Goldstein & Keohane
1993, Katzenstein 1996, Legro 1995). They socialize state actors. Interest in the
normative influences on international relations has grown over the past decade.
Keohane (1989), the premier neoliberal institutionalist, acknowledges the value
of “reflective approaches” in identifying important contextual influences such as
history, culture, and learning that are not well captured in rationalistic approaches
(Keohane 1989). Recent analyses also support the contention that one cannot un-
derstand international relations and processes such as interest articulation and
bargaining without considering the influence of ideas, socialization, and learning.

There is considerable debate as to analysts’ preferred definition of norms. How-
ever, Finnemore’s (1996, p. 22) definition, which considers norms to be “shared
expectations about appropriate behavior held by a community of actors,” captures
two components common to most conceptions of norms: They are intersubjective
and associated with action. Norms serve as models for expected behavior or prac-
tice. They “simplify choices of actors with nonidentical preferences facing each
other in a world characterized by scarcity” and serve as justifications and mod-
els for ways in which specific tasks should be accomplished (Kratochwil 1989,
p. 14). In the language of institutionalism, norms separate “appropriate” from “in-
appropriate” behaviors (March & Olsen 1989). Much of the recent work on norms
relies on this “logic of appropriateness” to explain normative influences on actors,
arguing that norms function to identify appropriate and inappropriate behaviors
and courses of political action (Risse 2002).

Norm-driven forms of international cooperation and individual state action may
stem from some level of transnational agreement on the inappropriateness of par-
ticular practices, including the nineteenth-century slave trade (Nadelmann 1990),
colonial rule (Jackson 1993), or South African apartheid (Klotz 2002). Other co-
operation arrangements institutionalize policies and/or behaviors deemed appro-
priate, such as the growing acceptance of the “polluter pays” and “precautionary”
principles as organizing frameworks for international and domestic environmental
policies (Mol 2002). Finally, many international cooperation arrangements insti-
tutionalize lists of appropriate and inappropriate behaviors simultaneously. The
Geneva Conventions’ attempt to regulate the treatment of wounded soldiers and
noncombatants remains a preeminent example (Finnemore 1996).

Although the roles of norms in engendering and sustaining international co-
operation have garnered much attention from IR scholars, ideas too are argued to
have significant impact on international cooperation. The concept of “ideas” also
remains difficult to define, encompassing such diverse notions as worldviews, cog-
nitive paradigms, theories, norms, principled beliefs, policy programs, and frames
(Campbell 2002). Many IR analysts choose to narrow their range of inquiry by
addressing particular types of ideas such as “public ideas” (Ringius 2001), “prin-
cipled ideas” and/or “causal beliefs” (Goldstein & Keohane 1993). In fact, the



ACTORS, NORMS, AND IMPACT 161

distinctions between what some scholars call norms and what others refer to as
ideas remain vague (Gelpi 1997).

For Ringius (2001), like many who examine the role of ideas in international
politics, publicly accepted ideas (and symbols of them) are said to focus public
and elite attention on particular problems. Goldstein & Keohane (1993) argue that
ideas may function as “road maps,” “focal points,” and/or “glue” among actors
making choices within groups—those who seek cooperative outcomes. Goldstein
& Keohane (1993, p. 21) also argue that ideas may become institutionalized, re-
flecting both the power of particular ideas and “the interests of the powerful.” For
example, Krasner (1993) argues that the origins of the nation-state system demon-
strate that ideas, such as state sovereignty, that are initially institutionalized because
they serve the interests of the powerful may have independent influence over time.
Krasner’s approach illustrates that ideas are not formulated or institutionalized in
the absence of the power and interests of actors.

TWO WAVES OF NORMATIVE INFLUENCE AND COOPERATION THEORY The “first
wave” of scholarly work on the influence of norms in international politics posits
particular norms or ideas as independent variables and international cooperation
arrangements (regimes, treaties, etc.) as dependent variables. Much of this early
work argues that the behavior and content of states are shaped by norms in four
ways: through the abilities of ideational factors to influence state behavior at
the international system level; by solving coordination problems (Goldstein &
Keohane 1993); by providing the discourse for international politics; and by al-
tering incentive structures within which states act (Cortell & Davis 2000). For
example, some neoliberal work argues that agreement on norms and ideas can
reduce transaction costs (Keohane 1984).

Nevertheless, neoliberal and interpretivist approaches agree that norms can
achieve a kind of limited, autonomous influence on actors as they become insti-
tutionalized within international organizations and the understandings of partici-
pating actors. Interpretive approaches, however, do not limit analysis of normative
influences to formalized institutional arrangements. As Klotz (2002, p. 23) argues,
“no ‘anti-Apartheid regime’ need exist for racial equality to be a significant norm”
in international politics.

In sum, first-wave work on normative influences on international politics—both
neoliberal and interpretivist approaches—tended to argue that norms engendered
international cooperation by shaping state interests and preferences in ways that
gave state actors more shared interests. Norms helped to realize common interests
and common gains and established common notions of appropriate and inappro-
priate behavior.

By the late 1990s, a second wave of norms literature was emerging, which paid
more attention to norms’ abilities to affect “state behavior via domestic political
processes” (Cortell & Davis 2000, p. 66; Finnemore & Sikkink 1998). In much
of this work, norms continue to be treated as independent variables. However, a
greater array of dependent and intermediate variables have been incorporated into
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this research. Second-wave research seeks to better understand various domestic
influences of international norms on state actors, the public, various societal elites,
and domestic discourses.

Second-wave literature looks for changes in domestic discourses, national in-
stitutions, and state policies. It seeks empirical evidence of the domestic “salience”
of particular transnational norms, focusing on processes of state socialization and
the acceptance of previously rejected norms (Cronin 2002b, Johnston 2001, Risse-
Kappen 1995). Thus, for second-wave research on ideational influences, interna-
tional cooperation may be treated as either an outcome of normative influence on
state-actor behavior or a process by which particular norms are diffused to state
and domestic (individual and/or collective) actors. Most such work assumes that
iterated interaction might be required if domestic and international actors are to
internalize particular norms and ideas. Second-wave literature also assumes, con-
sistent with cognitivist approaches, that iterated international cooperation within
international organizations might engender, specify, or strengthen certain norms
and ideas (Bernstein 2002). For example, Haas (2002) argues that the most sig-
nificant impact of the series of United Nations Conferences on issues associated
with global environmental and development issues may be the construction and
institutionalization of global norms, ideas, and discourses.

AGENCY AND CRITIQUES OF THE NORMS LITERATURE In order to understand the
influence of norms and ideas on international cooperation efforts, we need a theory
of agency. Ideas must have carriers (Blyth 1997, Hall 1992). We must consider how
norms and ideas are transmitted through cooperation and translated into different
national contexts. The complexity of identifying agency in international politics
partially results from the fact that social institutions, such as policy norms and
principles, have causal efficacy because they embody human agency—they are the
products of iterated social interaction. As Douglas (1986) argues, human actors
do not consciously assess every action and choice they make. Often, their actions
unconsciously follow or abide by the prescriptions of norms or habits. In a sense,
then, norms often determine action.

The literature on norms and ideas does not treat social institutions as mere
constraints on agent choices, as IR’s neoliberal institutionalists often do. Rather,
the more structure-oriented approach taken in the norms literature argues that nor-
mative institutions often shape and determine choices or actions because they can
influence actors’ understanding of their interests (Finnemore 1996) and because
humans rely on just such social institutions to “choose” actions (Douglas 1986).
Although norms are not agents, because they lack abilities to choose between dif-
ferent courses of action (or to assess and learn from past experience), they do have
causal efficacy.

So, who are the agents in normative cooperation politics? Finnemore (1996) fo-
cuses on a small set of heroic individuals and organizations who leverage ideational
influence and persuade state actors of the appropriateness of particular norms and
ideas. In a more diffuse fashion, the transnational advocacy networks literature
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locates normatively grounded agency within networked individuals and groups
(e.g., Keck & Sikkink 1998). Because norms are collectively shared, their carri-
ers (individuals and organizations) are the focus of this research. IR literature on
transnational networks and norms has been greatly influenced by work on the dif-
fusion of human-rights norms (Gutner & VanDeveer 2001, Keck & Sikkink 1998,
Risse 2002). These networks are dominated by NGO activists whose efforts are
driven by strongly held ideas about morality.

What are future directions for research in norms and ideas in cooperation the-
ory? In many respects, the international cooperation literature on ideational in-
fluences embodies the continuing theoretical divisions between “agent-oriented”
and “structure-oriented” approaches in political science. One challenge is to try to
combine these approaches. For instance, in explaining domestic and international
policy outcomes, understanding of the role of transnational norms in interest for-
mation can be augmented by serious attention to actors’ strategic use of norms in
pursuit of their interests as they understand them. Another way of thinking about
both agents and structures is to configure norms as structure and identify agents
in norm building and transmission, and thereby understand the impetus behind
structural change. Alternatively, norms and ideas could be depicted as tools that
enable agents to accomplish various objectives.

Other challenges involve more careful empirical attention to particular ques-
tions. For example, too often the origins or sources of influential norms and ideas
remain unexplored and it is unclear how and why old ideas give way to new ones
(Campbell 2002). The influence of ideational forces on actor preference formation
and identity remains similarly vague, so the methods by which one can observe
this influence remain underspecified. Likewise, the relationship of the transnational
and/or interstate normative influence on international cooperation under empirical
examination to “larger” processes of Westernization, globalization, and/or colo-
nialism and cultural domination remains little explored.

The Effectiveness of International Cooperation

The effectiveness theme is the newest in international cooperation theory. Much
of the concern about the influence, or “effectiveness,” of international cooperation
arose from the international environmental politics literature, but it is now spilling
over into other areas of IR theory (Chayes & Chayes 1998, Downs et al. 1996,
Simmons 1998, Ziirn 1998). Dominant theories of regime effectiveness are highly
consistent with neoliberal institutionalist theory. In these accounts, effectiveness
is a function of structural constraints and opportunities and of the strategic choices
of the actors involved. Rational actors act within the constraints or opportunities
set by the international contractual environment (anarchic international system)
and by the institutions they have established. The process of regime implementa-
tion and compliance is configured in a functionalist sense: Do they work? What
incentives do actors have to comply? How do we apply insights from one regime
to another in order to make them work better? Despite this literature’s important
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contributions to understanding the conditions under which cooperation is more or
less effective, explicit attention to agency and the potential for structural trans-
formation as another possible impact of cooperation is lacking in the mainstream
literature; thus, the debate over the impacts of cooperation is limited to questions
of functionality.

Even though the body of work on effectiveness has rarely invoked the broader
questions yielded by the agent-structure debate directly, two observations are pos-
sible. First, many of the independent variables identified in effectiveness theories
are highly structural and therefore seen as resistant to change. Agency is certainly
implicit but remains restricted to states. Structures are usually defined as material
resources only and beyond the reach of most actors. Second, one of the important
potential impacts of cooperation is the possibility for social change, or structural
transformation, through cooperation. Newer work, taking a constructivist approach
to understanding the impacts of cooperation, is beginning to address these ques-
tions, for example through examining processes of ‘“‘state socialization” through
cooperation, and the role of norms and ideas. In particular, newer work is starting
to move toward a view of structure as more negotiable and less material, thus
further opening scholarly potential for identifying the agents involved in such
transformation.

THE NEOLIBERAL PERSPECTIVE The firstissue facing scholars of regime effective-
ness is defining the dependent variable. Many definitions are used in the literature,
from adducing whether it leads to any change in a relevant variable, through behav-
ioral and legal changes by signatory states (implementation and/or compliance),
to the strongest definition, whereby “successful institutions. . .are those that 1.
Change the behavior of states and other actors in the direction intended by the co-
operating parties; 2. Solve the environmental problem they are supposed to solve,
and 3. Do so in an efficient and equitable manner” (Bernauer 1995, p. 358). Other
leading studies define effectiveness, implementation, and/or compliance in dif-
ferent ways, although Young’s (1994, pp. 143—49) sixfold definition remains the
most comprehensive. Generally, they distinguish between fulfilling the terms of
an agreement through domestic laws and regulations (implementation or compli-
ance), and actually solving the problem (effectiveness) (Victor et al. 1998, p. 1;
Weiss & Jacobson 1998). Some scholars use a relatively broad notion of impact
(including indirect effects, political effects, etc.) of cooperation, whereas others
stick to a more narrow, goal-oriented definition.

Certainly, there are problems with the way different works define their key de-
pendent variables. Inconsistent terminology muddies the water, and several works
in the field are vulnerable to charges of circularity (effective institutions beget
effective institutions) or triviality. Often the regimes with the highest degree of
compliance are the weakest regimes in terms of environmental effects, as they es-
sentially formalize the status quo. Defining impacts in terms of success or failure
is also problematic. Other reviews highlight problems of isolating regime effects,
as well as methodological problems such as finding adequate data to measure
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environmental impacts (Bernauer 1995, Haas et al. 1993, Young 2001). Some of
these concerns have generated a sizable literature on methodologies for studying
regime effectiveness, in particular to assess the weight of the regime’s impacts
independent of other exogenous factors that influence outcomes (Helm & Sprinz
1999, Mitchell & Bernauer 1998, Sprinz 2000, Young 2001).

In terms of independent variables, structural obstacles facing effective envi-
ronmental agreements are fairly consistent across studies. First, the international
political context remains unfriendly to lasting, effective behavioral change by states
through cooperation. In particular, the concern is the same as with the more general
neoliberal institutionalist arguments, that fear of cheating will lead to “lowest com-
mon denominator’” agreements that essentially reinforce the status quo. Haas et al.
(1993) examine how the international contractual environment (along with levels
of concern and capacity) may be modified to build more effective international
institutions.

Second, many international environmental problems are both pervasive and
uncertain in their causes, outcomes, and distributive impacts over time. Some ar-
gue that basic characteristics render certain environmental issues more amenable
to effective cooperation than others—that ozone layer depletion is simpler than
climate change, for example (Downie 1994, Miles et al. 2002). However, the
assumption that issue area characteristics determine outcomes or indeed regime
design has been challenged by the (soft) constructivist literature on issue fram-
ing, which argues that problems are framed politically by concerned actors in
ways that facilitate effective cooperation (GEA 1997, Social Learning Group
2001).

Third, national politics and institutions matter because international agreements
have to pass through domestic legislative processes in order to be implemented.
Resultant laws must be strong enough to change the behavior of domestic actors,
both private and public, in order to be effective. There is a growing literature on
the ways that domestic institutions and practices constrain and/or enable such pro-
cesses (DeSombre 2000, O’Neill 2000, Puchala 1975, Schreurs & Economy 1997,
Weiss & Jacobson 1998). Fewer arguments claim that international environmental
cooperation can transform national politics. Exceptions include VanDeveer (2002)
and Weinthal (2002), who demonstrate how engagement in international cooper-
ation helped socialize new regimes in the former Soviet Republics and Eastern
Bloc, at home and abroad. Finally, many states and public-sector actors lack the
capacity, in terms of resources, personnel, and expertise, to meet treaty obligations
(VanDeveer & Dabelko 2001). Several works point out the importance of aid and
transnationally driven restructuring processes in understanding and improving ca-
pacity and thus effectiveness (Grindle 1997, Sagar 2000, Carmin & VanDeveer
2004). Capacity is occasionally used as an international-level variable (Miles et al.
2002). However, the concept is primarily applied to developing countries, despite
the potential for fruitful adaptation to wealthier nations, where “antigovernment”
regulatory environments have often hampered the ability of officials, or indeed any
actors, to effect change in environmental practices.
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Studies of regime design are common in this field, in part because such char-
acteristics are easily identified and in part because they are among the most
malleable (or policy-relevant) of the variables available to study (Mitchell 1994,
Susskind 1994, Weiss & Jacobson 1998). These works focus on a range of regime-
design characteristics, looking at issues of incentive-based versus punishment-
based mechanisms, the degree of transparency involved (“sunshine” measures),
perceptions of the agreement’s equity, monitoring and reporting requirements,
and the strengths and weaknesses of the convention-protocol method of bargain-
ing. Victoretal. (1998, p. 16) examine “systems for implementation review” within
agreements: institutions through which the parties share information, compare ac-
tivities, review performance, handle noncompliance, and adjust commitments (see
also GEA 1997).

INCORPORATING THE AGENT-STRUCTURE DEBATE Of the three themes reviewed
here, the effectiveness literature appears to be the least affected by the agent-
structure debate. The effectiveness work cited above incorporates notions of
structure in terms of its focus on contextual variables and constraints, material
capacities, and institutions. In these examples, agency is largely restricted to states
as the actors with power to regulate, and therefore change, the behavior of nonstate
actors (NSAs) at the international and domestic levels. Discussion of agency is
limited to strategic action within the constraints imposed by the international sys-
tem, which are not seen as negotiable. The international order remains anarchic,
domestic institutions and preferences are already shaped, and states act strate-
gically within these parameters. Much of the effectiveness literature focuses on
“malleable” (or “choice”) variables, deriving policy prescriptions that can enhance
compliance within existing “fixed” constraints. The potential for structural trans-
formation, and the concomitant empowering of new agents (and new identities for
existing agents) and levels of agency via the process of cooperation, are overlooked
in all but a handful of works.

Instead, following Downs’s (2000) discussion of a constructivist approach to
effectiveness, we argue that it is possible to view cooperation as a process that
supports the major components of agency: reflexivity, transformative capacity, and
learning. For some authors, cooperative agreements are vehicles for transmitting
norms and policy ideas from government to government or from the international
to the domestic level (Conca & Dabelko 2002, Cortell & Davis 2000). Ecological
modernization theory addresses how new ideas about environmental regulation
have been transmitted across national borders (Mol 2002, Mol & Sonnenfeld 2000).
By helping to institutionalize shared norms or innovative ideas, such processes,
which may also operate “below” the regime level (e.g., Wapner 1996), enhance and
reinforce regime effectiveness, though possibly in indirect and unintended ways
(Risse 2000). Another strength of the normative literature (as earlier sections point
out) is that it recognizes the agency of NSAs as carriers and transmitters of new
norms and ideas. NSAs also empower previously marginalized actors, including
smaller states, by pushing their views to the fore.
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The literature on learning (Princen & Finger 1994, Social Learning Group
2001) takes a broad view of how actors learn through cooperation, and the lit-
erature on assessment demonstrates elements of reflexivity (GEA 1997, Victor
et al. 1998). In fact, most international regimes contain mechanisms for monitor-
ing, evaluation, and amendment. In that sense, one can understand effectiveness
as a learning process, rather than an end result, concurrent with the definition of
cooperation adopted in this essay. Pushing this notion further, some of this liter-
ature is beginning to address how norms and ideas may start to change or trans-
form states’ domestic capabilities and institutions, their interests/preferences, or
their role in the international system, thus addressing the notion of transformative
capacity.

In sum, although existing work on the effectiveness of cooperation in the ne-
oliberal institutionalist tradition makes good progress at a policy level, it remains
unambitious in examining the extent to which existing structural constraints may
be transformed through cooperation. It also does not address issues of agency ex-
plicitly, although elements can be traced implicitly throughout the literature. The
field’s tendency to get caught up in methodological debates, for instance, over
how to measure effectiveness, has had the unintended effect of narrowing the set
of indicators scholars look for. Thus, we would suggest that fruitful directions of
research lie in adopting a broader definition of “impact” that takes into account
the role of, and change in or empowerment of, structures and agents. In turn, this
definition would enable us to examine the proposition that engaging in iterated
cooperation has the potential to generate actual social change in the international
system and among its components.

We suggest three areas of research, more or less overlooked in the literature to
date, that would help bring impact and agent-structure questions together. First,
the literature needs to take problem-framing more seriously. Instead of offering
typologies for types of problems (as though these are set parameters), it should
look at how problems are framed (for example, in techno-managerial terms versus
moral or ethical terms) and, especially, who does the framing, at all stages of the
policy process. Second, it is important to take into account a temporal dimension:
Does it matter for effectiveness that agents’ beliefs, views, or expertise may change
over time? How does iterative cooperation engender such change, and how does
it take it into account? Finally, to expand on something we hint at above, how
might the effectiveness literature compare outcomes such as deeper cognitive or
structural change to the outcome of state policy change? Few international agree-
ments seek to engender deep cognitive change in the state system. Yet, some do
point in this direction, such as the official declarations from the three “Earth Sum-
mits.” Would these sorts of agreements be subject to the same (narrow) standards
for effectiveness as, say, the Kyoto Protocol? Yet, even the Kyoto Protocol has
engendered transnational discussions among societal groups about issues such as
global equity, which in turn push policy debates (Athanasiou & Baer 2002). There
is a need for work that translates these effects into impact on the international
system.
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CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

Recent scholarly work on NSAs, norms and ideas, and regime effectiveness has
pushed forward the frontiers of international cooperation theory and has signif-
icantly advanced our understanding of the importance and durability of global
governance. For example, work on NSAs has demonstrated their emergence and
importance; although nation-states have not abdicated their role at the center of in-
ternational politics, they are both challenged and complemented on many fronts by
NSAs. New work that examines spheres of nonstate activity (for example, work on
transnational networks and epistemic communities) demonstrates how seriously
they are now being taken in academic research. The recent literature on norms and
ideas has challenged the conventional analysis that material power is the only vari-
able relevant to state action, interests, and preferences, and has generated insights
on how norms and ideas emerge, change, and spread within international institu-
tional contexts. The increasing emphasis on norms and ideas has progressed hand
in hand with the growing importance of NSAs, as the latter have often been able to
exert leverage in the normative realm. Finally, the effectiveness literature has ad-
dressed the question IR theorists ignored for too long: Do cooperative agreements
actually work, and how can we know this?

In addition to assessing this literature, this article has addressed two other
themes. First, we argue for a reconceptualization of the notion of cooperation
based on recent theoretical insights. In our view, cooperation is not simply a single
act by states (e.g., the signing of a treaty), but rather an ongoing, iterative process
characterized by widespread participation, ongoing assessment and experimen-
tation, and a process (or conduit) that may drive broader transformation of the
international system. This reconceptualization captures more of the empirical re-
alities of global governance mechanisms and processes as they have matured over
the past few decades. Recent examples in the cooperation literature are implicitly
starting to suggest this reconceptualization but have made little headway in making
this explicit.

Second, we address some of the weaknesses in the existing literature by applying
insights from the agent-structure debate. We hope to use them to develop mid-range
applications of important aspects of this heretofore largely metatheoretical debate.
Because of the difficulty in operationalizing agent-structure co-constitution for
empirical research, there remain few published attempts to do so. At first glance,
this might suggest little impact of the agent-structure debate on empirical research
and theorizing within IR cooperation. However, careful examination of three of the
most active thematic areas of IR cooperation suggests a number of possibilities,
as well as glimpses of emerging scholarship. These include, first, a very clear shift
toward interest in the ramifications of iterated and durable cooperation regimes
over time, and second, interest in the influence of NSAs and norms on preference
formation and, perhaps, changes in actor identity over time. Certainly, recent em-
pirical work on NSAs and the influence of norms and ideas demonstrates renewed
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interest in socialization, whereby researchers seek to assess the degree to which
particular beliefs or norms for appropriate behavior become internalized in states,
international actors, and/or various domestic or transnational actors and groups.

The importance of incorporating insights from the agent-structure debate can
be illustrated with specific findings from the sections above. To extend the agent-
structure metaphor, cooperation theorists are (knowingly or not) agents who are
enabled and constrained by the structure provided by social theorists—in the en-
actment of social theory (structure), cooperation scholars (agents) remold structure
over time, generating modifications in social theory that in turn create new possi-
bilities for cooperation theorists.

Although the NSA literature identifies many different actors, it does not yet
explicitly examine how or whether these actors actually exercise learning, trans-
formative capacity, reflexivity, or other components of agency. Yet, theoretical
reflection on this could generate important insights about the role of these NSAs
in international politics, the emergence of their preferences and identities from
structural changes they themselves influence, and the extent to which agency has
shifted away from states-as-agents, or diffused more widely. For instance, anal-
yses of NGO influence on environmental negotiations combined with studies of
regime effectiveness increasingly demonstrate the nature and contours of influ-
ence, as well as the impact that resulting structural changes can have on future
actors, preferences, and outcomes. The NSA literature and practitioners often as-
sert that international politics (or the world) can be remade by NSAs and a kind
of transnational civil society. Greater attention to agent-structure interaction and
the transformative capacity of various agents (as well as the limits thereof) might
shed light on such claims.

The norms literature needs specifications of agency and structure in order to
clarify the direction of processes of social change and institutionalization of new
normative structures, as well as the ways in which norms and ideas empower
particular agents over others. Also, now that this work has established that norms
and ideas can influence actors’ behavior and views, greater attention to specifying
the limits and conditions under which such influence operates is very much needed.

The effectiveness literature is the least affected by the agent-structure debate.
Yet, as our analysis has demonstrated, structural constraints and opportunities are
right at the center of this literature. For example, agent-structure interaction, even
after agents choose to create particular institutional arrangements, remains largely
unexplored. However, recent work, in a more constructivist vein, is beginning to
view structures as more negotiable than depicted in the dominant neoliberal insti-
tutionalist approach. Work on learning and regime assessment is starting to address
how agency is exercised through ongoing processes of regime strengthening and
evaluation. In turn, this may enable researchers to move beyond a functional def-
inition of “effectiveness,” toward an understanding of its wider impacts in terms
of social change or transformation.

What new directions for research does this integration of two formerly separate
debates in IR theory open up? First of all, we argue that it paves the way for a new
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wave of cooperation theory (also following Conca 2004), which focuses on the
decentralized, interactive, adaptive, and iterative process outlined above. Second,
regarding the agent-structure debate, processes of cooperation provide a way in
to study how agents and structures mutually constitute each other over time. The
mainstream literature addresses one-time influences of one on the other, but less
frequently addresses how they coevolve. Third, we identify two general hypothe-
ses derived from the research reviewed above that could drive an ongoing research
agenda: the agency diffusion hypothesis and the transformational cooperation hy-
pothesis.

® The agency diffusion hypothesis argues that agency is shifting (i.e., diffusing)
away from the state in international politics: NSAs are increasingly acquiring
the ability to influence and transform international politics. This shift is not
merely a result of a relative change in who shapes outcomes of international
politics. It also responds to the changing conceptualization of international
politics more broadly, to include important normative, in addition to material,
dimensions. These changes in who acts and how international politics is
conceptualized empower actors who traditionally have not been considered
influential but who now wield normative/ideational power. In other words,
rather than playing by the rules of a materialist-dominated politics, they can
exercise influence by reshaping the normative bases of politics.

B The transformation cooperation hypothesis argues that, through cooperation,
domestic and international agents and structures may change in fundamental
ways. For instance, cooperation processes can now be seen to have more
than linear impacts on problems facing states. By examining the process of
implementing and reviewing cooperative agreements, it is possible to see
transformative impacts on domestic and international political structures, as
well as the empowerment of agents within the system.

Naturally, this sort of work is not without challenges, whether one seeks to
demonstrate the impact of agents on structures or on each other, whether one seeks
to explore the influence of structure on agents’ behaviors (or on agency itself),
or whether one seeks to examine agent-structure interaction. All of these have
profound implications for research design. Arguments in social theory urge greater
attention to process tracing and to counterfactual and historical analysis in the study
of cooperation (Archer 1985). Careful attention to how and when different actors
exert influence and how different agents are empowered within the international
system through the process of cooperation over time is one important requirement.
A second is tracing how structural changes—both domestic and international—are
engendered through cooperation, especially through implementation and revision
of cooperative agreements, and related norms. By integrating social theory and
cooperation theory in this way, the study of international cooperation will be
able to generate more fundamental (and exciting) insights into a more contem-
porary IR.
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B Abstract Aslaboratories, states are faced with a new agenda of social experimen-
tation. This article first considers state elections and parties, including state realignment,
party endorsements and primary elections, uncontested seats, and campaign finance. A
second topic is the governorship, including governors’ careers, changes in power, party
leadership, and legislative programs and tactics used in negotiating with legislators.
A third section considers the state legislatures, including term limits, professionalism,
leadership, committees, roll-call voting, and representation. Another subject closely
related to all aspects is the variety and organization of interest groups, their power, and
whom they represent. The conclusion is that the states as laboratories are now equipped
to handle the social experimentation that devolution has handed down to them.

THE STATES AS LABORATORIES

What We Mean by “States as Laboratories”

In 1932, Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis coined the famous phrase “labo-
ratories of democracy” to refer to the states because he viewed them as sources
of experimentation, with new solutions to social and economic questions. At that
time, the states were responding to the birth of our industrial economy. Much of the
New Deal social agenda was based on successful state programs. Now the states
are faced with another agenda of social experimentation as the nation has left the
industrial era behind and unemployment accompanies depressed manufacturing
regions, a poorly trained work force, and lack of health care and housing (Osborne
1988).

Political Scientists and the Study of State Politics

In recent years, political scientists have been doing more research on various as-
pects of state politics. The 50 states offer much greater opportunity for comparative
research than is found in Congress. In 2001, the State Politics & Policy Quarterly
(SPPQ) began publication as an official journal of the state-politics section of the
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American Political Science Association. This provided a new outlet for research
on state politics and policy. The SPPQ has begun sponsoring conferences that have
attracted scholars doing research in these areas.

Our study of the U.S. states is broken into several components that reflect recent
research. The first section, “State Elections and Parties,” includes state realignment,
incumbent advantages, endorsements and primary elections, uncontested races,
and campaign finance. “The Governor” is a second major section, which includes
governors’ careers, changes in gubernatorial power, leadership of public opinion,
legislative programs, and tactics used in negotiating with legislators. A third major
section, “The State Legislature,” discusses term limits, professionalism, legislative
leadership, committee systems, multimember districts, roll-call voting, and rep-
resentation. Another topic closely related to all three of these subjects is interest
groups—their organization, their power, and whom they represent.

STATE ELECTIONS AND PARTIES

Realignment and the Changing South

V.O. Key, Jr. described the sectional politics of the South, which grew out of
the loyalties and antagonisms generated by the Civil War and persisted largely
because of regional economic differences. As long as sectional politics persisted,
new partisan alignments based on class or urban-rural differences failed to develop.
Moreover, each of the national parties was dominated by the political leadership
located in the section of the country where that party held power (Key 1949).

The most important trend in state elections since the early 1960s has been
the growth in the proportion of seats and governorships held by Republicans. The
Republican Party has been contesting more seats and targeting more skillfully the
seats where it has a realistic chance of winning or at least running a competitive
race. Initially, the growth of Republican strength in the South was a top-down
development. Republican presidential candidates began to carry more southern
states. Then Republicans began to elect members of both houses of Congress
and to elect governors in some states. The governorship, the most important state
office, was a major priority for the emerging party. From the 1960s through 2002,
the Republican Party made great progress in the 11 southern states. Republicans
had a head start in the border states because of presidential campaigns. But in the
1980s and 1990s, Republicans held the governorship more than half the time in
other southern states. In the period beginning with the election of 1994 and ending
with the election of 2002, Republicans controlled the governorship at least once
in almost every southern state.

Electing Republicans to state legislatures has been a much longer, slower pro-
cess, particularly well documented by Aldrich (2000). Aldrich identified two pre-
requisites for the development of strong Republican competition for legislative
seats. Ambitious politicians (some of whom had already held offices as Democrats)
had to run for seats in the legislature; and strong state Republican Parties had to
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develop, to provide tangible support to Republican candidates. Both of these trends
occurred in the 1970s and 1980s, first in border states such as North Carolina and
Virginia and later in the deep South, in states such as Alabama and Georgia.

Before these trends developed, neither the Republicans nor the Democrats were
well organized. The Republicans had too little voter support in most southern states;
the Democrats did not need a strong organization, and most of their candidates ran
on their own. Once the Republicans became well organized from the 1970s through
the 1990s, the Democrats realized that they had to build strong organizations as
well. Based on his research, Aldrich (2000) concluded that “the South has emerged
as having quite possibly the most strongly organized parties on the average in the
nation” (p. 655). This was particularly true in the area of fund-raising.

Primary Elections and Pre-Primary Endorsements

Key (1964) provided some historical perspective on the nominating process:
“Throughout the history of American nominating practices runs a persistent at-
tempt to make feasible popular participation in nominations and thereby to limit
or destroy the power of party organizations” (p. 371). Political parties have an
obvious interest in nominating the strongest possible candidates, the ones who
have the best chance of winning the general election. It is not necessarily true that
a plurality of voters who participate in a direct primary will choose the candidate
most likely to win the general election. The voters might, for example, choose a
candidate whose viewpoint or record makes him or her particularly unattractive to
independent voters or voters in the other party.

Endorsements for Governor

The governor is at the top of the power structure of the state. A governor is at once
the head of the party and head of the government. The job is sought because of
the recognition it brings to the holder. Voters are more likely to recognize their
governor than either of their state’s U.S. senators. Competition for the office is
keen and occurs every four years in all but two states. To obtain the governorship,
a candidate must campaign for both the party’s nomination and the electorate’s
approval. In 36 states, the elections for governor are held in nonpresidential election
years; in 11 states, they coincide with presidential elections. Vermont and New
Hampshire have two-year terms and elect in both presidential and nonpresidential
years. Five states (Kentucky, Mississippi, Virginia, Louisiana, and New Jersey)
elect governors in odd-numbered years.

About a third of the state parties use pre-primary endorsing conventions or
meetings to identify the strongest gubernatorial candidate and to nominate that
candidate. In some states, an endorsing system is written into state law; in others,
itis provided for in party rules. At the present time, state law provides for endorse-
ments in Connecticut, Rhode Island, New York, North Dakota, Colorado, Utah,
and New Mexico. Endorsements are made under party rules by both parties in Mas-
sachusetts and Minnesota, by the California Democrats (for some offices), and by
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the Delaware Republicans. In a few states, party leaders or organizations usually
meet behind closed doors. These include Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan,
and the Louisiana Republican party. Both parties in Virginia have, from time to
time, held conventions or primaries in accordance with state law.

Gubernatorial endorsements are made by party conventions that meet several
months before the primary election. Some delegates are appointed by local party
organizations, and others are elected at local caucuses, which are attended by voters
who are interested and politically active enough to show up. We would expect them,
as party loyalists, to recognize the importance of nominating the candidate with
the best chance of winning the primary if there is a contest, and with the best
chance of being elected. On the other hand, delegates are likely to hold strong
views on issues. There is extensive evidence that Democratic delegates to both
state and national conventions are likely to be more liberal than the average voter
who identifies as a Democrat. A similar pattern would apply to Republican activists
(Erikson et al. 1993, Miller 1988, Miller & Jennings 1986). For the endorsement
to be effective, the gubernatorial endorsee must win the primary nomination either
because that person has no primary opposition or because the endorsee is able to
defeat anyone else who runs in the primary.

If an incumbent governor is running for reelection, the governor is almost always
endorsed by the convention. Jewell & Morehouse have studied the success of all
endorsees in gubernatorial primaries over the period from 1960 through 1998. The
most significant finding is that when there was a contested primary, the endorsee
won more than 80% of the time in the 1960—1980 period and only half the time in
the 1982—-1998 period. The present success of endorsees, overall, in both contested
and uncontested primaries, is 74% (Jewell & Morehouse 2001).

Primary Elections for State Legislatures

As long as the Democratic Party dominated southern politics, there was little or
no competition in Republican primaries. Republican leaders had great difficulty
finding any viable candidate to run for the state legislature, to say nothing of two
or three candidates.

Generally speaking, more candidates are likely to enter a primary if their chances
of being nominated are greater and their chances of winning the general election
are greater. Hogan (2003), in a study of primaries in 25 states, finds that a potential
candidate is less likely to enter if there is an incumbent running in that primary
or in the primary of the other party. As we would expect, there are likely to
be more candidates in the primary of the party that is strongest, at least if that
party does not have an incumbent running. Hogan finds that in states with more
professional legislators, more candidates are likely to run, at least in the absence
of an incumbent running. He makes the interesting point that potential candidates
often have to make the decision about entering the race before they know who
their opponents will be. Another important finding is that only about one fifth of
the primaries have two or more candidates running, and rarely are there more than
two contestants in a primary.
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Uncontested Seats in State Legislative Elections

If many primary races are uncontested, it should not be very surprising that many
state legislative races are uncontested. In five elections from 1988 to 1996, more
than one third of the legislative seats were uncontested. Squire (2000) has examined
variations among the states and other differences for the legislative elections from
1992 to 1996. Squire finds that more seats are likely to be contested when a
seat’s value to a potential candidate is greater. This means that there are more
contested races in more professional legislatures and in those where the salary
is greater. Where there is strong two-party competition, there are more contested
races. Potential candidates are more likely to run where they have a better chance
of winning. Thus “competition begets competition,” in Squire’s words.

The Gubernatorial Campaign Finance Data Project

As political scientists pay increasing attention to all aspects of state campaign
finance, it becomes increasingly important to collect, and make available, accurate
data on candidate spending and elections, as well as data on campaign finance
laws. This information for the 1977-2001 period has been collected and dissem-
inated by Jensen & Beyle (2003). They have described the data set and also the
problems of collecting and compiling it, given the fact that the states have different
legal requirements for reporting campaign finance data and different methods for
organizing the data. They also have compiled a valuable Campaign Finance Law
Database (Jensen & Beyle 2003).

Electing Governors in 2002

The Jensen & Beyle data can be used to indicate which variables are most important
in explaining the results of gubernatorial elections. A recent study used their data
to measure the impact of incumbency, the amount of money spent, and the primary
election percentage for each gubernatorial candidate on the general election results.

We know that in gubernatorial elections the incumbent wins 80% of the time.
Incumbent governors have a big money advantage. They have already learned
how to raise money and have built a large group of proven fundraisers. Also, most
contributors prefer to fund the probable winner, and most believe this will be the
gOVernor.

The second variable is the amount of campaign funds spent by each candidate
(controlled by size of voting electorate). It is obvious that funding has a very impor-
tant impact on the outcome of elections to major offices such as the governorship
if there is a large disparity between the two candidates.

The third variable is the percentage each candidate won in his or her primary
election. A candidate who faced little or no opposition in the primary would usu-
ally have more money left to spend in the general election and would be able to
demonstrate to party activists that he or she is a strong candidate. If a candidate
won the primary by only a narrow margin, this might be a sign of deep division
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in the party. We might expect that a candidate who wins the primary by a narrow
margin would have trouble winning the general election, but studies do not show
that this is consistently the case (Carlson 1989, Kenney 1988, Kenney & Rice
1984).

One factor to consider is whether both party primaries appear to be divisive
(Kenney & Rice 1987). Other aspects of a primary may be damaging to the win-
ner. If a party is sharply split into factions, supporters of the losing candidate may
not vote at all in the general election or may vote for the opposing candidate. A
party primary can be divisive if the campaign is a bitter one with leading candi-
dates making sharp attacks on one another. Even if we recognize that a party has
factional conflicts or disputes, it is difficult to measure the intensity of these. The
results obtained by a correlation and regression analysis showed that Republican
incumbency explained more electoral success in the 2002 gubernatorial election
than any other variable [there was a high positive correlation between Republican
incumbency and percent of Republican primary vote (r = 0.513)]. Republican
money spent per voter is also significant in explaining the magnitude of the vote. In
general, the observation that the Republicans were better organized and wealthier
than the Democrats in 2002 is shown in this study (Jewell & Morehouse 2003).
However, we have explained only 40% of the variance; we must consider other
factors that have a bearing on state elections.

Campaign Finance Regulation

States have the primary responsibility for establishing the rules and regulations,
including campaign finance regulations, that govern most elections in the United
States. The rules under which state candidates and state parties operate are sovereign
with respect to what they may raise and spend. The national committees may not
give money to a state party unless it conforms to the rules in that state (Federal
Election Commission 2000). Likewise, federal rules are sovereign with respect to
federal candidates. State citizens, groups, and parties may not support their con-
gressional candidates with state money unless it is raised according to federal rules.
Areas of overlap are the state party’s voter-contact expenses to benefit the whole
ticket, which are paid out of both federal and nonfederal (or state) accounts ac-
cording to a formula set by the Federal Election Commission before each election
(Morehouse & Jewell 2003b).

State campaign finance reform is generally analyzed in terms of contribution
limits, spending limits, and public funding. Thirty-six states now have limits on in-
dividual contributions to gubernatorial campaigns. By 1998, 43 states had imposed
limits on corporate contributions; 42 and 37 states had imposed limits on contribu-
tions by unions and PACs, respectively. Twenty-two states actually ban corporate
contributions to gubernatorial campaigns, and 13 ban labor-union contributions
(Gross & Goidel 2003).

Spending limits and public financing of elections have usually been linked since
the Supreme Court decision in 1976 (Buckley v. Valeo) which ruled that spending
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is a form of free speech. Attempts to limit spending violate the First Amendment.
Thus, spending limits must be voluntary, but candidates who abide by spending
limits may receive public subsidies to encourage their acceptance of the limits. (It
is interesting that state parties are not subject to the Supreme Court ruling and their
spending is regulated in 22 states.) As of 1998, 14 states had some type of public
financing provision for gubernatorial candidates, and in 13 of those, expenditure
limits were a condition for receiving funds (Gross & Goidel 2003). It is difficult
to determine what kind of regulations are most effective, and not all of the laws
have the same goals. One study (Gross & Goidel 2003) concluded that campaign
finance laws can affect candidate campaign spending, under certain conditions.
A combination of candidate-based public financing and limits on spending is the
most effective way to limit the level of spending. This has a greater effect on
spending than limitations on contributions to candidates.

One study (Pippin et al. 2002) has shown that states that use the popular initia-
tive are more likely to pass legislation tightening limitations on contributions to
political candidates. But most of these laws passed by the initiative process were
overturned by the courts. In one case where an initiative in California limited most
contributions to state legislative candidates to $250, a court imposed an injunction
on the grounds that the limit was too low to permit candidates to run effective
campaigns.

Are State Flections Autonomous?

One school of thought considers gubernatorial elections as national referenda
in which voters express their approval or disapproval of the sitting president.
This school argues that, if the voters are satisfied with the president’s economic
policies, candidates of the president’s party (incumbents as well as challengers) will
benefit from his success, and if voters are not satisfied, gubernatorial candidates
of the president’s party will lose (Simon et al. 1991). On the other hand, there is
considerable evidence that state elections are based on voters’ evaluations of the
governor’s economic performance and are not national referenda based on approval
or disapproval of the sitting president. Since incumbent governors are reelected
80% of the time, the evaluations are generally independent of the president and
are positive. Research that tests these hypotheses shows that voters do indeed
hold governors responsible for the health of their state’s economy regardless of
fluctuation in presidential approval (Atkeson & Partin 1995, Partin 1995, Tomkins
1988). In open races without incumbents, candidates are not held responsible for
past events.

If voters consider gubernatorial responsibility for the economy, on what basis
do they judge their governor? According to the taxpayer retribution hypothesis,
voters punish governors who implement new taxes. Voters are especially sensitive
to the most visible taxes, such as the personal income and sales taxes levied in the
American states. A recent study that used exit-poll data from tens of thousands of
respondents across 116 gubernatorial elections suggests that incumbents and the
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candidates from the incumbents’ party do suffer from electoral retribution if the
sales tax is raised. The same cannot be said for the income tax (Stults & Winters
2002). What is the strategy for governors who must raise taxes in order to deal with
pressing program needs or to cope with a sluggish economy? In general, governors
know that they can expect a “two percent hit” at the electoral margins with new
taxes and still win (Kone & Winters 1993).

Parties remain influential in determining the vote preferences for governor
(Partin 1998). Parties in most states are closely competitive, and traditional party
identification can account for voting outcomes when the state economy is sta-
ble. When tax increases or unemployment become important in a race, they may
have a greater effect on the outcome. Voters have yet another capability. They can
discriminate between parties responsible for policy making in a divided govern-
ment and reward or punish a political party when its responsibility for government
performance is unified (Leyden & Borrelli 1995).

Gubernatorial candidates evaluate the electorate and shape the issues that they
believe will bring responses from groups of voters. Carsey (2000) argues that the
salience of issues among voters is volatile and that candidates may be able to
engineer a short-term influence on voting behavior if they can alter the salience of
particular dimensions during the election process. Voters respond to the choices
presented to them and the candidates’ campaigns help to define the nature of
those choices. On the other hand, another study gives the voters more credit for
defining the salience of issues in a campaign. Lacy & Paolino (2003) find that
voters decide which candidates to support in an election based on policies they
expect the candidates to implement if elected, and not the platforms on which they
campaign. This requires a knowledge of the constitutional relationship between the
executive and legislative branches and the executive’s influence in policy making.

THE GOVERNOR

A governor is at once the head of the party and the head of government. His or
her success as a party leader is vital to success as a governor who can convince
legislators and administrators to cooperate. Because of the importance of a gov-
ernor and his or her policies to the health and welfare of the people of each state,
the office is eagerly sought and competition is keen. Governors must deliver on
their promises to the people or they have little chance for reelection and hence for
political advancement.

To deliver on their promises, governors must deal in the politics of personalities
and issues. They must put together coalitions large enough to ensure themselves
the nominations of their parties. A successful candidate’s coalition must convince
other party leaders, office seekers, and legislators that he or she is the strongest
candidate and that their futures lie in supporting his or her coalition. Office seekers
and legislators also have ambition for reelection or advancement.

The previous section documented the tasks of the electoral party as it re-
cruited, nominated, and elected governors. In some states, the party united behind a
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candidate in the nominating process. Incumbent governors are usually nominated
without opposition. Competitive state parties try to minimize conflict for the pur-
pose of entering the election with a strong electoral organization ready to do battle
against the opposition party.

The struggle for the nomination carries over into the governing process and
affects the governor’s ability to govern effectively. It takes coalitions to pass pro-
grams. Without coalitions, groups with money and influence can block legislation
intended to ease the burden on those who suffer from economic and social dis-
location. Those who suffer are those who usually suffer—the sick, the poor, the
jobless, the elderly.

This section first discusses the career patterns that prepare gubernatorial candi-
dates for the state’s highest office and discusses their ambitions for advancement
to national leadership. Second, with respect to the governor’s role as head of the
governing party, what resources does he or she command to help move those in
government to agree with program promises made during the campaign? What
are the institutional and political restrictions on the governor’s ability to see the
program through the state legislature? Third, what relationship is there between
the coalitions formed during the election process and the coalitions that support
the election winners in their role as governor? What are the political powers of
strong and weak governors?

The Gubernatorial Career

The state legislature provides initial experience for nearly half of those following
the four major routes to the governorship (Beyle 1999). In fact, 19% of all gover-
nors were elected directly from the state legislature between 1970 and 1994. Two
additional routes provided more governors than ever before in the twentieth cen-
tury: holding a statewide elective office—lieutenant governor, secretary of state,
state treasurer, state attorney general, or state auditor—launched another 29% into
the governor’s mansion; and 16% of elected governors came from a congressional
career. Only law enforcement has gone down significantly (11%, down from a
century average of 18%) as a career route to the governorship (Beyle 1999).

In the most recent period, 1998-2002, the 46 new governors were drawn from
the following careers: statewide elective (33%), Congress (20%), state legislative
(15%), business (15%), and big city mayors (13%), plus one State Supreme Court
Justice and a former U.S. Attorney (Beyle 2003). Apparently, statewide elective
offices are providing the major career route for governors and more governors
are coming from Congress. Why do more members of Congress want to return
home to run for governor? Congress has been returning power to the states, and
governors now have the authority to manage high-profile issues such as welfare
reform and expanded health insurance for children in low-income families. The
gubernatorial election of 1998 put two “outsider” businessmen named George and
Jeb Bush into the governorships of Texas and Florida. The fact that 15% of new
governors had been businessmen before winning the governorship may attest to
the increasing role of money that buys political exposure.



186 MOREHOUSE ® JEWELL

Retirement or National Leadership?

For many governors, the lure of national leadership can overcome the discouraging
fact that few will achieve it. Over 60% of governors hold no further office after
retiring or being retired from the governorship. Most of them serve two terms,
or eight years in the statehouse. The governorship is a stepping stone to what
Schlesinger (1966) called “the presidential office complex.” This includes not
only the presidency itself but also those offices that the president can influence
or appoint. The vice presidency, the Supreme Court, and the Cabinet all draw on
state governors. Generally speaking, large states such as New York, California, and
Texas are more likely to produce presidential candidates because of the continuous
media exposure of their governors and the money-raising potential they offer. Four
of the last five presidents have been former governors, and two of them, Jimmy
Carter of Georgia (D, 1971-1975) and Bill Clinton of Arkansas (D, 1979-1981,
1983-1993) were not from the three biggest states. Governors Ronald Reagan of
California (R, 1967-1975) and George W. Bush of Texas (R, 1995-2001) followed
the big-state tradition.

Governors also covet Senate seats. Traditionally, one fourth of the Senate is
composed of former governors. The state constituency for governor and senator
is the same, so a governor who runs for the Senate is already well known and
has a campaign organization ready to go. Although governors know that many are
called but few are chosen, they hope that their records may prove them worthy of
national leadership.

The Governor in the Federal System

Besides wanting to advance their political careers, governors want to protect their
states’ interests in federal policy development and to increase the amount of federal
funding flowing into their states. The Hall of the States, down the street from the
U.S. Capitol, is the preferred address for at least 35 states to maintain their own
Washington offices to lobby for federal funds and the conditions set for them.
There has been significant disagreement between Democratic and Republican
governors about devolution of power, particularly with respect to welfare. Re-
publican governors wanted welfare turned over to the states in the form of block
grants that gave them discretionary power over spending, whereas most Demo-
cratic governors believed the national government should continue welfare as a
federal entitlement for everyone who was poor. How is this resolved so the gover-
nors can speak with a bipartisan voice? The answer lies in the National Governors’
Association (NGA), the best-known presence in the Hall of the States, with a lob-
bying, research, and state services staff of 90. An annual midwinter meeting of
governors is attended by the president, cabinet officers, and Capitol Hill leaders.
The governors forged the welfare reform program called Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families (TANF) in 1996, which passed Congress that year. At the summer
meeting in Indianapolis in 2003, the governors of 47 states were concerned about
budget deficits and the fact that Medicaid costs were driving these deficits deeper.
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Fifty governors lined up in a rare show of unity to request that all prescription
drugs for the elderly be covered under Medicare, the federal program.

The Governor’s Formal Powers

The states vary in the formal powers they give their governors as chief executives.
These powers include those granted by the state constitution, by state statute, and by
the citizens voting on referenda. The Index of Formal Powers of the Governorship
developed by Schlesinger in the 1960s consisted of tenure, appointment, budget,
and veto powers (Schlesinger 1965). An additional formal power has been added
since then: separately elected executive-branch officials (Beyle 2003). Governors
who score high on these powers and also have political leadership have an impact
on policy enacted by the legislature.

TENURE All states but New Hampshire and Vermont have four-year terms for
governor, and all but Virginia allow their governors to serve more than one term.
However, the number of states that have limited their governors to two consecutive
terms increased steadily during the 1990s. Term limits have distinct disadvantages.
Although governors have traditionally served eight years, they could pick the time
to declare whether they would run for another term and hence keep their power
intact until their last year in office. Thus, governors in the nine states that have not
imposed two-term limitations are potentially more powerful than their colleagues.

SEPARATELY ELECTED EXECUTIVE-BRANCH OFFICIALS The selection by popular
vote of such officers as lieutenant governor, attorney general, comptroller, trea-
surer, auditor, and secretary of state has created a multiheaded leadership of state
government consisting of independently elected officials who do not owe policy
loyalty to a governor unless they are of the same party or agree with his or her pro-
gram (Dometrius 2002). Because one third of all gubernatorial candidates come
from statewide elective office, governors contend with potential rivals in these of-
fices. Eighteen states have separate elections for governor and lieutenant governor,
thus promoting potential rivalries and governing problems. Lieutenant governors
preside over the senates in all but one of these 18 states, and this brings the power
to break a roll-call tie.

APPOINTIVE POWER  Once elected, the governor needs people in the administra-
tion who are eager to push for policy adoption and implementation. This means
the appointment of trusted personnel to key positions. Actually, governors share
the appointment power with boards and commissions that head state agencies and
often appoint with the approval of the governor. Governors share the appointive
power with both houses or either house of the state legislature, which must approve
the appointments. In the majority of states, about half of the heads of agencies are
appointed by someone else with the approval of the governor, the legislature, or
both.
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BUDGETARY POWER The power of the purse is shared with the legislature, of
course, but over the years the responsibility of preparing the budget has been given
to the governor in 42 states. A governor has full responsibility when there is a
central budget office under his or her immediate direction, with a budget officer
who is appointed and can be removed by the governor. The legislature has unlimited
power to change the budget, and all legislatures have been establishing their own
professional budget staffs to reduce their dependence on information provided by
governors. If the governorship and one or both houses of the legislature are held by
opposite parties, which happens about half the time today, it is incumbent upon both
the legislature and the governor to agree on a budget. This is where the governor
as a strong party leader can negotiate with the leadership of the opposition in one
or both branches of the legislature.

VETO POWER On the other end of the budgetary process is the power to veto items
in appropriation bills. Although all governors have the power to veto bills in their
entirety, the item veto is a potentially powerful weapon that enables governors to
exercise control over the budget. In the past 40 years, the greatest increase among
the individual gubernatorial powers was in their veto power as more governors
gained an item veto. Forty-two states now allow governors the item veto, and in
37 of these, the governor’s veto cannot be overridden without an extraordinary
majority (three fifths of the legislators elected or two thirds of those elected or
voting). In fact, vetoes are seldom overturned, and research suggests that this may
encourage legislatures to act irresponsibly (Abney & Lauth 1985). The use of the
item veto is related to partisanship (Wilkins & Young 2002). Where the executive
and legislative branches are controlled by the same party, the veto is used much
less frequently than in states with divided control (Klarner 2000). Many states
allow their legislatures to recall bills from the governor prior to his or her action,
creating a negotiating process (Beyle 1999).

The Governor’s Coalition

The governor’s success as a party leader is vital to success in electoral coalition
building as well as legislative coalition building (Morehouse 1998). Surprisingly
few political scientists have studied the relationship between the efforts of party
leaders and gubernatorial candidates to capture the nomination and their success
when in office in passing the party programs. In Governors and Legislatures:
Contending Powers, Rosenthal (1990) describes executive-legislative jockeying as
well as legislative independence from or dominance over the governor, assuming
institutional conflict as the title suggests.

The governor works closely with the legislative leaders in his or her party as
well as with leaders of the opposition party in the legislature when they are in the
majority. When the governor has a majority in a legislature, this party leadership
includes the speaker of the house, the presiding officer of the senate, majority lead-
ers, and chairs of committees. These individuals support the governor’s program
and see that bills within it are guided through the legislature.
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Governors in half of the states have minority parties in the legislature, and their
strategies are different (Morehouse & Jewell 1992). Opposition leaders are more
willing to compromise if the governor is politically strong and has widespread
public support (Fording et al. 2002, Gurwitt 1997). On the other hand, a governor
whose statewide party is weak or divided and who faces a strong opposition legis-
lature will need to accommodate some of the priorities of the opposition party in
order to get legislation passed.

Researchers have discovered that professional legislatures have a positive im-
pact on gubernatorial effectiveness. (The level of professionalism in a legislature
generally refers to a legislature’s degree of capability and expertise as it engages
in the policy-making process.) This suggests that the power relationship between
the governor and the legislature is not a zero-sum game but rather a positive-sum
cooperation (Dilger et al. 1995, Ferguson 2003).

The Governor’s Program

Speaking for the party, the governor is responsible for defining the issues and
making the commitments that form the basis of his or her legislative program.
How does the governor determine which issues are most important to address?
Studies of public desires and policy over time in the states show that policy has
responded to public ideology, resulting in a high level of correspondence between
the two (Barrilleaux et al. 1997, Dileo 1997, Erikson et al. 1993, Jacoby et al.
1996, Niemi et al. 2002).

The governors of all states go into office with platforms that are the work of the
candidates and their parties. A platform reflects enough of the governor’s major
policy priorities that it can be used as a basis for his or her legislative program.
Each year the governor presents a state-of-the-state address to a joint gathering
of both legislative houses, which outlines the substance of the program he or she
wants passed for the session. Some policies are perennial, some cyclical, and some
transitory. Perennial issues concern the delivery of traditional state services such as
education, highways, health care, law enforcement, and welfare, which account for
nearly 75% of average state expenditures. Much of the state’s economic well-being
and quality of life is tied to delivery of these services (Dileo & Lech 1997, Herzik
1991). The issues identified in governors’ state-of-the-state speeches are translated
into their program bills, which are introduced in most states by the governor’s party
leaders in the house or senate or by legislators whom the governor may specify. The
governor’s budget message soon follows. Through the power of initiation alone,
the governor’s influence over the legislature is substantial (Crew & Hill 1995).

Resources at the Governor’s Disposal

The success of the governor in getting the program passed will depend on his or her
ability as a party leader. All governors have resources, but their skill in using them
marks the difference between a successful and an unsuccessful governor (Ferguson
2003). A governor who has built public approval and a good-sized coalition within
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his or her party can expect to have a large nucleus of support in the legislative party
(Barth & Ferguson 2002). Half of all governors have had legislative experience
that helps them garner support for their program. Some additional resources at the
disposal of the governor are the following.

PATRONAGE Most governors have a least 100 or so appointments to make to boards
and commissions (Bernick & Wiggins 1991). Also, the awarding of contracts in a
legislator’s district impresses constituents with the legislator’s political power and
wins the governor legislative support.

MEDIA The governor has guaranteed access to newspapers, radio, and television
that the legislator cannot command. The governor has repeated opportunities to
speak, to capture the headlines, and to appeal to public sentiment as a way of
bringing attention to his or her legislative program.

PROMISE OF CAMPAIGN SUPPORT OR THREAT OF OPPOSITION The support of the
governor in an election campaign can be a powerful stimulus to a legislator, partic-
ularly in a constituency where the legislator’s election is in doubt (Hogan 2001).
Hence, the legislator in the governor’s party has a personal stake in the governor’s
success. Legislative leaders have established legislative campaign committees, rea-
soning that raising funds to help both incumbents and challengers who face close
races will help make legislators more likely to cooperate with party leaders and,
hence, secure support for governors’ programs.

CALLING OF SPECIAL SESSION  All governors have the capacity to call the legis-
lature into special session. Special sessions have become a tool for governors to
call attention to important aspects of their legislative programs or the immediacy
of a financial crisis. The legislators are then in the position of either going along
with the governor’s program or defying the governor, which can be serious if the
electorate is really alarmed.

Conclusion

The governor is the chief policy maker in the American states, and his or her
ability to provide political leadership affects the quality and distribution of public
resources. In almost every policy area, states now have greater flexibility and
greater incentives to test innovative ideas than at any time in the last half of the
twentieth century. This section has examined the governor’s influence over the
political party, both outside and within the legislature. The major theme has been
that the coalitions formed by the governor to get the party nomination affect his
or her ability to influence the party’s legislators (Morehouse 1998). Other formal
powers of the governor also affect his or her ability to see the program through
the legislature. The overriding consideration is the skill with which the governor
makes use of these resources. A strong governor with an electoral coalition can
get support for his or her policies.
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STATE LEGISLATURES

Growing Professionalism

In recent decades, state legislatures have become more professional. They meet
for longer periods of time; they have better staff; and the members have higher
salaries. The individual legislators are also more professional. Many of them serve
for several terms. Most of them devote considerable time to attending meetings
in their districts and providing services for their constituents. As they grow more
experienced and politically skillful, they are more likely to seek and win reelection.
Some legislators who hope to move up, from the house to the senate or from the
legislature to a statewide office, may try to reach a larger constituency.

Political scientists often disagree about the implications of greater profession-
alism. There is some evidence that, in the more professional legislatures, members
have greater incentives to serve the interests of their constituents, or perhaps of
a larger constituency (Maestas 2000). Some political scientists point out that the
more professional legislators have access to so much funding and other resources
that they are almost unbeatable at the polls, and that they may be more responsive
to the interest groups that provide funding than to their constituents (Weber 1999).
This is also an argument made by some of the supporters of term limits.

The Trend Toward Legislative Term Limits

Political scientists have devoted a great deal of attention to the legislative term limits
movement. The movement began in 1990, and by 1995, 17 states had adopted term
limits (not including one state where the law was repealed and three states where
it was overruled by the courts). In most state chambers, term limits did not take
effect until they were adopted by a public referendum, and most states that had the
referendum did adopt term limits.

Political scientists were interested in this development because it gave them
an opportunity to study the consequences of a major change in the electoral pro-
cess. One of the most comprehensive studies (Moncrief et al. 2003) compared the
turnover of membership in state legislatures with and without term limits. From
the 1930s through the 1980s, there was a steady, strong decline in the turnover of
membership. During the 1992-2002 period, in non—term-limited states, turnover
declined at a more modest rate; but in term-limited states, the decline was reversed.
The pattern was not consistent in all the term-limited legislatures because of vari-
ations in the length of the term allowed by the limits. In addition, in some states,
legislators are permitted to run again for the legislature after they have remained
outside for a number of years. There are also differences in the proportion of house
members who move to the senate once their term in the house has run out.

As time goes by, and we learn more about the effects of term limits in various
states, some of the predictions made in the early years are likely to prove inaccurate.
Some supporters of term limits predicted that, if they were adopted, elections would
become more competitive. In some cases, however, potential candidates have been
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reluctant to challenge a strong incumbent starting his or her last term; they have
preferred to wait until the next election. Some persons thought that term limits
might reduce the influence of interest groups, but some legislators who are close
to being termed out have tried to cultivate an interest group in the hope of getting
a position with that organization after their term ends. It is not uncommon for
legislators to retire before their term is up because they are on the lookout for other
jobs or perhaps for a good opportunity to run for a state or local office.

Legislative Leadership

The job of legislators is growing more difficult, with more groups making in-
creased demands on the legislature while the resources available to the states are
declining. Under these conditions, the role of legislative leadership has become
more important than in the past.

One of the most serious consequences of term limits is their impact on legislative
leaders. Leaders need several years of experience to become really effective. But
if a potential leader is limited to three two-year terms, for example, he or she has
to choose between having a very short apprenticeship or becoming a lame duck
soon after reaching a major leadership position.

Generally speaking, legislative leaders (and particularly the house speaker) have
more power than the comparable leaders in Congress. This is particularly obvious in
the leader’s influence over legislative committees, and it is partly because seniority
has less importance in most state legislatures than it does in Congress. One detailed
study of the speaker’s power in state legislatures (Clucas 2001) emphasizes that
legislative leaders act as agents for their followers and try to help the members
to attain their goals. When there is close two-party competition in the legislature,
rank-and-file members are willing to let the leaders exercise more power in order to
pass the legislation that is important to the members of the speaker’s party. The most
skillful leaders use their skills to maintain cohesion within the party and to keep
in close touch with the members. Rosenthal (1998), who has written extensively
about legislative leadership, makes similar points about the tools of leadership
available to legislative leaders and the importance of their being responsive to the
needs of legislators in their caucus. But Rosenthal is pessimistic about the future
of leadership power. He believes leadership has been losing power as the members
become more individualistic with more diversified perspectives.

Legislative Committee Systems

Between 1965 and 1979, several reforms made legislative committees more ef-
fective. In many legislatures the number of committees was reduced, and the
committees that remained had more importance. Committees were better staffed
and made greater use of hearings (Martorano 2003). The chair of the committee
usually exercises considerable power. There are some differences among commit-
tee systems, depending on the extent of partisanship in the legislature and on the
style of leadership preferred by the majority leaders. Where parties are strong, the
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majority leadership may be influential in the decisions made by the more impor-
tant committees, and sometimes Democratic and Republican members may caucus
separately before the committee makes decisions. Where parties are not so strong,
decisions in committees are less likely to follow party lines (Rosenthal 1998).

The Analysis of Roll-Call Voting

Since the 1960s, political scientists who study state legislatures have been lacking
comprehensive data on roll-call voting that was current or even recent. Such data
once enabled congressional scholars to write dozens of articles exploring virtually
every aspect of congressional roll call voting. In Statehouse Democracy, Wright
and colleagues demonstrated a strong relationship between aggregate state opinion
and policy liberalism (Erikson et al. 1993). But they lacked the necessary roll-call
data to explain fully how the process worked.

Thanks to Wright, roll-call data have now been collected and coded for all 99
state legislative bodies, covering a two-year cycle (1999-2000) (Wright & Winburn
2002, 2003). The roll-call votes of more than 8000 legislators have been collected.
Simply collecting this material and converting it into comparable machine-readable
data files is an enormous, difficult job. In addition, it was necessary to collect
data on the viewpoints of constituents in each district. Ideally, there would be
survey data covering each legislative district. In reality, such surveys were not
available for all or even most districts. Instead, as a surrogate, data were collected
on the 2000 presidential vote in each district because data have shown a very high
correlation between public opinion and the vote for president in the district. This
made it possible in each district to measure roll-call votes cast by the legislator
and compare them with public opinion.

Representation of Groups

There has been a gradual increase in the proportion of women and ethnic minorities
in state legislatures, but this varies considerably by state, and these groups still fall
short of equitable representation. In 2003, 22% of legislators were women. The
lowest percentage of women was found in southern states. The largest percentage
of women, averaging almost one third, was found almost entirely in the West
(National Conference of State Legislatures 2003). The number of women in top
leadership positions in legislatures has also been increasing. In 1999, 38 women
held such positions, which was 11% of all leaders. In only 7 states were as many as
one fourth of the top leaders women, and these were states with a large percentage
of women in the legislature (Center for American Women and Politics 1999).

The proportion of African American legislators increased from barely 2% in
1970 to about 7.5% in 1998 (compared to almost 13% of the population). In recent
years, several court decisions have led to the creation of more legislative districts
with majorities of blacks, particularly in the South (Bullock 1992). In 1994, only
3% of legislators were Latinos, but the proportion was at least 10% in several
southwestern states, and the proportion is growing.
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There is reason to believe that there would be more minority legislators, and
more women, in state legislatures if political parties and interest groups made a
greater effort to recruit them (Moncrief et al. 2000).

Weber (1999), in a “critical assessment of state legislative representation,” has
questioned how well legislators do represent their constituents. His underlying
concern is that legislators deal with too many issues in which they have a vested
interest. For example, in most states, legislative redistricting is carried out by
legislators, and in recent years they have succeeded in creating more and more safe
districts. Legislators even write the laws that govern how their election campaigns
are financed.

Multimember Districts

Most state legislatures have single-member districts, which means that only one
legislator represents the district. A multimember district is one where several
legislators represent the same geographic area. At one time there were many mul-
timember districts, particularly in southern states. The most recent and detailed
study of this topic (Richardson & Cooper 2003) explains that there are a variety of
precise ways of defining multimember districts. The most common multimember
districts have two or three seats, with a free-for-all system in which each candidate
runs against every other one. About 10 legislatures make some use of multimem-
ber districts. There has been a decline in the number of states using them because
the courts, particularly in southern states, have ruled that multimember districts
discriminate against racial and ethnic minorities.

INTEREST GROUPS

Interest groups are the animating forces in the political process. An understanding
of state politics requires a knowledge of the chief interest groups and of their stake
in public policy. Holders of public office must reconcile and mediate conflicting
group ambitions. In this section, we are concerned with the relationship among
interest groups, political parties, and government decision makers. We compare
state interest-group systems on traits such as density, diversity, and overall power
over the decision-making process. What techniques do they use to achieve this
power and over which body of decision makers? What restraints have states placed
on their activities and how successful have they been? Does a corporate bias exist?
‘What can we conclude about interest-group power and the democratic process?

The Number and Variety of Interests

Twenty-five years ago, interest groups in all states were far fewer than they are now.
Since 1980, states have required lobbyists to register, and trends can be traced from
that time. In 1980 there were 15,064 organizations registered to lobby in the states
and in 1990 there were 29,352, an increase of 95%! But then the rate of growth
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diminished, and in 1999 the total number of interest groups was 36,961, an increase
of 26% in the century’s last decade (Gray & Lowery 2003). Initially, as the states’
economies grew, the number of interests also grew. More recently, a “saturation
point” may have been reached as the numbers have stabilized. What can account
for this slowing down of interest groups’ rate of growth? Gray & Lowery (1996)
have discovered that interest groups grow more slowly when they are competing
with others like themselves in an economic sector. In this way, economic resources
set the “carrying capacity” for each state’s interest group system.

For a long time, interests were defined as bodies of individuals who shared
common goals and, if organized into membership groups, tried to influence public
policy. Many interest organizations still fall under this definition, but institutions
now dominate the process of interest representation. An interest may be a corpora-
tion, a law firm, a bank, a utility company, a think tank, a hospital, or a university.
Institutions are different because they are not membership based. Their organiza-
tional leaders do not consult the internal members when they attempt to influence
public policy. A corporate institution has a continuing existence and significant
assets that belong to the corporate entity, not to the individual members. Insti-
tutions are hierarchical in their internal structures of authority (Salisbury 1992,
pp. 41-44). Institutions accounted for 59% of all interest organizations in 1999.
Membership groups made up 19% of all organizations, and associations (composed
of other organizations, which may be either membership groups or institutions,
e.g., National Education Association or Chamber of Commerce) made up 22%
(Gray & Lowery 2003). Membership groups accounted for 31% of all interest
groups in 1980, but now the traditional banding together of citizens to ask for re-
dress from the government is a minor part of the lobbying effort. However, nearly
half of nonprofit and charitable organizations are choosing the institutional form
of interest organization, so advocacy on the part of the poor or elderly is more
likely to be conducted by professionals.

Interest Groups, Policy Domains, and Niches

In the past, when many states were dominated by a single enterprise, such as
farming in Alabama and Iowa, or oil in Alaska, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas,
the organized interests in those states could dominate the political process. Most
states now have diversified economies, and a single interest cannot control the entire
state policy-making process. Also, state governments have become more involved
in the economic and social lives of their states in areas such as environmental
protection, health, welfare, and business regulation. Therefore, we must look for
the various policy areas, or domains, in which interest groups operate. Different
legislative committees, executive agencies, and interest groups operate within each
policy domain. It was commonly thought that these “iron triangles” produced
predictable self-interested outcomes. More recently, these relationships have been
described as looser, reflecting a greater number of participants, especially citizen
groups, with more competition among them.



196 MOREHOUSE ® JEWELL

Each interest group within a policy domain has a niche in which it exercises
influence. Many studies are being undertaken to determine which interest groups
have more “clout,” or more powerful niches, within a policy domain. The analysis
of Gray & Lowery cited above reveals that organizations representing the for-
profit sector represent 77% of the total universe of interest groups. Does this mean
that business dominates every niche in every domain (Olson 1982, Schlozman &
Tierney 1986)? There are controls on business interests, which come from the
socioeconomic sector as well as from political party activity (Heinz et al. 1993,
Morehouse & Jewell 2003a, Thomas & Hrebenar 2003a, Truman 1951, Zeller
1954). As we have already noted, Gray & Lowery focus on the connection between
the economy and the composition of interest-group communities. As economies
increase in size, business organizations are likely to fragment into smaller interest
groups, each representing the specific concerns of its members. The available
economic and political resources set the “carrying capacity” of state interest-group
communities (Gray & Lowery 2002).

Interest-Group System Density and Diversity

The only way to disprove or confirm these theories is to measure interest-group
systems in the 50 states to see if they represent the poor or advantaged, or whether
they promote or retard economic growth. Lowery & Gray’s measures of density
and diversity are widely respected and used because they can be compared across
states (Gray & Lowery 1993, 2001a; Lowery & Gray 1993). “Density” refers to
the number of groups relative to the states’ economy (gross state product). In a
dense economy, one with many interest groups, the power of each group is min-
imized. Important for the hypothesized relationship between political parties and
interest groups, two-party competition encourages the formation of groups. Party
competition creates uncertainty, and uncertainty increases the number of groups.
“Diversity” measures the spread of groups across different economic and social
domains such as agriculture, manufacturing, transportation, finance, government,
and citizen groups. An interesting finding is that two-party competition increases
the number of not-for-profit groups such as foundations and charitable organiza-
tions (Gray & Lowery 2001b). Morehouse & Jewell (2003a) discovered that a
state’s interest-group density and political-party strength can explain variance in
whether states endeavor to distribute income more equally among their citizens by
progressive taxing and welfare programs.

Interest-Group Power

Thomas & Hrebenar (2003b) have recruited a community of scholars to identify
and rank the power of interest groups in every state at intervals from 1985 through
2002. In their scale of interest-group strength relative to parties and other political
forces, a group can be “dominant,” “dominant/complementary,” “complemen-
tary,” “complementary/subordinate,” or “subordinate.” Morehouse & Jewell have
compared the Thomas & Hrebenar state rankings to their economic and political
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profiles. They found that the gross state product could predict that states that were
not as economically developed had dominant interest groups. States with more de-
veloped economies had more competition among interest groups and each had less
clout. Tax regressivity and income equality could also predict the impact of interest
groups, with the least fair tax structures and least equal income distribution indi-
cating dominant or dominant/complementary interest-group systems. The weak
and strong party-strength categories could also distinguish between dominant and
complementary interest-group systems (Morehouse & Jewell 2003a).

Conclusions

Interest groups must be evaluated in relation to other groups, political parties, and
government institutions. Their impact is shaped by the environment in which they
exercise their power. The growth in the number of interests has slowed; has that
altered the balance between social groups and business groups? Studies indicate
that the expansion of the number of interest groups did not alter the traditional
dominance of economic interests in the states. But interest groups limit their own
growth as they compete for scarce resources. Our research shows that interest-
group density has positive effects, contributing to a more equal distribution of
income. However, the fact that institutions, predominantly business corporations,
make up 59% of the interest-group community is disturbing. Gray & Lowery found
conflict and disagreement within the policy domains, with contests over money
and benefits. This may indicate that legislators and governors from strong parties
can intercede to affect the balance of power among interest groups. We support the
hypothesis that political parties provide the countervailing power to the dominance
of wealth and business.

LABORATORIES OF SOCIAL EXPERIMENTATION

Inrecent years, states have faced demands for increased funding for growing num-
bers of social programs. Some of these demands came from the federal government.
At the same time, many groups of voters appeared to be less willing to pay state
taxes. This was a major cause of the recall of Governor Davis in California and
his replacement by Arnold Schwarzenegger.

States have been subject to recurring fiscal crises as the economy goes from
booming prosperity to serious economic depression that has thrown millions of
workers out of their jobs, cut back on spending by consumers, and wiped out
billions of dollars in the stock market. Most governors were reluctant to ask the
legislatures for large tax increases. In addition to this, most states are continually
faced with regressive tax structures, a squeeze on borrowing as interest rates in-
crease, and reductions in federal aid on which they had become highly dependent.
Recently, there has been clear evidence that the economy is growing stronger in
most parts of the country, and this is increasing badly needed tax revenue. As new
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issues and problems have arisen, the states have taken on the responsibility of
dealing with them, and individual states have served as laboratories of federalism.

As responsibilities of state governments have grown, it has become essential to
strengthen political institutions in the states, and this has occurred. Most governors
are skillful politicians who know how to use the media, communicate with citi-
zens, and compromise with legislators and interest groups. We have emphasized
that gubernatorial candidates who succeed in building broad-based coalitions of
political leaders and interests in order to get nominated and elected are most likely
to have considerable success in getting their programs passed by the legislatures
and in blocking legislative bills that they oppose. Governors have larger, more
capable staffs than they used to. In most states, the agencies that put together the
budget are under the governor’s control.

During the last third of the twentieth century, there were sweeping changes in
the state legislatures. They became more professional, holding annual sessions in
most states and staying in session for longer periods of time. Committee systems
were reformed.

Party leaders were more careful to select capable chairs of committees, partic-
ularly the major ones. The committees reformed their rules, holding more open
sessions and providing more time for persons to testify on bills. Legislators also
became more professional and learned how to deal with both lobbyists and staff
members.

As laboratories of democracy, the states are responsible for providing eco-
nomic growth and the infrastructure to support it. Although there has been federal
involvement in state economic and community development since the 1960s, it is
now a mere trickle of the former subsidies, and states and localities are forced to
rely almost entirely on their own resources to promote economic development and
employment opportunities. They also need to plan for land use and the protection
of natural resources. Housing is needed, as well as transportation, water supply,
and waste disposal. The federal government imposes regulations, especially in the
area of environmental protection, but offers only limited financial assistance. States
and localities are largely on their own. Oregon, an example of a state “laboratory,”
requires its cities to draw growth boundaries and develop plans for infrastructure
to support that growth. Portland exemplifies this “smart growth” with high-density
residential development, light-rail transit, and comprehensive planning.

As laboratories of democracy, the states must provide for their poor. The poverty
rate in the United States is 11.7% of the population and has remained basically
unchanged for 35 years. Before 1996, the federal government guaranteed cash
benefits to the poor. After 1996, the federal guarantee was ended and replaced with
a block grant program, TANF, which gives the states most of the responsibility for
financing and administering the welfare program. Half of all adult recipients are
required to work and there is a federal lifetime limit of 5 years (subject to some
exemptions). TANF also has broader social goals, one of which is to encourage
the formation and maintenance of two-parent families. But the 2000 census shows
that less than 25% of households are traditional nuclear families. Welfare cannot
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remedy the U.S. and global economies. The flight of industry from the northeastern
urban centers makes it difficult for people to get jobs. There are not enough jobs
for the unskilled and undereducated to end poverty or even welfare dependence.

Assessing the aftermath of welfare reform poses a challenge. Many states have
been liberal in granting waivers that postponed the five-year deadline. At first,
welfare success was measured by the drop in caseloads, which had plummeted.
However, it appeared that most of the welfare mothers who went to work entered
low-wage jobs that left them in poverty. The average poverty rate for all 50 states
has dropped by less than one percentage point from the 1994 level, whereas welfare
caseloads have dropped 50%! The states differ in their provision for the poor. We
have hypothesized that a link exists between the beliefs of the people and the
generosity with which the state provides for its poor. A regression analysis reveals
that public ideology and party strength account for 36% of welfare generosity.

Despite the tradition of local control, states are playing an increasing role in
making educational policy and financing education. States have surpassed local
governments as the prime source of revenue for the nation’s public schools. For
20 years, states have paid 50% of the cost, local governments 43%, and the federal
government a paltry 7%. Given the inequalities in property tax revenues available
at the local level, the degree of equality found in spending for states depends heav-
ily on the amount of money the state government is willing to contribute to K—12
education and the formula the state uses to allocate those funds. In California, ju-
dicial decisions in 1971 and 1976 that called for greater equality in school funding,
as well as efforts to provide more adequate support for education to end “invidious
discrimination against the poor,” have been undermined by popular initiatives that
put caps on local and state funding.

The most critical problems facing public education are in the urban school
systems—the central cities in metropolitan areas. One fourth of all children attend-
ing school are in urban school districts. City schools are plagued by the poverty,
unemployment, racism, and human despair that pervade the neighborhoods around
them. Many of the students come from dysfunctional families that lack the time
or ability to prepare them for entering school or assist them with their homework.
A state that is trying to improve the quality of education in its urban schools
has to be concerned with providing adequate and equitable funding for education
and developing programs to make teaching more effective, while also working to
provide a better and safer environment for education. When central cities turn to
state government for more assistance, they frequently get a lukewarm response.
There is often a belief that large cities do not spend their education money wisely
and effectively and that corruption is rampant. Voters who live outside the central
cities and are already paying taxes to support schools in their districts are often
very reluctant to pay more taxes for central-city schools.

Broad state policies and funding decisions are made by governors and legisla-
tures. A major theme of this article has been that state political parties are growing
more important, not less, and have a major impact on the making of policy. Rel-
atively close two-party competition is now the rule rather than the exception in
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most states. Close competition promotes party cohesion because parties must be
cohesive to win. There are significant differences between the political parties on
the issues of community infrastructure, welfare, and education. Leaders in both
parties must serve the needy for fear of electoral retribution that close competition
brings. State politics, parties, and policies therefore are closely intertwined and
collectively have great impact on residents of the states.

The Annual Review of Political Science is online at
http://polisci.annualreviews.org
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B Abstract Inthe United States, televised political advertising is the main way that
modern campaigns communicate with voters. Although political scientists have made
great progress in the study of its effects in recent decades, much of that progress has
come in the area of advertising’s indirect effects: its impact on learning and the effect
of its tone on voter turnout. This essay reviews what scholars know about how political
advertising affects voter decisions, voter knowledge, and election outcomes. We argue
that scholars still have a long road to travel before being able to speak definitively about
whether and to what extent political advertisements are successful in achieving the goal
of their sponsors: winning elections. This state of affairs may be due to the vast number
of methods used to measure the key independent variable in these studies: advertising
exposure. Accordingly, in the last section of the essay, we review and critique seven
approaches to the study of political advertising.

INTRODUCTION

Television advertising is the primary means by which most modern political
campaigns in the United States try to persuade potential voters and mobilize
probable supporters. Paid media—as political consultants have dubbed political
advertising—has one goal and only one goal: helping its sponsor get more votes
than an opponent or moving public opinion on an issue in a particular direction.
It can achieve this goal in a variety of ways: by mobilizing and buttressing the
loyalty of those who are predisposed to support the sponsoring candidate or is-
sue; by persuading opponents or those whose predispositions do not put them in
one camp or the other; and perhaps by demobilizing opponents. Still, for those
who create and air ads, the bottom line is the bottom line. The intended effect
of political advertising or paid media is to win political battles by creating and
delivering biased messages. Informing and engaging the public outside of one’s
supporters, when and if it occurs, is a by-product or secondary effect of the effort
to win political battles.
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As Kinder (1998) reported, there has been an explosion of work in political
communication in recent years, and in the past five years we have seen increasing
amounts of work on political advertising. More generally, for the vast subfield of
voting behavior and elections, determining whether political campaigns influence
individual vote choice and election outcomes has become a Holy Grail. Yet there
has been relatively little work specifically on whether advertising wins elections,
and most of the evidence proffered about the impact of television advertising has
been inferred from studies of other topics. Most of the work typically cited in the
scholarly literature is about campaign effects in general, and most of the scholarly
work on political advertising has revolved around its secondary effects and has not
addressed whether it wins elections. Accordingly, as we review what scholars have
written about political advertising—with a focus on recent years and the explosion
of new research —we pay particular attention to work on and debates about these
secondary effects, including the impact of advertising on citizen learning and the
effect of advertising tone on turnout.

Even where there is attention, there is no consensus. That debates about the
effects of advertising on learning and voter turnout remain unresolved—and that
so little attention has been paid to advertising’s effects on election outcomes—is the
result of difficulties in studying these phenomena. One of the primary impediments
has been measuring exposure to advertising. Not only have different scholars
employed scores of different measurement strategies but many of those strategies
are flawed. For these reasons, the latter part of this essay discusses and critiques
at length the different ways scholars have measured exposure to advertising.

INFLUENCING ELECTION OUTCOMES

Although there is intense media coverage of candidate advertising and the money
spent on it—and although pundits and journalists assume that all these efforts
must matter—there are strikingly few studies by political scientists on the effects
of television advertising on voter behavior and election outcomes. Furthermore,
the great majority of work that has been done on voters and elections seems to
leave little room for campaigns, in general, or advertising, in particular, to have
much of an effect. We are left, then, with a situation in which almost all of the
studies cited to show advertising’s small impact are not actually about advertising.

In fact, the most often-cited studies on the failure of campaigns to persuade vot-
ers were conducted before television was invented. In the familiar story, pioneers
in the study of political communication, fearful about the use of new tools of mass
communication (radio) by World War II-era demagogues, set out to document the
effect of election campaigns on a supposedly gullible and moveable mass public.
Although conducted before the advent of television, these studies nevertheless be-
came the touchstone for all studies of campaign effects. And, as the introduction to
virtually any article or book on political campaigns reminds us, these early studies
found campaigns had a “minimal effect” on individual voting behavior (Berelson
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et al. 1954, Lazarsfeld et al. 1948). Instead, strong predispositions (defined as so-
cial background in these early studies) dominated, and people’s selective exposure
to political messages and political messengers mitigated the possible effects of
election propaganda.

Arguments by Campbell et al. (1960) about the fundamental importance of party
identification buttressed these initial findings. Although not designed like the 1940
Erie County study, which tracked the same voters over the course of a campaign
to assess the campaign’s effects (Lazarsfeld et al. 1948), the Michigan School’s
study provided strong corroborating evidence for the “minimal campaign effects”
findings. Long-standing party attachments explained most political behavior.

Still, even in these early studies that concentrated on people’s long-standing
characteristics and attachments, there was some room for short-term influences.
Personal background or party attachments were not found to be 100% determina-
tive of vote choice, and there were still significant numbers of voters who were
not genetically or ideologically predisposed toward one of the two major parties.
Again, though, most of the work on these short-term factors has not focused on
campaigns. Most of the work explaining what influences voters and elections in
the short term has concentrated on national political and economic factors.

When the economy is strong, incomes are growing, and employment is high,
times are good. When America is at peace and people are confident about national
security, times are also good. Judgments about the nature of the times are used
by citizens to make largely retrospective evaluations of the incumbent administra-
tion’s performance, and these retrospective judgments have been shown to exert a
strong influence on individual voting behavior (Fiorina 1981; Markus 1988, 1992).
Building on this logic, a whole body of literature has had great success in using
national political and economic conditions—often measured before the campaign
started and the first ad aired—to predict election outcomes (Abramowitz 1988,
Campbell 1992, Coleman 1997, Lewis-Beck & Rice 1992, Rosenstone 1983).

When scholars show that demographic characteristics, long-standing party at-
tachments, or macroeconomic conditions successfully predict the votes of most
citizens, there is little opportunity for political advertising—or any other sort of
campaign activity—to have much of an effect. Thus, even as television advertising
became more prevalent in election campaigns, more and more studies implied that
political advertisements were likely to have modest effects—even though these
studies were not specifically about television advertising. As Rosenstone (1983)
puts it, “The important determinants of the outcome of the 1984 election were in
place long before most people heard of Geraldine Ferraro, long before the candi-
dates squared off in front of television cameras and long before Americans met
the bear in the woods (if there was a bear).” (The bear was the star of a prominent
Reagan campaign ad that warned about the continuing threat of the Soviet Union.)

Despite all this evidence about fundamental attachments and national factors,
nearly every person outside the walls of the academy remained convinced that the
campaign activity seen before every election must matter. Of course, the simple
fact that campaigns advertise—and often massively—does not constitute sufficient
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empirical evidence to demonstrate that political advertising has an impact on voters.
Still, why would candidates go to the trouble to raise and spend millions of dollars
on television advertising if it had no impact?

Perhaps aware of this paradox, political scientists, even when their own work
showed the power of long-standing attachments and noncampaign factors, were
unwilling to dismiss the role of election campaigns completely. Again, though,
little of this work was about or even mentioned political advertising.

For instance, after stating that the existing literature on media effects consti-
tutes one of the most notable embarrassments of modern social science, Bartels
(1993) shows, by correcting for error in measures of exposure, that media coverage
(network news coverage of the campaign) can change important attitudes about
presidential approval over the course of the campaign. Similarly, Zaller (1992)
argues that measurement issues as well as poor theory have doomed most studies
that attempt to determine the persuasive effects of political media.

Building on the work of Hovland (1953) and McGuire (1969), Zaller argues
that yielding to political messages (being persuaded) is a function of not only being
exposed to a message but also having the cognitive ability to take in or reject that
political message. Zaller claims that it is the interplay between predispositions,
reception, and the balance of messages that determines whether citizens are influ-
enced by media in general. When there is the right balance of forces—high levels
of reception of one-sided messages by those with little ability to resist them—
massive media effects can result (Zaller 1996). We are most likely to see effects
when one side has more advertising on the air than the other, and we are more
likely to see effects among voters with weaker attachments to the two political
parties.

This framework, especially arguments about the role of predispositions and
one-sided flows of information, is obviously useful in studies of advertising. Still,
scholars should be cautious when combining the study of political advertising
with the study of other forms of political communication. Political professionals
clearly differentiate between free or earned media (news) and paid media (adver-
tising). Although studies of paid and free media share a common understanding
of the dynamics of opinion formation, voting behavior, and elections, the dif-
ferences between the two are important for scholars to keep in mind. The two
sorts of political communication have different goals and different types of con-
tent, and thus theoretically should have different effects. Moreover, the ways that
the messages are delivered have implications for measuring exposure. Citizens
do not choose to expose themselves to political ads but are instead exposed af-
ter choosing to watch certain television shows. Finally, advertising is shorter in
length than most news stories and is packaged in a way to enhance reception.
Thus, it may take less political engagement or cognitive ability to understand an
ad’s messages than a long article in The New York Times or a story on the national
news.

Finkel’s (1993) study of elections in the 1980s, which makes use of a multi-
wave panel study conducted by the National Election Studies in 1980, is invariably
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included among the citations in support of the minimal-effects claim that lead off
most articles on campaigns. Yet, as Finkel reminds us, even early scholars with
their minimal-effects models believed that campaigns had an important role in
activating latent predispositions. “In the activation model, then, the mass media,
campaign stimuli, and interpersonal communication processes function largely to
give individuals reasons to vote in accord with their underlying predispositions;
only rarely do these processes result in votes for the candidate [whom] the individ-
ual initially opposes, or the candidate who is opposed to the individual’s political
predispositions.”

Finkel’s own study shows that a simple precampaign model incorporating party
identification and race can explain 80% of the votes in the 1980 election and that
attitude change among voters who were undecided at the outset of the campaign
did not move toward one candidate or the other. Yet, in his concluding comments,
he argues that the potential for larger campaign effects exists and that the “media
may play a crucial role in influencing those voters whose dispositions and stated
preferences are incongruent at the outset of the campaign and thus in drawing
individuals back to their predisposed candidate” (Finkel 1993).

Another study that is typically listed as confirming the minimal-effects con-
ventional wisdom asks why trial heat results fluctuate when actual presidential
election outcomes can be predicted well in advance of the actual campaign (Gel-
man & King 1993). To say that outcomes are predictable, however, is not to say
that campaigns do not matter. On the contrary, Gelman & King suggest that the
campaign is crucial for enlightening voters and bringing their vote choices into
line with their fundamental political predispositions and national conditions. They
point out, as others have, that equal media coverage and resources available to
presidential campaigns in the United States make it unlikely that voters from one
party or the other will be differentially enlightened. Thus, although the campaign
of one candidate may influence voters, those effects may be canceled out by the
campaign of the opposing candidate—a point made by Zaller (1992, 1996) as well.

Putting his own findings on the power of economic conditions over voting
behavior in a different light, Markus (1988) characterizes campaigns as “a very
important vehicle for heightening voter awareness of prevailing economic con-
ditions and the electoral relevance thereof.” Markus makes the crucial point that
even a modest campaign effect, such as the 3% net campaign swing that he found
in 1984, could be decisive in a close race. Petrocik (1996) makes a similar point:
“That the campaign may have led voters to the ‘obvious’ decision (an assessment
of campaigns suggested by Markus 1988), does not diminish the importance of
the campaign. However difficult or easy it was for Reagan to make a poor job
performance case against Carter, it was in making it that the campaign shaped
the vote.”

Petrocik’s comments come at the end of an article in which he develops and
tests with media coverage a theory of issue ownership in presidential elections.
In this theory, candidates try to campaign on issue turf where they have an ad-
vantage. Petrocik’s evidence from the 1980 campaign, our own experience, and
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conversations with political strategists, as well as a large literature in political
science on agenda setting, give us confidence in the theory.

Simon (2002) develops a formal model that comes to a similar conclusion but
makes the additional argument that changing the subject and not engaging in issue
dialogue has detrimental consequences for American democracy. Although the
issue-ownership theory of campaigns has great appeal, there has been no direct
test of the theory’s expectations using television advertising, the main medium
through which candidates campaign.

Shaw (1999) has conducted one of the few studies that directly examine adver-
tising effects. Using data on political television advertising buys that he gathered
from the campaigns, he finds that television advertising—along with candidate
visits—has a statistically significant influence on state election outcomes in the
same range found by Markus in previous studies. In fact, the modest effects in gross
terms are consistent with, and in some cases smaller than, those the pioneering
“minimal effects” studies found.

The differences in the conclusions and interpretations between these studies
conducted 50 years apart may be in the set-up. To paraphrase our forty-second
president, whether campaign advertising matters may depend on what the meaning
of the word “matters” is. Early studies, looking for massive effects, may have set
the bar too high. Elections are won and lost at the margin, and it is at the margin
that one must look for advertising effects.

Another thing to keep in mind is that most of the work reviewed above—
and much of the work on campaigns and elections in general—is on presidential
elections. Arguably, presidential elections are the place where one is least likely
to find campaign effects in general and advertising effects in particular. Economic
conditions and people’s predispositions are likely to matter more in these high-
profile national contests. As noted above, there is typically equality of resources in
presidential races (Gelman & King 1993, Shaw 1999), and scholars are unlikely
to see the sorts of one-sided flows of information that can move attitudes (Zaller
1992, 1996) in presidential contests. [See Goldstein (2004), though, for an in-depth
examination of advertising flows in the 2000 presidential election.]

There is, of course, a large literature on U.S. congressional elections. There is
also an especially intense debate about the influence of campaigns and campaign
resources on congressional election outcomes (Erikson & Palfrey 1998; Gerber
1998; Goldstein & Freedman 2002; Jacobson 1978, 1985, 1990; Krasno & Green
1988, 1990). Most of this debate has focused on tricky issues of endogeneity.
Incumbents raise more money when they are in tight races and challengers can
raise more money when they are expected to do well. After much debate, the
emerging conventional wisdom in this literature, which would not come as a great
shock to political consultants, is that campaign spending has a positive influence on
votes. Although increased spending might have a small and diminishing effect on a
candidate’s vote share, it is nonetheless a beneficial effect that could be significant
in a tight race. Zaller (1992) tackles these questions at the individual level by
examining outpartisan defections to the incumbent in U.S. House races in 1978.
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He finds that the campaign does matter. Increased spending by the challenger
significantly reduced voting for the incumbent among those affiliated with the
challenger’s political party.

None of these studies, however, examines television advertising specifically,
even though it comprises the greatest proportion of campaign spending in most
congressional races. Few studies (Goldstein & Freedman 2000, West 1994) have
focused on the effect of ads on voter choice in congressional elections. Scholars
know little about whether, how, and to what extent television ads influence election
outcomes. The minimal-effects conventional wisdom, based perhaps on overly
high expectations and slight mischaracterization of previous work, seems to have
been replaced by a conventional wisdom in which the campaign is crucial in
enlightening and activating voters. Although such arguments about the effects of
campaigns and advertisements seem plausible, there is little evidence that helps us
understand whether television advertising is responsible for the three percentage
points that Markus discusses, the activation process that Finkel explains, and the
enlightenment Gelman & King argue for.

BY-PRODUCT EFFECTS OF ADVERTISING

Although the main goal of those who sponsor political advertising is to win elec-
tions, advertising can also influence what citizens know about candidates and
public policy and how engaged citizens are in their own governance. And, as dis-
cussed above, in influencing what voters know, ads can influence whom voters
choose.

Voter Learning

Perhaps the greatest optimists about the potential of political advertising are those
who study citizen learning. Although there is no agreement about the impact of
advertising on voters’ knowledge of candidates, more than one study has found
evidence that exposure to advertising has a positive influence on learning.

One classic finding is that of Patterson & McClure (1976), who compared
citizen learning from advertising and television news. They reported that people
exposed to more political commercials on television were more knowledgeable
about the policies of candidates McGovern and Nixon in the 1972 campaign. But
people who watched the network evening news regularly were no more informed
about the candidates than people who seldom watched these broadcasts. Political
ads, then, despite common stereotypes of them as image-centered and devoid of
issue content, appeared actually to inform the electorate.

A more recent study backs this conclusion. Brians & Wattenberg (1996) use
survey data to compare the relative impacts of ad exposure, newspaper reading,
and television news viewing on knowledge of the 1992 presidential candidates.
They find that use of all three media aids learning, but ad exposure is the strongest
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predictor of political learning of the three. And in the final month of the campaign,
exposure to political advertising is the only significant predictor of issue recall. In-
terestingly, these findings hold when Brians & Wattenberg examine only exposure
to negative political advertising. The authors therefore suggest that concerns about
negative advertising are without warrant: “The fact that much of viewers’ knowl-
edge comes from negative advertising should serve to reassure critical observers
who fear that political attacks harm the American viewing and voting public”
(Brians & Wattenberg 1996).

However, the work of Zhao & Chaffee (1995) gives very limited support to the
conclusions of Brians & Wattenberg. Zhao & Chaffee examine surveys taken in
six different electoral contests. In only three does exposure to advertising have a
discernible positive impact on learning, and in only one of the six surveys does
advertising have a greater effect on knowledge than does television news viewing.
(That occurred in the high-profile and racially charged 1990 North Carolina Senate
race, which pitted Senator Jesse Helms against an African-American opponent,
Harvey Gantt.)

Others argue that the effects of advertising on knowledge are conditional. That
is, exposure to advertising is more likely to have an impact in certain situations
and on certain voters. For instance, advertising may be more effective at conveying
information to less interested and less informed individuals than other media. Just
et al. (1990) conclude that ads do a better job of informing electorates than debates
do because debates can be confusing for many voters. By contrast, “ads, which
tend to present a single viewpoint, reduce confusion and aid learning for all kinds
of viewers” (Just et al. 1990, p. 131).

The experimental work of Hitchon & Chang (1995) suggests that issues men-
tioned in ads sponsored by women are more easily recalled by viewers than issues
mentioned in ads sponsored by men, and that recall is better for neutral ads and
positive ads than for negative ads. Knowledge of candidates’ positions is also
heightened when the ad is sponsored by a candidate as opposed to being spon-
sored by an interest group (Pfau et al. 2002). Finally, people tend to recall more
information about an advertisement when it is sponsored by a preferred candidate
than when it is not (Faber & Storey 1984).

Negativity and Turnout

Many who study the effects of negative advertising on voter turnout are less san-
guine than voter-learning researchers about the effects of exposure to political
commercials on the average citizen. The major impetus for much recent work on
the topic was the finding of Ansolabehere et al. (1994), based on a series of care-
fully conducted experiments, that negative advertising reduced voter turnout rates
by as much as 5%. They backed this claim with an analysis of aggregate turnout in
Senate elections, where they found a similar decline. Clearly, this was an impor-
tant finding that, if true in the real world, served as a warning that the ubiquitous
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30-second commercial posed a threat to American democracy. Ansolabehere &
Iyengar (1995) were so concerned about this potential that they suggested ways
in which the government might discourage the use of negative advertising. These
ideas included requiring television stations to charge their lowest rate for positive
advertising and guaranteeing that candidates who were the targets of attacks would
have equal time to respond.

Although they were not the first to study the impact of advertising tone on
voter turnout, the 1994 study by Ansolabehere and his colleagues, as well as
Ansolabehere & Iyengar’s 1995 book, which drew the same conclusion, ushered
in a spate of studies on the topic of negative political advertising. Many scholars,
however, arrive at different conclusions about the relationship between ad tone and
turnout. The studies come in three primary forms: experiments, individual-level
survey analysis, and aggregate-level turnout data analysis.

Political scientists generally shy away from experiments, but a few mass com-
munications scholars have explored the impact of ad tone on turnout experimen-
tally. Garramone et al. (1990), for example, found no difference in the likelihood
of turnout between subjects shown negative ads about a fictional candidate and
those shown positive ads about a fictional candidate. Pinkelton’s (1998) experi-
ment found that election involvement (measured by a scale that tapped the degree
to which subjects cared about an election and found it interesting, stimulating, and
exciting) rose as the amount of negativity in an advertisement rose. He suggested
that increased involvement should lead to increased participation at the polls but
did not test this directly.

Survey research on the topic of negative advertising generally supports the claim
that it either increases or has no impact on voter turnout. Wattenberg & Brians
(1999), for instance, examined the 1992 and 1996 American National Election
Studies and found that negative advertising had a mobilizing effect in 1992 but no
impact on turnout in 1996. Similarly, Finkel & Geer (1998) found a conditional
impact of advertising tone on turnout. Only among political independents did tone
affect potential voters’ probability of voting. Independents exposed to a negative
campaign were more likely to participate in an election.

Goldstein & Freedman (1999, 2002) provide additional evidence that turnout
rises as negativity rises. Their earlier study, which examined the 1997 Virginia
gubernatorial election, created a measure of individual-level exposure to adver-
tising based on the number of ads aired in a respondent’s media market and that
respondent’s television viewing habits. Negativity had a strong and positive impact
on voter turnout. The authors replicated their results in the second study, which
examined the 1996 presidential election. Again, they found a positive relationship
between negativity and voter turnout.

One survey-based project found some support for the claim that negative ad-
vertising demobilizes the electorate. Lemert et al.’s (1999) study of the 1996 U.S.
Senate race in Oregon suggested that Republicans were less likely to show up
to vote when they were exposed to negative advertising sponsored by Gordon
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Smith, the Republican candidate. In other words, there appeared to have been a
backlash against the candidate’s negative tactics, but the authors failed to find a
similar effect among Democrats exposed to the Democratic candidate’s negative
advertising.

Studies based on aggregate-level data provide mixed results about the relation-
ship between advertising tone and voter turnout. Djupe & Peterson (2002) discov-
ered a mobilizing effect of negative advertising in the 1998 U.S. Senate primaries.
But Finkel & Geer (1998), who examined presidential elections since 1960, and
Wattenberg & Brians (1999), who examined U.S. Senate elections, both conclude
that negative advertising and voter participation at the polls were unrelated.

At the other end of the spectrum, the aggregate-level work of Ansolabehere,
Iyengar, and their colleagues supports their experimental work showing that nega-
tive advertising reduces turnout. Their analysis of U.S. Senate contests
(Ansolabehere et al. 1994) and their subsequent reanalysis of the same data
(Ansolabehere et al. 1999) suggest that turnout is ~5% higher in positive cam-
paigns than in negative campaigns.

In sum, much of the work that has followed the pioneering experiments of
Ansolabehere et al. has run counter to their claim that negativity reduces turnout.
But it is too soon to conclude that negativity increases turnout. Indeed, Lau et al.’s
(1999) meta-analysis of 19 research findings on the impact of tone on turnout
indicates no relationship between the two.

Where is the study of tone and turnout headed? We see future research taking
two directions. One is a more thorough examination of the psychological impacts
of negativity. Finding a correlation between tone and turnout does not explain why
that relationship may exist. Does negativity cause voters to pay more attention to an
advertisement, increasing their knowledge of the candidates and thus reducing the
costs of voting? Does negativity create an emotional response in voters that drives
them to the polls? Does negativity increase cynicism about the political system,
leading voters to stay home? Or does negative information, because voters give it
more weight, make voters perceive more differences between candidates? Several
studies have begun to study these causal paths between negative ad exposure and
participation, but more work remains to be done.

A second area for future research is a refinement in the measurement of ad-
vertising tone. Sigelman & Kugler (2003) suggest that the way people perceive
advertising tone does not match the way social scientists measure it. The authors
report widespread disagreement among survey respondents living in the same area
about whether a particular race is best characterized as positive or negative.

Kahn & Kenney (1999, p. 878) take a step toward addressing this criticism
by making a distinction between negativity—"legitimate criticism”—and mud-
slinging, which they define as “harsh and shrill information that is only tangentially
related to governing.” They find that the former increases turnout, whereas the latter
reduces it. Freedman & Lawton (2004) make a similar distinction between “fair”
and “unfair” advertisements and find that turnout declines only when opposing
candidates both run “unfair” advertising campaigns.



POLITICAL ADVERTISING 215

APPROACHES TO MEASURING ADVERTISING EXPOSURE

In our discussion of political advertising, we have reviewed a variety of work that
has generated a variety of theoretical expectations and has employed a variety
of empirical methods. Unfortunately, it has often been difficult to draw any hard
conclusions about the impact of advertising on vote choice or voter learning, or
about the impact of its tone on voter turnout. There is just not enough agreement in
the literature. We submit that one reason for this lack of consensus is that scholars
have used a vast number of methods to measure the key independent variable in
these studies: advertising exposure. Diversity of method is good, but many of the
methods employed have serious drawbacks.

In the remainder of this essay, we review and critique seven approaches to
the study of political advertising. Four of these approaches focus on measuring
the information environment of a particular campaign through the use of aggre-
gate campaign spending data, archival collections of television commercials, logs
from the public files of television stations, and tracking data. The other three
approaches—experimentation, self reports by survey respondents, and proxy mea-
sures of exposure—attempt to measure the effects of advertising. Each of these
methods has weaknesses that make it difficult for scholars both to characterize
the information environment and to infer how campaign messages influence the
attitudes and behavior of citizens.

Campaign Spending

One common proxy for the campaign information environment is candidate spend-
ing. By measuring campaign expenditures, scholars have sought to make descrip-
tive inferences about the impact and relative volume of candidate messages. For
instance, some scholars have examined the relationship between expenditures and
election outcomes (Gerber 1998, Green & Krasno 1990, Jacobson 1990); others
have explored the impact of candidate spending on voter knowledge and affect
(Coleman 2001, Coleman & Manna 2000). Although candidate spending may be
a reasonable “quick and dirty” proxy for the intensity of campaign communica-
tions, the measure is far removed from the actual messages that voters receive and
to which they respond. Indeed, researchers have recognized this mismatch, refer-
ring to a “black box” through which campaign money is translated into electoral
outcomes. As Coleman & Manna (2000, p. 759) acknowledge, “campaign money
must work through campaign strategy, advertising content, advertising frequency,
and other intermediaries.”

Except perhaps in a few very corrupt places, money does not directly buy votes.
Rather, money affords candidates the means by which to spread their message or
bring their supporters to the polls, two activities designed to increase the candidate’s
vote share. The important point, as Ansolabehere & Gerber (1994, p. 1107) note, is
that “total campaign spending may not be a good measure of expenditures devoted
to actual campaigning.” Using Fritz & Morris’ (1992) comprehensive analysis of
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Federal Election Commission spending reports, Ansolabehere & Gerber separate
campaign expenditures into three types: “direct communications with voters,”
such as radio or television commercials; other campaign activities, such as polling
or the hiring of a consultant; and spending that is unconnected to a candidate’s
own campaign, such as a donation of money to another candidate. The authors
find that House challengers devote, on average, only 58% of total expenditures to
campaign communications. For House incumbents, the comparable figure is only
42% (Ansolabehere & Gerber 1994, p. 1110).

More generally, there are three drawbacks to the use of aggregate spending data
in tapping the information environment and testing for campaign effects. First, the
use of aggregate spending assumes that every citizen in a particular constituency
is exposed to the same volume of campaign messages. Such an assumption is
just plain wrong. Political advertising is not evenly distributed across the United
States—or even across one state. Scholars have demonstrated substantial varia-
tion across media markets in the volume of candidate advertising, largely due to
differences in the competitiveness of a race in the area (Just et al. 1996). These
differences are particularly striking in presidential campaigns, in which some tele-
vision markets receive no advertising at all, whereas others receive thousands of
paid spots (Goldstein & Freedman 2002, Hagen et al. 2002).

How much advertising a campaign dollar will buy varies geographically as
well. Quite simply, $100,000 will purchase much more in Cheyenne, Wyoming,
or Alpena, Michigan, than it will in Los Angeles or New York City. Spending
measures, then, are not comparable across media markets. Granted, this problem
can be addressed by weighting spending by measures of gross ratings points (which
account for the differential cost of air time), but such ratings information is not
readily available, and few scholars, if any, take the time to make such corrections.

A final drawback of using aggregate campaign expenditures as a measure of
campaign advertising exposure is that such figures ignore the spending of noncan-
didate actors, including parties and interest groups. This is an increasingly impor-
tant limitation because “soft money” expenditures have skyrocketed over the past
few years. Thus, researchers who make use of candidate spending measures as
reported to the Federal Election Commission may be fundamentally understating
the extent of campaign spending in a race. Moreover, the error in the measure
is likely systematic, not random, because both party and interest group spending
is generally targeted at a small number of very competitive races (Goldstein &
Freedman 2002, Herrnson 2004).

Archival Data

A second common approach to measuring the content of campaign messages makes
use of archived political advertisements. For example, Finkel & Geer (1998), to
estimate the effect of campaign tone on voter turnout, utilized a detailed content
analysis of presidential advertisements obtained from the political commercial
archives at the University of Oklahoma. Kahn & Kenney (1999) took this same
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approach in their study of negative advertising in U.S. Senate elections; Kaid &
Johnston (1991) used the Oklahoma archive to assess the negativity of presidential
campaign advertising over time. If a scholar wants to describe the characteristics
of the advertisements that a campaign produces, this approach is a 