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Introduction

The volume number is a lagging indicatdmt Critical Reviewwas founded 20 years ago. As
we enter our third decade, | am pleased to repattRoutledge, storied publisher of the two
most important influences d@ritical Review- Austrian philosopher Karl Popper and Austrian
economist F. A. Hayek - will now be marketing tbennal, affording scholars and students
around the world searchable electronic accessdalgeades of "content.” This seems, then, to
be an appropriate time for a stocktaking of thaitent, one that might also serve as an
introduction to the journal for new readers.

When | startedCritical Reviewl was animated, in part, by a dim recognition tHayek and
Popper shared more than Viennese origins. Whilgp&owas a social democrat and Hayek was
a classical liberal, both of them were profoundtists of the causes and consequences of
human ignorance of a complex warld

Popper's own starting point was our ignorance @frtitural world, and the resulting errors in
our scientific theories. But as Hayek recognizgdprance is an even more appropriate starting
point when it comes to the study of human beha¥or.one thing, human behavior is
(sometimes) governed by human minds, and the hunmaaiis attempts to understand the world
- whether natural or social - are relatively unpctable (e.g., Hayek952 Popper 1957 1991).
On top of that, Hayek argued, the social scientigst allow for endless variations in personal
knowledge - and in peoplefgterpretationsof what they think they know.

Hayek emphasized interpersonal differences in kadgé and interpretation because those are
what he saw in economic life: different consumeith \wnowledge of what they think they each
need; entrepreneurs with varying "local" knowled@gvhat they think will suit consumers' felt
needs. Hayek's perspective, especially when matwiad?opperian emphasis on the conjectural
nature of knowledge, sculptdmo economicusand aHomo politicus | think - that have little
in common with the orthodox neoclassical modehefall-knowing, isolated rational chooser.

If knowledge is interpersonally variable then westnallow, at the very least, for interpersonal
forms ofignorance too: one person may not know what another kndwsl. if the world is
complicated enough, or simply vast enough, thapjeecan be ignorant of some of its aspects,
surely it is complex enough or vast enough thag ta also benistakenabout parts of it. If
knowledge is conjectural, however, experimentamth scientific and economic) may discover



truths that correct people's mistakes. Thus, maiket science may lomaperfect processes of
ignorance alleviation through error correctiofinally, if experiments are tests of
interpretations then people may not only be knowledgeable, igmoi@ mistaken about discrete
facts or "data,"” but about theories of how facissesand affect each other - and, therefore, about
how best to draw conceptual lines around "the"sfaad about which facts are important to
know.

As for Homo economicus social isolation: theories and interpretationgionate in human minds,
but most people are relatively passive consumetisealries and interpretations developed by
other people. My adoption of someone else's thewanjie perhaps a random matter of which
theories | happen to encounter and find initiakyquasive, is, on the other hand, not completely
unpredictable (at least if | am a member of a grimuwhich the law of large numbers can be
applied). The heuristics that | use to assess psrgeness must either be genetically wired or
culturally imbibed. And my theoretical views must tonstrained not only by the heuristics that
| use to assess persuasiveness, but by the fadtlithain a specific place and time, where some
theories are readily available to me and otheesvirty been forgotten, unpublicized, discredited,
or not yet invented - are not. It would seem, thkat a logical culmination of the Hayek-Popper
view is to place great weight on the importance,gbtential mistakenness, and the interpersonal
transmission of theories: i.e., on culture. Thearggs of culture add yet another layer of
complexity to social science, above and beyonddmeplexity facing the natural scientist.

Naturally and culturally acquired ideas and intetations, each of them as fallible as the people
who - starting out ignorantneedto acquire them if they are to try to understamdmplex

world: this is standard post-Renaissance epistaggoloet even as the humanities have left
conventional epistemology behind, confusing epigtesophistication with "postmodern”
skepticisn? the social sciences have gone in the oppositetitire essentially reviving Plato by
assuming, implicitly (few would be so foolish ashiglieve it explicitly), that people have
godlike knowledge of everything they need to kndwaving forgotten, as it were, only what it is
“rational” for them to ignore. The Cartesiawgitois no triumph for these rational-choice
masters of the universe, who not only know thay #edst, but who know all the other things
that are useful to know, excluding only the "infation" whose benefits (they somehow know)
would not justify the costs of learning it.

Descartes, by contrast, thought that all claimentmvledge should be questioned, because
naturally and culturally perceived truths can lhesibry. Descartes led to Hume, thence to Kant
and Popper. Kant and Popper led to Hayek (G884 Clouatrel987). Not surprisingly, then,
Popper and Hayek were both keenly interested iarggrce and error, and in biological and
scientific (and, in Hayek's case, economic) evohdry processes by which ignorance can be
overcome, errors corrected, and knowledge acqdired.

In hindsight, the papers published in our earlyunats seem to have succeeded rather well in
asking about the implications of the Popper-Hayedspmption of ignoranceGood answers,
however, were not immediately forthcoming. It tudret that grasping the implications of
ignorance required a great deal of ground cleg@angeffort that continues)And as the ground
cleared, it became apparent that something wasngissbridge between, on the one hand,



Popper's ignorance-centric philosophy of scienceHayek's ignorance-centric economics; and,
on the other hand, politics.

Political Ignorance and Modern Democracy

We found the bridge, logically enough, in politisgience, where "public ignorance" had long
been the premier finding in the study of publicropn. A robust literature, tracing its lineage to
Philip E. Converse's "The Nature of Belief Systemblass Publics" - whiclCritical Review
brought back into print last year (Conver$864 2006) - quietly kept alive subversive questions
about the political competence of the public tred been asked by Walter Lippmanh923

1949) and by Joseph Schumpetd50 - yet another Austrian economist.

The main lines of public-opinion research weret fiewiewed in these pages in 1998, and have
been explored since then by a growing number ofientiresearchefdn the past decade,
Critical Reviewhas also published much work by younger schblai® share a desire to
explore the causes, consequences, and normativieatigns of public ignorance by building
upon, but going beyond, the established lines sfaech. The current issue continues both of
these trends, with pointed discussions of recev¢ldpments in the literature by distinguished
public-opinion scholars Robert S. Erikson and Bemijal. Page; and with inaugural publications
by Sebastian Benthall, Stephen Miller, and Chrisesp/Visniewski, along with a debate over
Samuel DeCanio's own inaugural publications, wihigpeared herein previously. This issue of
the journal is therefore a good benchmark of tlogss we have made, and of at least the
"known unknowns" that remain to be explored.

Miller shows that "liberal" and "conservative" meend of the general public share strikingly
similar suspicions about employers, businessespasfis - affirming that, as Converse pointed
out, political observers may attribute a spuriagd to public opinion by projecting onto the
public ideological differences that are the proeimt a highly politicized few. Page and Erikson,
on the other hand, argue that public opinion isenogical, if not ideological, than it may seem.

Wisniewski's paper challenges the ability of acadéicultural studies" to grasp the realities of
political culture; his argument is contested byealotultural-studies scholar Mark Fenster. And
lest anyone interpret Conversean research to cochtherrule of experts, Benthall, reviewing
Philip E. Tetlock's devastating research into @thsence of) social-scientific expertise (Tetlock
2005, points out that mere inertia, in the form of qauter extrapolations of present conditions,
predicts the future better than does even the opat-minded group of "experts” (cf. Taleb
2005. In another article, however, economist Bryan |@aplisputes whether Tetlock's findings
are as devastating as they appear. The questemaidlled experts' expertise is fast becoming a
favorite in these pages. Future issues will featié@ates on social-psychology literature that,
inter alia, seems to confirm that experts succumb to a "spfrabnviction.” such that they
compensate, with dogmatism, for their relativelgthievels of knowledge (Friedman 2006a, x-
xiv and Appendix).



The Reign of Elites

The Wisniewski-Fenster debate, like that betwee@ddéo and Daniel Carpenter, Benjamin
Ginsberg, and Martin Shefter, suggests that vastareh frontiers can be opened by treating
ignorance as a starting point in the study of mslitThe two debates also illustrate how such
research might be integrated with the extant liteeato portray modern politics and government
far more realistically than has been done to dading the needed research, such a portrait as
the one | will now paint is speculative - but itnist purely speculative, since it comports not only
with the extant research, but with abundant anetadiservation of mass democratic processes.

DeCanio asks whether the public's ignorance otipslunwittingly confers a significant degree
of "autonomy" upon bureaucratic, judicial, and #afive decision makers. Wisniewski asks
what it means to say that the sources of poliicébrs’ - and non-actors' - political beliefs is
"cultural." Both questions lead to profound episteand methodological issues, the resolution
of which directly affects one's overarching viewnoddern political reality.

According to the "Public Ignorance/State Autonor(pisa) paradigm that DeCanio champions,
public opinion can constrain the autonomy of stdfieials only to the extent that the public
knows what the officials are doing (or to the extiat the officials fear that the public will find
out). This constraint presumably shrinks as the sfzhe state grows (Somi®98 DeCanio
2000a DeCania2000h DeCanic200§. The more things the state does, the less litkelyyany
one of those things will be publicly scrutinized.

This leaves modern democracy with two differentrees of governance: the "masses," in the
rare cases in which they know and care about Wiastiate is doing; and the "state elites”
(bureaucrats, judges, and legislators) who, acogrti the theory, normally make policy
decisions, far from the public eye. Does the ignbraasses' inability to ensure that public
officials seek the public good mean that the dodfiseek their own advantage - as popular
opinion, echoed by public-choice theory, might ®g18

The answer seems to be no, for the most part.nistance, there is surprisingly little evidence of
bureaucratic self-seeking (e.g., Kelnf887 Blais and Diornl991 Lewin 1997, ch. 4). The self-
interest of bureaucrats seems to be constraingaedfyxed terms of advancement in the civil
service and by group norms of public service. Tdmaestypes of constraints would seem to apply
to judges. It also stands to reason that recruitreféects would tell against pecuniary motives:
neither the pay scales, nor widely taught undedsteys of the in propriety of self-interest in
government - as opposed to its propriety in thenenty - would suggest government service as
an avenue for the avaricious.

While such constraints might keep self-interestasrabntrol, they would still, according to the
pisa paradigm, leave considerable scope for sthtéats to take actions that might be unpopular
if they were to come to public attention. If nolfseterest, however, what would be the motive
for such potentially unpopular actions?



It is logical to suppose (pending further reseasrhpverlap between the tiny fraction of the
public that the literature shows is constrainedgdme political ideology - thieleologicalelite -
and the even smaller number of people who makeabaratic, judicial, and legislative decisions
- state elites. Conceivably, this overlap is qthterough, with state elites effectively a subset of
the larger, ideological elite. The ideological @surely includes people who are intensely
interested in politics but don't actually work iovgrnment. But personal experience suggests
that people who pursue careers in governmentlagly lio be ideologically aware and, indeed,
ideologically driven. After all, they are there,threir opinion, to do good - the definition of
which begs for ideological definition.

Research on ideology thus far converges on dogmatssits key traif.To the extent that state
elites are indeed ideological elites, then, whatweeld mean by state autonomy is, generally
speaking, rule by dogmatic elites. Normatively e if the actual alternative to rule by the
ignorant is rule by the doctrinaire, then modermderacy poses a true Hobson's chéice.

Where do ideologies come from? Converd®6f 2006, 64) suggested that "the broad contours
of elite decisions over time can depend in a wit@y upon currents in what is loosely called 'the
history of ideas.” Yet there has been a paucitgséarch integrating the history of ideas with
the actions of political elites. One reason fos filsi surely, a positivist legacy that privileges
statistical evidence over other kinds. How coulé possiblyquantifythe formative influence of
Marx's, or Freud's, or Keynes's ideas (or Hayekishe political elites of a given era?

No matter. To the extent that state elites arelddpeal elites, we should investigate the sources
of their ideologies, whether with quantitative qualitative” methods.

The Occasionally Sovereign People

If not ideology, what determines how the apoliticess public exercises its occasional veto
over semi-autonomous state elites - and its unmunegile ability to rotate elites - through the
electoral mechanism?

The public-opinion research shows that most ciszéke most bureaucrats, try to govern not
selfishly but "sociotropically”: that is, they tetmlvote for the politicians whom they think will
advance the public good (e.g., Kinder and KieWwi#1; Kiewiet 1983 Lewin 1991 ch. 2). In

the absence of ideological guidance about whichigiahs fit that description, however,
sociotropic voting decisions can be based on amybeu of criteria of the public good, including
cues from party leaders (Zall&892 or interest groups (e.g., Lug2806), characterological or
issue heuristics (e.g., Popkif91, ch. 3), sympathy with or antipathy toward certgiiaups (see
Kinder 2006 209), and retrospective economic assessmentskegnal9d79, to name several.

But the public has little direct access to inforimatabout partisan statements, interest-group
endorsements, politicians' character traits angeig®sitions, or the economic conditions
experienced by other citizens. Such "data" mustdmemunicatedo the public. And if a member



of the public is to understand and use the comnatedcfacts, she must, however implicitly,
infer their usefulness from theories, however tabbut why this particular information is
important - and about how to interpret it. One ree@dausaheoryto infer that policy A is
conducive to prosperity, or to any other aspecotiective (or, for that matter, personal) well-
being. Even the retrospective voter is inferringt ttome policy undertaken by the incumbent
party is responsible for whatever the voter intetpas good, or bad, economic results: "the
nature of the times" heuristic, to echo Conver&8gf] 2006, 16ff.) again, is as theory-laden as
any other heuristic.

Information-mediating theories may be hard-wiredthey, like the information being mediated,
may be communicated from other people. (Or bothysT if we want to knoow state
autonomy is likely to be constrained by the pubtigyould seem that, among other things, we
should study the information and ideas explicitig anplicitly conveyed to the public by the
mass media. As part of this research, one miglgsiigate the political beliefs of media
personnel, whose own implicit causal theories rplest a role in the selection of, and the spin
unwittingly placed upon, the information and idéaat they convey to the electorate.

Investigating media personnel's beliefs would &ksdogical in order to understamdhenstate
autonomy is likely to be constrained. If, as theagdaradigm maintains, ignorance is the normal
public condition; and if the public can pressumgstators to stop only what the public knows is
happening; then, however occasionally, the publisttbe informed about what is happening,
and that depends on the belief of media persohaéksbmethingmportantis happening. Given
the breadth and depth of public inattention totpdj it would probably take a media firestorm
(or a barrage of campaign ads) to inform a largensat of the public about any particular state
action. Presumably, then, state actions that nyeetisonnel find deeply objectionable will be
prime candidates for popular constraint, and ostegie actions usually won't (unless they can be
linked by a well-financed opponent's media consitéo an incumbent politician or party).

Is Ignorance Imposed?

Consider the alternative to the assertions | hasemade. If the political world were so simple
and straightforward that culturally mass-mediatedrpretation of it were unnecessary, then we
would need only to open our eyes in order to achiéw all practical purposes, omniscience
about it.

That, for example, is the implicit epistemologyMsirx. He didn't think that proletarians will
achieve class consciousness by finding the workifdise world illuminated in the pages of
Capital. Rather, he thought necessary is that proletabarsut on the same factory floor with
each other, where they can directly - without miaine- observe each other's exploitation, and
draw the right causal conclusions.

Popper 1963 7-8) called this naive epistemology "the docthenanifest truth.” As he pointed
out, if the truth is so very obvious, then ignomnaot knowledge - becomes anomaldisw



can people fail to see what is manifestly tr&&™mebody must badeceivingthem. "The
conspiracy theory of ignorance,” he wrote, "is eaus outgrowth from the doctrine of manifest
truth” (ibid.).

Both DeCanio and Wisniewski are, in part, contestire conspiracy theory of ignorance. In
DeCanio's case, the alleged conspirators areeaitgs who, as Ginsberg contendsnipulate
public opinion bydeliberatelycreating public ignorance. No doubt this sometitmgspens, but

do we have reason to think it so widespread thatah important source of state autonomy? In a
society such as the United States, after all, tvegnment does not control the media. Thus,
control over public opinion on the partstateelites rather thamediaelites would require a
conspiracybetween the two, in most cases.

Similarly, the academic discipline of cultural ses which Wisniewski contrasts against the
much-neededtudy of political culturetends to reduce culture to a giant conspiragyréoote
public ignorance - albeit a very sophisticated tgpeonspiracy (and a very specific type of
ignorance). The conspirators need not even be peapth proper names, who plot their
deceptions in secret. "Discourses” that serve tmlabthe present ordesomehowvarise, Foucault
believed, and discourses have the same effectiéierate lies would have, but much more
insidiously. Thus, "ideology" is insinuated intogqudar culture, shielding the status quo from
uprisings against it by the people - who would othge apprehend ithianifestoppressiveness.

By "ideology," cultural studies scholars do not medat Converse meant: any belief system
that (we think) helps us understand the world hiding the belief systems of cultural studies
scholars. Instead, they mean by "ideology" whatXMaeant:.only belief systems that blind the
masses to their own domination and exploitatiorthSaelief systems, it is assumed, have to be
imposed on the masses through ideological manipulaDtherwise, the true oppressiveness of
the status quo would be sbviousthat it would apprehended by all, and revoluticould

follow.

In cultural studies, then, cultural processes nitlve massestowardignorance. That they
would, otherwise, know the truth is the implicisamption. By contrast, studies of cultural
processes thdtegin frommass ignorance would seem to be natural for schtdailiar with the
political-science research.

Here, at the mass level with which Wisniewski ialdey, quantitative approaches might find
some traction. However, to the extent that cultinfdiences are incremental, cumulative, and of
varying effectiveness, qualitative methods mightrimee appropriate. (So, too, as cultural
studies scholars recognize, might attention tcetitertainment media - not just the news media.)

Is Ignorance Chosen?

Oddly enough, quantitative approaches now share#tbodological middle of the road with
their polar opposite in political science: ratiogabice theory.



Where quantitative scholars are staunchly empirgtegisticians, rational-choice "formal
modelers” are resolutely apriorist mathematicidimgir formulae start with the notion that
political behavior is instrumentally rational.

This notion is unobjectionable as long as it istieel as an ideal type, so that empirical research
can then see whether and where the formulae areardl Below, David Meskill applies
rational-choice theory to some real-world aspetttemocracy, without violating the dictum of
Mancur Olson 1965 161), who concludedihe Logic of Collective Actioloy pointing out that
there are - of course - cases of "nonrationalrational” political action; and that, in those case
"it would perhaps be better to turn to psycholdggntto economics for a relevant theory.” In
sharp contrast, rational-choinaiversalistsor "economic imperialists,” assume th#tpolitical
behavior is instrumentally rational - even ideolpggd even ignorance.

Rational-ignorance theory is built atop the theofryational nonvoting. This offshoot of rational-
choice theory begins with the fact that in a massti®n, the odds of any one vote changing the
outcome are minuscule. Therefore, it would be lalgior an instrumentally rational member of
the electorate to advance her political goals bgglaimost anything other than going to the
polls. Rational-ignorance theory then points oat there is little reason to acquire political
information that, by the logic of rational nonvajirwould serve only to inform a vote that it
doesn't make sense to cast in the first place., Tdaeording to rational-ignorance theory, people
deliberatelychooseto be politically ignorant because thiayowthat their vote wouldn't matter

anyway.

The most glaring problem with the theory of ratibmanvoting has always been "the paradox of
voting." The hundreds of millions of votes tlaae cast indicate that (in the case of hundreds of
millions of people) the theory does not apply te teal world. The prevalence of voting has
similar consequences for the rational-ignoranceothgsis, since it would never be
instrumentally rational to cast a vote that &newsis inadequately informed: doing so might
mean voting for the opposite of the outcome onelavaatually favor if one weren't ignorati.

It would seem, then, either that voters vote far-nstrumental reasons (such as the fulfillment
of a perceived duty to vote); or that voters astrummentally rational, but are ignorant of the
astronomical odds against their vote affectingatieome. Alternatively, they may simply be
ignorant of their own larger political ignorancather than havinghoserto be ignorant for any
reason at all. This is to say that those voters areanstrumentally rational and ignorant are
ignorantinadvertently- not rationally, nor irrationally, but acciderial

"The flight from reality in the human scienc¥ss, in large part, a flight from the messiness of
ignorance, and the directly related messiness wifdmuerror. One result of the social-scientific
“rationalization” of human action is to subtraarfr the human condition the experience of
surprise

Surprise is always a product of ignorance: eitgeorancesimpliciter, or ignorance of the fact
that what one thought one knew turns out to haes b&ong. We are surprised by "unknown
unknowns" - of which, a post-Hayekian economistfout, we are "radically,” (as opposed to



rationally, ignorant (Iked2003. What makes surprise surprising is the ignorahaemakes
surprise unchosen. One might as reasonably coadocinal model of the unexpected as one
could assign odds to an unprecedented event (b2807). But the pointlessness of modeling
them formally or statistically does not make unknamknowns any less important.

Only God is never surprised. By the same tokenrdtienal chooser of ignorance is effectively
omniscient: rational ignorance is knowing not omwlyat one should, but what one shouldn't
(rationally) know - which one therefore delibergtdecides to ignore.

Where the Marxist portrays ignorance as being deditely imposed on the people by bourgeois
ideologists, the rational-ignorance theorist pgdragnorance as being deliberately imposed by
the people on themselves. But how do voters, ame th@n bourgeois ideologists, know the
relevant "information": the theory of rational natwg, and the odds on which it is based?
These are hardly matters routinely communicatati¢gublic by the media or anyone else,
which is presumably why so many people do, in faote - and why so many make assidmis
efforts to be politically well informed.

From Ignorance to Error

Just as it is so often simply assumed that ign@&@ha rational, "knowing" choice, it is usually
assumed that the heuristics used by ignorant yatech as the retrospective or nature-of-the-
times heuristic, argoodsubstitutes for knowledge (but see Sot#98 sec. Il; Kuklinski and
Quirk 200Q 155). This assumption is captured in the habdadiing heuristics "information
shortcuts": voters, whose time is scarce, are ssgipto have figured out that they don't need to
master the entirety of the political universe iderto vote intelligently; they can use a given
heuristic to reach the same destination (an igestli vote) more quickly. The problem is that
you can't know whether you're taking a shortcunaking a wrong turn unless you already
know where the intended destination is. The onlgrgntee that political heuristics aren't simply
shortcuts to error is, again, the implicit assumpthat heuristics-wielding voters are effectively
omniscient, such that they know which heuristiesgood ones.

If our models of politics are to have a place fope we have to reset the default from
knowledge to ignorance and, as Popper and Hayekrdat knowledge as the epistemic
exception. As a rule, no rational being would deddiely make a mistake - ever. Therefore, if in
politics people do, in fact, err; and if they arefact, instrumentally rational; then their errors
must either be due to a defect in their reasorantp their inadvertent ignorance of the fact that
they are heading in the wrong direction. In shibity must err because they are human beings,
often lost in the vastness of the world.

Readers who have been puzzled by the extensivdiatiehatCritical Reviewhas paid to
rational-choice theory may now, | hope, better us@md If all goes back to the Viennese
economist Hayek.



Rational-choice theory is parasitic on orthodoxat@ssical economics, which initially assumes
godlike, perfect knowledge on the part of econoagents. For this reason, profits and losses,
among other economic realities, are anomalousamtthodox view: no perfectly
knowledgeable entrepreneur would incur losseswaaid he fail to compete away another's
profits (Kirznerl1997 Friedmar2006h sec. Il). Even when the orthodoxy has been antetale
take account of the cost of acquiring informatibattoneknowsis valuable, radical ignorance,
hence error, remain as anomalous in the econorthiodwoxy as they are in the rationalist view
of political ignorance that has been derived frowat brthodoxy.

The deployment of the perfect-knowledge assumgiioneoclassical economics has been aptly
described in these pages as a triumph of predesgam® modeling over reality (Boettk®97) -

and it is the principatasus bellbetween "Austrian” economists, such as Hayek tlagid

orthodox neoclassical colleagues. The Hayekiarsrobthe journal therefore uniquely suit it to
resist economic imperialism, just as its Popperats suit it to the study of error.

The economic imperialist characterizes ignorandd@sational choice in a large electorate. This
obscures the possibility that voters, even (inrtbein eyes) "well-informed" voters - indeed,
even political elites - who havet chosen to be ignorant might, nonethelégssgnorant,
inadvertently. Consider, once more, the ideolothes Converse {964 2006, sec. Il) explored.

In his telling, ideologies are bundles of belidfattare loosely connected by "crowning postures”;
both the postures and the links among them arey&@sea suggests, of doubtful validity.the

mind of the ideologudiowever, the ideology makes sense: indeed, evegythe ideologue

learns after mastering the ideology seems to aortiiow sensible it is. How simple the world
becomes! - as long as one selectively perceivegibdying what the ideology has prepared one
to discount as impossible or unlikely, or whatimgly hasn't flagged for attention. The
ideologue doesn't know whatever her belief in temlogy keeps her from knowing; and one
cannot rationally calculate the benefit of knowimigat one doesn't know.

Meanwhile, someone who has learned another idedegy the world very differently. What is
"manifest” to one is not obvious to all. When aealbgue notices others' disagreement with his
own manifest truths, how does he interpret it?

The opponent has always to be explained, and sheXplanation that we ever look for is that he
sees a different set of facts So where two factions see vividly each its owpeas, and

contrive their own explanations of what they see almost impossible for them to credit each
other with honesty..

[The opponent] presents himself as the man whaq sajyldbe thou my good. He is an annoyance
who does not fit into the scheme of things. Newadss he interferes. And since that scheme is
based in our minds on incontrovertible fact foetfiby irresistible logic, some place has to be
found for him in the scheme. Rarely in politicss a place made for him by the simple
admission that he has looked upon the same realdyseen another aspect of it. (Lippmann
[1927 1949, 82-83)

"Out of the opposition,” therefore, "we make vitiaiandconspiracies (ibid., 83, emph. added).



This picture sits uncomfortably, at best, with grettified view of politics that follows from
treating knowledge as the default position. Indéleel ugliest parts of real-world politics may,
themselves, have the same starting point as tlemaktignorance theorists' airbrushing of those
parts: the starting point of assumed knowledge.idibelogue thinks of his ideology not as an
ideology, but as a bundle of obvious trutkisown to all Why would the ideologue's opponent
advocate the opposite of what "everybody knows"Mdstknow what he is wron¢as
conspirators do). But only a villain would knowiggidvocate what is wrong.

If we take ignorance in politics as seriously apptr and Hayek took it in science and
economics, then not only the errors in people'gipal beliefs, but the dogmatism, self-
righteousness, paranoia, and vilification that n@oktical believers may all be illuminated.
What is their dogmatism if not ignorance of onesagnorance? What is self-righteousness if
not anger that others are ignoring the "manifeght? What is the paranoid tendency, if not the
conflation of others' ignorance with their knowideception? Why vilify one's opponents, if not
because the harm they do is intended as suahli?ended consequences, not deliberate evil,
well-intended opponents, not demons; misguided ideahstt knowing utopians; erroneous
perceptions, not lies; contestable interpretations delusions; and the widespread discounting
of these complexities in favor of the commonplacktisal preoccupation with motives,
mendacity, and malevolence - these are only a faheathings that are overlooked if we fail to
start with ignorance.

In the current issue, Jon A. Shields examines suafitigese unpleasant realities; future issues
will feature symposia on American presidents asatggues; on whether dogmatism is
cognitive or affective; on llya Sominthe Politics of Ignorancéorthcoming); and on Caplan's
The Myth of the Rational Voté€2007). Such topics are rich with normative implicatiaswell
as empirical ones.

Popper argued that democracy can achieve goodsedaspite public ignorance, by means of
policy experimentation. Taking Hayek's side in mhatter, and (sometimes) John Stuart Mill's, |
have used evolutionary psychology to suggest iselpages that error correction is likelier in
the private than in the public sphere, due to tieatgr possibilities for effective private
experimentatior® Similarly, Somin 1998 has argued that the agenda of democracy must be
reduced and localized if there is to be any hopevidl-informed public policy in the face of
public ignorance. Caplan, however, thinks that julghorance (of economics) could be
remedied by the ministrations of an economicathréte elite. David Ciepleyl999, similarly,
has argued here for rule by experts - but not rsecig economists. Such recommendations gain
added currency with the rise of "the new paterndlige.g., Thaler and Sunste2003, based on
psychological research infivateignorance. If not rule by philosopher-kings, ooramist-
kings, what about rule by psychologist-kings?

What is fairly certain, unfortunately, is that thes all too much empirical fuel for such
normative debates. Truculence, indignation, miststdading, bias, and disastrous mistake: the
list of ignorance-based realities could be extendead their study is crucial. They threaten our
well-being and, now, our very existence. There mayer have been a better time to take
ignorance seriously than 20 years after this jdwstaated to do so.



Notes

1. | hatched the plan with Dennis Auerbach anddilMueller, inspired by WeberArchiv fur
Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolaikd, more immediately, Paul PicconB&os The format,
however, was to consist primarily of long reviewags,a latheNew York Review of Bogke
enable scholars to criticize each other's idetength. The first issue appeared in the winter of
1986-87. By 2001, chronic understaffing had causetb fall so far behind schedule that we
skipped two years so as to catch up to the calgwdarme 14 is dated 2000; volume 15, 2003).

2. Seejnter alia, special issues treating Derrida, Foucault, de Mad, Saussure (vol. 3, no. 1);
and Fish, Lyotard, and postmodernism in generdl Bano. 2).

3. Popper's work as a whole treats scientific keolgeé as an evolutionary outcome in the
metaphorical sense, in which theories better adapteeality survive experimental challenge.
Jarviel988 Munz1988 and O'Heafl988discuss the compatibility of Popperianism with the
natural selection of sensory apparatus; see aldoiR&y and Bartley, ed1987. In
complementary fashion, Hayek's work in intellectuiatory (e.g., Hayek952and1954 takes it
for granted that error, based on ignorance, maygisw over time - presumably because in
intellectual history, there is no evolutionary igatheck. Later in his career, however -
dissatisfied, | suspect, with the increasing iwalece of "the planning mentality” as a cultural
explanation for widespread economic attitudes witich he disagreed - he posited affective
rather than cognitive evolutionary explanationsy@lal983. | have argued that these must, at
the very least, be supplemented by simple ignoraheeonomics (Friedma2005 xliv ff.), if
not cognitivist evolutionary explanations (Friedn2Z006h sec. V) of what Hayek sought to
explain.

4. Lavoiel987attempted to extend Austrian insights about ecoanagnorance into a new
understanding of contemporary democracy. Otheragagsptting papers were Halversi#nil
(on state autonomy in modern democracy); Cornu€l (on the irrelevance, to social
democracy, of the Austrians' argument against conism); MaryanskL995(on how human
evolution bears on human well-being); Prischl®®5(on public ignorance); Borchel®96(on
differences between public opinion and elite gowggropinion); Greenfeld 996 Tyrrell 1996
and Webed 996 (on nationalism as the central heuristic of mogmiitics); and Boettk& 997
(on the relevance of "Austrian" perspectives ewesocial democracy).



5. A list of the ground-clearing articles would entpass at least half of the first ten volumes.
More selectively, then: Clouatf®87challenged the coherence of Hayek's epistemology.
Legutko1990questioned liberal relativism, as did later cdnitors. Shible4994and Kuspit
1995questioned the aesthetic effects of capitalisms&in1994emphasized the successes of
many piecemeal regulatory interventions. La884asked whether wealth increases happiness -
a matter subsequently discussed in vol. 10, neriddmanl1989 199Q and1997tried to

dismantle the synthesis of Austrian economics dmetthrian philosophy, prompting debates in
vol. 6, no. 1 and vol. 12, no. 3. The critique ational-choice theory began in vol. 9, nos. 1-2.
Lewin 1998began the critique gfublic-choice theory.

Papers debating various Popperian and Hayekianethane too numerous to mention, but many
of them are contained in special issues devotéthiek (vol. 3, no. 2 and vol. 11, no. 1) and to
both Hayek and Popper (vol. 17, nos. 1-2).

6. See the empirically oriented work of Anderd®98 Bennet2003and2006 Convers€006
Fishkin2006 Graber2006 Kersh1998 Kinder2006 Kuran1998 Lupia2006 Popkin2006
RavenalR00Q Shapirol998 Tetlock1998 Wawro2006 and Wilsorl998 On normative
implications, see Althaug00§ Hardin2006 PosneR004 and Taliss004and2006

7. E.g., BramwelR004 Ciepley1999 200Q and2004 DeCanio2000a 2000h 2005 and2006
Hoffman1998 1999 and2003 Niemi 2003 Salam2003 Savodnik2003 Somin1998 2000
2004 and2006 Upham2005 and Weinshalk003

8. See, e.g., Lord, et al979 Putnam et al1979 Converse and Pierd®86 Lodge and Hamill
1986 Kundal987 Jenningsl992 Johnstori996 Zuwerink and Devind996 Lundgren and
Prislin 1998 Taber and Lodg2006

9. Friedmar2006a ix-x, and Friedma005 XxXi-xxv.

10. But see Somig006 257-62.

11. Borrowed from the title of Shapig&)05



12. E.g., vol. 9, nos. 1-2, republished, with ases introduction, as Friedman, etR96

13. For defenses of Popper's view, see Eidlin 20@bNotturnd2006 Shearmu006responds
to Eidlin; Friedmar2006h sec. IV, responds to Notturno; ibid., sec. l,tskes the evolutionary-
psychology argument.
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Robert S. Erikson
Does Public Ignorance Matter?
Abstract

Recent scholarship has attempted to restore theatsmn of the American electorate, even
though its level of political interest and infornwet has not measurably increased. Scott
Althaus's Collective Preferences in DemocratictiRrslichallenges this revisionist optimism,
arguing that opinion polls misrepresent the intsre$ a large segment of society, and that they
therefore get too much attention as a guide tacpatiakers, because those being polled are so ill
informed. But Althaus overestimates the degreehichvrespondent ignorance is responsible for
the instability of survey responses; and he is @@shoo critical of polling as the vehicle for
transmitting voter interests. His analysis of imh@tion effects on political attitudes, however,
raises the important question of how public opiniauld be different if it were well informed.
The answer is, | believe: only minimally different.

Introduction

What role should public opinion - and public-opmipolls - play in a democracy? This question
is the focus of Scott Althaus's thorough and thaiugiCollective Preferences in Democratic
Politics (Cambridge University Pres8003. Althaus acknowledges that answering it involves
addressing several tough ancillary questions: $hwel be satisfied with the quality of public
opinion? Should politicians rely on the polls? @anidentify plausible prescriptions for
improving either public-opinion surveys, or pubdiginion itself?

The easiest first step might be to paint a pictdinehat public opinion would look like in an
ideal democracy.

All opinions would count equally. All citizens walibe well-enough informed that they would
understand their own interests (no false consceasn And it would be nice if different citizens
interests did not clash with each other very muatwould not want our informed citizenry to
engage in zero-sum conflicts over competing claslsethnic differences, or over contradictory
cultural values. Far better for them to debate hmiigrow" and divide an expandable pie.
Finally, a general tolerance for all points of viewwuld be preferable.

Who could argue with the desirability of a highhyarmed, tolerant group of citizens blessed
with equal degrees of enlightenment? Meanwhile,édw@n, back in the real world, surveys of
public opinion going back more than a half cenfpmint a very different picture. As the authors
of such books agoting (Berelson et al1954) andThe American VotegifCampbell et al.1960



discovered (and as has been confirmed repeatedlgh of the American public is extremely
uninformed and unsophisticated about politics.

In this long tradition of findings, the most relevdo Althaus's book is Philip E. Converse's
paper, "The Nature of Beliefs in Mass Publicd9$4 2006), with its famous finding that the
same survey respondents gave strikingly incondisteswers to the same policy-preference
guestions at different times. The pattern Convdeseribed is consistent with the possibility that
while a minority holds stable, "real” opinions, th&vey responses of most people are random
"non-attitudes." Arguably, public ignorance runsdeep that in many cases people formulate
"opinions” on the fly (when cornered by a survesearcher), mentally flipping a coin to choose
their response.

Converse'd 964 paper, and discussions of its implications, haeently appeared in these very
pages Critical Reviewl8, nos. 1-3), and need not be reviewed here execemte that in most
respects, his findings about the electorate's gémgrorance still hold true in the twenty-first
century. While political elites are more polarizedn ever by both party and ideology, most
people are oblivious to ideology, because politicedwledge has increased at a rate that can, at
best, be described as marginal. (Althaus providgsoa account of the long-term trends.) Indeed,
if we use participation in elections as our gauigeaditical interest, the U.S. citizenry is even

less politically engaged now than in the mid-twettiticentury, when the story of the ignorant
American electorate was first being written.

Pessimism and Revisionism

The unattractive realities of the typical voter @agquired a re-evaluation of naive views about
democratic citizens' capabilities. From the 19%50sugh the 1980s, the pessimistic view was
that the survival of democracy depended more asp@mesible) elites than upon (ignorant)
masses. Expectations had been lowered to pleliaatavels, with the best one could hope for
being that the electorate would choose its leabl@ssd on the recent performance of competing
political parties. Voter capabilities were descdlaes limited to retrospective evaluations of
government performance (Fiorin@81), and voter input on prospective policy was, tHat,

not much in evidence. And it was thought possib& there was no hope for improvement.
Althaus (249) quotes Schumpeters3 4 1976) observation that "the typical citizen drops
down to a lower level of mental performance as sahe enters the political field."

More recent scholarship, which Althaus labels tfexiSionist” view, finds reason for optimism.
Revisionists do not challenge the earlier assessafendividual citizens' ignorance of politics,
nor do they argue that the citizenry has undergonee transformation in recent years. Rather,
they offer a different explanation for public igaace than Schumpeter's contention that people
are cognitively challenged when it comes to pditic

For instance, Anthony Downd 457 influentially argued that, far from being stupaitjzens are
rational to "disengage" from politics because tregtize that their impact on politics, as



individual voters, is too remote to justify the to§seeking political information. Thus, a
reduction of its costs could both increase the gomion of information and equalize its
distribution. Along similar lines, imhe Reasoning Votegamuel L. PopkinlQ91) popularized
the notion of limited-information rationality, aachng to which voters do a good job of arriving
at political opinions given the limited informatidinat reaches them.

And what about the instability of survey responibed led to Converse's non-attitudes argument?
Subsequent scholarship (Ach&d75 Erikson1979 suggested that the problem was with survey
(measurement) error, rather than respondent (ranessh error. The crucial point, to which we
return below, is that instability of the surveypesse varies little with the information level of

the respondent - a result that could hardly odcrespondents' ignorance was responsible for
their response variation.

Another part of the revisionist view is that theatbrate's performance is much better in the
aggregate than would be expected from the infoonatilevels and attitudinal instability of the
typical voter. Benjamin |. Page and Robert Y. St@pirhe Rational Publi¢1992 found that
when polls show movement in public opinion, therd®is predictable and rational rather than
arbitrary and capricious. Michael MacKuen, Jamés&in, and | (Erikson et 82002 present
evidence that the electorate as a whole responelsviconmental signals, even when it is
implausible to think that most voters are attentovéhem. For example, voters' collective
changes in economic expectations visibly resporicnly to their retrospective evaluations of
the recent economy, but also to available econdonécasts, such as those compiled in the
index of leading economic indicators. Even moremishingly, we found that the public's
aggregate liberalism or conservatism shifts indpposite direction from recently enacted
legislation, whether liberal or conservative, alsafneostatically adjusting to policy movement
away from the center.

How can the electorate as a whole be better infdriin@n most individual voters? The usual
answer involves the so-called miracle of aggrega@otheory to which Conversgd90 himself
has contributed. In this view, the truly randonrdes” (non-attitudes) cancel each other out,
leaving attentive voters, no matter how few in nemtihey may be, to account for any macro-
level shift in opinion.

Ignorance or Ambivalence?

Althaus's book is offered, in part, as an antidoteveroptimistic revisionism. Consistent with a
more "traditionalistic” view, Althaus argues thataoreliance on public opinion polls can
misdirect policy makers from the true interestshaf citizenry, not only because survey
responses can be so ill informed that they misgspriethe positions of opinion holders, but
because they ignore the interests of non-opiniddens. More specifically, he contends that (1)
surveys giveoo muchweight to thaesponsesf the uninformed; (2) by neglecting the views of
those who choose the "no opinion” or "don't knoasponse, surveys giveo little weight to the
interestsof the uninformed; (3) as a result, the opiniovisions reported in surveys are often



pulled in the direction of ill-informed opinion, w& informed opinion tends to be more evenly
split; and therefore (4) if people were to becomig/finformed (and were thus to adopt the
views of similarly situated citizens who are fuilhformed already), the distributions of fully
informed opinion would be different from those reied on the basis of surveys of the
uninformed, plus the informed, minus the "don't\wsd

Whereas an elitist might shrug and advocate thaega simply filter out non-opinions and ill-
informed opinions, Althaus argues that analysesuofeys conducted in the usual fashion should
project what the views of the uninformed would bihey possessed full information. This might
appear to be an awkward solution, but Althaus adiiat at least it is more realistic than
schemes to generate a more informed public, suaheasontained in Michael Delli Carpini and
Scott Keeter'$WVhat Americans Know About Politics and Why It Mat(@996.

Althaus approaches his subject with expert knowgeafghe foibles of opinion polling, excellent
statistical instincts, and none of the defensiverds survey practitioner. The reader can see an
objective scientist at work, as in the frequentanses where he concludes that a nice hypothesis
is not supported by the data. But despite my gém€rairation for the work, as a proud card-
carrying "revisionist" my views about the specifaa® mixed. Althaus is at his best - which is to
say, superb - when the going is most daunting: lsitimgg what he calls "fully informed

opinion," and comparing it to the survey resultsngemally get. But, not unexpectedly, | will
qguarrel with Chapter 2's dismissal of the "miraml@ggregation.” As well, 1 will contend that

the conclusions presented in the final chaptermdegesting but somewhat disappointing.

Polls and the Miracle of Aggregation

All who have examined response turnover in panelests agree on the following: When the
identical survey question is asked more than omseparate interviews at varying times, the
degree of response stability does not vary mudt, @l, as a function of the time gap between
surveys. The irrelevance of the time between imt&rs as a factor in response turnover can
mean only that the underlying latent or "true" epmamong opinion holders must be stable.
Thus, we have the very interesting finding thagebple have any opinions at all, they rarely
change their minds.

Why, then are they changing their responses?

Althaus singles out the ill-informed respondenthasculprit. | disagree. There is no apolitical
cohort of randomly behaving non-opinion holders mhoe can single out for creating survey
mischief. Rather, response instability is a largefynction of measurement error in the
guestions. Here is why.

The test is whether error is concentrated amongteag ignorant, or unsophisticated
respondents on the one hand, or is spread everdgsalevels of political sophistication on the
other. On balance, the data favor the latter inetgpion (AcherlLl975 Erikson1979. Recall that



when respondents are asked the same question haoremce but on different dates, a change in
the survey response is almost always a sign of,erod a change of mind. If this response
turnover is a marker for error by ill-qualified pesdents, we should expect to see it
concentrated among the less politically informedslpolitically attentive, and less politically
sophisticated respondents. But that is not thergbdepattern. Response instability is spread
rather evenly across levels of political informatiattention, and sophistication. What this must
mean is that the questions are sufficiently vagueatise error across all types of respondetits.
error is evenly spread across sophistication letie¢ésgood news is that we should not expect
that the errors (mis)represent the views of a siggbup. Therefore, little would be gained from
trying to conjure up proxy opinions among non-opimholders - the difficult and normatively
fraught project in which Althaus is engaged.

Of course, if survey error appears at all sophasitim levels, it must arise from some source. If it
is "measurement error" we might be tempted to blanmeey researchers for asking overly
vague questions. While this charge is sometimad,wak should also consider what the even
distribution of response error says about the degf®pinion division. Even sophisticated
respondents are ambivalent about questions of@pblicy to the extent they tend to give
somewhat flexible answers to the same policy qoestihen asked more than once.

The challenge for survey research is not that suguestions are inherently biased, as Althaus
claims, but rather that survey respondents’ améiinva allows their answers to be swayed by
subtle aspects of question wording. For instancgiestion about some government project will
draw more support if the question emphasizes theeva the project than if it emphasizes the
taxes to pay for it. (The best solution is to agksjions that do both.) Among pollsters, the
preferred way to ascertain public sentiment on squesstion of policy is well understood: they
must ask a battery of questions with slight vaoiain content, and observe the range of public
attitudes that resuftAnd to ascertain the all-important matter of chesiin aggregate opinion,
the key is simply to be sure to ask the identicedsgion over time, avoiding even slight
variations that could produce a different stimuhmssquerading as a shift in mass opinion.

To summarize, panel respondents often changergsgonses from one survey wave to the next,
but this response turnover is almost always attaitle to survey error, since respondents’ latent
opinions remain very stable. If the miracle of aggation holds true (Althaus is skeptical), these
errors cancel out at the macro level, leaving oleseaggregate opinion unaffected - as long as
the observed responses are answers to the santmgasked at different times. (The resultant
small changes in reported opinion measured atgheegate level contain a distilled residue of
true change that is largely free of response &#rdhe paradox is the presence of seemingly
large error at the macro level of the individuaivay response, but seemingly little error at the
macro level of the aggregate survey response.t8iie clearthis type of "error" lies in not
knowing the "right" way to answer an ambiguous tjoas|t is not evidence of either
nonattitudes or of poorly informed ones.

People's Survey Responses vs. Their Interests



That said, however, the underlying opinions thaek®may have trouble expressing
unambiguously could still be woefully underinforméids conceivable, for instance, that people
generally have opinions about matters of publiegypbut that their opinions, and their survey
responses, are so steeped in ignorance that teeyt adds with their interests. We can therefore
ask how people's opinions would change if they ktiesir own (enlightened) interests rather
than being based on false consciousness.

Interesting though this question is, it treads thiarea of subjective and normative concerns
with perhaps only a loose connection to objecte@ence.” As a case in point, consider the
decidedly non-wealthy worker who states approvatd® cuts for the rich. Should we insist that
such a respondent misunderstands her own inteM4t8€ undoubtedly adversely affected in
the short run by enactment of the proposed taxyodiur subject might counter that she aspires
to be rich some day; that the benefits will tricll®wvn; that tax cuts are supply-side stimulants,
and that a rising tide lifts all boats; that thehrhave a right to keep their hard-earned wealth;
that the rich are more deserving; etc.

Such considerations could stop us from trying talyze the effects of political ignorance. Or we
could be bold and make assumptions about truardelest in order to estimate the disconnect,
if any, between voiced opinions and the opiniorgpbewould hold if they were maximally
informed. Althaus dares to take this step. By ngitgst requires him to make certain
assumptions.

His driving assumption is that if citizens becomformed, they would choose the same policy
choices as better-informed citizens who share tteinographic characteristics. The idea is that
if ordinary citizens were to rise to the same lexfahformation as those scoring at the top of the
survey researcher's information scale, they wodtpaithe policy positions of those at the top of
the scale. For instance, poor people would adogitipos regarding regressive tax proposals that
reflect the views of poor people who are highlyomfied. Similarly, the ignorant rich would
presumably see things in the same way as do themef rich.

Althaus estimates what these opinion shifts woelab a variety of topics, using data from the
1988, 1992, and 1996 American National Electiordigis (ANES). He controls for a variety of
background characteristics - including but notiedito race, gender, religion, region, income,
education, and age - plus information levels ardkeractions between the background
characteristics and information levels. The resudt set of multivariate logistic regression
equations predicting opinions from these variadlesng these equations as predictors, Althaus
simulates the opinions of the respondents if theyevat the top information levél.

The simulations are well done, as good as coulaclbemplished within the limits of the data.
Althaus's major point is that simulated informedhign tends to be somewhat different from the
opinion divisions evident in opinion surveys. Asaeveral issues, he displays the sometimes
sizable differences between observed opinion aadpinions that would result from full
information.



However, the "information effects" discovered byhaus tend to be irregular. For instance, with
full information the electorate would be more ptwice on abortion. Similarly, the informed
electorate is much less enthusiastic about "sgh@gler” than is observed opinion. Yet on
"morality” issues more generally, there are feviedénces between observed and fully informed
opinion. On economic issues the informed electasateore supportive of free-market solutions
and opposed to government services. Yet the infdrehectorate is also more supportive of
taxation. Not only would "full information” pushdustributive preferences generally rightward;
the biggest push would be among the poor, perhagspectedly. (More intuitively, Althaus
estimates that more information would make higleme people more economically
conservative.) The net result of greater awarewessd not simply be a more conservative
electorate economically, but also one with smallass divisions. This is far from the vision of
liberal reformers.

Althaus is properly cautious about the limits of kimulations. Do the views of the fully

informed actually represent the enlightened opisiohpeople within their demographic
grouping? For example, holding other charactesstanstant, do both highly informed and less
informed citizens at the identical point on theame ladder have the same economic interests?
Could there be key omitted variables? Or coulceithat informed and uninformed citizens who
are otherwise alike arrive at different answersuxvey questions for the reason that they
respond to different expectations about the "cétm@sponse expected of them? There are other
possible problems as well. Maybe even more infoienavould change the views of the "fully”
informed.

Public Opinion as a Guide to Policy?

If there is one central theme repeated througBaliective Preferences in Democratic Politics,
it is a critique of the argument that the pollswddalictate public policy. One could hardly
disagree with Althaus on this point. And, indeeardly anyonénasdisagreed on this point. The
only writing that Althaus cites as seriously argufor the primacy of polls is a long forgotten,
self-serving tract coauthored by pollster Georgdupan 1940 (Gallup and R&E40. If there

IS a normative argument to the effect that govemtrtghould" follow the polls blindly, Althaus
does not explicate it.

The argument for the importance of the polls andlipwpinion follows not from some inherent
wisdom captured by opinion surveys (although ctifecpublic opinion may often be right).
Rather, the voice of the people can check the £and the self-indulgences of potentially
irresponsible leaders. The public does this viatelas - a process that receives too little
attention from Althaus. The public throws the busns when government policy is transparently
harmful. Almost as importantly, at election time fublic can choose among the candidates'
future policy positions. Politicians, knowing thiae public holds this power, are capable of
responding to the polls with their actions betweksttions.



The final chapter offers some hand-wringing abbetdappropriate interpretation of opinion
surveys. For instance, should we weigh fully infechopinion over observed opinion? In terms
of knowing the relevant public opinion, it is trtl&at some opinions should count more than
others. These may be the opinions of the most keaydable, as Althaus contends; but the
crucial ingredient of what counts as relevant apisiis that they influence voting decisions -
and/or that politicians think that they do. Thd &ibry of information effects will include the
effect of information on voting decisions. Ther&pAlthaus's book whets the appetite for
learning whether full information could induce gezaurnout. And how would more
information affect the electorate's collective agtidecisions?

As Althaus's book makes clear, democracy works toetbie degree to which the public is
attentive and enlightened to its own interests. dir@lenge is how this improvement is to be
accomplished.

Tablel. Responselnstability and Information Levels
L ow Information High Information

(N=249) (N=246)
Identical response, both wavé$% 38%
Response shift of one point 33% 46%
Response shift of 2-6 points  33% 23%

Notes

1. A simple example will help: an example of resgwturnover from the 2004 ANES survey. In
both the pre- and post-election wave, respondeets asked to place themselves on a seven-
point scale where 1 = "government should provideyfawer services, reducing spending a
lot," and 7 = "government should perform many meeerices, increasing government spending
a lot." This is a standard ANES question that &psntral component of the liberal-conservative
dimension. We can array patterns of response densig by information, using a simple 0-4
information scale regarding respondent knowledgi@fobs of the following people, presented
in increasing order of recognition: Richard Chenbyny Blair, William Rehnquist, and Dennis
Hastert. For simplicity of presentation, compar lthw-information respondents, defined as
those identifying no more than one (typically Chgref these people, with high-information
respondents, defined as those who identify at kbase (typically Cheney, Blair, Rehnquist, and
maybe Hastert).

Predictably, the high-information respondents waage likely to answer both questions (89
percent versus 69 percent). Among those who offamegponse to both questions, we see, with
percentages reading down the columns, that theihfghmation respondents were more
consistent. But the tendency is not great. Withoslinas much inconsistency among high-
information respondents as low-information responslat would be difficult to say that the



overall pattern of inconsistent responses is dugnorant respondents. A more likely source is
that people don't see numerical points on a sewart-pcale from exactly the same perspective
from one interview to the next.

2. The standard source on question wording is Sehwend Presséi981

3. This discussion ignores the possibility of chaggesponses in successive survey samples due
to sampling error. Observed changes in opinionesgt true change plus error due to the
vagaries of survey sampling, but are largely urcadie by individual-level measurement error in
the survey instrument.

4. Althaus's procedure is very similar to Larry ##s’s simulation of the voting behavior people
would display if they were fully informed. Where@lhaus projects people's opinions if
informed, BartelsX996 projects their votes if informed.
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Benjamin |. Page
Is Public Opinion an lllusion?
Abstract

George Bishop's The lllusion of Public Opinion daesuperb job of showing how various errors
and malfeasances in conducting and interpretingeysrhave created illusions about public
opinion. It thereby offers a very useful compendioimhow to do, and especially how not to do,
survey research. Nothing in the book, however, ioles/persuasive evidence for either of two
more troubling "illusion™ arguments: that colle@ipublic preferences on policy issues do not
exist; or that surveys cannot measure them. Insi&atop's examples show that even in
obscure, low-information situations, well-desigrsenivey questions generally reveal meaningful
collective policy preferences that are coherentl| ditferentiated, and reflective of citizens'
basic interests and values.

Introduction

George Bishop's recent bodie lllusion of Public OpinioRowman and Littlefield, 2005), is

a delight to read, at least for those who enjoydrastories. It deserves close attention from
anyone interested in public opinion. It offerseasure trove of information on how - and how
not - to conduct and interpret survey researchvéty, fast-moving prose that draws upon his
own extensive research into survey methodologyhdiggives detailed real-world examples of
practically everything that can go wrong in condugor interpreting political-opinion polls:
fabricating data; asking hopelessly biased questimtking about "trends" without asking
identical repeated questions; using tangled worthagconfuses respondents; offering
incomplete lists of response alternatives; omitbingnisunderstanding status quo/middle-of-the-
road responses; ignoring the effects of questideroand question context; overinterpreting (and
not probing) assent to vaguely worded statemenggmiiment; accepting at face value
respondents’ expressed "reasons” for their opinfaiisg to note the firmness or mushiness of
opinions; and much more.

As Bishop turns over countless rotten logs in tfev@s of survey research and reveals the
squirming creatures beneath, the implications aneesimes amusing but often painful.
Especially so are the hits Bishop scores agairtst ptominent researchers as Norman Nie and
even Philip E. Converse (for ignoring the effedtslifferences in question wording over time,
and between the mass public and elites); againstgdists who outrageously overinterpret
survey data; and against misreadings of publiciopithat directly affect public policy, as with
the illusory evidence of support for privatizingcsn Security, or with the made-up findings
with which Frank Luntz sold what would become tl9%4 "Contract With America."



In most of the cases that Bishop describes, howéwesophisticated producer or consumer of
survey research is likely to come to something tikefollowing conclusion: "Too bad that those
journalists [or politicians, or pollsters, or scad] messed up. Bute know how to do it right

and we usually do." Certainly that is my own reacti

In 1992, for example, the normally reliable Ropeg&hization asked a key question (in a survey
sponsored by the American Jewish Committee) thatiaooed a confusing double negative:
"Does it seem possible or does it seem impossiyet that the Nazi extermination of the Jews
never happened?" Based on the responses to tlesaqydneadlines proclaimed that a third of
the American public believed that the Holocausthhitgever have happened. A year later a
careful Gallup experiment replicated that result,ibshowed that a better question produced no
more than 13 percent Holocaust skeptics, and piplieer (146-47). We can easily avoid such
misleading results by fielding properly worded gigass.

Most pollsters and newspaper readers (though penatpall journalists) have the wit to avoid -
or to discount the results of - blatantly one-sidadvey questions like those asked about stem-
cell research in 2001 for the Juvenile DiabetesReh Foundation (' from excess human
embryos...donated to researchto cure such diseases as diabetes, Parkisnsonfsidler's,
cancer...") and for the National Conference of Catholic Biph (".. the basic cells from which

all of a person's tissues and organs develtype embryos would be destroyed in their first week
...using your federal tax dollars™). The sponsors of the first poll could trumpet@scent

public support for stem-cell research, while théhGhc bishops found 70 percent opposition
(39-45). We can do better than this. We know hoadlo neutral or at least balanced questions.
Indeed, Bishop himself reports on several reasgrgdmbd stem-cell research questions asked in
2001. Though the debate was new and opinions weszimably not fully crystallized, all the
better-designed questions produced similar resdhstting "don't know" responses (which
varied widely among survey houses), roughly twoehiof Americans with opinions favored
stem-cell research (ABC, 66 percent; NBC 73 perd@atlup's short question, 70 percent;
Harris, 61 percent [recalculated from 42-44]).

Again, we know how to avoid the sort of mess praduicy the 2002 Zogby poll in Ohio
concerning the teaching of "intelligent design’public schools (159-65). Naturally, in response
to questions about whether teachers should teat Dmrwin's theory,” or "also the scientific
evidence against it," and whether, when Darwiresi is taught, students "should also be able
to learn” about "scientific evidence that pointatointelligent design of life,” very large
majorities of Ohioans favored teaching all theval# scientific evidence. But that result, and
the newspaper headlines reporting it, almost geytaverstated support for teaching "intelligent
design," especially in those early days when vevy fespondents (only 14 percent, according to
the Ohio Poll) knew what it was, or whether anastfic evidence for it existed. When the

Ohio Poll and Mason-Dixon defined the concept ofélligent design” for respondents, most
recognized it as basically religious. Only about-guarter saw it as a "completely valid account
of how humans were developed,” though nearly am&@dgercent saw it - ambiguously - as
"somewhat valid." In this case, even the best sirvéo say nothing of journalistic reporting -
could easily have been improved.



Much the same point applies to Bishop's many atlkamples of clumsy research or erroneous
interpretation. It is a bad idea to bombard respatglwith long lists of possible issue priorities,
or to do so without rotating them (48, 65); to fetrthat preferences for "middle" or status-quo
options may be inflated by uncertain respondenty; (6 ignore the effects of question

placement and context (63, 64); to neglect thetfaadt"most important problem” responses are
strongly affected by recent media stories (110jniss the impact of the number and nature of
alternatives in "liberal-conservative" self ratif@4.7); or to ignore how partisanship and
transient events affect presidential approval gatirmeasures of trust in government, and the like
(124-36).

In each of these cases we know how to do thindi.rigence my contention that, by criticizing
everything that can go wrong, Bishop provides dlyigiseful guide to the proper conduct and
interpretation of survey research on politicaltattes. Many journalists, especially, could learn a
great deal from his account.

But improving survey research and its interpretaffor which he does offer some constructive
suggestions) does not appear to be Bishop's dnefiastead, he seems to suggest that most or
all poll-measured public opinion and collectiveipplpreferences are "illusory."” On that point |
think he is fundamentally incorrect.

Indeed, Bishop's own evidence contradicts the twstrtroubling versions of the "illusion”
argument.

Public Ignorance and the "lllusion” of Public Omini

The title of Bishop's bookTFhe lllusion of Public Opinionr signals a sweeping argument that is
echoed in some passages in the text. Bishop afisatrtsurvey respondents manufacture
reactions to opinion questions, and that the aggesgroducts of this manufacturing process are
"often illusory" (xv). Moreover, polls on controgal issues "frequently give a rather spurious
impression” of what the questions are actually meag (ibid.), and "often create a misleading
illusion of public opinion” as a result of ambigwoguestion wording and poor media
interpretation (xvi). Thus, the survey instrumeineuently generates the conceptual equivalent
of an optical illusion” (17). In the book's prefa@shop declares his thesis to be that "a fair
amount of what passes as 'public opinion' in masdiarpolls today represents an illusion, an
artifact of measurement” (xvi). In the conclusiandsserts that "on numerous public affairs
issues..respondents are often generating illusory opini¢h87).

On the other hand, Bishop acknowledges in a sebgading that "It's Not All Just an lllusion™
(111), and he derides the "nonsensical notion"tkads saying that "most polls are just
producing an illusion or that Americans have nd oggnions on public affairs" (187).

Moreover, he is somewhat ambiguous about exactlghwdt three possible claims he is making:
(1) that existing poll questions and journalishiterpretations of the results are often grossly
misleading; (2) that a Heisenberg-like uncertaprinciple generally makes it impossible to



measure opinions through surveys (see Bigtifj; or (3) that public opinion on political
issues often does not exist. (1) is surely coridgtobjection is to points (2) and (3).

The objectionable parts of Bishop's argument seerest upon two fundamental propositions:
first, that on many policy issues, much of the timest Americans are too ignorant of relevant
information to hold meaningful opinions; and sectmat, therefore, the on-the-spot, doorstep
answers people give to survey interviewers refgtier general attitudes or information
provided in the questions, not independently hgldions on specific policy issues.

However, many of Bishop's examples (like stem-+@skarch) involve particularly obscure,
complicated, or newly introduced issues on whighalierage American is exceptionally poorly
informed. Often Bishop produces, as his trump camdlamatic, survey-based demonstration that
very large numbers of respondents - 84 percefftariintelligent design” case - admit (when

they are encouraged to do so) that they don't kamoything about a key concept, or haven't
followed an issue, or "don't know" which policyehative they favor. Bishop does not seem to
be aware that evidence of substantial ignoranegteintion, or uncertaintgmong individuals

may not be relevant to the existence or nonexistefcollective public opinion. At a minimum,
such evidence is not conclusive.

There are good reasons to expect that even venypoformed citizens can often form policy
preferences in harmony with their basic valuegredts, and beliefs, by taking cues from others
- friends, co-workers, pundits, political leaderghom they trust to share those values and
beliefs. That is, a political division of labormndluding processes of collective deliberation that
can take into account the best available infornmatioften permits individual citizens to adopt
sensible policy preferences without having to absomass of information and interpretation
that would support those preferences (Page and®H#®92 362-66, 390-97). Many scholars
have studied processes of cue-giving, heuristioggugolitical reasoning, opinion leadership,
social networks, and collective deliberation thet enake this division of labor work.

Thus, respondents' reliance on "general attitude®tinderlying dispositions" to formulate
policy preferences, which Bishop dismisses as giteducing "illusory" public opinion (xv),

can instead be seen as a sensible use of heuastiasf underlying goals and values to develop
specific preferences. For examplée Foreign Policy Disconne{®Page with Bouto2006

shows in detail how individuals' foreign-policy deahreat perceptions, and the like tend to
shape their foreign-policy preferences. Even onsia expressions of preference based on
interviewers' descriptions of a little-known polisgue can illuminate quite real - if nascent or
latent - public opinion. That is, they can indichtev the public probablwill react to a very new
or particularly obscure issue once collective detition has occurred - assuming, of course, that
pollsters describe the policy issues accuratelymedtion pro and con arguments in a balanced
fashion. (Those who ask stupid questions sometgaestupid answers.) The more careful
survey researchers learned a lot about latent@piom stem-cell research, for example, even in
the very early stages of debate. Much the sanraesof Bishop's other leading examples,
including Social Security privatization, a nationaiksile defense, and other issues that | will
discuss shortly.



Not only are low levels of information often irrglnt to the existence of collective public
opinion; so are high levels of uncertainty abouiqyaalternatives, as manifested in frequent
"don't know" or "not sure" responses; instabilityentime in individuals' expressed preferences;
extreme sensitivity of responses to question wadamd the like. After "don't knows" are set
aside, the process of statistical aggregation fratividual opinions to collective opinion can
wash out random fluctuations in responses - so &ipey are independent of each other - and
can produce good estimates of the real, long-teafegences of the collective public. That is,
uncertain responses that deviate in one directi@nother from individuals' true long-term
preferences can cancel each other out in the agigré@age and Shapit@92 15-27).

To be sure, Scott Althaug@03, Adam Berinsky 2004, and others have shown that simply
setting aside "don't knows" and averaging in tlpoases of the uncertain can bias estimates of
collective public opinion against citizens with tleast information and the most uncertainty, if
those people have distinctive values and interagtfor example, they have lower incomes than
most people. Normatively speaking, for poll-meadurellective policy preferences to be a fully
legitimate input into political decision making, weed to correct for such biases. However, the
biases are usually rather small, and standardjasied measures of public opinion suffer less
from SES biases than do various types of polifeaticipation, including voting turnout.

It is also true that sometimes, many people's prates can be misled in the same direction at
the same time, for example by deceptive rhetoamfhigh government officials or others that is
transmitted to everyone through the mass media¢eslpy, | would argue, on certain foreign
policy issues when the executive branch exertgnmftion control and/or there is bipartisan
collusion, so that no prominent news sources digs8ach manipulation of opinion can
seriously undermine the normative status of putyicion. Democracy does not mean much if
decision makers act in harmony with opinion thaytthemselves (or organized interest groups)
create.

Still, none of these concerns about the normatats of poll-measured collective public
opinion implies that public opinion is an "illusidriEven if it is biased or erroneous (and setting
aside the fact that most of the bias and error sderhe small, infrequent, and/or correctable),
poll-measured public opinion is generally qu#al. Empirically, it appears to have a number of
desirable properties that Bishop's examples onhigo.

Meaningful Public Opinion

In The Rational PublicRobert Shapiro and | used data from more thdwasiand policy
preference questions that had been asked in hundfesdirveys over half a century to show that
Americans' collective policy preferences concerrangide range of issues are not only "real,"
and satisfactorily measured by polls and surveyshhve a number of properties that make
them worth paying attention to.

Collective preferences are generally stable: theyally change only in reasonable response to



political events or new information, and rarelyttey fluctuate erratically. They also tend to be
differentiated (making many meaningful distinctignonsistent (not displaying logical
contradictions); coherent (fitting into a well-sttured pattern); and reflective of the average
American's basic interests and values (Page angir8i®92 esp. xi, 1, 17, 383-90, and 397-
98). More recently, iThe Foreign Policy Disconned¥larshall Bouton and | have argued that
since collective foreign-policy preferences hawesthcharacteristics, and since individual
Americans tend to hold logically coherent "purpesbelief systems” (in which policy
preferences flow from foreign-policy goals and eauthe international threats they perceive,
their beliefs and feelings about particular foreogmuntries, and the like), U.S. foreign policy
would be better and more sustainable if our decisiakers paid more attention to what surveys
say the American public wants.

To me, one of the most striking aspects of Bishbptk is that the evidence presented -
notwithstanding the book's title - strongly suppa@tich "rational public" views of poll-measured
policy preferences.

All five of Bishop's major policy examples (peacefsng in Liberia, stem-cell research, Social
Security privatization, missile defense, and ingetht design) illustrate that, even for very
obscure policies and very low-information situaipoarefully designed polls can illuminate a
well-structured collective public opinion, actualr@ascent.

Consider the very first example in the book, tHad possible peacekeeping operation in Liberia
in July, 2003 (xiii-xv.) Surely Bishop is right thlew Americans had more than a dim idea of
what was going on in Liberia at that time or evdrere the country was; most respondents
probably had to depend upon general predispositiadsnformation contained in the survey
guestions themselves to come up with policy prefees. Yet the overall pattern of responses to
multiple questions is quite enlightening. Most Ainans were receptive to U.S. participatibit
was multilateral ("along with troops from other otues");if not too many U.S. troops were
involved (reactions to the idea of "two thousandops, "one thousand,” or "about a hundred"
differed significantly);if it did not last too long ("for a few months ord¢'sas vs. "for a year or
more"); and especially some facts about the situation and the rationale \wresented, as one
survey question did. In that case, a majority ée@ored sending a thousand troops, to "enforce"
a UN-brokered cease-fire in the civil war (xiii-xivi hat looks to me like real, well-
differentiated, sensible collective public opinion.

Bishop acknowledges that in the case of LiberiagAoans "seemed"” tuned in to the nuances of
what U.S. policy commitments should be, but thetabaches into the illusion argument, based
on the fact that only 13 percent, in one poll, sh&ly had followed the news about Liberia very
closely, making it likely that most people pickga an cues from the questions and used
"general attitudes” to construct answers. Thabibar to meaningful public opinion. Relevant
general attitudes, including values and beliefsceamng the costs and benefits of various types
of peacekeeping operations abroad (which could diaown historical experiences with similar
situations), were clearly sufficient to enable msgents to come up with sensible answers.

Similarly, in 2000 and early 2001, proposals fa gartial privatization of Social Security had



barely hit the radar screens of average Americéeseven at that early stage, survey data were
sufficient to make the shape of public opinion cleethe discerning consumer of polls. True,
when some survey questions attached politiciamsesd"President Bush has made a propnsal
") to policy alternatives, many respondents pickpan the partisan cues - a perfectly
reasonable thing to do. True, also, that one-siiegtions about giving workers a "choice"
about (or "allowing" them to) invest some of th&acial Security taxes produced results that
were widely and misleadingly interpreted as supfmrprivatization. But more balanced
guestions made it clear that stock-market risk ama®rrisome consideration for most people.
Most important, any indication that guaranteed beneould be correspondingly reduced
generated strong opposition to privatization (33-3®is clearly foreshadowed the policy train
wreck to come in 2005. (For even earlier data ssiygg public skepticism about privatization,
see Pagg00Q)

Bishop makes much of the fact that in 2000, abayiaater of survey respondents, even highly
educated ones, could be gulled into expressingw oh the entirely fictitious "1995 Social
Security Reform Act" (30-32). Quite aside from fhet that a healthy three-quarters of
Americans acknowledged that they had no opiniomaok not heard of the alleged law, this tells
us nothing about "illusions" concerning real polissues. It just shows once again that some
respondents, trusting survey researchers morethegrperhaps should, are willing to use
whatever cues they can gather from questions to fesponses (the "imputed meaning
hypothesis"). This can lead to sensible resporigeople are asked sensible questions. And
even responses about very obscure policies carebaingful (see Schuman and Presser 1991,
153-60). The same points apply to Bishop's examiplke fictitious "1975 Public Affairs Act"
(25-30).

Bishop's third major case - that of attitudes tahenational missile defense system, as surveyed
in the winter and spring of 2000 (37-39) - alsoer@g the outlines of coherent public opinion,
though again at an early, low-information stagee phblic's differing collective responses to

very different survey questions do not really ithate how "malleable™ public opinion was, or

how respondents could be "coaxed" into saying amoegthing (38, 39); instead, they reveal
which considerations were important to people, lagrtce where public opinion was likely to

head once a more specific proposal, and more irgom about it, came to light in debate. Most
Americans liked the general idea and wanted toigoetresearching it, but did not want to

spend too much or to deploy the system before rked) and most wanted to avoid a
confrontation with the Russians or a new arms race.

We have already seen that in Bishop's fourth palage, stem-cell research, relatively well-
designed surveys correctly ascertained that a st majority of Americans favored federal
funding of fetal stem cell research, despite very levels of information among most citizens.
And as for Bishop's fifth and final major examgleg teaching of "intelligent design” (159-65),
one may not agree with the public's receptivenesgifg it at least "somewhat valid”) to a
theory that most acknowledged to be basically ialig rather than scientific. Personally, | agree
with the public on most issues but disagree ondhes Still, Americans' religiosity is a reality,
not a poll-driven illusion.



Bishop's book does a superb job of showing howouarerrors and malfeasances in conducting
or interpreting surveys have created illusiabsutpublic opinion. It offers a very useful
compendium on how to do, and how not to do, suresgarch. Nothing in the book, however,
provides persuasive evidence for either of the nrongbling "illusion™ arguments: that

collective public preferences on policy issues dbaxist, or that well-designed surveys cannot
measure them.
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Stephen Miller
Conservatives and Liberals on Economics: Expeciffdr®nces, Surprising Similarities
Abstract

As might be expected, self-identified liberals (a0 lesser extent, self-identified Democrats)
are more likely than conservatives to hold antefnearket views. Liberals are more likely to
support wage and price controls and the nation@zaf industries, and are generally more
hostile to business and profits. Less expectedijienconservatives hold free-market views
relative to liberals, conservatives don't hold suighws in any absolute sense. They often support
the same economic measures as liberals, but bgéessive margins.

Introduction

Political scientists have a long tradition of stumdypublic opinion on a wide variety of issues,

but the public's economic beliefs have receiveg ardmall amount of the researchers' attention.
This may be because political scientists, who tertok ideologically liberal (Klein and Stern
2005, essentially share the general public's viewsiaboonomics, rendering them matters of
"common sense" rather than objects of interesisgarch. Since a good portion of public debate
is centered on economic issues, however, it is rtapobto understand just what the public
believes about these questions.

This study examines the relationship between idgoémd economic beliefs, and to a lesser
extent the relationship between party identificamd economic beliefs. It shows that while
liberals are somewhat more anti-free market tharsexwatives, conservatives are not very pro-
free market. And despite the important distincti@tween ideology and party identification,
with only a few exceptions, self-identified Demdsrand Republicans are similar to,
respectively, self-identifed liberals and consemest in their economic beliefs.

Differences between Conservatives and Liberals

The General Social Survey (Davis et 2005, on which my analysis is based, shows an average
ideological self-identification just a shade to ttumservative side of "moderate,” and a plurality
of respondents (39 percent) considered themseivies moderates. Twenty-seven percent of the
respondents considered themselves to be liberagflihose, less than one in ten (2.6 percent of
the total number of respondents) considered themséextremely liberal.” Thirty-four percent

of all respondents considered themselves conseevditut of those, fewer than one in ten (3
percent of the total) called themselves "extrencelyservative." Party identification had a



different pattern, with self-identified Democra88(percent) barely outhnumbering the
independents (35 percent), but dwarfing the Repab$ (27 percent).

The GSS asked many questions about political aodaguic beliefs, which | have narrowed
down to the 22 that best seem to address attitalo®st "free markets." The effect of both
ideology and political party affiliation on the avexs to each question were estimated using
ordered logits, subject to controls for age, sager education, financial situation and perceived
job security (Tabld). Where data were available for multiple survegrgethe year of the

survey was also added as a control. (The surveys eanducted from 1972 to 2004, but as
Table2 suggests, there was little variation in the resalter time.) These controls were designed
to filter out any effects on economic beliefs calisg differences in income, job security,
education, and so on, which might bias the estichaetiects of the independent variables:
ideology and party.

Tablel. Control Variables
variable mean
1. 1 if male, O if female.

2. "What race do you consider yourself?" 1 if bla@lother.

3. "Generally speaking, do you usually think of ssmif as a Republican, Democrat,
Independent, or what?" 0 = strong Democrat; 1 =vieog strong Democrat; 2 = independent,
close to Democrat; 3 = independent; 4 = indepenaoge to Republican; 5 = not very strong
Republican; 6 = strong Republican.

4. "We hear a lot of talk these days about libeaald conservatives. I'm going to show you a
seven-point scale on which the political views th@bple might hold are arranged from
extremely liberal - point 1 - to extremely conséiva - point 7. Where would you place yourself
on this scale?" 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = libefak slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly
conservative, 6 = conservative, 7 = extremely coative.

5. "During the last few years, has your financialaion been getting better, worse, or has it
stayed the same?" 1 = getting worse, 2 = stayedaim®, 3 = getting better.

6. "Thinking about the next 12 months, how liketyybu think it is that you will lose your job
or be laid off - very likely, fairly likely, not to likely, or not at all likely?" 1 = very likely; 2
fairly likely; 3 = not too likely; 4 = not at allkely.

7. Years of schooling completed.

Source:Derived from General Social Survey variable iders age, sex, race, partyid,
polviews, realing, finalter, joblose, educ, and dgum. See Davis et @005

Age 45.21
Sex (male) 44



Tablel. Control Variables

variable mean
Race (percent white) .83
Political party 2.65
Ideology’ 4.10
Financial situation 2.18
Job security assessmnt 3.49
Education 12.54

Table2. Yearsof Survey Questions (see Table 3 for question wor dings)
1984 1985 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1996 1998 2000

Wage controls? - 3.43 3.34 - - - 3.30 - -
Price controls? - 3.08 3.04 - - - 3.11 - -
Less regulation? - 2.52 2.70 - - - 2.55- -
Jobs programs? - 222 2.17- - - 2.13- -
Work-week reduction? - 3.25 3.20- - - 3.20 - -
Support declining industries? - 263 257- - - 2.68 - -
Guaranteed employment? - 2.23%65 2.63 2.64 - - 2.752.83 -
Guaranteed empl. & price stability? 2.63 - - - - - - - -
Keep prices under control? - 203 2.05- - - 2.18 - -
Help industry grow? - 2.31 2.16 - - - 2.26 - -
Provide consumer information? - - - - - - - 222 -
Own/regulate electric power? - 257 2.29- - - - - -
Own/regulate steel industry? - 259 2.29- - - - - -
Own/regulate banking & insurance? - 244 2.39 - - - - - -
Attitudes abt. "our economic system.” - - - - - - - 2.47 - -
pD(())V(\eerl??u3|ness have too much/litle .= 551 . | o4, .
Private enterprise best? - - - - - 2.2739 - - 2.53
Profits vs. worker needs. - - - - 208 - - - -
Profits to workers vs. shareholders. - - - - 203 - - - -
Do profits benefit everyone? 213 - - - - - - - -
Are profits distributed fairly? 2.83 - - - - - - - -
Mgmt. & labor fundamentally at odds? - - 295 - - - - - -

Table3 shows that liberals were more likely than constérea to hold a variety of anti-free
market views. For 16 of the 22 questions, the tasutatistically significant (at the 5 percent
level). The overall result for political partiesssnilar: Democrats were more likely than



Republicans to hold anti-market views, and thatltas statistically significant for 18 of the 22
guestions (Tabld). For most questions, ideology and political paerted a significant effect

in the same direction, e.g., both liberals and Denatts were more likely to believe hold the anti-
free market view. This directional conclusion haidge for all of the results discussed below,
unless otherwise noted. In brief, liberals and Derais were more likely than conservatives and
Republicans to support wage and price controls tamelieve that the government has a strong
role to play in job creation, even to the poinpobdviding full employment. As for government
ownership of the means of production - the defirdhgracteristic of socialism - liberals were
more prone to support state ownership of key inéasstincluding power production, banking,
and steel. Liberals also had a generally negaiew of business and profit.

Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightly Slightly . Extremely
Mean Liberal Liberal LiberalMOderateConservativeConservatlveConservative

" = Ideologynot statistically significant at the 5-percent level.

Source:General Social Survey (see TaBltor years); see Davis et &005

"Here are some things the government might do mettonomy. Circle one number for each action to
show whether you are in favor of it or against it."

(1 = "Strongly in favor of"; 2 = "In favor of"; 3 ZNeither in favor nor against"; 4 = "Against”; 5 =
"Strongly against.")

Control

wagesby 3.34 295 321 329 3.27 3.51 3.58 3.39
legislation.

Control prices
by legislation.™
Less
regulation of 2.59  3.28 274 270 2.66 2.47 2.33 2.40
business.

Financing
projects to
create new
jobs.

Reducing the

work weekto 5 51 5 61 311 324 318 327 3.39 3.52
create more

jobs.

Support
declining
industries to
protect jobs.*

"On the whole, do you think it should or should betthe government's responsibility to providelafjr

2.72 297 3.13 2.94 3.25 3.36 3.23

216 1.89 1.99 212 2.09 2.30 2.36 2.37

262 253 259 2.68 2.51 2.73 2.85 2.66



Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightly Slightly . Extremely
Mean Liberal Liberal LiberalMOderateConservativeConservat'veConservative

everyone who wants one?"

(1 = "Definitely should be"; 2 = "Probably should"'b3 = "Probably should not be"; 4 = "Definitely
should not be.")

270 221 248 2.68 2.64 2.97 291 2.84
"How much do you agree with the following staterdéfhe government must see to it that everyon@ahas
job and that prices are stable, even if the righitbusinessmen have to be restricted.™

263 2.32 244 258 255 2.87 2.84 2.44
"On the whole do you think it should or should betthe government's responsibility. t®"

(1 = "Definitely should be"; 2 = "Probably should"b3 = "Probably should not be"; 4 = "Definitely
should not be.")

"... keep

prices under 2.10  1.87 1.96 213 1.98 2.29 2.34 2.14
control"

"... provide

industry with

thehelpit 223 2.01 220 222 219 2.29 2.39 2.25
needs to

grow"

"... provide

consumer 2.22 2.52 212 211 217 2.33 2.27 2.36
information™*

"What do you think the government's role in eacthe$e industries should be?"

(2 ="Own it"; 2 = "Control prices angrofits but not own it"; 3 = "Neither own it noowtrol its prices an
profits.")

electric power2.28  1.88 227 222 228 2.32 2.31 2.31
the steel 260 217 258 259 256 2.69 2.66 2.55
industry

bankingand , o, 53 240 232 240 2.48 2.48 2.38
InNsurance

"On the whole, do you think our economic systen®i%

(1 = "the best system we could possibly have";"Basically okay but in need of some tinkering"; 3
need of some fundamental changes"; 4 = "needibg t@placed by some other system.")

247 270 255 248 247 2.45 2.33 2.75
"How about business and industry, do they haventaoh or too little power?"



Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightly Slightly . Extremely

Mean Liberal Liberal Liberal Moderate Conservative Conservative Conservative
(1 = "Far too much power"; 2 = "Too much power 3About the right amount of power"; 4 = "Too ldtl
power"; 5 = "Far too little power.")

247 181 229 247 249 2.47 2.62 2.52
"To what extent do you agree or disagree with thewing statements?”

(1 = "Strongly agree”; 2 = "Agree"; 3 = "Neitherrag nor disagree"; 4 = "Disagree"; 5 = "Strongly
disagree.")
Private

enterprise is

the best way 2 46
to solve
America's
problems.

The way most
companies
work, the

only thing
management
cares about i2.08  1.97 203 204 2.06 2.13 2.19 1.95
profits,
regardless of
what workers
want or
need.*

Corporations

should pay

more of their

profits to 2.03 1.83 1.88 1.99 1.98 2.23 2.15 2.20
workers and

less to

shareholders.*

The economy
can run only
if business
men make
good profits.
That benefits
everyone in
the end.*

Generally 283 3.22 3.04 292 2.87 2.71 2.63 2.83

2.79 270 2.54 2.56 2.35 2.13 2.09

2.50 229 218 2.17 2.03 2.02 1.92



Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightl Slightl . Extremd
Mean Liberal g Liberal Liger a>I/ Moderate Co%ser)(/ative Conservative Conserva)t/ive

speaking,

business

profits are

distributed

fairly in the

United States.

There will
always be
conflict
between
management
and workers
because they
are really on
opposite
sides.

295 250 294  2.93 2.96 3.14 2.96 2.39

Table4. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by Political Party

Not Very Independent, Independent, Not Very
I(\)/Ivezrna” [S)terr(r)]r(])?:rat Strong Closeto Independent Closeto Strong Strol?gnc
Democrat Democrat Republican Republican P '

* Party 1D not statistically significant at the 5-percent level.

Source General Social Survey (see TaBltor years); see Davis et @005

"Here are some things the government might do faettonomy. Circle one number for each action tavshc
whether you are in favor of it or against it."

(1 = "Strongly in favor of"; 2 = "In favor of"; 3 #Neither in favor nor against"; 4 = "Against"; 5'Strongly
against.")

Control of

wages by 3.34 3.09 3.20 3.29 3.29 3.39 3.52 3.72
legislation.

Control of
prices by 3.08 279 2.95 3.00 3.02 3.15 3.22 3.49
legislation.

Less

government 5 g9 579 270  2.77 2.69 2.52 2.46 2.17
regulation of

business.
Government 2.16 1.89 2.10 2.07 2.05 2.25 2.29 2.56



Table4. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by Political Party

Not Very Independent, Independent, Not Very
Strong Closeto Independent Closeto Strong
Democrat Democrat Republican Republican

Overall Strong
Mean Democrat

Strong
Republic

financing of
projects to
create new
jobs.

Reducing the
work weekto 5 51 5 o7 3.11 3.20 3.11 3.26 3.39 3.49
create more

jobs.

Support
declining
industries to
protect jobs.*

"On the whole, do you think it should or should betthe government's responsibility to providelafjr
everyone who wants one?"

262 237 2.46 2.67 2.60 2.74 2.76 291

(1 = "Definitely should be"; 2 = "Probably should"b3 = "Probably should not be"; 4 = "Definitelyaild not
be.")

270 2.39 2.54 2.62 2.58 2.87 2.92 3.10
"How much do you agree with the following staterdéfihe government must see to it that everyona hais
and that prices are stable, even if the rightsudibessmen have to be restricted.™

263 231 2.51 2.56 2.52 2.80 2.97 2.97
"On the whole do you think it should or should betthe government's responsibility. t®"

(1 = "Definitely should be"; 2 = "Probably should"b3 = "Probably should not be"; 4 = "Definitelyaild not
be.")

... keep

prices under 2.10 1.79 1.94 2.10 1.95 2.18 2.32 2.53
control"

"... provide

industry with

thehelpit 2.23  1.99 2.15 2.29 2.19 2.29 2.33 2.45
needs to

grow"

"... provide
consumer 2.22 2.13 2.11 2.14 2.21 2.32 2.24 2.49
information"*

"What do you think the government's role in eacthe$e industries should be?"



Table4. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by Political Party

Not Very Independent, Independent, Not Very
Strong Closeto Independent Closeto Strong
Democrat Democrat Republican Republican

(2 ="Own it"; 2 = "Control prices and profits bt own it"; 3 = "Neither own it nor control itsipes and
profits.")

Overall Strong
Mean Democrat

Strong
Republic

electric power2.28  2.19 2.27 2.30 2.28 2.27 2.28 2.36
the steel 260 250 2.56 2.65 2.50 2.58 2.68 2.66
industry

bankingand , ,, 53y 2.43 2.43 2.34 2.36 2.45 252
Insurance

"On the whole, do you think our economic systen®i%

(1 = "the best system we could possibly have";"Basically olay but in need of some tinkering"; 3 = "in ne
some fundamental changes"; 4 = "needing to be ceglhy some other system.")

247 257 2.49 2.48 2.69 2.36 2.34 2.28
"How about business and industry, do they havartaoh or too little power?"

(1 = "Far too much power"; 2 = "Too much power 3About the right amount of power"; 4 = "Too ldtl
power"; 5 = "Far too little power.")

247 2.35 2.44 2.29 2.53 2.47 2.56 2.65
"To what extent do you agree or disagree with thewing statements?”

(1 = "Strongly agree”; 2 = "Agree"; 3 = "Neitherrag nor disagree"; 4 = "Disagree"; 5 = "Stronglsadiree.")
Private

enterprise is

the best way 2 46
to solve
America's
problems.

The way most
companies
work, the

only thing
management
cares about i2.08  1.95 1.95 1.96 1.99 2.13 2.21 2.36
profits,
regardless of
what workers
want or
need.*

Corporations 2.03 1.91 1.94 1.94 1.91 2.15 2.16 22.2

2.70 2.64 2.58 2.56 2.35 2.29 1.95



Table4. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by Political Party

Not Very Independent, Independent, Not Very
Strong Closeto Independent Closeto Strong
Democrat Democrat Republican Republican

Overall Strong
Mean Democrat

Strong
Republic

should pay
more of their
profits to
workers and
less to
shareholders.*

The economy

can run only

if

businessmen

make good 2.13 224 2.25 2.16 2.32 1.94 2.00 1.90
profits. That

benefits

everyone in

the end.*

Generally

speaking,

business

profitsare 2.83  3.02 2.80 3.04 2.89 2.72 2.73 2.39
distributed

fairly in the

United States.

There will
always be
conflict
between
management
and workers
because they
are really on
opposite
sides.

295 2.69 291 2.97 2.93 2.94 3.14 3.00

Some of the differences between liberals and coatees, and between Democrats and
Republicans, were rather dramatic. For instancge3fent of self-identified liberals favored
wage controls, versus 21 percent of conservatimegjng liberals about 50 percent more likely
to endorse this policy. Similarly, 38 percent tklials favored price controls, as against 30
percent of conservatives. When asked whether thefgmpless government regulation of
business, 40 percent of liberals said that they that so did nearly half again as many
conservatives (57 percent).



As for ownership of the means of production, orypkrcent of liberals agreed that the
government should own electric power companiesfdwér than half as many conservatives (4
percent) agreed. Likewise, twice as many liberdlggrcent) as conservatives (1.5 percent)
thought that the government should own the steklstry. And 6 percent of the liberals favored
government ownership of banks and insurance corapacompared to only 2.4 percent of the
conservatives. The differences were larger foreheiso identify themselves as "extremely
liberal" - 26 percent in favor of government owrpsof power companies, 7 percent for steel,
and 13 percent for banking and insurance - whilerapiextremely conservative" respondents,
the figures were 4 percent, 8 percent, and 6 pgroespectively. Extreme conservatives were
actually slightly more in favor of state ownersbipthe steel industry than extreme liberals;
otherwise, the results follow the expected patt@werall, then, liberals overwhelmingly
rejected state ownership of industry, but those Aemericans who supported it were
considerably more likely to be liberals than comatves. (Democrats, however, were not much
more likely than Republicans to favor governmenhexghip of industry.)

Liberals (57 percent) were more likely than conasves (44 percent) to think that business has
become too powerful. Many more conservatives timardls (65 percent vs. 46 percent) agreed
that private enterprise "is the best way to solmeefica’'s problems." Conservatives (42 percent)
were far likelier to believe that business proéite distributed fairly than were liberals (28
percent). Almost half of the self-identified libé&sg45 percent), compared with slightly more
than a third of the conservatives (36 percenteedithat the economic system "needs
fundamental change." Nearly half (49 percent) ledéidals believed that it should be the
government's responsibility to "provide a job feeg/one who wants one.” Only a third of
conservatives agreed. One question presented ltbeiftg statement: "The government must
see to it that everyone has a job and that prieestable, even if the rights of businessmen have
to be restricted.” Again, 49 percent of liberalsesgl, compared to just 35 percent of
conservatives.

Counterintuitively, perhaps, 6.5 percent of liberalit 8.4 percent of conservatives went so far as
to agree that the economic system needs to beceghtdy some other system”; this difference
was not significant at the 5-percent level, butdifterence between Democrats and Republicans
was, and was not counterintuitive: 53 percent tstbtg) Democrats" agreed that our economic
system needs fundamental change, versus 31 p@afcatitong Republicans.” The respondents,
unfortunately, were not asked what kind of econosystem would be better, or how we should
change the current one.

On other issues, the differences were smaller. Viéis&ad about the role of government in the
economy, three out of four of liberals agreed thslhould be the government's responsibility to
keep prices under control, but so did two in threeservatives (65 percent). Only a slightly
greater proportion of liberals (68 percent) thanssvatives (63 percent) agreed that it is the
government's responsibility to assist industrialvgh. Sixty-five percent of liberals, and 58
percent of conservatives, agreed that "it is tepaasibility of government to require businesses
to provide consumers with the information they neenhake informed choices.” This difference
was not statistically significant (although thefeliEnce between Democrats and Republicans
was: 63 percent of "strong Democrats" and 53 pemietstrong Republicans” agreed). Similarly,



40 percent of the liberals and 31 percent of thesepvatives agreed that steel prices should be
subject to price controls, and 54 percent of therhls, versus 48 percent of the conservatives,
thought the government should control banking asdrance prices.

The proposition that business managers care owlytaivofits, "regardless of what workers
want or need,” won a landslide of liberal asseBtd@rcent), but only a slightly smaller landslide
among conservatives (70 percent). (While thre@ur fstrong Democrats" agreed, only 52
percent of "strong Republicans” did.) An even bigdeeral landslide greeted the proposition
that too great a portion of profits goes to shaladrs rather than workers; 86 percent of the
liberals agreed, but so did 69 percent of the amasiges. In response to the proposition that
"the economy can run only if businessmen make guoofits. That benefits everyone in the
end,"” 74 percent of the conservatives, and 67 peafehe liberals, assented. Liberals (43
percent) were more likely than conservatives (3@gm&) to think that workers and management
have conflicting goals, but the difference wasstatistically significant. Three out of four
liberals (77 percent), but almost two out of thceaservatives (63 percent), favored
"government financing of projects to create newsjpBwenty-nine percent of liberals favored a
reduction of the work week to create more jobsswerR23 percent of conservatives, a difference
that is not statistically significant. The diffembetween the proportions of liberals (51 percent)
and conservatives (45 percent) who favored govenhswgport of declining industries to save
jobs was also statistically insignificant. The difnce between Democrats and Republicans on
this issue is statistically significant, thoughtlwé4 percent of "strong Democrats” and only 40
percent of "strong Republicans” saying they favayedernment support of declining industries.

What Economic Conservatism?

The results confirm the conventional wisdom thiag¢dals and Democrats are more hostile to free
markets than conservatives and Republicans. Alalbst the differences in left/right and
Democratic/Republican opinion bear out this viewt #cusing too much on the differences
should not obscure the similarities. Liberals amridcrats are usualtyorelikely than
conservatives and Republicans to favor governnmgaiiention in the economy, and anere
suspicious of business. However, the differencésden conservatives and liberals are often
fairly small, and the data indicate that most coveteves, too, are wary of free markets,
bordering on being hostile to them - especially wheomes to particulars, rather than
abstractions.

For example, nearly equal proportions of liberald aonservatives agree that the government
should control electricity prices (60 vs. 59 petceespectively). A full 45 percent of
conservatives believe that the government shoyl@at declining industries, which is only 6
percent lower than the proportion of liberals wioddithat view. Seventy percent of
conservatives believe that business managers ofraloout profits "regardless of what workers
want or need," which is nearly as large as the gmtagn of liberals who agree (73 percent).
Forty-three percent of liberals believe that woskand management have conflicting goals, but
so do 39 percent of conservatives.



The source of these similarities emerges if we stopparing liberals and conservatives and
look at conservatives alone: 65 percent of thenebelthat it is the government's responsibility
to keep prices under control; 63 percent beliea¢ tthe government should provide jobs; the
same proportion favor government aid to growingustdes; many agree that the government
should control prices in the power, steel, and banknd insurance industries (60, 31, and 48
percent, respectively); and a full 44 percent velihat business is too powerful. Moreover, an
overwhelming 69 percent of the conservatives atjraeshareholders rather than workers
receive too much money; 63 percent favor governnodrst programs; 39 percent agree that
workers and management are fundamentally at oddge&ent believe that the government has
a responsibility to ensure stable prices and jobsf, even at the expense of business regulation;
and a third think that government should actuattyvpmle those jobs.

The specific topic of the landmark work in what htigpe called the study of "public ignorance,”
"The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics" (Gase 1964 2006), was ignorance of
ideology. One manifestation of ideological ignorams for people to identify themselves as
"liberal” or "conservative" while having attitudésat contradict what might be thought to be the
appropriate attitudes in the "liberal" or "conseiwa' "package" of beliefs. It is hard to tell He
GSS findings confirm this picture.

Consider some of the mean values for ideologicaitiopms shown in Tabl8. "Extreme liberals"
are almost always more hostile toward businesglanttee market than more moderate liberals.
However, "extreme conservatives" are slightigrelikely than moderate conservatives (labeled
in Table3 as "slightly conservative") to support wage colstrprice controls, and a number of
other economic positions traditionally associatétth whe left. Indeed, for both liberals and
conservatives, strong-ideologue status typicalpmptes anti-market attitudes; for most of the
guestions used in this study (15 of 22), "extrem@servatives" were slightly more prone to
antimarket views than "slight conservatives," etreyugh conservatives overall were less hostile
to markets than liberals.

In short, while liberals and conservatives diffeunsurprising ways, these findings undermine
the stereotype of conservatives as "free mark&t&maore accurate interpretation would be that
conservatives are free marketargomparison to liberaldyut not in any absolute, concrete, or
radical sense. Anyone expecting conservativesge fi@ be "market fundamentalists,” or to
favor any concrete reduction in government supemisf the economy, will be surprised by
these findings.

The Economic Consensus

On the other hand, Americans are far from beinggdiets, at least according to the classic
definition (government ownership of the means afdoiction). The tendency for the few who
qualify as socialists to self-categorize as likeles into insignificance when their tiny
numbers are kept in mind. Similarly, majoritiesboth liberals and conservatives tend to reject
wage and price controls, a classic feature of @dreconomies. And while two-thirds of the



conservatives support problem solving through ‘ggeventerprise,” so do nearly half of the
liberals.

These three findings might be said to support tee that Americans overwhelmingly favor
"capitalism" in the abstract, as does both libé(&lg percent) and conservatives' (74 percent)
support for "good profits” for business. The expddlirection of the divergences between
liberals and conservatives on these issues shatldidge the large area of common, albeit
abstract, ground shared by most liberals and coasees.

By the same token, however, the fact that threetgrsaof the liberals think that it is the
government's responsibility to keep prices undetrob shouldn't obscure the fact that two-
thirds of the conservatives agree. Almost 9 inikérhls essentially think that workers are being
exploited by shareholders - but so do nearly Mircdnservatives.

It is a truism that Americans oppose "big governthanprinciple, but that they support all of

the specific components that, together, make gonent big. This tendency leads Americans to
support a kind of "welfare capitalism" at the pp#s described by Herbert McClosky and John
Zaller (1984). Liberals and conservatives alikecegocialism and, it seems, a planned economy.
But they nearly as overwhelmingly support governnmegulation of the economy. In short, they
endorse, in its rough outlines, the status quaavily regulated capitalist economy. Judging by
the GSS, this truism is true.

REFERENCES

1. Converse, Philip E. ([1964] 2006) The Natur®efief Systems in Mass Public€ritical
Reviewl8:(1-3) , pp. 1-74.

2. Davis, James, Smith, Thomas and Mardsen, P2166)General Social Survey, 1972-2004
Cumulative CodeboadNational Opinion Research Centers , Chicago

3. Klein, Daniel and Stern, Charlotta (2005) "Pssf@'s and Their Politics: The Public Policy
Views of Social Scientist€ritical Reviewl7:(3-4) , pp. 257-304.

4. McCloskey, Herbert and Zaller, John (1984 American Ethos: Public Attitudes toward
Capitalism and Democradyarvard University Press , Cambridge, Mass.

List of Tables

Tablel. Control Variables
variable mean
1. 1 if male, O if female.



Tablel. Control Variables
variable mean
2. "What race do you consider yourself?" 1 if bla@lother.

3. "Generally speaking, do you usually think of ssmif as a Republican, Democrat,
Independent, or what?" 0 = strong Democrat; 1 =veoy strong Democrat; 2 = independent,
close to Democrat; 3 = independent; 4 = indepenadrge to Republican; 5 = not very strong
Republican; 6 = strong Republican.

4. "We hear a lot of talk these days about libeaald conservatives. I'm going to show you a
seven-point scale on which the political views th@bple might hold are arranged from
extremely liberal - point 1 - to extremely conséiwa - point 7. Where would you place yourself
on this scale?" 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = libeak slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly
conservative, 6 = conservative, 7 = extremely coative.

5. "During the last few years, has your financialaion been getting better, worse, or has it
stayed the same?" 1 = getting worse, 2 = stayedaim®, 3 = getting better.

6. "Thinking about the next 12 months, how liketyybu think it is that you will lose your job
or be laid off - very likely, fairly likely, not to likely, or not at all likely?" 1 = very likely; 2
fairly likely; 3 = not too likely; 4 = not at allkely.

7. Years of schooling completed.

Source:Derived from General Social Survey variable idgns age, sex, race, partyid,
polviews, realing, finalter, joblose, educ, and dgum. See Davis et @005

Age 45.21
Sex (malé) A4
Race (percent whit8) .83
Political party 2.65
Ideology’ 4.10
Financial situation 2.18
Job security assessmént 3.49
Educatior} 12.54

Table2. Yearsof Survey Questions (see Table 3 for question wordings)

1984 1985 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1996 1998 2000
Wage controls? - 3.43 3.34 - - - 3.30- -
Price controls? - 3.08 3.04 - - - 3.11- -
Less regulation? - 252 2.70- - - 2.55- -



Table2. Yearsof Survey Questions (see Table 3 for question wordings)
1984 1985 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1996 1998 2000

Jobs programs? - 222 2.17- - - 2.13- -
Work-week reduction? - 325 3.20- - - 3.20 - -
Support declining industries? - 263 2.57- - - 2.68 - -
Guaranteed employment? - 2.2365 2.63 2.64 - - 2.752.83 -
Guaranteed empl. & price stability? 2.63 - - - - - - - -
Keep prices under control? - 203 2.05- - - 2.18 - -
Help industry grow? - 2.31 2.16 - - - 2.26 - -
Provide consumer information? - - - - - - - 222 -
Own/regulate electric power? - 257 2.29- - - - - -
Own/regulate steel industry? - 259 2.29- - - - - -
Own/regulate banking & insurance? - 244 2.39- - - - - -
Attitudes abt. "our economic system.” - - - - - - - 2.47 - -
F[))é)vizrgusmess have too much/little 245 - 251 - i i 2 46 - i
Private enterprise best? - - - - - 2.2739 - - 2.53
Profits vs. worker needs. - - - - 208 - - - -
Profits to workers vs. shareholders. - - - - 203 - - - -
Do profits benefit everyone? 213 - - - - - - - -
Are profits distributed fairly? 2.83 - - - - - - - -
Mgmt. & labor fundamentally at odds? - - 295 - - - - - -

Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightly Slightly . Extremely
Mean Liberal Liberal LiberalMOderateConservativeConservat'veConservative

" = Ideologynot statistically significant at the 5-percent level.

Source:General Social Survey (see TaBl&or years); see Davis et 2005

"Here are some things the government might do faettonomy. Circle one number for each action to
show whether you are in favor of it or against it."

(1 = "Strongly in favor of"; 2 = "In favor of"; 3 =Neither in favor nor against"; 4 = "Against"; 5 =
"Strongly against.")
Control

wagesby 3.34 295 321 329 3.27 3.51 3.58 3.39
legislation.



Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightly Slightly . Extremely
Mean Liberal Liberal Liberal I\/I()derateConsnervativeCons}ervat'VeConsnervative
Control prices 3 272 297 313 294 3.5 3.36 3.23
by legislation.
Less
regulation of 2.59 3.28 2.74 2.70 2.66 2.47 2.33 2.40
business.
Financing
projectsto =5 16 1.89 199 212 209 230 2.36 2.37
create new
jobs.
Reducing the
work week1o 5 51 5 61 311 324 318 327 3.39 3.52
create more
jobs.
Support
declining = 562 253 259 268 251 273 2.85 2.66

industries to
protect jobs.*

"On the whole, do you think it should or should betthe government's responsibility to providelafjr
everyone who wants one?"

(1 = "Definitely should be"; 2 = "Probably should"b3 = "Probably should not be"; 4 = "Definitely
should not be.")

270 221 248 2.68 2.64 2.97 291 2.84
"How much do you agree with the following stater@éfbe government must see to it that everyone@has
job and that prices are stable, even if the righitbusinessmen have to be restricted.™

263 232 244 258 255 2.87 2.84 2.44
"On the whole do you think it should or should betthe government's responsibility. t®"

(1 = "Definitely should be"; 2 = "Probably should"b3 = "Probably should not be"; 4 = "Definitely
should not be.")

... keep

prices under 2.10 1.87 1.96 2.13 1.98 2.29 2.34 2.14
control"

"... provide

industry with

the help it 2.23 2.01 2.20 2.22 2.19 2.29 2.39 2.25
needs to

grow"

"...provide 222 252 212 211 2.17 2.33 2.27 2.36



Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightly Slightly . Extremely
Mean Liberal Liberal LiberalMOderateConservativeConservat'veConservative

consumer
information"*

"What do you think the government's role in eacthe$e industries should be?"

(1 ="Own it"; 2 = "Control prices and profits babt own it"; 3 = "Neither own it nor control itsipes anc
profits.")

electric power2.28 1.88 227 222 2.28 2.32 2.31 2.31
the steel 260 217 258 259 256 2.69 2.66 2.55
industry

bankingand , ,, 53 240 232  2.40 2.48 2.48 2.38
Insurance

"On the whole, do you think our economic systen®i%

(1 = "the best system we could possibly have";"Basically okay but in need of some tinkering"; 3
need of some fundamental changes"; 4 = "needibg t@placed by some other system.")

247 270 255 248 247 2.45 2.33 2.75
"How about business and industry, do they haventaoh or too little power?"

(1 = "Far too much power"; 2 = "Too much power 3About the right amount of power"; 4 = "Too ldtl
power"; 5 = "Far too little power.")

247 181 229 247 249 2.47 2.62 2.52
"To what extent do you agree or disagree with thewing statements?”

(1 = "Strongly agree”; 2 = "Agree"; 3 = "Neitherrag nor disagree"; 4 = "Disagree"; 5 = "Strongly
disagree.")
Private

enterprise is

the best way 2 46
to solve
America's
problems.

The way most

companies

work, the

onlything 555 1 g7 203 204 2.06 2.13 2.19 1.95
management

cares about is

profits,

regardless of

2.79 270 2.54 2.56 2.35 2.13 2.09



Table3. Economics Questionsand Mean Answers by | deology

Overall Extremely | . Slightl Slightl . Extremd
Mean Liberal Y Liberal Ligera>ll Moder ate Co%ser)(/ative Conservative Conserva)t/ive
what workers
want or
need.*

Corporations

should pay

more of their

profits to 2.03 1.83 1.88 1.99 1.98 2.23 2.15 2.20
workers and

less to

shareholders.*

The economy
can run only
if business
men make
good profits.
That benefits
everyone in
the end.*

Generally

speaking,

business

profitsare  2.83 3.22 3.04 292 2.87 2.71 2.63 2.83
distributed

fairly in the

United States.

There will
always be
conflict
between
management
and workers
because they
are really on
opposite
sides.

2.13 250 229 2.18 2.17 2.03 2.02 1.92

295 250 294  2.93 2.96 3.14 2.96 2.39

Table4. Economics Questionsand Mean Answersby Political Party



Not Very Independent, Independent, Not Very
Strong Closeto Independent Closeto Strong
Democrat Democrat Republican Republican

* Party 1D not statistically significant at the 5-percent level.

Overall Strong
Mean Democrat

Strong
Republican

Source General Social Survey (see TaBltor years); see Davis et @005



Sebastian Benthall
Kudos for the Mindless Expert
Abstract

Arguments for skepticism about political experagmund. The skeptics believe that political
matters are too unpredictable, experts too dogpstital science too imprecise, or the
electorate too blind to justify hopefulness abdet tesults of real-world democracy. Philip
Tetlock's empirical research suggests, however tlieae is some regularity to the political

world, and that while most political experts haveoar grasp of it, some (Isaiah Berlin's "foxes")
do better than others (his "hedgehogs"). And T&tboesearch suggests that our political
judgments can be improved if we trust more in maatad, statistical prediction, which
outperforms even "fox-like" experts.

Introduction

In Expert Political Judgmen(Princeton University Press, 2005), Philip E. dekl has the
audacity to use the strategies of the psycholagistaluate the quality of political "experts,” and
indeed, to see whether expertise exists.

The ambitiousness of Tetlock's agenda would beistidif it were not matched by his
Herculean methodology. His empirical work spann@gears of unfolding political history.
Throughout this period, he quizzed hundreds oftipaliexperts about their forecasts on issues
of national security, economic and policy perforegmand the change of political regimes. For
example, some experts were asked (about democrsitiepresidential elections), "Should we
expect that after the next election or next twatebas, the current incumbent/party will lose
control, will retain control with reduced populamport, or retain control with greater popular
support?" (247). Others were asked to predictafvgin rates in GDP (or marginal tax rates, or
central government expenditures, etc.) would iregedecrease, or remain the same.

Tetlock's subjects were asked to report their jgteahis by giving everything from numerical
subjective probability measures to a record ofrtfiee-flowing thoughts. After the relevant
events had spun out one way or the other, Tetloakpared the predictions with authoritative
sources (e.g., thélA Factbookand the records of the World Bank) to score theees'
judgments against reality (249-50). Finally, hddaled up with the experts after the fact, to see
how they reacted to being called out on their béarad

The result is that Tetlock brings what might apeare a hopelessly subjective question - what
is good political judgment? - under rigorous sdfenscrutiny by holding the judgments
themselves to scientific standards. For once,ipaliexperts are held accountable in a



systematic way. Their judgments are measured wghect to their "calibration” to reality - How
well did they predict the frequency of politicalemts? - and "discrimination” - How well did
they predict when events were going to deviate ftloennorm?

Tetlock's main conclusion is a surprise. Varialthed one might expect to be good indicators of
good judgment, such as professional experienceauteamic training, turn out to correlate
negligibly with success. Instead, the most sigaificindicator is the "cognitive style" of the
expert's thinking. Tetlock illustrates this psyabgital dimension with Isaiah Berlin'$953
metaphor of foxes and hedgehogs. Hedgehogs knowhorgewell: they back their
understanding of the world into a single unifyihgary, confidently deriving conclusions from it
deductively. They are frustrated when others mbhkegs seem more complicated than they
really are. Foxes, on the other hand, know mamgthiBut this internal pluralism leads them to
hold many contradictory ideas at once. They lagKidence, being proficient at undercutting
their own opinions; they expect that they are migshe real complexity of the situation.

Tetlock (77) ranks the calibration and discrimioatscores of human experts varying on the
cognitive-style dimension (hedgehogs at one extréoxes on the other, and intermediate
"hedge-foxes" and "fox-hogs" in between) againstous "mindless” competitors, including
randomly guessing "dart-throwing chimps" - whichdegredictions literally at chance rates,
assigning equal probability to all outcomes - agwesal extrapolation algorithms. These
algorithms varied in sophistication. At the bottofithe totem pole were algorithms that merely
projected from the past rate of occurrence of trenein question (regime change, economic
growth, and so on). More advanced algorithms totd account the most recent trends in a
specific type of event in a specific place. So,édwample, it might extrapolate a nation's GDP
five years from now from its GDP in the past teange Finally, the most sophisticated
mechanical methods were autoregressive lag maabish took into account both the recent
trend of the variable itself and the three othestoorrelated variables in Tetlock's historical
data set (283).

The autoregressive lag models dramatically outperéal the competition. Second place went to
the better of the extrapolation algorithms, whiome in slightly ahead of the foxiest foxes.
Human performance drops off as political experts @p and grow spines. Most hedgehogs
come in significantly behind the mindless chimpghsthat, as a whole, the "experts" performed
approximately at chance.

Those are Tetlock's results in a nutshell, butbhiglusions don't exist in an intellectual vacuum.
Tetlock, in the most meticulous and accommodatiag,wicks fights at every step. His first
target, and the subject of much of this review,@oiical skeptics that believe that, for one of a
variety of reasons, nobody has political expertisehat if there were such experts, we wouldn't
be able to find them. Tetlock provides evidencthtocontrary, showing not only that expertise
is out there, but that certain types of people igtatly have it.

If we accept that conclusion, a new door opens.tWwhbave do now that we know where to find
political expertise? How can we harvest it andiptd use?



Tetlock's recommendation is simple: continue tknautative experts' expertise, and make those
rankings well known. That would help us bring tb&ds out of the forest, where they are more
likely to be found; perversely, hedgehogs predomtigaoccupy the spotlight. The market of
ideas will reward those who consume careful judgmatihner than dogmatic rants and junk

social science.

If that happens, however, we should prepare ougsdlwr a new kind of political expert taking
center stage, and not the kind of experts Tetlsgointing to most emphatically, because the
biggest winners in Tetlock's raeesren'tfoxes. They were machines. Consistent with othakw
comparing informal and formal methods of predictiery., Grove and MeetiB96), statistical
prediction performs better than the subjective judgt of experts. If we take our consumption

of political expertise seriously, we should recagrihat the most expert of experts are mindless.

Expertise Challenged

Arguments that challenge the esteemed role of &gpen politics are not new, but they get such
little recognition that they are worth repeating.

Such arguments take several forms. Some maintatritte political environment lacks the kind
of structural relations necessary for predictiobégpossible. Others concede that a structure
exists, but denounce the human nature of so-cakpdrts, claiming that psychological obstacles
prevent them from ascertaining the true naturdefstructure. A third argument attacks the
pretense of social "science": the structure magtekut the subject-matter makes it impossible
to get a scientific grip on it. A fourth argumeiiba/s both that there is a truth about politics and
that some among us - perhaps some social scientisdy know it, but attribute to the rest of us,
as citizens or consumers of political expertisaeda-level ignorance about which of the so-
called experts to turn to.

Tetlock's work is relevant to all these varieti€palitical skeptic. He directly addresses thetfirs
two, whom he dubs ontological and psychologicapsks, respectively. His results, analysis,
conclusions, and policy proposal have importantlicagions for the third and fourth. Tetlock
gives each type of skeptic a fair shake, but inetheé defends a hopeful meliorism against them
all.

Ontological skeptics, by Tetlock's definition, "pbto fundamental properties of the world that
make it impossible to achieve forecasting acculsgyond crude extrapolation algorithms" (27).
These skeptics argue that politics is too compleo-"cloudlike" - to be predictable. Unlike
low-level natural phenomena that obey coherentpaedictable laws, political phenomena, like
meteorological ones, depend on the interactionBafsands of non-linear natural relationships
(30-31) and the actions of just as many indivicagegnts, all of whom are trying to second-guess
each other (32-33). The result is that politicansncomprehensibly complex system, in which
periods of equilibrium can end in sudden and uniptaldlie ways.



Psychological skepticism blames the failure of jozdi experts on the capacities of the human
mind. By nature, we impose simplistic theories a@omplex world. When we generalize from
history, we "reason” from the most extreme examfites Vietham War, for example) to every
particular case (every armed conflict) withouteefion (38). We frame conflicts in Manichean
terms that belie the moral ambiguity of policiesl agents (39). And we have a hard time coping
with genuinely random events. Thus, in very singdenes of chance, rats perform better than
people do (39-40). This implies that even if thisrpredictability in the political world, political
experts, being human, are likely to miss it, asiéa its details.

The third kind of skepticism, not explicitly addsesl by Tetlock, is a variant of the ontological
and psychological skepticism that he is concernga, &s it makes claims about the inability of
political experts, and particularly social scietsiand those who depend on social science to
inform their judgments, to make methodologicallyisd headway. In particular, this argument
appeals to Popperian principles in the philosoghsceence, according to which we make
scientific progress by making observations whadkify our theories. In practice, accomplishing
this normally requires the kind of controlled expegntation available to natural scientists but
largely impossible for social scientists. So sos@éncequascience is hamstrung, undermining
political judgment to the extent that it dependstmngeneralizations with the predictive power
that natural science provides (Friedn2205 ix-Xi, XXi-xxv).

The fourth kind of skepticism is concerned not vitie existence or availability of political
expertise, but with our ability as democratic @tiz or consumers of political expertise to find
the expert needles in the haystack. Who is qudliftechoose which experts are qualified? It
would seem that the only people who can judge Wiy has expertise are other true experts,
but that just pushes the question back to one wfthose meta-experts can be distinguished
from meta-charlatans.

A Second Chance for Expertise

Whenever possible, Tetlock follows a moderate nsipdst methodology of turning the claims
made by the skeptics into testable hypothesesthamdtesting them. As a result, Tetlock
provides a partial comeback to each skeptical aggimaised above.

First, while he does not directly refute ontolodjiskepticism, Tetlock challenges it by
demonstrating the relatively high success of sdiglaied statistical algorithms in making
political predictions. The success of the autoregjke lag models shows that there was real
predictability in the situations on which he testiee political experts, predictability that human
experts missed (283). It is, at the very leastsiibs to do better than we are doing now.

The ontological skeptic could strike back by dealgthat the dynamics of politics are
characterized by "punctuated equilibrium.” Predidity may be possible only in the dreary

calm between radical tipping points (26, 30-32)ng€xmuently, any predictive success on the part
of algorithms must be due to a lack of turbulemcthe time that stretches between past trends



and the predicted future. Ultimately, though, sbs@ence cannot discover universal laws. The
dice will be rolled again when we least expect it.

This argument pushes the boundaries of falsifighiéind thereby flirts with pseudoscience. How
could we test whether predictability is merely ajgpd, other than by proceeding as Tetlock does?
If the ontological skeptics do not admit that swsfel political prediction counts against their
position, then their skepticism is, scientificadlyeaking, on par with astrology.

The ontological skeptic needs to acknowledge findirigs of predictability in the political
domain require concessions to positivism. Unpredhitity is a matter of degree. Political experts
may not have anything like a gravitational constaartdy, but they may become good at
guessing when it will rain - at least in their natclimate, and at least until the next ice age
comes. Depending on one's point of view, this ceasteither a vindication or a humiliation of
social science. Tetlock's meliorism appropriateflks a middle line. Sure, the precision of
political experts is closer to that of weather t@gters than of electrical engineers. But in
meteorology, as in politics, good forecasts carehimportant positive payoffs. The fact that
many long-range predictions turn out to be wrongsiid diminish the value of knowing when to
bring an umbrella to work.

Tetlock devotes the majority of his book to answegithe psychological skeptic.

It's true that, on average, alleged experts diohdlly on Tetlock's prediction task. But if politica
forecasts are just glorified guesses, then thavaldibe no such thing as a systemgtiod
guesseland, a fortiori, no such thing as a variable tharrelated with systematic good
guessing. To the skeptic's credit, it turns out thast of the variables commonly associated with
"expertise" - education, professional experienceess to classified information, ideological
persuasion, optimism or pessimism, etc. - had giifstant correlation with good judgment. But
since some experts - the cognitive foxes - camdavwthead of the others, it would seem that the
psychological skeptic, like the ontological onegd® to back down.

Showing that good political judgment exists alsmpotoward a reply to the methodological
skeptic, who claims that a social science thatgearerate predictive laws is unlikely. Shifting
the focus away from individual experts to sociaéstfic theory, there is no reason why we
could not apply Tetlock's methodology to test thability of a theory over time, despite the lack
of controlled experimentation. Tetlock accompliskemething similar in his use of mindless
extrapolation algorithms as benchmarks. In ordenaie them comparable to his human
subjects, he derives from the algorithms the edemntaf a subjective probability assessment of
certain future events. Social-scientific theoriesld be given the same treatment. Note that this
methodology does not imply that social-scientifiedries need to assign real frequencies to
events. Rather, the theories need only have thedl of predictive power (it could be none at all)
guantified and tested.

As an example, take the theory that if a state &dogoliberal economic reforms, then it will see
economic growth. How should one derive the equiviadé a subjective probability assessment
from such a theory? One could start straightfonlydbgt assigning some high degree of



probability to increases in growth in states trdd@ neoliberal reforms. If the purveyors of the
theory find this to be too rash a guarantee, ngthbrevents them from adjusting downward their
stated level of confidence in its predictions. Bsitrational consumers of social-scientific theory,
if not as its producers, we should demand to know much we should be betting on the
theory's correctness. Once we know, the theorybegodged la Tetlock by seeing how well

the theory matches reality. And while the taskarhparing the changes in growth in states that
did and those that did not implement neoliberabmefs is not trivial, it can be done.

Real theories are, of course, much more nuancedithhat example, and just like any other
scientific theories they may not be sufficientlfimed when they are first proposed. But when
the threat of accountability and the light of evide reveal more conditions of a theory's
applicability (perhaps, the local presence of @ihd entrepreneurship as additional
preconditions of growth), the hypothesis can bésezl’and the empirical analysis reconsidered.
Voild! It is science.

Methodological skeptics will object that many sdaaientific theorists humbly refuse to make
any predictions whatsoever, insisting that thesotiies are good only up to the limits of the
much-floutedceteris paribuslause. But nothing prevents these theorists fsemg thrown into
the same game played by the more brazen; the ghi@us” of the uncertain are coded
identically to those of Tetlock's dart-throwing eips. And the world may prove them right after
all. But again, consumers of social-scientific ttyeshould not be blamed for using a Tetlockian
method to see if there are any theories that pmbaisgible rewards.

When we evaluate a theory based on its predicticeess in uncontrolled settings, we are
relying on Bayesian epistemology. According to Bagesian rules of rational belief updating,
our confidence in a hypothesis should rise whemserve events to which the theory assigns a
high degree of likelihood (e.g., an increase in GIiter an opening of markets). Conversely, if
we observe an event that a theory determines tagbdy unlikely (e.g., a decline in GDP after
the opening of markets), the subjective probabihigt we assign the theory should decline.
Bayesianism can be seen as a generalization ofeiapgdalsificationism, which rejects a theory
only when we observe an event that the theory démpessible except that Bayesianism
depends less than falsificationism on controllegegxnents, which are largely unavailable in the
social sciences.

Who Guards the Guardians?

Tetlock ends the book by taking off his lab coad getting onto a soapbox, because he
recognizes the importance of gathering up goodmueig and putting it to use - which means
giving consumers of expertise, including the voimdplic, a way to identify it in the
marketplace of ideas. That puts Tetlock head td lagainst the fourth type of skeptic.

The fourth skeptic asks, "Who guards the guardiavth Tetlock's help, we have some new
answers ready. The first is: "Psychologists guhedguardians.” Social scientists may not like



the idea of being evaluated lessTime New York Times CNN and more on a psychologist's
couch, but there are a couple of good reasons veh)yagsiconsumers of political expertise, should
consider judging experts primarily on their psyadyyl. The first and obvious reason is that
while many of our conventional indicators of exparthave nothing to do with good judgment,
cognitive style clearly does. For once, thanksatddck, we have our hands on a good heuristic;
it is time to sic the psychologists on the puntbtsee who is, in fact, worth listening to.

Savvy consumers of political expertise who chahgé fpreferences away from bad heuristics
like ideology, group identity, and education anadaods foxy thinking will see a marked
improvement in the accuracy of their own predicsioBut there is no reason to stop with the
fox/hedgehog variable. Tetlock's research fortislpaddresses this one aspect of cognitive
style and finds a crucial correlation. Further wiokowing Tetlock's methodology could likely
discover other measurable psychological correlatg®od judgment.

In the midst of his exposition of why foxes outrkihedgehogs, Tetlock often pauses to explain
why his results should be seen as a victory fopdyehologist. Alongside political skepticism,
however, there is a psychological skepticism tloaints the lab experiments used by research
psychologists as too contrived, such that theultesvill therefore not generalize to all human
behavior. This skepticism is unwarranted. Tetloekdsk studies political experts on their own
turf, and his results replicate those that resepsgichologists have known about for years. For
example, Scott Hawkins and Reid Hasti@%90 work on hindsight bias - our disturbing ability
to remembethat we were right all along, even when we areemord predicting just the
opposite of what occurred - was given a field wasén Tetlock followed up with his subjects
after the events they had failed to predict (138)e to other studies of hindsight bias and
individual differences (e.g., Campbell and Ted€83, hedgehogs showed much more
hindsight bias than foxes.

The upshot is that there are ways to discover wpssfthological traits contribute to expertise;
consequently, psychologists can find out who igslliko have true political expertise without
being political experts themselves. Psychologigaluation is a far simpler task than political
theorizing - Tetlock was able to do it using onlguavey - and scientific consensus on the former
should be much more robust than on the latter.rékelt is that shoppers in the marketplace of
ideas will have access to reliable buying guidedites of which have never been seen before,
should they seek them out.

But psychological heuristics aren't the whole ofidek’'s story. More fundamentally, he has
given us a way to hold experts accountable tosotgective fact. Interested parties - whether
they be academics, entrepreneurs, or hobbyists eaafully monitor an alleged expert's
performance on measures of calibration and disoatron, on how often they "get it right" and
how much they "think the right way." The resulthat we can say with confidence that to the
extent that predictive ability is constitutive adag political judgment, then good judgment can
be measured by scientific, statistical tools. Ttaturally leads to a new answer to our earlier
dilemma: "Scientists guard the guardians.”



This answer superficially resembles the old techetgzanswer in which the public elects
scientistaasguardians, but it is a substantially differentpmsal. Instead of turning to "experts"
for political expertise without knowing whether yhare actually quacks, scientists would
measure and publicize "experts™ performance irpkroontests of predictive power. In short,
citizens and other consumers of political expertsald use second-order scientists to provide
the best of heuristics for discerning the best-firsler scientists.

Tetlock (237) has no delusions of providing a uaopsolution, and neither should we: "Human
nature being what it is, and the political systeesating the perversely self-justifying incentives
that it does, | would expect,” he writes, thatshort order, faux rating systems will arise that
shill for representatives of points of view wholfekortchanged by even the most transparent
evaluation systems that bend over backwards taibeThe signal-to-noise ratio will never be
great in a cacophonously pluralistic society susbwas." However, we can, adopting Tetlock's
meliorist stance, believe that such a scientifialeation of political judgment should at the very
least make an improvement. New and valuable infaomaegarding the predictive success of
experts would be made available for the first tiled despite the possibility of the signal
getting lost in the noise, the mere possibilityagiotential shift in focus away from nature-of-
the-times heuristics, group identification, pamisadentification (Converselp64 2006), good
looks, and irrelevant credentials in favor of destosted accuracy in judgment should be
encouraging and exciting. There might still be &tans and fakes, but at least the pretenders
will be pretending to be something that is ultinhateorthwhile.

Deus Ex Machina

If we are confident in our measure of good polltjpdgment, and if we are as honest as we are
earnest in our efforts to find it, then we neetutm our attention to something on which Tetlock
spends relatively little time. Specifically, we sid be more interested in the experts that were
awarded first place in Tetlock's competitions: "diéss" yet sophisticated statistics and other
formal methods.

The triumph of statistical algorithms over intu@iexpertise should not be surprising. An
analogous 1996 metastudy by William Grove and Raéhl compared 136 cases of clinical
(subjective, impressionisdiversusstatistical prediction in the psychological domaver a wide
range of predictive criteria, including questiofismental-health diagnosis, adjustment to

military and prison life, personality descripti@and, in some cases, aggregate behavior, such as
the bankruptcy of firms. Sixty-four of the stud&sowed the superiority of the statistical method,
another 64 favored both the clinical and statitimad in eight cases the clinicians came out
ahead. Given that in the majority of the studiks,dlinicians had access to more information
than did those employing the statistical method,ntetastudy robustly shows the relative
success of the statistical methods.

Similarities with Tetlock's research do not end¢hén the Grove and Meehl study, experience
and professional training made no difference in Gamexperts' predictive success, while with



increasing sophistication, algorithms improveds likely that there is a common cause for the
success of mechanical prediction in both studiesv&and Meehl argue that when clinicians are
not attempting to create a "mini theory of an indipal's psyche," they are at best approximating
statistical methods through mental computation.dute brains are unreliable calculators, we
do not "assign optimal weights to variables, arate not consistent in applying [such] weights."
In short, computers are better than subconscigesiyoning human brains because computers
are better at math.

In the alternative clinicians' approach, rathenthamothetically working from implicit general
principles downwards, they attempted to formulatéd@ographic theory that narrates the
internal workings of the patient, accounting faraause-and-effect sequence of events and
extrapolating from that theory. Some have arguatlttie proper method of psychology (see
Grove and Meehl996 16-18) and social science (FriednZi95 vi-xi) ought to be ideographic
in character. It would follow that statistics, whitry to capture nomothetic regularities, would
be inappropriate.

Grove and Meehl comment that the nomothetic/idgaucadichotomy is in fact specious, as any
ideographic narrative or history is going to drawgneral principles. But, more importantly,
the nomothetic/ideographic distinction is, for theposes of analyzing psychological prediction
- and, we might add, for the purpose of analyzialifipal prediction - subordinate to the
pragmatic question of which methods provide the jusggmentsThatquestion is the one that
matters when our goal is to predict and controitigal circumstances to our benefit. And it is,
they remind us, an empirical question, not one ¢hatbe settled in an armchair.

Tetlock's hedgehogs are the political equivaler®rdive and Meehl's ideographic clinicians.
Rather than juggling several theories at once amting in a bottom-up, inductive way that
approximates statistical inference, hedgehogs reasa top-down way, taking cues from the
event in question and writing a story that follailve rules of their own theoretical ideology.
Because competing hypotheses haven't been develepatbne considered, hedgehogs have a
hard time adapting to disconfirming information ghyifting the weight of their confidence
around. And so a cycle of irrationality beginswihich hedgehogs embrace any new information
that counts as confirmation of their view withouiegtion, but defend their belief systems from
counterevidence tooth and nail. Every bad judgreedéfended by declaring a fluky exogenous
shock that violated theeteris paribuglause, or by blaming the fact that politics ispklessly
cloudlike,” or by claiming that the incorrect judgnis werealmostright (129-37). The problem
is not that these types of claim are necessaribngyrbut that hedgehogs are so consistently
biased in applying them. They cherry-pick the deden which they are inferring confirmation of
their theory. That amounts to rotten science, ampdaens why hedgehogs do so mwebrsethan
dart-throwing chimps.

Foxes do this to a lesser extent, statistical #&lyos do not do it at all, and judgment improves
correspondingly. The upshot is that if Tetlock'sgwsal for monitoring and ranking political
experts were implemented, we should expect twoskafdvinners. The first would be foxes of
the type that Tetlock's research uncovers: thoperexwho are cognitively endowed with good



judgment. But even the foxiest foxes should be editpmed by "experts” who skillfully employ
the mindless computation that Tetlock uses as eadts, and against which humanity loses.

Whether we fear or welcome this outcome may depanour vested interests. Grove and Meehl
(1996 speculate about why formal prediction hasn't bmene widely adopted in the
psychological domain. They suspect that some ps$ggloal experts might fear technological
unemployment or have a self-concept that dependisesnillusory indispensability to society.
Others might be so attached to a particular thdwaythey refuse to accept that an actuarial table
could perform better, from a practical perspectded others might have a general dislike of
computers competing and winning against human mimsgal domains of inquiry. All of these
reasons extend to the social-science arena astheltonfident hedgehog in the academy or the
think tank is at risk of being humiliated and reqdd by a computer technician if Tetlock's
scientific methodology is implemented in earnest.

But as consumers of expertise, we should be thrdtehe possibility of new products in the
marketplace of ideas. Formal prediction is acadguastic: it gets the job done better than the
home-grown competition, and can be cheaply masdyoex for the general public. With
reliable access to better political judgment, we chviate some of the concerns of many of the
political skeptics. And to the extent that politisgruly unpredictable, the rise of mechanical
algorithms that are calibrated to how little wellgelnow would provide welcome relief from
the hubris of hedgehogs. Either way, we should fookard to the change, and prepare to one
day put our trust in mindless expetts.

Notes

1. Hardened skeptics might remain unconvinced byethpirical success of mechanical
prediction, due to theoretical qualms about pdlitrediction. The skeptic, with a practiced eye
for false objectivity, asks: "Who programs the catigps?" More precisely, the problem is that
before the extrapolation algorithm is run, therestrhe theory-laden decisions about how to
classify political events, both past and futurej about which events are relevant to the study.
How does one choose which events are of the samiéferent kinds? Can ideological bias be
avoided during this prerequisite to statisticaknehce? Can it be abused for political reasons?

The first way to alleviate these concerns is t&ltmthe studies performed by Tetlock and the
analogous studies by Grove and Medl®199. Recall that in Tetlock's research, many of the
events recorded in his data set and those on vit@thsted his subjects were on the order of
increases or decreases in GDP growth, the changalit€al parties, rates of unemployment,
and rates of defense spending. One could argu¢htbse kinds of categories still depend on
theoretical commitments of one sort or another.&ufiar as the mainstream controversies in
politics today, these categories, and the autlimitaneasurements of them, are taken for
granted by both sides. This is because ideologisalgreements are often over tagisal
interactionsbetween political events (e.g., between regulatiagkets and the GDP, or between
raising the minimum wage and unemployment), not eweat the interesting political everase.



The first lesson to be learned, then, is that endfise of ideological differences, categories can
be formed that represent the common ground of thvsdved.

The second response to the skeptic is to reminthhéwhen performed properly, a particular
statistical method examines the entire set of dasédlable and will give, as output, a predictive
rule that depends not on any particular semantitert of the data, but only on the formal
features of the data. In other words, the variabtesitted into the predictive model and the
weights assigned will depend only on the correfetiand frequencies between the variables
involved, and they will be calculated in a complgtieterministic way. Tetlock's choice of
models extended only to inferring from the histofyhe predicted variable (in the extrapolation
algorithms) or from that variable and the three nioghly correlated other variables in the data
set (in the autoregressive lag models). In prikc{ahd in many of the studies examined by
Grove and Meehl), more variables could used.

Any controversy about what categories of eventadiude in a particular data set can be
resolved most easily igombining the data sets in questiétroviding more information should
only help the results of the statistical inferenoethis way, mechanical prediction can be
pluralistic about its theoretical commitments.ither data set contains events that are better or
worse predictors of the predicted phenomenonviiiide reflected in the weights picked by the
inference algorithm.

There remains the possibility of a persistent idgok attempting to select the statistical
modeling technique in a way that misrepresentgipalireality. This would be difficult to
accomplish, due to the inflexibility of statisticalbdeling. But supposing that the rogue
statistician discovered a way, his predictions wlculiere Tetlock's recommendations for the
rigorous identification of good political judgmesdiopted - ultimately suffer in the rankings
relative to those who had been more scrupulousein thoice of method.

The answer to the skeptic, then, is a confidemintepat statistical inference addresses their
concerns far better than the "clinicatatus quaf political prediction. The skeptic's point idlst
well taken: Tetlock reminds us that "there aread@rable pockets of subjectivity in political
judgment” (238), and that there is still a subséhaimount of skill in politicabbservation

Original insight into what kinds of events are vinidoking at cannot (yet) be provided by a
computer. But when the methods of inference arehar@cal and the results are closely
benchmarked against reality, political observatioty becomes less of an art - in the sense of an
expression of the observer's own political idealad more of a craft, since the hallmark of a
good observed category of political event will e ability to predict it, its ability to predict

other events, and its salience to the consumepslitical expertise.
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Bryan Caplan
Have the Experts Been Weighed and Found Wanting?
Abstract

Tetlock's Expert Political Judgment is a creatoareful, and mostly convincing study of the
predictive accuracy of political experts. My onlyjor complaints are that Tetlock (1)
understates the predictive accuracy of experts(@ndoes too little to discourage demagogues
from misinterpreting his work as a vindication bétwisdom of the average citizen. Experts
have much to learn from Tetlock's epistemologicali but there is still ample evidence that,
compared to laymen, experts are very good.

Introduction

Philip E. Tetlock'€xpert Political Judgment: How Good Is 1t? How CaAfe Know?APrinceton
University Press2009 is literally awesome. The audacity of his projectd the competence of
its execution, inspire awe.

In the mid-1980s, Tetlock made a decision that khthuill defenders of the tenure system. As
he puts it, "The project dates back to the yeaingd tenure and lost my generic excuse for
postponing projects that | knew were worth doingrtver than anything | was doing back then,
but also knew would take a long time to come tdtifsn" (ix). His plan:

Ask a large, diverse sample of political expertagke well-defined predictions about the future.
Among other things, Tetlock asked experts to ptezhanges in various countries' political
leadership and borders; whether or not certaitieeavould be approved; GDP growth rates;
debt-to-GDP ratios; defense spending amounts; staoket closing prices; and exchange rates.

Wait for the future to become the past.

See how accurate the experts' predictions werefigma out what, if anything, predicts
differencesn experts' degree of accuracy.

Twenty years later, Tetlock has a book full of aeswHis overarching finding is that experts
are poor forecasters: The average political expenly does better than what Tetlock calls the
"chimp" strategy of treating all outcomes as equpibbable. (For example, if GDP can go up,
stay the same, or go down, a chimp would assigB arbbability to each outcome.)

Unnerving as that finding is, however, Tetlock odgvotes one chapter to it. Instead, most of
the book focuses on the strongest predictatifférencesn accuracy: whether the expert is a



single-theory-to-explain-everything kind of guy'fedgehog") or a pluralistic eclectic (a "fox").
It turns out that measures of education and expegienake little difference; neither does
political orientation. But hedgehogs are less aateuthan foxes by almost every measure.
Tetlock considers a long list of pro-hedgehog dipes, but ultimately finds hedgehogs guilty
beyond a reasonable doubit.

For purposes of this review, | took Tetlock's feedgehog test. Even though | knew his results
in advance, the test pegs me as a moderate heddedogrtheless, | find Tetlock's evidence for
the relative superiority of foxes to be compellihgfact, | agree with his imaginary "hard-line
neopositivist" critic who contends that Tetlocksthlie hedgehogs too much sladkpart ways
with Tetlock on some major issues, but | do noinclthat he underestimates my own cognitive
style2 My main quarrels are, rather, that Tetlock undérestes experts in general, and does too
little to discourage demagogues from misinterprehiis results.

How does Tetlock underestimate the experts? Inshell, his questions are too hard for experts,
and too easy for chimps. Tetlock deliberately as@sking experts what he calls "dumb
guestions.” But it is on these so-called dumb gqoestthat experts' predictions shine, relative to
random guessing. Conversely, by partitioning pdesisponses into reasonable categories
(using methods | will shortly explain), Tetlock gavthe chimps from severe embarrassment that
experts would have avoided in their own.

Furthermore, even if the experts are no better Trelock finds, he does too little to discourage
demagogues from misinterpreting his results andieation of populism. There is only one
major instance in which Tetlock compares the aayucd experts to the accuracy of laymen.
The result: The laymen (undergraduate Berkeleyhpsggy majors - quite elite in absolute
terms) were far inferior not only to experts, buthimps.

Thus, the only relevant datalixpert Political Judgmerfurther undermine the populist view
that the man in the street knows as much as theresxBut the back cover of Tetlock's book still
features a confused blurb froftme New Yorkeclaiming that "the somewhat gratifying lesson of
Philip Tetlock's new book" is "that people who makediction their businessare no better

than the rest of us."” Tetlock found no such thiBgt in his quest to make experts more
accountable, he has accidentally encouraged aptédigr popular fallacies. It is important for
Tetlock to clear up this misunderstanding befogogs any farther. His goal, after all, is to make
experts better, not to delude the man in the stiné@thinking that experts have nothing to teach
him.

Underestimating the Experts

Tetlock distinguishes between "unrelenting relats;' who object to any effort to compare
subjective beliefs to objective reality, and "radiskeptics,” who simply doubt that experts’
subjective beliefs correspond to objective reality.



The relativists refuse to play Tetlock's game. Skeptics, in contrast, play, and play well; they
claim that, using standard statistical measurgs s are bad forecasters - and the facts seem to
be on their side. Tetlock finds that experts haverpalibration: the subjective probabilities

they assign are quite different from the objecfreguencies that actually occur. Tetlock also
reports that expertdiscrimination- the accuracy of their judgments about what issually

likely or unlikely to happen - is only moderatelgtter. As he explains:

Radical skeptics should mostly welcome the initglults. Humanity barely bests the chimp,
losing on one key variable and winning on the atkiée lose on calibration. There are larger
average gaps between human probability judgmemtseaiity than there are for those of the
hypothetical chimp. But we win on discriminationeWlo better at assigning higher probabilities
to occurrences than to nonoccurrences than doeshifmp. And the win on discrimination is big
enough to offset the loss on calibration and gweanity a superior overall probability score.
(51-52)

If Tetlock seems to be damning with faint praisejs Compared to "case-specific extrapolation
algorithms" that naively predict the continuatidrpast trends, not to mention formal statistical
models, the experts lose on both calibration asdrohination:

This latter result demolishes humanity's princigsfienses. It neutralizes the argument that
forecasters' modest showing on calibration wasce pvorth paying for the bold, roughly

accurate predictions that only humans could delivéknd it pours cold water on the comforting
notion that human forecasters failed to outperformimalist benchmarks because they had been
assigned an impossible mission - in effect, praticthe unpredictable. (53)

Tetlock's work here is fine, as far as it goes,thate are several important reasons why readers
are likely to take away an unduly negative image>gfert opinion.

At the outset, it is worth pointing out that Tettocanly asked questions about the future. Why?
Because he both suspected and found that expesa@d atanswering questions about the
present and the past. As Tetlock explains in aalewg footnote:

Our correspondence measures focused on the futtré)e present or past, because we doubted
that sophisticated specialists in our sample wouwddte the crude partisan errors of fact ordinary
citizens make...Pilot testing confirmed these doubts. Even the rdogmatic Democrats in our
sample knew that inflation fell in the Reagan yearsl even the most dogmatic Republicans
knew that budget deficits shrank in the Clintonrgedo capture susceptibility to biases among
our respondents, we needed a more sophisticatedatmap. (10)

Once Tetlock puts matters this way, however, igesgs that we should focus more attention on
the mousetrap and less on the mouse. How sophetidad the mousetrap have to be to make
the experts' performance so poor? What kinds ofttpres - and question formats - did Tetlock
wind up using?



This is one of the rare cases where Tetlock gbtdeadefensive. He writes that he is sorely
tempted to dismiss the objection that "the reseaschsked therrong questionsf thewrong
peopleat thewrong timé with a curt, "'Well, if you think you'd get diffent results by posing
different types of questions to different typegpebple, go ahead.' That is how science is
supposed to proceed" (184The problem with his seemingly reasonable retotihat Tetlock
deliberatelyselectedelatively hard questions. One of his criteria Wwss questions must

pass the "don't bother me too often with dumb gomest test....No one expected a coup in the
United States or United Kingdom, but many regarcmaps as serious possibilities in Saudi
Arabia, Nigeria, and so on. Experts guffawed agjod the nuclear proliferation risk posed by
Canada or Norway, but not the risks posed by Pakist North Korea. Some "ridiculous
guestions" were thus deleted. (244)

On reflection, though, a more neutral word for igidous” is "easy." If you are comparing
experts to the chimp's strategy of random guesskguding easy questions eliminates the areas
where experts would have routed the chimps. Penmape compellingly, if you are comparing
experts to laymen, positions that experts congidaulous often turn out to be popular (Caplan
2007 Somin2004 Lichter and Rothmath999 Delli Carpini and Keetet996 Thaler1992

Kraus, Malmfors, and Slovic 1992). To take only example, when asked to name the two
largest components of the federal budget fromtafisix areas, the National Survey of Public
Knowledge of Welfare Reform and the Federal Budgaiser Family Foundation and Harvard
University1999 found thatforeign aidwas respondents' most common answer, even though
only about 1 percent of the budget is devoted. tGampared to laymen, then, experts have an
uncanny ability to predict foreign aid as a peragetof the budget.

Tetlock also asks quite a few questions that anéreversial among the experts themselv#s.

his goal were solely to distinguish better and wasperts, this would be fine. Since Tetlock
also wants to evaluate the predictive ability & dierageexpert, however, there is a simple
reason to worry about the inclusion of controvengigestions: When experts sharply disagree on
a topic, then by definition, the average experincamo well.

But Tetlock does more to help the chimp than jusiding easy questions and asking
controversial ones. He also crafts the respongergpto make chimps look much more
knowledgeable than they are. When questions dethitowntinuous variables (like GDP growth
or stock market closes), respondents did not hagé/e an exact number. Instead, they were
asked whether variables would d&govea confidence intervahelowa confidence interval, or
insidea confidence interval. The catch is that Tetlok@d confidence intervals that make the
chimps' strategy fairly effective:

The confidence interval was usually defined by mlusinus 0.5 of a standard deviation of the
previous five or ten years of values of the vaeahlFor example, if GDP growth had been 2.5
percent in the most recently available year, adafstandard deviation of growth values in the
last ten years had been 1.5 percent, then thedsorde band would have been bounded by 1.75
percent and 3.25 percent. (244)



Assuming a normal distribution, Tetlock approachwras that variables will go up with a
probability of 31 percent, stay the same with ebplulity of 38 percent, and go down with a
probability of 31 percertAs a consequence, the chimp strategy of assigningl probabilities

to all events is almostutomaticallywell-calibrated. If, however, Tetlock had made his
confidence interval zero - or three - standard aleas wide, random guessing would have been
a predictive disaster, and experts would have shityscomparison.

To truly level the playing field between expertslamimps, Tetlock could have asked the
experts for exact numbers, and made the chimpsdtasa a uniform distribution over the

whole range of possibilities. For example, he cddde asked about defense spending as a
percentage of GDP, and made chimps equally lilkeeyuiess every number from 0 to 100. Unfair
to the chimps? Somewhat, but it is no more unfantusing complex, detailed information to
craft three reasonable choices, and then conclutlatghe chimps' "guesswork” was almost as
good as the experts' judgment.

To amplify this lesson, consider the classic qoestif how long it would take a chimp typing at
a keyboard to writ&Var and Peacdf the chimp could type anything he wanted, the sight

go out first. But what if each key on the keyboprmted a book rather than a letter, and one of
those books wad/ar and Peace It is a lot easier for a chimp to "writ&/ar and Peaca&hen
someone who actually knows how to do so paveshimeps way.

At this point, one could reasonably object thateogrections merely increase the advantage of
experts over chimps. But they do nothing to nartleevgap between experts and the real winners
of Tetlock's horserace: case-specific extrapolatenmd formal statistical models. Both of these
methods continue to work well when questions asy @ad/or require exact numbers.

Fair enough, but what are the implications? Suppuse properly measured, experts crush
chimps, but still lose to extrapolations and forrmaldels. Does that make experts' forecasting
abilities "good," or "bad"? In my view, the righmtswer is: pretty good. Almost no one is smart
enough to run extrapolations or estimate formal @ah his head. For experts to match formal
models, they would have to approach Tetlock's quests a consulting project, not "just a
survey."

Speaking at least for my own discipline, mesbnomistsvho are seriously interested in
predicting, say, GDP growth rely on formal statistimodels. But very few economists would
estimate a formal model just to answer a survey.time is too valuable, or, to put it less
charitably, we're kind of lazy. It is hardly suging, then, that economists lost to formal models,
considering the fact that Tetlock took the timepen his favorite statistical program, and the
economists did not. All that this shows is thatistizal forecasting is better than from-the-hip
forecasting, and that experts are not smart entaudb statistical forecasting without the help of
a computer.

Experts cannot escape all of Tetlock's indictmeietmakes a convincing case that experts break
some basic rules of probability, overestimate tpeadictive abilities for "non-ridiculous” and
controversial questions, and respond poorly to ttoasve criticism. But contrary to the radical



skeptics, experts can easily beat chimps in agéaine. For the chimps to stand a chance, the
rules have to be heavily slanted in their favor.

The Egalitarian Misinterpretation

Tetlock tells us that political experts "barely b chimp." It is easy to conclude that these so-
called "experts" are a bunch of quacks. QuestionaMwould happen if the average voter
accepted this conclusion? Would he start relyinghenwinner of Tetlock's horserace - formal
statistical models? No. In all likelihood, if theesiage voter came to see political experts as
guacks, he would rely even more heavilyhi:mown preconceptionés a result, policies would
shift in a populist direction. For example, if theblic lost whatever respect it now has for
experts, one would expect policy to move away ftbhenfree-trade prescription of the vast
majority of economists, and towards the protectibpolicies that most people instinctively
favor.

If Tetlock is right, wouldn't a shift toward popsiih be a good thing - or at least not a bad thing?
Many readers will be quick to make this inferertmdt, it is mistaken. Even though Tetlock races
experts against a long list of competitors, he says little about the relative performance of
experts versus laymen. As far as | can tell, tHg liymen Tetlock tested were a group of:

briefly briefed Berkeley undergraduates. In 1998,gave psychology majors "facts on file"
summaries, each three paragraphs long, that pegsbasic information on the polities and
economies of Russia, India, Canada, South Africd,Nigeria. We then asked students to make
their best guesses on a standard array of outcanebles. 2005 56)

Out of all the competitors in Tetlock's tournamehése undergraduates came in dead last:

The undergraduates were both less calibrated asdliscriminating than professionals working
either inside or outside their specialties.

If one insists on thinking like a human being ratti@n a statistical algorithm.it is especially
dangerous doing so equipped only with the thin Kedge base of the undergraduates. The
professionals - experts and dilettantes - possemsedtra measure of sophistication that allowed
them to beat the undergraduates soundi§a6)

The upshot is that Tetlock does nothing to showéRperts are "no better than the rest of us."
When he does race the two groups, laymen loseidelyisTetlock, like Voltaire, finds that
"common sense is not so common."

The poor performance of the Berkeley undergraduatparticularly noteworthy because these
laymen were elite in absolute terms, and receiasickinformation before they made their
predictions. We can only imagine how poorly therage American would have done using
nothing but the information in his head - and slardghen we realize that "the average



American, using nothing but the information in hesad" roughly describes the median
American votef

Actually, we can do more than just imagine how potire average American would have done.
While no one has administered Tetlock's surveynéogeneral public, an entire literature tests the
accuracy of public beliefs about politics, econ@nend more (Capla2zD07 Somin2004

Lichter and Rothmath999 Delli Carpini and Keetet996 Thaler1992 Kraus, Malmfors, and
Slovic 1992). On balance, the public's performaaaockingly bad. Given Tetlock’8003

own work on "taboo cognitions," this should comaassurprise; to a large extent, people hold
political beliefs as sacred dogmas, not scientijipotheses (CaplazD07).

My primary target in this section is not Tetlockit populists who might misread him.
Nevertheless, Tetlock could and should have done neodistance himself from populism. He
was so intrigued by the differences among diffetgpés of experts that he neglected two bigger
guestions:

What is the main point a broader audience will ak@y from this book?
How can | help the audience to take away the pgimt?

As the book is written, it is too easy for a cagealder to think that Tetlock's main point is that
political experts are no better than astrologdrswiere Tetlock, | would have tried harder to
immunize readers from this misinterpretation. Abailel would have repeatedly emphasized
that "the experts have much to learn, but they ladés@ much to teach,” or at least that "however
bad experts seem, laymen are far worse."

* * *

Expert Political Judgmernis one of the five best books | have ever regubiitical science. It
asks thought-provoking, important questions, amyides creative and compelling answers.
Even though he underestimates the experts, Tetlaskbecome one of the angels on my
shoulder, an angel who never tires of asking men'ldan you be so sure?" and "How much
money would you bet on that prediction?"

Properly interpreted, Tetlock does not show thaiegts are bad. But he does show many
specific ways that experts could be better. Expgrtsre his work at their own peril. At the same
time, those who misuse Tetlock's work to shieldysaperrors from expert criticism imperil us
all.

Notes

1. Above all, | object to giving experts "value astimnents" because they made "the right
mistakes." Bluntly speaking, "l was wrong for thght reasons” amounts to "l wasn't wrong, |



was lying on an anonymous survey for the greatedgd humanity." It is hard to take this
defense seriously. Among other things, it is ofmea tourtroom retort: "Were you lying then, or
are you lying now?"

2. Tetlock gives hedgehogs many chances to defemdgelves, but | doubt that even the most
doctrinaire hedgehogs would defend their cognisityée per se. After all, since hedgehogs often
radically disagree - and scorn the predictive abdliof rival hedgehogs - they shoalxpecithe
typical hedgehog to be a poor forecaster. As noted hedgdiooray Rothbard once observed:
"The clear and logical thinker will always be axtremist," and will therefore always be
interesting; his pitfall is to go wildly into errbfquoted in Richmari 988 355).

3. Tetlock is discussing efforts to make hedgehogk better, but his point applies just as well
to efforts to make experts look better.

4. In fairness to Tetlock, this is standard opamprocedure in most public forums. For example,
television shows normally invite economists to e@ia audiences with debate, not to jointly
communicate the expert consensus on a topic.

5. To make the chimps' task even easier, Tetloakddoave made the confidence interval equal
to the last mean plus or minus .43 SDs - splittiregnormal distribution into three equiprobable
regions. He also could have adjusted his categtwiascount for trends. For example, if growth
is increasing by .1 SDs per year, he could haveerhéglconfidence interval equal to the last
mean plus .1 SD, plus or minus .43 SDs.

6. This is a slight exaggeration, because the meadéger is moderately more educated than the
median adult (Verba et @993.
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Jon A. Shields
Christian Citizens: The Promise and Limits of Delidtion
Abstract

The media's attentive vigil over America's mostitanit and outrageous activists in the abortion
wars has obscured a massive but quiet effort opaneof evangelicals to engage their
opponents in exemplary deliberative discussionsiabioethics. For a variety of reasons,
activists in the pro-life movement are more comeaitto carving out civic spaces for such
dialogue than are their pro-choice counterpartss discrepancy invites investigation into the
forces that promote and constrain political movetsienterest in deliberation, as well as
highlighting the undeniable limits to deliberatigdeals.

Introduction

Abortion politics is almost universally regardedasmsarena in which civic passions have
triumphed over reason. This conventional wisdomgrasailed despite surprisingly little
evidence about what abortion activists do and sdlge public square. Even the most well-
regarded works on abortion politics, such as Kriktiker'sAbortion and the Politics of
Motherhood(1984), have not relied upon participant observatiostdad, most of our
knowledge of abortion activism has been filteradbtigh the media, which have been primarily
interested in its most sensational and marginabeates. Popular and academic impressions of
abortion politics, therefore, have been greatlyodisd.

Abortion politics have, of course, been marked bilig passions, especially in the pro-life
camp. Indeed, it was the pro-life movement thahtded the largest campaign of civil
disobedience since the civil-rights movement. Tlagidhal Abortion Federatior2Q06 reports
that there were over 600 abortion-clinic blockaded 33,000 arrests between 1977 and 1993.
Seven abortion providers even lost their livedathiands of violent extremists.

But the picture of abortion politics as rife withoral passion is incomplete. As the sensational
politics of Operation Rescue-style direct actiotefainto history, evangelicals have quietly
begun enormous efforts to create deliberative caad®ns about abortion across the country.
They are much more invested in creating such digcussion spaces than are their pro-choice
counterparts. Evangelical leaders have been proyitheir rank and file with a thoroughgoing
democratic education, including instruction in ltfoes, deliberative ideals, and especially the
practice of civility and public reason. Perhaps en@markably, they ground these ideals in the
Gospel itself.



This paper uncovers the thriving world of pro-lifeliberative activism by investigating a
campus outreach in Denver, Colorado, that was coatet by Stand to Reason and Justice for
All. Stand to Reason is a Christian apologetic nizition that every year trains thousands of
activists to defend their beliefs by using pub&ason. It is also routinely hired by Justice fol, Al
a pro-life group devoted to creating deliberativewersations about bioethics.

Justice for All-staffed activists set up large thys on college campuses featuring images of
embryos and aborted fetuses at various levelssiatien in an attempt to provoke deliberative
discussions and moral sentiments. Justice fordl similar groups, such as the Center for Bio-
Ethical Reform, have visited well over 100 campumas have reached more than a million
students. For nearly a week, | immersed myseli@wtorld of these evangelical activists. | sat in
on an activist training session; observed convienssit conducted interviews; attended a staff
meeting; and shared meals with activists and stffe

After exploring this case in some detail, | wilapk it in the larger context of abortion politigs b
highlighting deeper regularities. | will also expdioth the promise and the limits of
deliberation in public life. | will conclude by dadg for more research so that we can learn more
about the realities of American democracy and pelgical theorists craft and revise their ideas
in response to the empirical world, which theytadl often confuse with normative constructs.

Christian Deliberators in Training

Many activists in the pro-life movement receiveesndcratic education that melds secular
deliberative ideals with the Gospel. At the forefrof this effort has been Stand to Reason,
which trains some 40,000 activists each year aaches millions more through media
appearances.

Stand to Reason challenges activists to be auttadigtChristian citizens by becoming
"ambassadors for Christ." Scriptural inspirationgach Christian diplomacy is found in 2
Corinthians 5:20: "We are ambassadors for Christhaugh God were entering through us."
Stand to Reason's "Ambassador's Creed" definesibassador as one who practices "grace”
and "kindness" and is always "sympathetic and wstdeding towards the opposition.”
Ambassadors are also expected to be reasonahntpand honest. A Christian citizen,
according to the Ambassador's Creed, has "inforcoedictions (not just feelings), gives
reasons, asks questions, [and] aggressively seskgess." She also "is careful with the facts and
will not misrepresent another's view, overstate][be/n case, or understate the demands of the
Gospel." To act in a contrary manner "dishonorssthfStand to Reasa2003.

Today's Christian activists, then, are not enccenlag evangelize in any traditional sense. In
fact, they are told to avoid scriptural or theotdiclaims in the public square. As Stand to
Reason's creed explains: "An Ambassador is canethllanguage, and will not rely on Christian
lingo nor gain unfair advantage with empty rheto(tand to Reasok003.



In the days leading up to the Justice for All exthitodowntown Denver, nearly 100 evangelical
student activists were trained to engage othelesitsdn persuasive dialogue on abortion. Most
of these students had already spent a semesté&woaua on the Family Institute program on
Christian apologetics, while others came from latalrches and schools. | attended one of the
training sessions at Arvada Covenant Church, talngl8teve Wagner of Stand to Reason.

Wagner routinely reminded the assembled studeatsaChristian ambassadors they should
always treat pro-choice students with respect, eviean it was not reciprocated. To prepare
them to keep their calm in the face of possibl@agomism, he organized a series of role-playing
games in which he acted the part of an angry poeehstudent. When the training session
ended, volunteers were further required to sigtickior All's volunteer agreement form, which
reads in part: "l will always treat people withpest, even if they are verbally angry and/or
abusive. | will not shout at people" (Justice fdr 2000.

Tactics aside, most of the seminar focused on iegthe students to see their opponents' side,
and its flaws, by means of a crash course in eodbioethics. In theory, Wagner argued, the pro-
choice positiormightbe true if it could be demonstrated that the emlnydergoes morally
significant developments between conception artti.bitherefore, the other side would have to
explain exactly which biological developments tfans human organisms into rights-bearers,
and how and why developments early in the maturaifdiuman organisms should change their
ontology any more than any later developmental geaA newborn is more developed than an
embryo or fetus, but so is an adolescent more dpedlthan a newborn, and certain individuals
are more developed than others. Pro-choice adwwdateshowed, must demonstrate why human
worth is shaped by acquired characteristics ratrar by inherent worth.

These substantive arguments, Wagner maintained|dshe supplemented by a Socratic, open-
minded approach: students should ask questionsrrdithn state opinions. "We need to create
conversations by asking questions,” Wagner saidelp us "clarify their views," "find common
ground,” and "challenge the[ir] views." He cautidn&lease don't assume that you know what
the other person thinks. It is critical to listenthe other person's story." Finally, he encouraged
the practice of humility, since "we all have falsaiefs.” Or, as a training handout emphasized,
"Remember that there are also problems with yauakihg (if only you knew what they were,
you could correct them!)" (Justice for All n.d.).

Confronting Disagreement

After the training sessions concluded, approxinyat@0 Justice for All staff and volunteers
descended upon the Auraria campus in downtown Demiech serves the University of
Colorado, Metropolitan State College, and the ComityiCollege of Denvef.

The Justice for All outreach was civil, sometimesiarkably so. Justice for All volunteers
warmly greeted the pro-choice counterdemonstrastbey set up their display each morning.
When pro-choice students were uncharitable, Jukirc&ll volunteers nonetheless tried to be



Christian Ambassadors. When counterdemonstrat@i&eth up the nearby sidewalk with such
epithets as "Nazi Scum," "Hatred of Women 50 Fdetatl,” and "Taliban,"” the Justice for All
staffers and volunteers quietly prayed for Godstaften their hearts.” They did not retaliate
when pro-choice activists chanted "pro-life fas;igiet your asses off campus” or when a
member of the anarchist group Creative Resistaaltedy "Cult members are welcome at my
party once the deprogramming is over." Nor werg fhr@voked when Justice for All signs that
warned students about the graphic nature of thgesavere destroyed, or when another student
repeatedly told them to "get the fuck off our camipun one striking instance, several Justice for
All volunteers helped pro-choice counterdemonstsa#s they struggled to erect their large,
cumbersome display, reading "Keep Your Laws of Baodies” and "We Won't Go Back."

Some anti-abortion volunteers stressed the stratdijity of engaging other students in civil
discourse over and above theological argumentde®elg back on the outreach, David reported:
"It was very helpful to learn the arguments but enleelpful to hear the reiteration to be
compassionate. Lives are not saved just becaumdd out-debate anyone." Another volunteer,
Rachel, said: "l was a bit fearful, despite oumirgy, that extremely intellectual people would
just rip me apart. | discovered that if you apptopeople with a kind, caring, non-argumentative
demeanor you are far more likely to make progra#is tivat person.” Another volunteer
observed: "l think that what made the outreachffecive was the willingness of volunteers to
talk with students - and the loving way that thé&y sb. It made a world of difference for the
students to feel as though they were not being@womeéd but were being loved and listened to."

Volunteers also emphasized the power of civilitytaermine stereotypes about evangelical
Christians. A student named Kimberley noted thabbse the Justice for All volunteers were
civil, "perhaps [the other side's] views of preeli$, and even Christians changed for the better.”
Mark explained that many students expect "to hemsmn fa militant, extremist group,” but that
soon "they realize that they are speaking to som@oho] is loving, has a compassionate heart,
and speaks convincingly without shouting. They hew@e with every defense and wall in place,
and often leave with their walls broken down." Sizpe, as well, found that "a lot of
stereotypes are broken on both sides when thelialesgue.”

However, for most volunteers, their civility wastmast efficacious. It also allowed them to be
authentically Christian in a secular arena - teawithout appealing directly to their faith. For
example, one volunteer claimed that he helped poiee activists set up their cumbersome
display because it provided him with an opportutatyshow Christ's love." Patricia elaborated
this view of Christian citizenship further: "For rttee outreach effectively emphasized the
underlying purpose and reason we are on this eartiring God's glory by engaging our culture
in a way that Christ himself modeled for us." Armtlactivist contrasted her soft evangelism
with more traditional varieties: "Whether or napgoke the name of Jesus did not matter. My
entire countenance should have spoken louder tiphiag else.” Such civility proved enough
to distinguish these evangelicals from their secaéaghbors. As another activist put it, the
purpose of her volunteerism was "expressing God®a.!..Without that we would be no
different than other pro-choice or even some pdrguers.” Audrey, too, reported that
"personal attacks.simply lower us to using the same tools that thddwses even though God
has offered us so much more."



When these evangelicals are asked how they remaiviéth the face of hostility, they

invariably claim that God's grace lightened thesfirations and anxieties of public activism. For
Elaine, "In many ways it [was] a relief becausedeenot really have to do anything but be
willing and the Lord is faithful to do the rest.[the] Lord was faithful to help control my tongue,
frustration, facial expressions, and body langyaggthat the person talking to me would feel
safe to share their heart on the subject of abultiatherine likewise confessed that she
"experienced a weakness that caused me to humpgndeon the power of the Spirit of God."
Joy was similarly self effacing: "My only part wesbeing there, and willing to say what God
put in my heart. He took care of the rest, giving ttme wisdom to counter lies, the words to say,
and the grace to debate with love." And Crystal emdoldened by her sense of God's presence
despite persistent self-doubt: "I trusted thatapened my mouth, God would fill it just with
what was needed. He is faithful and can glorify Bith, even through the weakest vessels."”

Although the pro-choice counter demonstrators tému to reciprocate the kindness of Justice
for All activists, many clearly found them disarmirA Mennonite named Stephanie reported
that one young woman responded with disbeliefatibcovery that she was a Christian
conservative. According to Stephanie, she repliedon't understand - you're so nice." An
activist from a pro-choice student group told megt $he began to realize that pro-life activists
were "regular kids" rather than "monsters with lsdriMichael, a heavily tattooed anarchist,
even came to respect some of the Justice for Alliats, especially those who participated in
humanitarian work abroad. And Mishka, a lesbiangroice activist, found the Justice for All
activists friendly and could muster no enmity todvérem.

The evangelicals' civility paved the way for a ¢gréeal of dialogue. Thousands of students
lingered around the display, and although some Igiggzed silently at the images before
passing, hundreds of students talked to JusticAlfmolunteers and staff members. During the
first hours of the outreach the volunteers werbitliten from engaging others in conversation,
and instead observed the more seasoned Justiad &aff. When the volunteers mustered the
confidence to engage others, however, they maderupeir lack of expertise by asking
guestions and focusing on ontological issues. telens routinely referred other students to a
panel on the Justice for All display that showedhn embryos at different stages of
development and asked pro-choice students to exylaich developmental changes
transformed these organisms into rights-bearingqres. Justice for All volunteers were
especially careful to avoid theological argumeat®&n when baited by pro-choice activists. As
one completely surprised anarchist reported to"feey seem loath to talk about Jesus."

The Justice for All volunteers overwhelming preéersecular arguments, which gave them the
intellectual confidence to engage secular stud@&asibara emphasized: "l know now how to
answer people and give reasons, proof, and conanstgers [for] why abortion is wrong. | can
feel confident that | am equipped enough to spga&nd not get shot down immediately. | have
something to say besides quoting a Bible verséngplg saying that God values life.” Likewise,
Evelyn was emboldened by philosophy: "I think thason | felt the desire [to engage people]
was not only God prompting me, but | felt well paegd to speak to the people. | believed that
my argument had validity and a scientific basisadl areasonfor the people to believe what |
was saying." Leah similarly reported, "I really éul/just talking to people, knowing my



arguments had grounding and could stand criticlsaiso helped me to be able to engage,
because | wasn't worried about having my argureght And Ashley found that "it was great to
be equipped with sound and logical explanationsrafdtations for why abortion is wrong rather
than Biblical or emotional reasoning."

Although most students were willing to engage gdeshdr All staff and volunteers, the pro-
choice counterdemonstrators often refused to ciike. As one piqued professor reported,
"We are not here to debate.” These activists atedbtheir lack of interest in debate to the
behavior of Justice for All volunteers, whom thegarded as "preachy," "brainwashed," and
simply "trying to push religion.”

Deliberation Gets a Reality Check

In some respects, the events in Denver were unuSttar varieties of pro-life activism, for
instance, are usually not so well organized orcasnoitted to moral and philosophical dialogue.
But the Denver case study nonetheless highlighepeteregularities in the abortion conflict.

First, pro-life activists are generally far morevuitted to civil discourse than their pro-choice
counterparts. The hostile reception given to pi@4dctivists in Denver is actually quite typical

of campus outreaches across the country. Justiddifeigns have been destroyed at Baylor and
UCLA. And staffers at both Justice for All and t@enter for Bio-Ethical Reform report that
student and scholar activists are often hostilein&tructor at the University of New Mexico
yelled, "You are the American Taliban" (WeBbB02. Some professors at the University of
Texas at Austin also lost their tempers. As onigsabffending professors confessed, "l am
incandescent with rage" (Hutchins®@01). At the University of Colorado at Boulder, a
literature professor took his entire class outa® the Justice for All exhibit and then shouted
invective at staffers while his students snickarethe background (Aldez004).

The largest confrontations in the abortion warseitent years also underscore these tendencies.
At the Walk for Life West Coast, organized arouhe theme of pro-life feminism in order to
appeal to a San Francisco audience, thousandsyoAiga counter demonstrators shouted
obscenities, extended their middle fingers, threwdoms, and spat at pro-life marchers. But the
pro-life activists, who were reminded beforehandahyorganizer to "return any sort of agitation
with a smile," did not retaliateAfter the first such march in 2005, a stuniSsth Francisco
Chroniclereported: "The pro-choice contingenberated the larger [pro-life] group with

insults,” while "antiabortionists ignored tauntsrr pro-choice marchers, smiling politely in
response to jeers, flashing peace signs, and gin@iod Bless America™ (Estrella and L2@05.

At an even larger confrontation in 2006, pro-ch@cgvists may have been even more
aggressive. The pro-choice demonstrators yelletthefsi such as "bigots go home" and held
signs that read "Fight the Fascist Right,” "FuckurAgenda,” "No to Women Hating Christian
Fascist Theocracy," "Religious Terrorists," "Abbtore Christians," "Kill Your Kids
Motherfucker," and "Catholic Taliban" (Walk for eiflWest Coas2006 Associated Presz006).



Journalists at th8an Francisco Chroniclence again described the pro-life march as "suthdue
while pro-choice counterprotestors were "loud amafiontational” and "jeered and taunted the
marchers" (Lee, Buchanan, and Cabanaf@f®. Yet despite the unusual size and
vociferousness of these confrontations, they reckeonly local media attention.

The Denver case underscores a second asymmetrgenhleeal lack of interest in dialogue on
the part of the pro-choice movement. On campus@ssthe country, including the University
of Virginia, the University of Texas, the Univessitf Albany, and the University of North
Carolina, pro-choice groups have flatly refuseddbate pro-life students. In fact, the larger
abortion-rights groups with which campus organadiare affiliated actively encourage them to
avoid public debate. Planned Parenthood's camgasizer, Jamia Wilsor2004, informed me
that she "discourages direct debate." naral Pragéhamerica's "Campus Kit for Pro-Choice
Organizers" gives this instruction to its studecthasts: "Don't waste time talking to anti-choice
people” (naral Pro-Choice Ameri2@05. The director of the Pro-Choice Action Network
reported: "Along with most other pro-choice growps,do not engage in debates with the anti-
choice” (Arthur2007).

How can we make sense of pro-choice hostility, evkan pro-life activists are so civil and
reasonable? And why are pro-life organizations sochhnmore committed to creating civic
spaces for civil dialogue?

First, both movements are influenced by differgrdtegic incentives. While the pro-life
movement is laboring to change public opinion aalicy radically, the pro-choice movement is
primarily defending the status quo, as establidhedoe v. Wade

The conservatism of the pro-choice movement hagoé unnoticed. Abortion-rights advocate
and political scientist Eileen McDonagkOQ5 19) argues that even the pro-choice movement's
greatest organizational successes, such as thénNgaré&/omen's Lives, are essentially
"defensive," since they seek to "preserve Roe amyérturn, or ban, the policies pro-life
organizations have already enacted." As such, iaberights activists are part of a defensive
movement that need not be very interested in nsuasion.

Second, the pro-choice movement's caution is eagedrby a profound intellectual problem.
On the one hand, pro-choice activists stronglyevelithat the embryo is not a person and,
therefore, is morally insignificant. On the othani, they struggle when called upon to explain
how an embryo is transformed into a person desgwimights. That is, they have no ready
answer to a very basic question: How (and when$ ddeuman organism become inherently
valuable? Radically pro-choice philosopher Petag&i (1993 149) emphasizes just this point:
"Liberals have failed to establish a morally sigraht dividing line between the newborn baby
and the fetus." The pro-choice bioethicist RosanRhddes likewise finds that abortion rights
proponents cannot explain "how or why the fetusassformed into a franchised 'person' by
moving from inside the womb to outside or by reagha certain level of developmenf996

59). These aren't necessarily decisive objectionise pro-choice position; Singer, for instance,
is willing to bite the bullet and advocate infamdie as a logical consequence of his commitment



to devaluing the life of the fetus. But this is wetstined to be a very popular conclusion, and the
less it is discussed (from the pro-choice perspejtihe bette?.

Third, if the pro-choice movement's conservatisrdarmines its interest in civil discourse,
arguably its liberalism does as well.

Like so many movements that came out of the New; Ll women's movement is deeply
committed to participatory egalitarianism and ligeiThe result is that its leaders have almost no
control over rank-and-file activists, and are ré&hnt to exercise authority over them (Het&96
Mansbridgel986 Broder198Q Shields20069. For example, Jane Mansbridd®86 128-35)
found that in the feminist fight over the Equal RiggAmendment (ERA), "the decision not to
organize hierarchically was explicit, consciougj almost unanimous" because "'empowering
women' was a goal as important as the ERA." Howthisrcommitment to participatory
freedom meant that feminist elites had no contvel anilitant and spontaneous acts of civil
disobedience. Such aversion to authority is nabalpm that so severely confronted previous
social movements, including many on the left (sastlinsky-style community organizing and
the labor movement). Thus, the New Left and theenments it influenced represent a radical
break in the organization of American social movetagand to the extent that activists, left to
their own devices, tend to engage in the contenystuiismissal of their opponents, there is no
source of restraint from above.

Finally, as it had been for the abolitionist andyeaivil rights movement, pro-lifers see

Christian metaphysics as a powerful anchor fordgléerative ideals of civility and public
reason. These ideals are consistent with one ofl€h@aylor's central arguments in his classic
work on modern identity. According to Taylor, Westeulture is saddled with high moral
standards of universal benevolence and justicattban't always sustain - a failure that is
tempting to blame on "some other people, or grotipylor (L1989 515-18, 393-401) explains:
"My conscience is clear because | oppose themwhat can | do? They stand in the way of
universal benevolence; they must be liquidatedg Thristian notion of unconditional or Christ-
like love (agapg, however, weakens this temptation because itipes\vcitizens with a belief in
the intrinsic goodness and worth of all human bgimggardless of their perceived unworthiness.

Deliberation and Dogma

It is often assumed that deep convictions, esggcrligious ones, are almost invariably an
obstacle to deliberation. Partly for this reasbe, political theorist Stephen Whit200Q 9, 6-

11), for example, is representative of broad trand®ntemporary liberal theory in promoting
weak ontologies in public life. Those who hold weather than strong ontologies are not
saddled with "crystalline conviction" of the sdmat, he assumes, hinder deliberation. By
contrast, White believes, weak ontologists are ns&eptical of their own convictions and able
to hold them with critical distance, and are thesslsusceptible to the dogmatism that plagues
strong ontologists, especially those with religifaith. Weak ontologies help citizens cultivate a
"receptive ethos" that is "more generous in itsrdiveness to others than tolerance and respect



alone" (ibid., 151-53). Similarly, Adam Seligma00Q 128), a professor of religious studies
and Jewish studies, would have religious citizengheir beliefs to "skeptical toleration," which
he defines as an "epistemological modesty whosewseertainty would prevent intolerance of
the other." Skeptically tolerant citizens, accogdia Seligman, would participate in moral
reasoning that is "hesitant in its approach,” "nsbde its claims,” and "continually subjected to
rebuttal and counterfactual challenges” (ibid.,)128ny Gutmann and Dennis Thompsdr®96
have likewise argued that citizens should certdlnbt be dogmatic about their view; they
should recognize that they may be wrong, and ttattheir opponents may be right" (77).
"Moral fanatics" (44) are clearly hostile to "dedifation," as Gutmann and Thompson define it.

Protestant fundamentalists, such as Jerry FalwdlRandall Terry, do tend to vindicate the
concerns of these liberal theorists: fundamenttisblogy encourages a militant posture toward
non-fundamentalist citizens. Fundamentalists' peténcy, however, emerges from a very
different understanding of Scripture than is hetdhe vast majority of evangelical activists. As
George Marsderil@8Q 4) has emphasized, it was a "militant oppositmodernism” that

"most clearly set off fundamentalism from a numbkeclosely related traditions, such as
evangelicalism, revivalism, pietism, the holinessvement, millenarianism, Reformed
confessionalism, Baptist traditionalism, and ottiemominational orthodoxie§.Unfortunately,

the liberal theorists' knowledge of non-mainlinetestantism seems to be confined to the once-
newsworthy fundamentalists, whom their analysisivestently lumps together with evangelicals.

The evangelicals at Stand to Reason and Justiddifare not "uncertain" about their beliefs or
lacking in "crystalline conviction." So they woutdunt as "moral fanatics" by Gutmann and
Thompson's criteria. But the fact is that they suppand adhere to, the highest standards of
deliberation. There is no necessary conflict betwaadiberative ideals and "strong ontology."
What matters is not the weakness or strength ds @oavictions, but their content: some
metaphysics contain powerful resources internghém that complement democratic ideals,
while others do not.

Moreover, as desirable as metaphysical doubt ngh theory, it collides with the democratic
ideal of participation. It is strong convictiongtrocratic skepticism and doubt, that have
mobilized and sustained American social moveméntieed, a degree of closed-mindedness
may be the price of a more participatory democrabys view has found recent support from
Diana Mutz 2006, who argues that closed social networks conteibaifpolitical participation
by fomenting political fervor.

Nor is there much evidence that participation ihtjgs will soften moral obduracy, as some
believe! According to Gutmann and Thompson, for instarfogitizens deliberate, they will be
more cooperative citizens because they will disctivat they should not even "try to get what
they want." This isn't a conviction that seemsedbrne out by realityFor example, many of
the evangelical activists | observed becanweeconfident in their pro-life convictions after
their philosophical and scientific training andith@articipation in Justice for All's outreach. On
the other hand, many evangelicals reported thatgheater intellectual and moral confidence
made them more willing to engage with others, stheg could now give reasons for their
position beyond Scripture and theology. The int@tilly task of approaching other citizens was



eased, however, precisely because the evangelNeaéssmore certain of the inviolate ontological
status of the human embryo. Again, deliberativalisieollide with participatory onés.

The advocates of "epistemological modesty" seesugmest that in light of new evidence and
counterarguments, political worldviews should baratoned far more readily than they actually
are. In the real world of clashing paradigms, okariang beliefs are difficult to jettison, and
politics is more contentious than in the deliberatlemocrats' imaginings. This seems true even
in the academy, where the deliberative ideal ohcletd skepticism is at its most influential.
Thinkers such as Ludwig Wittgenstein are so renmtdekbecause it is so rare to see anybody
radically overturn his own theories and assumpti@xseptions like Wittgenstein prove the rule.

Contending factions do indeed sharpen their argtsriaright of counterarguments, whether in
the academy or in politics. But how often does bésl to genuinely open minds? To the extent
that intellectual progress occurs, it may be tlwpct of clashing dogmas rather than of
intellectual modesty.

Emotionalism Isn't Dogmatism

It is often assumed that the best arguments coome thhe most dispassionate minds. If this were
true, we would expect to find the strongest pre-ifguments coming from scholars who
approach the subject with some emotional distaracel-from deliberative democrats themselves.
But this is decidedly not the case.

Laurence Tribe'é\bortion: The Clash of Absolut€s990 and Roger Rosenblatt'se Itself

(1992 were billed as books that would elevate and erghthe abortion debate, because of their
dispassion. Yet, as James Davison Hurit®84 23-27) has argued, these works "are really little
more than pro-choice apologias for maintaining pro-choice resolution to the policy debate.”
And while Gutmann and Thompsob906 74-79) seem to take the pro-life position selyus

they fail to articulate a case against abortion ih&alf as good as those routinely made by the
college-age advocates trained by Stand to Reagbduwstice for All (cf. Georg&999 191).

The ironies do not end there. According to Gutmame Thompsonl©Q96 52-57), religious
arguments should be excluded from political delien, because the norm of reciprocity
requires citizens to offer grounds for their pasis that are "mutually justifiable” and accessible
to everyone. This claim has been widely criticit@dbeing insufficiently tolerant of America's
pluralism (Galstori999 Gordonl1997 Rosenl996. Perhaps so - but most pro-life advocates
actually agree with Gutmann and Thompson. The ifgcsibelieve that religious arguments
should be abandoned in public forums precisely bee#hey tend not to be justifiable and
accessible to other citizens.

* * *



As modest as this work has been, it suggests dlcalscientists need to pay special attention to
the contextual forces that shape political movesiatisparate interest in deliberative ideals. It
seems that such varied factors as whether a movernalienges or defends the status quo, and
whether it embraces a participatory ethos thatlpdes instruction in deliberative dialogue (of
the sort that the pro-life activists receive), ughce the quality of deliberation in public life.

If we are to get greater leverage on these kindpiestions, we need to make more room for the
kind of "soaking and poking" pioneered by the likédames Q. Wilson and Richard Fenno.
Whatever the limitations of this method, it is velifficult to discover what activists do and say
in the public square by using such alternativggdious" tools as surveys, experiments, and
formal modeling.

The alternative to fuzzier, more "qualitative” apgeches is to abandon such questions altogether
as beyond the scope of political science (a pdggithat was recommended to me by one
political scientist during my graduate educatid®litical scientists have been flirting with this
alternative, in practice, for a long time. Indeeden qualitative political scientists show an
overwhelming preference for historical work ratttean political anthropology of the sort that
Wilson and Fenno did so well. But if we want to gdtandle on the empirical realities of politics
in practice - and on what it is reasonable to ekfyem politics as an ideal - then quantitative

and archival work needs to be supplemented by vasen of actual, disagreeing citizens in
action.

Notes

1. | also drew on some 88 "volunteer reflectiong)ich Justice for All routinely administers to
all of its student activists shortly after everytreach.

2. | have given pseudonyms to all Justice for Aluwnteers, in accordance with an agreement
with the organization.

3. For a fuller discussion of the varieties of fife-activism, see Shieldz005

4. For video footage from a liberal group, seed?atin2005 from Catholic sources, see Eternal
World Television Networl2005



5. Alternatively, the pro-choice movement coulddal the lead of Judith Jarvis Thompson,
conceding the pro-life movement's ontological cgseéstill claim that killing fetal persons is
ethical. However, the pro-choice movement has lelerctant to embrace Thompson's argument:
doing so would concede too much moral ground.

6. Critiques of the religious right have tendedréat all theologically orthodox believers as
fundamentalists. In this view a fundamentalistrig person who remains devoted to traditional
Christian dogmas and embraces some external atytlsrthe ultimate source and arbiter of
truth, whether the Catholic Magisterium or an iaatrBible. The result is that observers have
had a difficult time distinguishing between thosalitions that are genuinely militant and those
that are not. On contemporary fundamentalism awodtiai politics, see Risen and Thoni£98

7. There is evidence (Mu006§ that ordinary citizens (as opposed to activigi)soften their
political views in diverse social networks. But tlesult is that they become more apolitical and
withdrawn from public life.

8. A related point is made by Jeffrey Friedma@Qg in his interesting discussion of ideological
constraint.

9. I develop this tension further in ShieRi307.

10. Also see McConnell991
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David Meskill
Self-Interest Properlifelt: Democracy’s Unintended Consequences and Tocdgisvdolution
Abstract

The need to cooperate in countless ways in a deropcaises the fundamental question posed
by the prisoner's dilemma: How can self-interestelividuals cooperate? Tocqueville
recognized this problem and anticipated the masvioging solution to date: Robert Frank's
conception of emotions as "commitment devices."qlewille's analysis of the miscalculations
of modern "individualism," which lead people firsto isolation and then into servitude, mirrors
the failure of conscious rationality in the prisoaailemma. Conversely, Tocqueville
emphasizes emotional "habits of the heart" as #yed resisting the blandishments of
individualism.

Introduction

Democracy, of whatever stripe, requires widespegatlongoing cooperation. People organize
themselves into political parties and interest geoaf all kinds to pursue common goals.
Whether hosting a neighborhood event for a schoakd candidate or running a national
presidential campaign, active citizens continupthpl their efforts.

But how is cooperation among self-interested irdligis possible? This question lies, of course,
at the root of one of modern game theory's canbalallenges: the "prisoner's dilemma." How
can potential partners in an endeavor (such asitecpbcampaign) know that others will not let
them do all the work and sponge off of the collextienefits? More generally, under what
circumstances are people sometimes able to putdbeimon and long-term interest in working
together ahead of their individual and short-temgentive to "defect” - that is, to pursue
narrower goals?

The mathematician A. W. Tucker is credited withanting the ternprisoner's dilemman 1950.

But Tocqueville'®emocracy in Americg1835 1840] 2000) suggested an understanding of the
problem - and a solution to it - more than a cenaarlier. Tocqueville was particularly attuned

to the role of subconscious behaviors in allowieggde to overcome what today we would call
the "commitment problem” that underlies the pristnéilemma, and that stands in the way of
cooperation. Tocqueville's emphasis on "habitheftteart” anticipated recent arguments that
place the emotions within a more broadly concethedry of rationality. And his analysis of
several distinct "arts" of liberty reflected hid#le understanding of the interplay between the
emotions and conscious design.

Modern Solutions to the Commitment Problem



In order to appreciate Tocqueville's insights ithte layered nature of rationality, we need first to
review briefly the commitment problem and the mogtortant attempts to explain how it can be
overcome.

In the canonical prisoner's dilemma, two men haenkarrested for a crime that they did
commit, but which they have pledged to deny hacmgmitted (robbery, say) and must choose
how to plead. If both of them stick to the clainattkthey are innocent, the police do not have
enough evidence to convict them of the robbery ey will still be able to send them to jail for
a lesser violation (gun possession, for examplaghEnan must then spend one year in prison.
However, the police have structured a plea bargaah that if one suspect confesses to the
robbery while the other maintains his innocence fitst man will get off free while the second
goes to jail for ten years. Finally, if both cordesach will receive a five-year sentence.

The point of this thought experiment is that focleaan to achieve the best possible outcome
(spending as little time in jail as possible), leds something he cannot be sure of: the
commitment of the other to hold up his end of tipee-arranged deal. In the absence of that
assurance, each man will find it in his best irgete confess, and at the end of the day both will
be serving more time (five years) than they wowddenif they had found a way to cooperate
with each other. The determined pursuit of seléiest by each leads to a suboptimal outcome
for both.

The basic mechanism of the prisoner's dilemma lattieof a way of committing oneself to the
course of action that would otherwise be besttlmaitin the absence of commitment is worst -
applies to many real-life situations. For exampalandermines the ability to ward off attack by
threatening retaliation. Once an attack has ocdurre., when the threat of retaliation has
already failed, the very reason for the countdest(or, more precisely, for threatening it) has
disappeared. A potential attacker's foresight isf plost-hoc calculation by the defender reduces
the credibility of the defender's initial threahél'problem of commitment also applies to a single
individual. Somebody at time T1 may decide to tryase weight in the long term, but when he
passes a candy store at T2, his desire for a chiecbar in the here and now may overwhelm his
long-term commitmentproducing gratification in the short term but trasion thereafter.
Common to such cases is the idea that our conspiagsiit of self-interest under changing
circumstances - after we have been caught by theepafter an enemy has ignored our threat,
when we come face to face with immediate temptaiod so on - may make it impossible for
us to achieve greater self-interested aims indhg term.

But people obviously do cooperate in many instane@® must be the case either that the initial
condition of rational self-interest is absent, laattrationally self-interested people have found
methods of overcoming the commitment problem. A benof such methods have been
proposed over the last few decades, pre-emindmelydiated ideas of reciprocal altruism and "tit
for tat.”2 According to these accounts, self-interested iddils will "altruistically" help others
because they expect the favor to be returned a¢ siome in the future.



Such solutions to the commitment problem presuppeseral conditions. There must be
repeated interactions between the same actorslar tr allow reciprocation. Also, conscious
calculation remains central: one must be able épkeack of whom one has helped, and of
whether those people have subsequently returnddibe if they haven't, the original helpers
must be willing to punish them, "tit for tat."

Despite the insights that these approaches haweubieblly provided, they fail to account for
important features of cooperative and apparenttyiatic behavior. They can't explain why
people seem to ignore their self-interest whenetieeno prospect of a second encounter (for
example, why people pay tips in a city they wilvaevisit again). And their reliance on
conscious calculation seems to mischaracterizestigintense motivations of people who are
cooperating (or threatening retaliation) in su¢hations as mass political movements, suicide
attacks, and lives spent in the lonely pursuitajdiess causes.

Robert Frank'd988account oemotionsas evolved commitment devices - and thus as part o
naturally selectednconsciousationality - offers the most convincing solutittndate of the
prisoner's dilemmaEmotions such as love and hate often motivate astin ways that
conscious rational calculation would tell us aréinaur self-interest. Love for a partner can
lead us to ignore opportunities to find an evendoetore desirable match. Hatred compels
people to retaliate for injuries received, everutftocalculation would tell them that revenge
will not remedy the loss and, in fact, is likelylead to an even costlier cycle of violence.
Emotionally induced behavior produces costs sudhese in many instances. But the gains in
the long run will often be greater. The fact thatoéions sometimes lead us to set aside
conscious calculation, thereby ignoring opportesitior a windfall, helps us to overcome the
commitment problem. Without love, people would kerier about entering relationships in the
first place, for fear that their calculating partmeould abandon them at the first sign of a more
attractive mate. Without hatred, threats to retah@ould be less credible, so attack would be
more frequent.

Emotions stake us to behaviors, then, that in @adgr instances may prove costly, but overall
enable us to gain. The emotional dispositions nedx recognizable by others and hard to fake.

Evolved, hard-wired emotions are, in Frank's actotmcial commitment devices, but they are
not the only ones. Habits are somewhat weakemdnetheless effective subconscious
mechanisms for binding oneself to certain behavidieny habits develop unintentionally and,
ultimately, are unwelcome: few people set out tcdbee alcoholics. Others, however, including
adherence to particular norms, can be conscioudiivated: our parents, teachers, and even we
ourselves can aim to inculcate certain of our biliaand to inhibit others. If we are keen on
becoming healthier, for example, we may at firstsmously choose a route home that cuts a
wide swath around a tempting candy store. Onceave made it a firm habit not to eat sweets,
we are free again to take the shorter path withskt The possibility of consciously cultivating
subconscious habits (which themselves, in turrp teebverride short-term conscious calculation)
opens the door to institutional design in the prditrealm, as we shall see below.



Frank's inclusion of the passions within a broad#ion of adaptive rationality significantly
advances our understanding of how people do, in é@ercome the inherent limits of strictly
conscious rational calculation. His account therétwnplays the role of conscious rationality,
which has loomed so large in Western thought, ealbgsince the Enlightenment and the
triumphs of nineteenth-century science. Converdeglevates the emotions (and their shadows,
the habits), which have more often than not bekfied for their ostensible irrationality.

From Unintended Good Consequences to UnintendedCBad

As Frank himself notes, in some ways he is buildinghe work of several early-modern
thinkers who did recognize the positive contribatad the passions. Eighteenth-century British
"sentimentalist” philosophers, including Shafteshitutcheson, Hume, and Smith, rooted
altruism in universally shared empathetic emotiows,in reason. According to Hume. {43
2002, 302), for example, morality is "more propddi than judg'd of." And Smith {[759 1976,
9) characterized "sympathy," which "interest[s]"mia the fortune of others, and render][s]
their happiness necessary to him," as one of thgitial passions of human nature.”

Yet Frank points out that the eighteenth-centuntiseentalists remain separated from modern
conceptions of "passions within reason” by a nuneib@ssumptions. Most importantly, they by
and large ascribed man's sociable nature to theumreng order of the world, and ultimately to
God?2 That is, people are constituted to care abouthafltheir fellow man because this
contributes, not primarily to their own well-beirtgyt to that of "the immense fabric of human
society" (Smith 1759 1976, 86). Smith, it is true, does point out toegruence of decent

behavior and individual benefit, especially for tha&ldle classes. Prudence, temperance, honesty,
and other virtues are also the best business peacBmith 1759 1976, 63)° Yet Smith returns
regularly to the idea that the ultimate cause amggse of all of this is the God-willed order of

the universé.

One consequence of this assumption of an overagydnoter, unremarked by Frank, is that
unintended consequences - Smith's famous "invisiatel" - almost always work in a single
direction: a positive one. Smith's brilliant andtplareaking account explains how the self-
interest of the butcher, brewer, and baker leagvénybody getting their dinner. But it does not
investigate the reverse: how good, or at leastrakumtentions can unintentionally lead to bad
outcomes. Smith's assumption of a basically berewaverall order prevented him from
inquiring into the mechanisms that undermine coap@n and other beneficial collective actions.

Ironically, it was a more overtly religious thinkidran Smith, Tocqueville 1835 1840] 2000),
writing half a century later, who took this stepr©bvious reasons, Tocqueville offered no
evolutionary account of human motivation and intéaa, and in this he fell short of Frank's
explanation. However, the French aristocrat didgacze what Smith had not - the possibility of
unintended bad outcomes - and his account of hesethould be avoided, which centered on
subconscious motivations, brilliantly anticipates tecent work that has broadened our notion of
rationality.



Haunted by the tumult of the French Revolution, Jueaville started from two basic assumptions
about the future course of the world (at leastGheastian world). Democracy - by which
Tocqueville meant the increasing equality of socaiditions and, therefore, the perceived
moral equality of all individuals - was "an irresistibievolution advancing century by century
over every obstacle and even now going forward antbae ruins it has itself created"
(Tocqueville [L833 2000, 12). But the democratic torrent could andudd be directed and
channeled, since equality of social and moral domdicould just as easily (indeed, more easily)
lead to dreadful outcomes as to ennobling ones.

Tocqueville's reason for writingemocracy in Americavas to help "educate [French]
democracy" (TocquevillelB33 2000, 12), steering it away from the shoals nalyavoided in
America. What Tocqueville feared with a "religiodiead" (ibid.) was that socially leveled,
equal but atomized individuals would be helplesthanface of two dangers: the "tyranny of the
majority"”; and soft despotism, in which the goveemn"does not break men's will, but softens,
bends, and guides it" (Tocqueville [18410Q 692). If these fates were to be avoided,
Tocqueville believed, it was above all the new ldualism™ born of the sense of equality that
needed to be "educated," so that it became "delfast properly understood."

"Big Government" as Democracy's Unintended Consacpie

Tocqueville's is a fairly constructivist psycholodye doubts the independence of the individual
mind. He "marvel[s] at the feebleness of humanaraglrocqueville [1835R00Q 286).
Circumstances, which Tocqueville summarizes assbeial state," largely determine individual
thought and action. In an aristocratic social stidte fixed stations of life, clear and permanent
boundaries between groups, and generational liokeact men "with something outside
themselves, and they are often inclined to forpeuathemselves" (Tocqueville [184R0)0Q

507). In like fashion, but with different resultee equality of conditions in America "creates
opinions, gives birth to feelings, suggests cust@and modifies whatever it does not create”
(ibid., 9). Thus, the democratic social state cargs to shape thought, but in ways that clearly
concern Tocqueville - and anticipate the mechanisihgame-theoretic "defections.”

With the passing of the seemingly immutable oldeleothere also wither salutary unconscious
checks on the individual. "Do you not notice howadinsides beliefs are giving way to
arguments, and feelings to calculations” (Tocqueyil835]2000 239)? The apparent openness
of the new scene encourages, in particular, skeomt-talculations of pleasure. "One of the
characteristics of democratic times is that all hawe a taste for easy successes and immediate
pleasures" (Tocqueville [184@D0OQ 440).

Overarching these changes is a new "individualignt¢rm of opprobrium for Tocqueville:
As social equality spreads there are more and pewple who, though neither rich nor powerful

enough to have much hold over others, have gainkdp enough wealth and enough
understanding to look after their own needs. Sothdwe no man anything and hardly expect



anything from anybody. They form the habit of thimkof themselves in isolation and imagine
that their whole destiny is in their own handsiqlp508.)

Individualism tempts each person to "isolate hifsem the mass of his fellows and withdraw
into the circle of family and friends" (ibid., 506 the end, "each man is forever thrown back
on himself alone, and there is danger that he neaghlat up in the solitude of his own heart"
(ibid., 508).

Such solipsism, to Tocqueville ([184200Q 508), is a kind of intoxication, confusing people
who are "drunk with their new power." The self-cliessolation of these individualists is the
greatest aid to despotism. It prevents them framirjg together to manage their own affairs.
More importantly, they overestimate their real sgyth and fail to realize that they will, in the
end, invariably need the help of others. But byivéith his fellow men "both impotent and
cold,"” the individualist

naturally turns his eyes toward that huge entityclvlalone stands out above the universal level
of abasement. His needs, and even more his longingsinually put him in mind of that entity,
and he ends by regarding it as the sole and negesgaport of his individual weakness.
(Tocqueville [1840R00Q 672.)

The huge entity, of course, is the distant, cestiae, its soft despotism imprinting weakened
minds, and ultimately degrading man's dignity bypging him "of several of the chief attributes
of humanity" (Tocqueville [1840200Q 695).

Overcoming the Unintended Consequences of IndiVisina

The path Tocqueville traces from the democraticad@tate toward despotism resembles the
movement of rational actors toward suboptimal omes. Conscious calculation (or
miscalculation) by each undermines the prerequsisitecooperation and leads to ruination for all.

To be sure, the precise mechanisms are not iderficaTocqueville, an initial overestimation
of one's independence leads to the eventual breakdbtrust and ties - and the loss of
independence. The game-theorist's diagnosis oimgissust is more primordial. Yet the overall
accounts of individual choice and social outconeeramarkably similar. Are the solutions, as
well?

Tocqueville came to study democracy in America beeat was here that the new social state
was farthest advanced, but above all because Aamsricad (so far, at least) successfully
mastered its dangers, combining liberty with eduali

Tocqueville identified three sources of the Amemitaumph: circumstances, laws, and mores.



The American circumstances that are conducivebgrtly include the plentiful opportunities for
moderate wealth, which give men a concrete intendgterty; the open frontier, which provides
a safety valve against conflict; and the lack o&fgn enemies, which reduces the need for a
strong state. More important still are Americandatwy which Tocqueville means not just
statutes, but the workings of the political syst®acentralized, subsidiary authority (each
township was "a little independent nation" [Tocqille\j1835] 200Q 67]) permits Americans to
take an active role in governing themselves. Tihglgury achieve something similar. And
lawyers form a salutary ersatz aristocracy, susigiarder and precedent (ibid., 263-70).

More crucial to liberty than circumstances or latheugh, are American mores. Tocqueville
([1835]200Q 287) refers here "not only to 'moeurs' in theesgense, which might be called the
habits of the heart, but also to the different orasi possessed by men, the various opinions
current among them, and the sum of ideas that shapéal habits." His own expansive
definition notwithstanding, however, Tocquevillelmphasis is precisely on "habits of the heart,”
"feelings," "spirit" - all less than fully conscisunclinations.

Several explicit, indeed poignant, contrasts bebtw@mscious conviction and subconscious habit
clearly bring out the priority of the latter. "I atonvinced," Tocqueville writes, "that if
despotism ever came to be established in the UBitais it would find it even more difficult to
overcome the habits that have sprung from freed@m to conquer the love of freedom itself"
(Tocqueville [1835R00Q 243). He draws a similar contrast in regard tophofound role of
religion in American life. The "political opinionstispired by the various American
denominations certainly contribute to sustainingetican freedoms (ibid., 287-90). Yet,
compared with this "direct action of religion onligios in the United States, [i]ts indirect action
seems to me much greater still" (ibid., 290). Rehd'direct[s] mores, and by regulating
domestic life it helps regulate the state." Esgcumder the guidance of women, religion in the
circle of the family fosters emollient behaviorarms.

When the American returns from the turmoil of postto the bosom of the family, he
immediately finds a perfect picture of order andgee There all his pleasures are simple and
natural and his joys innocent and quiet, and asdgelarity of life brings him happiness, he
easily forms the habit of regulating his opiniossagell as his tastes. (Ibid., 291)

By inculcating such habits, "it is just when itnigt speaking of freedom at all that [religion] best
teaches the Americans the art of being free" (il2€0).

Tocqueville's antidote to corrosive "individualiSmamely "self interest properly understood,"
likewise relies on a balance of the conscious Aedchabitual, the rational and the emotional. The
weights have shifted, however. In the future, Taadglle avers, men must learn to connect their
personal interest to that of their fellow citizeMsore than in the previous cases, Tocqueville
here allows for calculation and conscious convitti®elf-interest must, after all, be properly
understoodHence the "doctrine" of "enlightened” self-intg@teabout which Americans love to
discourse (TocquevillelB33 2000, 526-27). Tocqueville traces the shift tonderatic
circumstances themselves, which are making feefjngsway to calculations (ibid., 239). A



"more rational” patriotism is required (ibid., 236ne that connects the idea of rights to personal
interest - "the only stable point in the human tig@id., 239).

Unconscious Rationality

Given this emphasis on calculated interest, Toctjeenay seem to have abandoned his
previous focus on habits and feelings. A closek labthe actual workings of self-interest
properly understood, however, significantly mitegthis impression. Calculation certainly
looms larger, as spark and impulse, than beforeindihe end, it, too, becomes absorbed by,
"intimately linked" and "mingled" with, subconsc®behaviors and broader interests
(Tocqueville [L833 2000, 235). Political life in the township, therimary schools" of liberty
(ibid., 63), and cooperation in associations aeartiain sites of this alchemy. In these local
settings, where a single individual can make aneapable difference, each man sees -
experiences - his own power and its intimate conmedo the well-being of his fellow citizens.
Not only his calculations, but his "affections" aoeised (ibid., 68); increasingly, the two
become fused.

"To gain the affection and respect of your immealiaighbors, a long succession of little
services rendered and of obscure good deeds, taobhsbit of kindness and an established
reputation for disinterestedness, are requiredtqueville [1840]200Q0 511). The initially
ambitious man, in being drawn to care for his neagh, "often finds his self-interest in
forgetting about himself" (ibid., 510). In the tosimnp, "so close to home and, in a sense, within
the family circle" (Tocqueville [1835200Q 69), there are "an infinite number of occasians f
the citizens to act togetherso that every day they should feel that they depeh one
another" (Tocqueville [184®00Q 511). By combining for various purposes, citizésen the
"art of association” (ibid., 517). Self-interesbperly understood, Tocqueville writes, "does not
lead the will directly to virtue, [but] it estabties habits which unconsciously turn it that way"
(ibid., 527). Given this emphasis on emotion angithéhe more fitting phrase for Tocqueville's
antidote to the dangers of calculating individualisight, in fact, be self-interest propeféft.

These virtuous habits sink deep roots thanks totipeaand time. Anticipating Michael Polanyi's
(1958 claims about tacit knowledge, Tocqueville ([1820DQ 515) seems to believe that doing
is more vital than thinking. "Feelings and ideas @newed, the heart enlarged, and the
understanding developed only by the reciprocabaatif men one upon the other." For
Americans, patriotism is "a sort of religion strémned by practical service" (Tocqueville [1835]
2000 69). Tocqueville's arresting references to thiedfbeing free" and to "freedom's
apprenticeship” testify further to the importanedis eyes of the wisdom born of practice (ibid.,
240).

Experience across time plays a similar role. Sgittie impulsive uses made by the French of
their newfound liberty against the gentle wayshef Americans, Tocqueville attributes the key
difference to the much longer experience of the Acaas. In the case of France, "the first idea
which comes into a party's mindwhen it gains some strength is that of violence;tbought of



persuasion only comes later, for it is born of edgree"” (Tocqueville [1835200Q 194). Indeed,
Tocqueville claims much more broadly that "trueigimienment is in the main born of
experience" (ibid., 194). Practice, especially cwvéong time, fosters important subconscious
inclinations.

The most beneficial of these habits impose restairour impulses, extending our concerns
beyond the present and beyond ourselves. The nm@sated by religion, Tocqueville ([1835]
2000 292) emphasizes, bring with them "habits of eestr” which "singularly favor the
tranquility of the people as well as the durabibfithe institutions they have adopted.”" Even a
false religion "imposes.on each man some obligations toward mankirahd so draws him
away, from time to time, from thinking about hinfs€locqueville [1840]200Q 444-45).

As religious belief slowly loses its hold over ma@iocqueville hopes that its ersatz - patriotism -
can serve the same benignly amnesiac role. This d6eeligion strengthened by practical
service" will often lead the citizen of the townsho find "his self-interest in forgetting about
himself." A persistent theme &femocracy in Americs its juxtaposition of the alluring, but
ultimately baneful, short-term blandishments ofady, on the one hand, and the slow-working
and harder-to-discern, but, in the end, richer rewaf liberty, on the other (Tocqueville [1840]
200Q 505). To override the impulse to heed the sigdronscious calculation (or
miscalculation), Tocqueville counts on the inedianores. These intergenerational and
interpersonal ligatures impose a "salutary bond&gé!., 434¥ on weak individuals.

Two Arts of Liberty

If Tocqueville's diagnosis of the dangers of "indualism" resembles the modern game
theorist's account of suboptimal outcomes, histgolus remarkably similar to the most
compelling recent assessment as well. Like Robartk; Tocqueville expands our conception of
rationality to include subconscious passions armitfiaVlodern reassessments of the role of the
passions within reason, finally, allow room for sogonscious steering of more deeply rooted
behaviors (as with choosing to cut a wide swatliadahe candy store). Such interventions may
become especially valuable when, alongside potgntbaneficent passions, there appear other,
solely destructive emotions.

The very advantages of mores and habits - theisilnlity and their inertia - are by their nature,
of course, a serious hindrance for the would-beipudator of democracy. Yet in trying to
educate the emerging democracy in France, Tocde€ji840]200Q 667) tries to "point out”
steps that lead to servitude so that they may b&lag. He even demands "[a] new political
science ..for a world itself quite new" (ibid., 12).

Repeatedly, Tocqueville explores the possible aqunseces of consciously manipulating the
often unconscious regularities in people's behata discussion of a "more rational”
patriotism to replace fading religion is one exampVhen he examines the most enduring



source of America's freedom, local political liyegind engagement, Tocqueville ([182W0Q
512-13) offers a detailed picture of the conscicuisivation of subconscious mores:

At first it is of necessity that men attend to ghblic interest, afterward by choice. What had
been calculation becomes instinct. By dint of wogkior the good of his fellow citizens, he in
the end acquires the habit and taste of serving.the

The beneficial "mingling" of enlightened politicathoice with sociable emotions and habits may
play an especially important role in light of aieat feature of the democratic social condition:
the growing strength of certain destructive passion

While the potential downward spiral into servitutiat Tocqueville hopes to prevesgginswith

the conscious miscalculations of "individualisnt,isisoon exacerbated by invidious emotions.
Envy, in particular - "the ever-fiercer fire of dass hatred felt by democracies against the
slightest privileges" (Tocqueville [184@D0Q 673) - leads men to demand a strong central state
for the sake of depriving their fellows of any remag advantage. Indeed, this emotional
attachment to equality may become so powerfuliteddeneficiary, a powerful centralized
government, "will be the natural thing" in the freyibid., 674). By contrast, maintaining
"individual independence and local liberties wlivays be the products” not of nature, but "of
art" (Tocqueville 1844 2000, 674) - that is, of deliberate manipulation.

Tocqueville's various uses of the term "art" captus great, early insights into the intertwining
of passions with reason. The "art of being freehich embodies all those subconscious
emotions, habits, and mores necessary for selfaiesand cooperation - is the only antidote to
short-sighted, calculating "individualism" andrit&d to servitude. But another, more conscious
"art,” indeed something closer to a "new politisalence,” may also be required by those who
want to maintain liberty in a democratic age, whihlso an age of "natural" envy. This second
art will help to cultivate better passions and\oid worse ones.

Writing after the violent surge of the French Reximin had weakened old certainties, but before
anyone had embraced the model of a calculdiogno economicyd ocqueville understood the
perils of conscious reason alone, the salutaryaiestof habit, and the ennobling possibilities
when they are artfully combined.

Notes

1. Richard Herrnsteir2Q00 pioneered the academic study of people's tendexttigally to
discount pleasure in the distant future, and te gignificantly greater weight to immediate
satisfactions.

2. See Triverd971and Axelrodl984



3. Other recent thinkers who have also made carttoibs to this re-evaluation of the emotions
in problem solving include Tibor Scitovsk¥976, Amartya SenX977, Jon Elster1979,
Daniel GolemanX997, Antonio DamasioX994, and Martha Nussbaur2@03. For the
purposes of this essay, Frank's convincing statemiéiroe my reference point for this entire
body of literature.

4. See Hirschmah977for a review of the understandable early modean & emotional -
usually religious - exuberance.

5. This does not apply to the atheist Hume, formvhman's sociable nature had to remain
ultimately inexplicable.

6. "In the middling and inferior stations of lifdwe road to virtue and that to fortune, at least, a
men in such stations can reasonably expect to egaure, happily in most cases, very nearly the
same."

7. See Smith1(759 1976, 87, for very illuminating comments on fimald efficient causes.

8. The context of this remark is not mores pebséfrust and faith.
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Chris WisniewskKi
Political Culture vs. Cultural Studies: Reply tonseer
Abstract

A review of two of the strands of cultural studibat Mark Fenster contends are superior to
Murray Edelman's analysis of mass public opini@ramsci's theory of hegemony, and
Bourdieu's sociology - and a more general look@tkvin the field of cultural studies suggests
that all of these alternatives suffer from sevaeotetical and methodological limitations. Future
studies of culture and politics need to pose goestsimilar to the ones that preoccupied
Edelman, but they must move beyond the politicdl iaterpretive biases that have dominated
cultural studies (some of which Edelman sharedyvelkas the questionable view of "ideology"
as a matter of elite domination of the masseserdttan as a mediating, constitutive force in the
process of individual opinion formation.

Introduction

In his analysis of Murray Edelman's work on poétisymbols, Mark Fenste@09 identifies
something of a missed opportunity. He singles aldliBan's work as having the potential to
serve a "grand unifying cause” (ibid., 368) fordelns interested in culture, politics, and voter
ignorance, but ultimately he decries Edelman's eptual and methodological shortcomings,
which are supposedly so severe as to render his avdead end.

Fenster's compelling critique of Edelman exposesyndficiencies in Edelman's thought. Less
clear, though, is whether, as Fenster suggestémadecould have done better if he had
appropriated conceptual frameworks from Antonior@sei, Pierre Bourdieu, and others in the
field of cultural studies. Cultural-studies approas encounter a series of conceptual problems
that limit their effectiveness in analyzing thelitées of contemporary democratic politics,
arguably more so than did the political limitatiasfdEEdelman’s work.

Symbolic Politics: Complexity or Quiescence?

The cultural focus of Edelman's approach to paliticovert and indispensable. Edelman clearly
saw culture as having a profound political effectd indeed he saw politics as insurmountably
symbolic. When Fenster refers to "the culture ditjgs” as a central concern for Edelman, the
turn of phrase can be taken quite literallyThe Symbolic Uses of PoligsicEdelmanX964 74-
152) described politics as though he were analyaingltural text or a theatrical performance,
devoting much of his account to the actors (pdltleaders), settings, and language that



legitimate political actions and help to give th#mair meaning(s). He even compared
governmental action to the staging of a play, opardallet, and conjectured that aesthetic
theory could serve a vital purpose in further sgadif the symbolic nature of political behavior
(ibid., 96)*

Edelman's emphasis on the cultural nature of peldnd the political nature of culture would
indeed, as Fenster argues, seem to require adigaglinary approach that would bring the
interpretive tools of the study of culture to therwof the political scientist. It also would
require a theoretical position on where or howtpal ideologies or positions are embedded in,
transmitted through, and received from symbolidesys of meaning - one that Edelman never
spelled out. But while | do not question the impade of studying culture and cultural systems
of meaning within the field of political sciencedd question whether the intellectual tradition of
academic "cultural studies" provides the best remtendertaking such cultural studies.

Fenster (2006, 369) distills Edelman's centralighiesthe argument that "politics is symbolic
and spectacular, and as such misinforms the pabtdaenders it passive." This summary, while
accurate as far as it goes, does not adequateiyreape generative role that public ignorance
and disengagement play, according to Edelman giptaduction of symbolic forms.

To Edelmanijgnoranceandpassivityare as much inputs as they are outcomes of thkgcpbl
process. This is because economic systems and kigcéae inevitably too complex for most
people to understand. Therefore, the vast majofifyeople adopt "simplifying models" for
understanding complex political issues - models lded to misconceptions (Edelm2801, 4).
Furthermore, most people simply are not interestgublitics, and have no aspiration to a
political life; given the option of participating politics or not, they willingly defer to the
authority of others (EdelmakB77 137). Political leaders, in filling that role abithority,
assuage people's anxiety "about the comprehensietidn played in human affairs by chance,
ignorance, and [the] inability to comprehend, plamg take responsibility for remote and
complicated contingencies" (Edelma®64 77).

For Edelman, then, the complicated nature of palitieality makes some sort of political
division of labor natural and inevitable. The syrnbéunction of the leader, and of politics in
general, responds to followers' need to make sefnbe too-complicated reality that they are
asked to govern. But as Edelman saw it, symbotsraisinform the naturally apathetic public
and further contribute to its quiescence. The syiolamd "spectacular” nature of politics - in the
sense of politics being a series of spectaclesat&engaged public fitfully observes, rather
than an activity in which it actively engages thas both an effect and a cause of public
passivity and ignorance. To put matters another, siage perfect public knowledge of, and total
absorption in, politics are impossible idealssihecessarily true that any democratic politics
would require some degree of disengagement, initwiting the use of simplifying models and
heuristics. Public ignorance therefore serveslkasyatarting point of Edelman's thought, and it
also contributes to the overall bleakness of hiddwiew - if we seek in politics the
emancipation of the masses from domination by liteseas Edelman, the disillusioned New
Leftist, seems at first to have done (Beng28@5 DeCanio2005. But should we follow



Edelman, and Fenster, in this normative aspiration?

Fenster 2005 373) is right to suggest that Edelman held littleno hope for political reform; he
saw political symbolization as inevitable and selbtaining. Fenster concludes that "Edelman's
is at least as dark a view of politics as Marxid,ibsuggests an even darker possibility: that
there is no post-revolutionary future” (ibid.). Begnster never explains why we should share his
view, and Edelman's, that the description of pedipprovided by Edelman is bleak rather than
merely realistic; or why quiescence is necessarlyndesirable political condition. Indeed,
would we really want to live in a future "post-réwtionary” age remade by political action
undertaken by an ignorant public?

Situating him in the intellectual context of massisty theorists, who were similarly pessimistic
about the positive political role that a mass pubiight play, Fenster (2006, 374-79) compares
Edelman's position with that of the early Walteppumann, who saw mass culture and mass
society as insulating political power from an igaatr public; and Harold Lasswell, who thought
political experts should use propaganda to leadrthgses. Lippmann and Lasswell did not
believe that quiescence was a negative politicadame, and Fenster provides no reason to
differ from them by supposing that a functional @enacy requires a fully informed and fully
engaged public. Similarly, almost all of the thirlkkevhom Fenster cites as offering redress for
Edelman's shortcomings, from Antonio Gramsci arerBiBourdieu to more recent contributors
to the cultural-studies tradition, tend to shaee Muarxist, post-Marxist, or at least generally
leftist assumptions that political domination arudifocal quiescence are undesirable, and that the
goal of politics (or of the study of politics) sHdlbe the emancipation of the masses. These
assumptions presuppose that the dominated massid bebetter at discerning their own
interests - or the general interest - than are mmoo&ss democracies, whose leaders, cultural-
studies theorists tend simply to assert, are puagstiie interests of an economic, social, and
political elite at the expense of the general goothe good of the many. This presupposition, in
the light of findings such as Converse's, borderaatasy.

Like the cultural-studies theorists, Fenster neassiders the possibility that public ignorance
and mass quiescence are inevitable in mass denmsgrac that more active political
participation by the masses may not facilitate gpasipolitical effects. Instead, Fenster seems
primarily concerned, like Edelman, with how cultared politicsreproduce political domination
in a negative sense, never interrogating the idgcdd assumptions that underlie and motivate
that concern.

Culture as an Independent Sphere

Fenster's insistence on symbolic discourse asstirument of political domination reduces
cultural inquiry into an investigation of "ideol@s,"” defined in quasi-Marxist terms as a tool of
mass manipulation. Fenst@005 371) here appeals to Clifford Geertz, whd 864issued a
manifesto for the cultural study of politics thabwid explore ideology. However, it is vital in
this context to not conflate symbol, culture, aatdiurse per se with ideology. As Geefit964



63) defined it, ideology provides "the authoritatwoncepts that render [politics] meaningful, the
suasive images by means of which it can be easalspgd.” My emphasis here is on the words
meaningfulandeasily Ideology, according to Geertz, generates meahirmgigh the

construction of "schematic images of social ord@rugh which]...man makes himself for

better or worse a political animal” (ibid.). Buetle are, one might think, degrees of
meaningfulness that correspond to degrees of éctelhl engagement with politics.

The termliberal might "mean” quite a bit to a politically engagga/ernment official, whose
high level of political interest is madasierthrough the adoption of ideological lenses, tlan t
an automotive mechanic who doesn't follow politensg who therefore needs simpler symbolic
referents than ideology. The degree to which a jimbdiscourse is ideological for either the
official or the mechanic is contingent upon itsliépto signify systematicallyand therefore
meaningfully (ConverselpP64 2006, sec. lll). Viewed this way, the public afal may bemore
"ideologically" constrained than the ordinary aiz over whom, according to cultural studies,
ideology exercises its constraining influence.

Fenster (2006, 372) indicts Edelman for his failiararticulate a "clear, robust theory of
ideology," but he doesn't tell us what Edelman ddwdve taken from "ideology" theorists
specifically, or scholars within the field of culél studies more generally, that would have
coherently illuminated the real process throughollaultural and symbolic discourses influence
political opinion making. By first looking at Grawis theory of ideological "hegemony,"” then
turning to the empirical sociology and anthropolegyierre Bourdieu, and finally examining
the broader range of cultural-studies literatued fFenster condemns Edelman for ignoring, |
will assess whether Edelman really missed very niyctailing to take "cultural studies" into
account. Whatever the virtues of "cultural-studiggproaches, | will conclude, they fail to
explain the process by which cultural and symbaiscourse help to influence and even to form
political opinions. Instead, they rely on empirlgadubious, politically motivated theories of
ideology.

Although Edelman was far from decisive in articugtthe relationship between culture and
politics, clearly he saw them as mutually sustajnfdulture - including the messages sent by the
mass media, artists, educators, family membersreigious institutions - helps to constitute
systems of belief and meaning that, in turn, predaalitical action (or inaction). The interaction
between culture and politics is not unidirectiotlagugh, because political actions also have a
constitutive effect on political symbols and sysseoh belief.

As FensterZ005 372) reconstructs Edelman's thought, it is umclelether the state produced
or was produced by the system of political symibelsdentifies - or whether some more
complex interrelationship" exists. For instanceelfthn (971 41; 2001, 43) explicitly
identified governmental action as a cause of palittognition. The illusion of political
legitimacy is created by the (itself illusory) cempt of public opinion foisted on people
deliberately. "Public opinion" is generated throuigidequate, misleading surveys and, of
course, elections; it is then used to justify pcdit actions that, in turn, produce political ojping
within the public. Since political action partlytdemines political cognition, political elites who
undertake political actions of which the public papedly approves may manipulate mass



opinion. On the other hand, political elites arbjsat to political symbols themselves (Edelman
1971, 10). The same is true of cultural elites - aljlouas Fenster does not note, a major source
of ambiguity is that Edelman fails to distinguigteguately and systematically between political
and cultural elites - which is crucial, because m@&dessages and works of art generated by
cultural elites "are the key determinants of beiefmost of the population" (Edelm&001,

36).

In Edelman's thought, then, the politics of cultanel the culture of politics reinforce each other
in obscure ways, and into this obscurity, Fensténtp out, creeps a deterministic view of
culture as the conscious or unconscious tool té alierests. As Fenster aptly puts it, Edelman
"posited a hierarchy of symbolic production, etitanipulation, and passive reception in which
the public is subject to a symbolic spectacle axgdioand largely controlled by a privileged
minority" (Fenste2005 371).

Gramsci's notion of "hegemony" provides a valuatternative to Edelman’'s ambiguity, Fenster
believes, since it replaces the deterministic motibmass domination, which had defined
previous Marxist theories of "ideology," with a iBs of culture as an independent sphere of
ideological engagement and therefore, potentiatiyflict. Gramscian ideological "hegemony"
means that the leadership of elites is exertedatously and unconsciously through culture,
which is independent in the sense of not beingaedto messages that serve the interests of the
dominant class. By accepting the leadership ofiirainant elite within this cultural sphere, the
dominated actively accept the terms of their dotnma

The subtleties to which Gramsci can lead are ep#edin the work of cultural-studies scholar
Stuart Hall, who in the earlif8% used hegemony theory to help account for therebfit
interpretations of cultural messages at which #dogprents of those messages might arrive.
Derridean post-structuralism had turned the emphasay from authorial intention and the
search for the fixed meaning of texts to the acht#rpretation. For Hall, the meaning of a
cultural text is constituted through the interpretact of reception; this opens the door to
ideological control beingontestedy individuals who, depending on their social foss, may
produce negotiated and oppositional readings ekf hot passively absorbing the reading that
would be consistent with the dominant ideology.

This approach offers more nuance than either easdiesions of Marxism or the mass-society
approach, according to which "the 'public' had Ineepwell, a mass: a docile blob, plastic
enough to be easily shaped by cultural messages’s{&2005 376). Edelman, who took the
latter approach, saw "the public as a largely dadehtiated entity, bereft of agency and
manipulated by mass culture” (ibid.). Fenster'ssapfp hegemony theory allows for activity,
not passivity, on the receiving end of cultural segges. In Hall's account, for example, cultural
meaning and ideology are contingent on the reatrer, or interpreter, and are intimately
connected to that individual's sense of identitshimi the broader social landscape. Identity,
however, is conceived not as a fixed essence,sanhainstable position within history and
culture. Through hegemonic leadership, ideology@hér systems of domination are indeed
reproduced, but the possibility of oppositionalp@sses to ideology is also preserved.



Edelman, too, saw a relationship between an indalld orientation to myths of a symbolic
social order and her sense of identity or her cpinae of self (though his articulation of the
issue characteristically lacked the nuance of thei@l-studies work on the topi€)For

example, he postulated that one's attitude towaaal equality would coincide with a more
general sense of the historical and mythic claion®f against equality, and with one's position
within that narrative of history and morality (Edeln1971, 19). He similarly addressed the
roles that education and historical myth play ia itiiculcation of a sense of national identity
(ibid., 165). Further steps in such "cultural" difens are to the good, but why are they as
crucial as Fenster would have us believe, and whst they adhere to the form they have taken
in the cultural-studies movement? The New Leftifnehich cultural studies grew, staked its
own identity on separating itself from the undenadicrtyrannies that had been imposed earlier
in the twentieth century in the name of Marxismr Rew Left scholars, therefore, it often
became important to show that even the most dosdnaiass public has participatory potential,
and therefore need not be led by a Leninist "vardjuhat morphs into a totalitarian state. The
people can revolt on their own initiative, and tinst step is for them to produce contestory
interpretations of the "ideology" - i.e., the syribeationales for capitalist oppression - thatythe
receive from elites.

However, Edelman's emphasis on the cognitive fanatf symbolic politics calls into question
not only whether mass participation is likely, butether it is a good thing. So his lack of
subtlety about whether messages can be interpdétecently by different people is fatal to his
project only if we beg the larger political questsaraised by the project itself. And while there is
little doubt that the "hegemony" approach is maranted than were both earlier versions of
Marxism and the mass-society approach, nuancerdgegecessarily bring large gains in
accuracy. Hegemony theory is built on the assumgtiat what is going on in capitalist societies
is usually the domination of the masses - howeuwatasted their domination may be - through
the leadership of coalitions of interests that Geeintermed "historical blocs." This view
assumes a dialectical relationship between ecorsoamd culture. Accordingly, whatever its
merits relative to other variants of Marxism, hegemtheory still assigns a causal, albeit
mediated, role to economic interest within themesabf politics and culture, and therefore gets
backwards what we know of the workings of ideolagyong elites and masses.

Converse demonstrated that "ideologically consticipelief systems are necessarily more
common in upper than in lower social strata," drat the largely ignorant masses are not only
unrestrained by ideologies, but oblivious to th&or{verse 1964 2006, 56-57). The political
views ofelitesare those that tend to be constrained by "absti@deblogical’ principles” (ibid,
10); they are the truly passive ones, dupes,\asri¢, of the "creative synthesizers" of the belief
systems they have been taught (ibid., 8) - syrtkesisuch as Marx (ibid., 7) or, we might add,
Gramsci. Meanwhile, the very masses that, accortdifggemony theory, are actively
contesting ideological messages are, in realitgi$ed on "recognizable social groupings or
charismatic leaders” and on "such objects of imatedéxperience as family, job, and immediate
associates," which are "simple, concrete, or 'doseme™ (ibid., 10-11). Converse's findings
make it difficult to maintain that most membergiud public follow an ideology of the sort that
can be ascribed to cultural elites, whether in whaylin contested part: "Parallel to ignorance
and confusion over.ideological dimensions among the less informedgsrzeral decline in



constraints among specific belief elements thah slimensions help to organize. It cannot
therefore be claimed that the mass public shaedadical patterns of belief with relevant
elites” (ibid., 34). This takes us quite far frone tsocial reality originally conceived by Gramsci,
in which all members of society engage in some kihideological life, regardless of their
official intellectual function or lack theredfin Converse's analysis, ideology loses its valersce
a potential explanation for mass political behavaord elite behavior, whidl (by Converse's
definition of "elite") ideological, is determinedamre by "the history of ideas" than by class
interest or privilege (ibid., 66).

Edelman {971, 5) was aware of Converse's work and even cifddiithe dismissed Converse's
conclusions by asserting they were "partial statémer overstatements.” Yet Edelman offered
no evidence, beyond pure conjecture, for this disali And the implications of Converse's
study for Edelman's work are serious and manifald they are for cultural studies and,
consequently, for Fenster's attempt to substihaettadition for Edelman's thought.

As Fenster (2006, 371) articulates the issue, Eaieas concerned with the issue oW

people believe, and how their beliefs are shapeitiégymbolic universe they inhabit.” But
while politically symbolic inputs may be a constie element of most people's opinion
formation, we cannot expect this influence to odoua consistent, coherent way, as it would if
we reduce symbols and culture to ideology. For gptanculture might predispose a member of
the mass public to respond positively to rhetond amagery in favor of a free market; an
individual may even make an isolated voting decidiased upon such rhetoric and imagery; but
that same individual could not necessarily be detie to make voting decisions that are, on the
whole, consistent with capitalism - let alone wiltle specific interests of capitalists. Imagery and
discourse about "the free market" may come to lsamee symbolic value for the individual, but
if those symbols do not constitute an organizirgey of ideas, their practical effect may be
negligible. Thus, Conversel@64 2006, 51-52) showed not only that there was msstently
liberal or conservativenfluence at work among the mass public, but preatple’s political
attitudes are so unstable over time that they eadiyreflect a hidden pattern generated by
some ideology other than liberalism and consemmtis

The lack of consistent ideological effects dispthpg the relatively uninformed masses is
therefore unlikely to constitute, as Hall might bal; an oppositional or negotiated decoding of a
cultural discourse encoded with a dominant ideoldigg more likely to reflect a relative
inability to decode that discourse, or a lack @éiast in even hearing it, let alone decoding it.
Messages unreceived are messages uninterpretetbst cultural reception, at the mass level,
involves the generation of impressions that mapstwa be trumped by equally vague
predispositions. On the other hand, elite politlwaliefsdo tend to be constrained by ideology
(as more than just a matter of definition: cf. Jega 1992). So while the political symbols
produced by members of political elites, who areenikely to be ideologues, may bear the
coherent imprint of ideologicaultural elites (acting either consciously or unconscioysych
that political discourse isleological,it does not follow that cultural discourseproduce
ideologyamong members of the mass public - let alone aatigpideology that isneaningful
enough to produce political results that are frignd the ruling class. If we start out from the
assumption that capitalist ideology is reprodud¢edugh culture, we may never consider the



possibility either that culture has truly indepemni@on-economic sources among elites (sources
stemming from the path-dependent history of idearsihat it has a truly subtle - i.e.,
inconsistent and intermittent - influence on magsgips.

Cultural studies was faced with the dilemma of sopggthe high hopes that had to be invested in
the masses by the New Left with the presumptiohttiteeconomic order accepted by the
masses is exploitative. The cultural-studies soifutvas to conceive of culture as a vital, perhaps
definitive ideological battleground between elitesl masses. Gramscian theory provided
cultural studies with an explanatory model for hitwg process might work. In reality, though, it
seems that most people do not "have" ideologiegdtasréfore do not "get" ideologies, either
from culture or anywhere else. As long as we tadistinguish the culturally derived
impressions, orientations, and perceptions abditigad matters that govern most popular
political behavior from more systematic and expaasiotions of "ideology” that are accurately
applied only to political elites, and as long asamatinue to think that elite ideology must in
some way reflect economic interests, we will camitio view elites and masses as engaged in a
struggle over economics that attributes too mutfreseareness to both masses and elites. The
only reality captured by this view is the view eftity determined by thieleologicalprism of
cultural studies itself.

The Cultural Creation of Status

As FensterZ005 371) notes, the study of how people believe 'slaalmuch with those ideas
and matters that are absent and un-thought, oli¢hatitside the symbols that are available for
expression and reception, as with those that arsidered.” For this reason, Fenster endorses
Bourdieu's rejection of the Marxist emphasis omidgy as an instrument olvertclass

struggle, and his alternative focus on "habitusie-objectification of the shared subjective
experience of members of a social group (includiage belonging to a class), and the
corresponding "ethos" that emerges through themedlexperiences (Bourdi&977, 72-87).

As habitus and ethos are naturalized, accordi@ptodieu, individuals come to take this
objectification of the subjective for granted, gy experiencing "doxa" (ibid., 164) - the
"absent and un-thought" ideas and concerns tharetise perpetuation of systems of
domination. Active ideological contestation wasléas important for Bourdieu than domination
established through this naturalizing process: '"Most successful ideological effects are those
which have no need of words, and ask no more thamplicitous silence” (ibid., 188).

In his 1984 ethnography of then-contemporary FraBoerdieu turned explicitly to the question
of political behavior. Unlike Edelman, Bourdieu pued a methodological approach that
combined survey research with theory. But he shedsiman's deep pessimism about the
passivity of the masses and their exclusion frofitipg, as well as Edelman's political
commitment to opposing the symbolic systems thppssedly perpetuate elite domination.
Bourdieu's view of politics was related to a peredidearth of real political choices available to
the French public. Political surveys, and poliiitgieneral, present already-articulated political
options to a public that has no role in craftingsh options. Since an individual must express her



own political beliefs by choosing among one of éhimiting options - the content of which is
determined by political elites - personal opinientself a kind of fabrication, "a supply meeting
a demand" (Bourdiei984 398-99). The predetermination of political chaidienits the range

of the politically thinkable and encourages eittiexa or a spurious experience of political
choice - "allodoxa" (ibid., 460-63). Those not ditg involved in shaping and contesting
political problems "only have some chance of pigkinut the opinions which 'suit' them from
within a universe of ready-made opinions” (ibidBO%

At its most basic level, there is a powerful ingighre about how the illusion of normative
authority is constructed through the forced optbrither choosing between a few inadequate
positions or abstaining altogether. If a voter gantparticipate in politics at all, he must id@nti
his own opinion as being the one option, amonddheavailable, that he perceives as most
closely approximating his own.

Bourdieu was as concerned with why people abstam such choices as with the distorting and
legitimating effects of non-abstention. The higbpecialized language of politics, policy,
political discourse, and political survey questiaines establishes an implicit assumption of
competence in those making political responsesrder to respond to a political question, one
has to beapableandqualified by virtue of understanding this language (Bourdig84 398-

400). Implicit in the language, discourse, and pecacf politics is a perception of the "right to
speak."” An individual responds to a political qumsbecause she has the education, knowledge,
and corresponding status that allow her to commp@ige question, formulate a response, and
articulate that response. Individuals of a lowaralcstatus are more likely to respond to
guestions that relate directly to their own expsees or their moral or ethical positions than to
more symbolic, technical, or policy-oriented quass, because they are neither competent, nor
are they authorized through a perception of coomeeteto respond to the latter (ibid., 405-17).

Here we return to the question of voter ignoraadtiegit from a slightly different perspective
than Edelman's. Lacking the political capital totjggoate in the process actively, the masses
heretofore termed "ignorant” (itself perhaps a foiatic adjective in this context due to its
pejorative connotation; as Bourdieu might havéhig, use of the term discursively establishes a
perception of incompetence and therefore reinfoackeierarchy of political capital) have no
choice but to attempt to make sense of politicaistjons and respond as well as possible, using
their own experience or mere values as a benchfoaiow to choose among technical policy
options often representing different means to #meesends; or to withdraw altogether,
abdicating participation and assuming a positioapzthy. The technical ability to produce an
opinion is actually dependent on feeling onesebigsocially competent to produce an opinion:
"the propensity to speak politically, even in thesthrudimentary way..is strictly proportionate
to the sense of having the right to speak” (ikld1). Those who are ignorant of the technical
knowledge needed to produce such an opinion hageicioright.

In Bourdieu, as in Edelman, the effect of politicalture is to render the public quiescent, and
the culture of politics serves effectively to refuce systems of domination. However, Bourdieu
de-emphasized conscious top-down ideological raeptiah. In one revealing example, he
offered evidence against the explicit ideologicaté of the news media, noting that people in



lower social strata tend not to share politicahagms with the newspaper they read (Bourdieu
1984 440-42); the people in his study got informatioat ideology, from their newspapers. The
problem, for Bourdieu, is not that culture produaeset of bundled political beliefs (that is,
ideologies) with a pro-capitalist content; but ttreform of political discourse and culture
instantiate social hierarchies, excluding muchefpublic from political participation and
thereby perpetuating those hierarchies.

This emphasis on people's differential social apldtipal capital supplies an explanatory
framework for mass quiescence largely missing ialdn: the symbolic nature of politics
excludes the dominated from participating in thétigal process, and even from being able to
make political decisions, through the instantiato perception of their politically ignorant
social status. The public's technical "ignoranegjajn, my term) performs this pacifying
function in two ways - both of which are debatable.

First, culture establishes hierarchies that excladst people from the field of ideological
production While this is clearly true in a sense, it is aisee that participation in the creation of
political opinions will always be limited by peofdenterest and their ability to meet some sort
of minimum knowledge requirement; in order to paAp@te in politics, people will always need

to have a political opinion and also the desireyal as the wherewithal, to express it (such that,
again, a "political division of labor" may be inwable, unless people's propensity for politics,
and their knowledge of it, is homogeneous).

Second, Bourdieu maintains that the culturally piczatl perception of incompetence leads many
to abstain from political participation. The relaly high numbers of people who vote, however,
suggests that the public participates in the malitprocess at a rate that is far higher than its
actual competence: people are more likely to ioae they are to be informed about the issues
(Friedmanl998. Bourdieu argued that people perceive themselseascompetent and therefore
withdraw from the political process; in reality,qme seem to participate in the political process
- albeit in a casual and sporadic way - despitddbethat they lack the technical knowledge and
training necessary to make informed or consisteaices. They are incompetent but they don't
know it.

Bourdieu's account still leaves us with seriousnsmaered questions that demand a more
expansive approach to the study of politics antucell Why do the ignorant masses participate
in the political process as much as they do, anddmes culture influence their political
opinions when they do so? Given the fact that speople will always be more interested and
informed about politics than others, how could veegibly eliminate hierarchies of political
competence, and what would be the benefit of detngabsent Bourdieu's and Edelman’s New
Left normative assumptions about democracy? Thoigjapproach was (like Gramsci's) more
subtle than Edelman's, especially in its integratibethnographic study with theory, Bourdieu,
like Edelman, may well have asked the wrong questiborn of his own normative
presuppositions. Why should the focus of politicalture research be on such questions as
"How do culture and politics instantiate quiesceragathy, and domination?" and "How can
culture be used to the end of political emancipatibat all?" One might instead ask such
guestions as: "How does culture influence the wegpge think about politics, if they do at all?"



and "How do political beliefs get expressed or ustt®d through culture or symbolic systems
of meaning?"

"ldeology" and Ignorance

Fenster concludes his critique of Edelman by rafgrto a body of literature in cultural studies
and communications theory featuring still more apphes to symbolic politics. Fenst2f05
384) argues that "although Edelman clearly kep¢adirof the..interdisciplinary convergence
of efforts to study the relationships among powecial structure, and culture, he had little
interest in exploring the complexity of symbolic amng or the social contexts in which
individuals make meaning of politics.” True.

There is little doubt that scholars interestechm intersection of culture and politics should, in
principle, study "the complexity of symbolic meagiirand the real "social contexts" of political
meaning-making. Such efforts demand a broad rahgehmlarly methods, a truism confirmed
by the sheer quantity of names Fenster produces diseussing recent work on the subject.
This massive undertaking may require that we exartiie production of cultural products and
media as an industrial and institutional processlaseph Turowl@97) sought to do; and that
we may also need to consider the act of cultupBon not as a theoretical or institutional
construct, but as a highly individualized, variaptecess, as len And991 did in her work
within the cultural-studies subdiscipline of audierstudies. Turow and Ang are also fine
examples of writers interested in the study ofuzeltwho also show a willingness to distance
themselves, either practically (Turow) or theoratic(Ang), from Marxist traditions of thought.

Yet many of the thinkers Fenster names share hi Ealelman's) emphasis on cultural
domination and popular quiescence, and emancipatiitycal goals continue to dominate the
field of cultural studies and define the disciplgnerms of debate. William Gamson identified a
central concern for cultural studies scholars snd@claration that "it is not through force or
coercion that a regime maintains itself but througlability to shape our worldview" (Gamson
1992 65). Contrast the superficially similar view, @aleminiscent of Bourdieu, expressed by
Lippmann (L9273 1949, 65): "The perfect stereotyneprecedes the use of reason; is a form of
perception; imposes a cerain character on thealatar senses before the data reach our
intelligence." The shaping of political perceptiosas concern Lippmann shares with later
cultural-studies theorists, but Lippmann does mespppose that this shaping produces political
"domination” by a "regime," or that such a regimelass-based, or that the perceptions of most
people are not fragmentary "stereotypes” but fldialm "ideologies” that sustain capitalism.

Where, a cultural-studies scholar (or a politicaéstist) might ask, are the mechanisms of
"power" in Lippmann's view? They are nowhere; taey replaced by mechanisms of cognition.
Such mechanisms, being supposedly universal argighpssurmountable, might be said to
predispose Lippmann to a "conservative" worldviBwt that is only axiomatically bad if one
begs the question against such a worldview by asguthat political ignorance and passivity
are impositions of "power" that might and shouldsbecessfully resisted. One could, of course,



adduce evidence to that effect, but the cultunadiists literature that Fenster assures us is so
compelling does no such thing. The cultural-stugiegect is talluminate the mechanisms
whereby the masses' "ideological” worldviews arnee, and its identities established, by
systems of power. That such worldviews and sysexist is simply assumed. Cultural studies
itself partakes of an ideological worldview. A leksctrinaire version of cultural studies might
examine, among other things, where the "culturadiss” ideology itself comes from.

Fenster offers the cultural-studies literature olfitigal extremism as an exemplary corrective to
the failings of Edelman's work. Unfortunately, thedrature also serves as a case study of the
unfortunate influence of the ideological biasesufural studies. For example, Jodi Dedfd2
52-53) defines conspiracy theorizing as a symptbmlarger ideology of public reason and
publicity that protects

global capitalism in its assumption that commureaéxpansion enhances democracy
Instead of public deliberation, we have privatesadtconsumption. Instead of public
governance, we have the privatized control of capons. Instead of rule through thoughtful
deliberation, we have the compulsive force of mekgbid., 13)

Dean, however, merely assumes that "public delilmeracan be "thoughtful," and that it is
blocked by "global capitalism," which subtly forgasople to consume instead of engaging in
political deliberation.

Dean also endorses the pervasive and dubious aseuartigat emancipation, on almost any
terms, would be preferable to extant systems ofidation. Indeed, referring to the 1999 film
The Matrix Dean 2002 165) conjectures that whatever the price, steigglainst domination
would be better than blissful ignorance ("choosewlorst,” she insists) (contrast Niei03.
Furthermore, she leaves no meaningful way of disishing the vast, amorphous variety of
"ideology"” that she describes from more specifimdied sets of beliefs and assumptions that
may or - as the existence of her own anticapitaBsumptions suggests - may not be reproduced
by the allegedly pervasive cultural "power" of "ig#d capitalism”; and that may or, as research
such as Converse's suggests, probably are nothemo among the masseiéwe ask where
political beliefs and assumptions actually comenfy@ean’s application of the all-encompassing
cultural-studies view of "ideology" provides a pigially predetermined answer whose own
rationale is at least as obscure as anything ifniate This answer has little or nothing to say
about the specific political attitudes that pedpdéd, and the policies that are adopted, in
"capitalist” regimes.

Fenster takes a different, but no less ideologidaiblicated, approach in his own work on
conspiracy theories. He describes belief in vasspwacies as a populist ideological response to
elite domination: conspiracy theories "ideologigatidress real structural inequities and
constitute a response to a withering civil soceatg the concentration of the ownership of the
means of production, which together leave the igalisubject without the ability to be
recognized or to signify in the public realm" (FEmd999 67). Fenster sees a utopian, populist
possibility in conspiracy theory, although he bedig that in fact it fails as a populist political
project, especially once we take into account thmamicating factors of class, race, and gender



(ibid., 226). There are valuable insights to bangdifrom Fenster's specific readings of
conspiracy theories' texts, tropes, and symbolgjedisas his hypotheses regarding their
underlying logic, but I am inclined to agree witat& Knight's objection that Fenster's work is
indicative of a broader tendency within culturaldies to look for "hidden utopian yearnings
buried deep within popular culturewhich can be rearticulated to more productive palit
projects,” a tendency that "can end up insistirg thher (usually less sophisticated) people's
everyday cultural practices fulfill one's own pl#l agenda - and then chastising them for
failing at what they never intended in the firsigd" (Knight2001, 21).

Unlike Knight 2001, 21), though, 1 am not convinced that the seanclitfidden utopian
yearnings" within popular culture is "an extremighportant task for cultural analysis," for this
relies on the presupposition that the masses debty a domination that is only assumed, never
demonstrated; that they do object, in truth, footfzer reason that, according to cultural-studies
theorists, theghouldobject; and, further, that the expression of teelancipatory interests is
embedded within their cultural discourses. Workimgler the spell of these assumptions,
cultural-studies scholars have reduced the studlyeopolitics of culture to the search for elusive
hints of popular unrest and resistance to a socgi#r that are rational responses to what the
public must knowat some level, is an exploitative social ordest(js we scholars of culture
apparenthyjust knowthe same thing). For those of us who are impresseBdelman was, with
the possibility of politicalgnorance(others' and, by extension, our own), this is &tmo
unpromising research direction.

Beyond Ideology, and Beyond Positivism

If, as four decades of political-science reseaednsto establish, voter ignorance is a fact of
mass politics, students of politics need to condide nonrational, or at least undeliberate,
causes of political opinion-making, and culture agchbolic systems of meaning (whether or
not they function systematically and coherentlyde®logies) may plausibly play some role in
that process. Language, art, news and entertainmeshia, and cultural institutions provide
people with most of the information they have alibetpolitical world, and they also contribute
to a general sense of the politically and sociptigsible. But these are processes that do not
readily lend themselves to the type of statistieakarch on which the public-ignorance literature
is grounded, beyond which it has not appreciabbgprssed. "A cultural, symbolic analysis" of
politics, Fensterd005 372) argues credibly, "could enlighten effortdital and explain the
conditions of ignorance and irrationality betteartircan statistical work or a priori modeling."

But this "cultural, symbolic analysis" is also #fidult proposition. Edelman rejected a
behavioralist approach to it because of his conttenthe putative objectivity of the social
scientist was really a mask for interpretive bi¥st Edelman’s own methodology, if it can be
called a methodology at all, was to write ideoladjicinflected interpretations of social and
political practice (Fenster 2006, 379-83). Edelmah'ortcomings did not lie, as Fenster argues,
in his failure to articulate or refer to a theofyigeology, but instead in his dogmatic adherence



to his own ideological convictions.

The difficulty that arises when scholars studyrieanings and effects of cultural discourse, if
Converse was right, is that scholars themselvesieasbers of the highly educated and
politicized elite, are more likely to have an idagical position - and therefore an interpretive
bias - than the public whose opinion-making proesskey are trying to describe. This is
certainly true of the cultural-studies movemergizable number of whose members explicitly
see themselves as performing an "emancipatorytifum¢e.g., Dennin@004 164), and the rest

of whom, explicitly or not, have almost universadllgcepted the theoretical assumptions that go
with such a political stance. The study of cultuegher than helping us to better understand how
people make decisions, has instead often servagabstical tool.

It is probably impossible to examine political apim-making without analyzing cultural
discourse, no matter how much survey research alitccal psychology also contribute. But it is
also impossible to analyze how others interprducelwithout recognizing our own interpretive
frameworks as cultural products. It is for thiss@athat the cultural study of politics requires us
to turn away from the "cultural studies" that Fensecommends.

Notes

1. Bourdieu 1984 464-65) similarly likened politics to a form dfdatre that, in its exclusivity,
breeds distrust and, ultimately, apathy in those ate dominated by the political order. For
Bourdieu, apathy and distrust are effects of thel®ylic, exclusionary nature of politics; for
Edelman, the causal relationships are less clear.

2. For Edelman, there is a dimension of social-taking that also seems to echo, in distant
ways, Louis Althusser's influential theory of idegical reproduction (Althusset97Qd 2001), in
which the subject is constituted (or misrecognizes- or herself)) through ideology. The

subject accepts a position within an ideologictdtss apparatus” (e.g., a school, the media, a
church), and thereby becomes subject to, and gestitthrough, ideology. Althusser's view had
a profound effect on early work in cultural studigsugh Gramsci's theory of hegemony largely
supplanted Althusserian theoretical models.

3. "All men are intellectuals," wrote Gramsg&B{7], 9), "but not all men have in society the
function of intellectuals.. Each man..carries on some form of intellectual activityjand]
participates in a particular conception of the wWphas a conscious line of moral conduct, and
therefore contributes to a conception of the worltb modify it, that is, to bring into being new
modes of thought."”



4. In building her theoretical model, Dean drawsStewvojZizek's (1989 deft reinvention of
ideology theory, via Jacques Lacan, which frameslmhy as the belief that underlies action.
Ideological belief persists regardless of any krealgke that would seem to contradict or
undermine the belief; indeed, a belief revealgdg®logical nature most powerfully in making
sense of an action that makes no rational sengss, Tér example, the ideology of voting
manifests itself not in a belief that one's vot&kesaa difference, but rather in the fact that one
votes despit&nowingone's vote does not make a difference.
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Mark Fenster
On Idiocratic Theory: Rejoinder to Wisniewsky
Abstract

One of Murray Edelman’'s most important insights thas understanding public ignorance about
politics and policy requires an analysis of how bgiit communication and popular culture
shape public knowledge and opinion. Approachesdinaply dismiss the public as ignorant or
idiotic make a similar error as those that simphbeace the modern public as capable of
engaging in the work of a competent demos, insaddyoth simplify complex social and cultural
processes of meaning-making and comprehensionpibidem for those who wish to take
Edelman's insight seriously - a problem that Edelfiasled to resolve - is precisely how to study
and theorize the public as something less thabel@iive and knowledgeable, but more than
simply ignorant.

Introduction

The recent film "ldiocracy" satirically imaginestfollowing scenario: Five hundred years
hence, fertile and oversexed stupid people (whialy bre read as non-elites, or as the working
class, or even "the public") have so radically cedlssmart people that the United States is run
and peopled exclusively by idiots. The presidemtnsdiot, as are the members of his cabinet;
corporate executives are idiots; judges are idlésally, everyone is an idiotAs a result, crops
are failing, because they are being watered exalysvith a Gatorade-like liquid; and people
spend their time engaged, zombie-like, in shoppimd) TV watching. The most popular show is
a comedy called "Ow, My Balls!" that is little mattean a series of genitalia-crushing accidents
which befall the show's "star."

These idiots simply cannot rule themselves. Witmanity's fate in the balance, and only after a
series of complicated plot twists, the governmerat e public finally recognize their
deficiencies and appoint as president a time teavfedbm the past (our present) whose average
intelligence (as measured by our standards) makeshie smartest living creature. Our
somewhat dim-witted "hero" saves humanity by imsgson watering the crops, although the
film refuses to guarantee that complete idiocy wagn again.

"Idiocracy" thus suggests what might be calleddaocratic theory: If the public is idiotic, as it
surely is, then the least it can do, and the titingust do in order to survive, is to submit to the
rule of those who are its smartest and most capablabers (even if the smartest are a bit dim
themselves).



What is the relationship between the film's comékeory of democratic failure and democratic
theory generally? | cannot take on that heady questkre. Instead, | will use idiocratic theory
as a baseline for understanding Murray Edelmamisegation of public ignorance, explicating
my critique of it (Fenste2005, and criticizing Chris Wisniewski's partly cortemd partly
confused reply to my critique.

Edelman described a contempordgmoshat was amused and manipulated by political
symbols that cover darker, more important truthes offfered a tragic version of idiocratic theory.
His view of a fallen contemporary political culturesulted from a residual leftist embrace of
participatory democratic self-rule as an idealreN¢hat embrace seemed to weaken
considerably in his later years, as he began tolada that the ideal would never be realized.

Following Philip E. Converse1p64 2006), Wisniewski agrees to a great extent witlelthan's
description of public ignorance, but he suggesis Huelman was blind, like any vaguely

populist leftist, to the fact that the obstacleéfmrmed, participatory democracy lies neither in
the public nor in whatever ruling elite or socitalsture causes the public's ignorance. In
Wisniewski's view, Edelman, like every democraliedry that assumes that the pulchn
participate knowledgeably and competently in pcditioverlooks the public's limited intelligence,
cognitive deficiencies, and inattention to the detand consequences of both politics and policy.
Wisniewski does not narrate a tragedy; he offeedidrdboiled realism necessary for better
understanding and, presumably, for better govemarwen if it is less idealisticaljemocratic
governance.

On a continuum mapping representations ofddn@os "ldiocracy™s portrait of a hopeless,
unruly mass of fatuous citizens suitable for naghimore than ridicule occupies one pole. At the
other extreme sits a thoroughgoing democratic pspputhat would posit at least the potential
emergence of an intelligent, informed, and delibeegoublic able to govern itself through direct
self-rule. Edelman's tragic, hopeless vision ofamipulated public, with Edelman's longings for
the unattainable populist ideal, occupies a pasitiose to the idiocratic end, albeit with bitter
regret. Edelman’s presumptive if largely suppre$sgx for a more knowledgeable, less
manipulated public, however, positions him a srdetance from that extreme.

In some respects, Wisniewski's vision of the puislimore hopeless than Edelman's: whether the
reasons we should lose hope are ontological, @ljtar genetic (Wisniewski is not entirely clear
on this point), the public's ignorance is inevieabhd permanent. Again following Converse,
Wisniewski flips the standard modernist critiquelod mass public, suggesting that the problem
is not the ideological manipulation of the pubbat an ideologically oblivious intellectual class
that foolishly assumes that the public can goveselfi Viewed this way, Wisniewski's position
appears consistent with idiocratic theory, butcattites it from the perspective of a realist
reporter of fact, rather than that of an ironisadragedian.

His hopelessness about temosmakes me skeptical about Wisniewski's commitmetihée
study of political culture. In effect, Wisniewskivgs us Edelman without Edelman's residual
leftism, leaving us not only with no reason for Bpput no reason to intervene in political
culture, and therefore no reason to study it. Iddeehis later work, Edelman'’s voice began to



take on the tenor of an obsessive crank: Why ke@muw this stuff, one asks, when it can have
no positive effect, and you admit as much? Lackireghope for changing the system of political
"symbols" that seems to have animated Edelman'gwark, Wisniewski appears to suggest
that governance would be more effective when ibiga the public and those elites who delude
themselves into believing in the public's democrpbtential. But if the public is so incapable of
understanding politics and policy and is so uniikelimprove, and if the elites are so
ideological that they are unlikely to approach dges of politics and policy honestly and
openly, one is left to wonder why Wisniewski thinks at all useful or interesting to study the
culture of politics that is the joint product oftes and masses. Better and easier, it would seem,
to concede the essential truth of Converse's fgedand move to more apparently significant
matters, such as the implications of that ignordoc@ormative political theory and positive
governance (see Friedma@06. Wisniewski's rendering of Converse, his critiguidcdelman,
and his fatalistic reporting of the essential ctigailimits of the public fail, in the end, to
produce a case for why culture matters at all -tivdreone thinks, as he does, that culture is
independent from power; that it is merely its sgpeicture; or, under some more "nuanced"
reading that he dismisses (Wisniew8RD7, 132*), that it is somewhere in between.

Having mapped out Wisniewski's relationship to B, let me now clarify my own position.
My essay suggested that Edelman could have betteeptualized symbolic communication by
incorporating insights from some of the disciplitieat have engaged in the qualitative study of
the issue, including anthropology, sociology, higtditerature, and communications - which are
frequently seen as contributing to a broader "caltturn" in qualitative social sciences, towards
an interdisciplinary "cultural studies" projectrigued that Edelman's description and theory of
political symbols suffered from simplistic concepts of the communicative process: in essence,
| maintained that the world is not quite as ididicras he assumed. Wisniewski rejects my
critique largely for two reasons: first, because disciplines and bodies of work | identify lean
(at times heavily and explicitly) to the politidaft, and thus have embedded within them biases
that inevitably limit their descriptive abilities avell as their normative accourtand second,
because they rely on a theory of ideology thattpastruth that their own critiques of symbolic
communication undercut.

The bias argument fails to make me reconsider nsitipa because it does not address the
empirical, descriptive elements of the fields lodissed, which have no necessary relationship to
any political or normative commitments of thosddgeor of the scholars working within them.
During the twentieth century, criticism of "massgteety and culture - much of it expressing
similar concerns about the ignorant, passive mogehtic - emanated from scholars
representing both the cultural right and left amel political right and left.Dismissing any such
work as the product of mere bias risks missingstgeificance, and potential validity, of its
findings; as well as the important historical fawt analysts of all political stripes agreed about
the profound social changes that constituted dawentieth-century modernity - even if they
disagreed, to an extent, in identifying causal ¢fesrand the political and cultural implications

of those changes. It is no doubt true that theitizle social sciences of the post-1960s era have
been overwhelmingly oriented to the left, but iecually true that in the study of culture, the
left/right distinction is frequently less significithan the paternalistic/libertarian divide: Isfs

and conservatives can make common cause eithleeimautrage over the cultural degradation



of contemporary culture or their fear of the hehand of the state. Evaluating the contribution
and significance of cultural analysis requires nmtben merely identifying the political
commitments of the analysts - indeed, Edelman nesra interesting figure precisddgcause
his vision of political symbols seemed to pull hemvay from his politics.

The underlying issue, in other words, is not biasge, but the extent to which the social science
in question is performed carefully and transpayerts with any humanistic and social-scientific
endeavor, both good and poor work has been prodwuael the rubric of cultural studies. The
appearance and ill effects of "bias" in a particglady are symptomatic more of the quality of
its scholarship than of its relationship to theipd! precommitments of its author or her field.
Indeed, all studies of human behavior require sset®f methodological and conceptual
assumptions, which are likely to affect a projedd &s results. "Bias,” as a sole or prevailing
basis for critique, either presumes the possibdfta pure, objective, and ultimately mechanical
social science - the desire for which drives théless search for methodological purity that too
frequently operates at the expense of meaningéglareh questions and theory-building - or it
entails the impossibility of any social scientifimject. But if one concedes that social science is
inevitably imperfect and that no methodology peifecaptures social reality, but nevertheless
tries to study human behavior both to understamdimprove ourselves and society, then the
bias critique is at once banal and beside the phialso diverts attention from the more
important issue: the substance of the ideas theesel

| agree, however, with Wisniewski's argument that¢oncept of "ideology" creates a significant,
frequently unexamined problem for cultural studasywell as for the study of symbolic political
communication generally. The term suffers from twpposite defects: too often it is deployed
narrowly as a means of dismissing an opponentisflsistem; at other times, it is applied
universally, as a more neutral term that refethi¢olimited consciousness shared by all members
of a given society. In the first instandgeologyserves as an academic gloss masking simplistic,
condescending, and largely unsupported denuncgtidms usage is the refuge for shoddy,
uninteresting scholarship. The second usage, redgsabstract and ahistorical because it tries
to identify and explain a universally held beligegem, begs the question of how anyone can
identify and study a universal system of beliefieitfrom outside or from within its own
ideological constraints.

One way out of this bind is to create a conceptag@idoor that allows the analyst to claim a
scientific position outside of the ideological ®/sthe seeks to identify - a cheat that usually
enables the analyst to condemn the society unddysas and thereby combine both types of
defects in a spectacularly dreadful theory (e.ghusserl978. The other is to accept and self-
reflexively concede the difficulty of fully undeestding the conditions of knowledge, ignorance,
and belief that exist within a present system diehé Fraught though it may be, this approach
offers the best opportunity for any humanistic aeial-scientific study of history, culture, or
politics.

| agree with Wisniewski if he is arguing that "idegy" in any sense - as a synonym for "wrong";
or as the equivalent of "consciousness"; or, adtigraly, in its Marxist, post-Marxist, or
Conversean sense - cannot serve as either a g@adknt or independent variable in social-



science research. It is inevitably either too sergs a mode of criticism, or too complex as an
object of study.

To be clear, however, my suggestion that Edelmanidvioave offered a better theoretical
conception of the public had he developed a bettere explicit theory of ideology was not
meant to indicate that such improvement would hmgede his approach essentially correct. A
theory of ideology is neither sufficient nor evestassary for the study of political symbols and
culture. Wisniewski has misread my essay by plaoiegas a purported representative of
cultural studies, in a bifurcated position on thi@cracy continuum. As a result of my
instrumentalist theory of ideology, | apparentlgiot that the public is ignorant to the point of
idiocy, because it is a victim of the political cga, and economic order that rules it. At the same
time, | purportedly place myself with alleged cuétlistudies cohorts on the populist end of the
continuum, alongside the radical democratic putbiat we hope to produce by revealing hidden
truths and correct ways of thinking. In other wondAsniewski argues, | assume idiocracy's
existence in practice by suggesting an idioticopidgically manipulated public; but | disavow
idiocracy as a theory by assuming that the putdidd and some dawill transcend its current
foolishness and throw off the chains of its extdynanposed ignorance.

But | did not in fact "insist on symbolic discourag an instrument of political domination”
(Wisniewski2007, 128); nor am | convinced that cultural studieki@h | cannot claim to
represent) always does so either - unless oneeagribe long march of cultural studies through
poststructuralist and postmodern theory and theogtaphic study of the audience, all of which
sought to complicate or reject instrumentalist egions of ideology.Speaking only for myself,
| agree that the public is frequently ignorant, ankifully so, as any number of examples
illustrate. The aftermath of the Iraq War, in whimioad segments of the public continued to
believe in a phantom weapons of mass destructiogram and illusory ties to Al-Qaeda,
represents just one of many. | have come to apagdtie ideal of a knowing, participatory mass
public - as well as the embedded assumptionsf@tnation, if communicated directly and in
an unmediated form, would lead to public knowledgd a set of agreed assumptions on how to
proceed - is thoroughly illusory (Fensg406.

Converse is correct: the public doesn't know madid, much of what its members do know is
wrong; and those who are more knowledgeable areewsssarily more rational, insofar as they
inevitably understand and act on what they knowugh narrowing frameworks of
interpretation and heuristics. Notably, howeverd aantrary to Wisniewski's assertion,
Converse's conclusion that the public holds jumblezbherent beliefs is not entirely at odds
with theories put forward by leading figures intoudl studies. For example, Stuart Hall98q
1996, 43) describes the "fragmentary, disjointed gpisodic” thinking that constitutes an
historical period’'s common sense.

That said, Wisniewski is right to disagree with omgique of Edelman because, unlike Edelman
and Wisniewski, | am not in fact an idiocrat. Agylaand stupid as the public may be, its
members are not incapable of understanding atleadiroad stakes of major political decisions.
In this regard consider the increased public kndggeand understanding of the nonexistence of
Saddam Hussein's WMD program and ties to Al-Qaledalave occurred over the past three



years. Efforts to provide the public with bettefioimation in an effective and timely manner,
whether by public or private institutions, are vavhile, in the same way that efforts to
manipulate the public by leaking or releasing falsenisleading information can be quite
effective.

| may not be as far on the other side of the iditicrcontinuum as Wisniewski suggests or might
want. But | am heartened, if skeptical, that soneecommitted to a theory of public ignorance
thinks the study of political culture a worthwhédadeavor, and | look forward to the work that
results.

Notes

1. Ironically, given the importance of this critijto Wisniewski's dismissal of cultural studies,
his own political commitments remain largely unsthtThis silence leaves the reader uncertain
where his approach to the study of political c@taright lead one politically, except that,
presumably, it would not be toward a wishful I€tir right-)wing populism. The two most likely
commitments that follow from his realist idiocra@se a critical-libertarian critique of the
contemporary democratic republic (if the public maingovern itself, then that democratic
government is best that governs least) (see,®091jn1998; or an authoritarian vision of
managerial elitism that could run either vaguelyh® left (in the vein of Lasswell or the early
Lippmann) or to the right (in the tradition of Par@nd Mosca). Either direction suggests an
important distinction between Wisniewski's modeaafration and Edelman's, even though their
view of the public is quite similar.

2. | use the modifier "cultural" here because wébpect to cultural criticism, the traditional
political left/right distinction becomes confusiagd unhelpful. A conservative cultural critical
tradition existed throughout the twentieth centamyong artists (such as T. S. Eliot), literary and
cultural critics (such as F. R. Leavis, E. D. Hirsand Hilton Kramer), and political activists
(such as William Bennett) who, following in thediton of Matthew Arnold, disapproved of
what they saw as the vulgarity of popular cultdreis tradition, which does not necessarily
require commitments to all of the positions asdedavith the American political right wing,
finds some common ground with leftists and radi¢aiest prominently in the Frankfurt School
tradition of Theodor Adorno) who share its embratkigh culture. At the same time, leftist
academics in the cultural-studies tradition shiedr tpopulist embrace of popular culture with
libertarians (such as, for example, Virginia Pdsdrel the current instantiation Beason
magazine) on the putative right wing.

3. This is what Clifford GeertZ073 194) identified as "Mannheim's paradox," aftelyaamic
first identified by Karl Mannheim1(936.



4. Jack Balkin's discussion of this issue is qoagent £998 ch. 6), even if his "cultural
software" analogy does not seem persuasive ascaptal framework to replace or improve
upon "ideology."

5. Wisniewski rightly identifies a tension in my vkoon conspiracy theory (Fenste299. On

the one hand, | argue that conspiracy theorieesent a misplaced desire for a utopian,
transparent, and direct relationship between tloplpeand the state. On the other hand, the book
appears to propose that such a relationship isssapgand possible, and that anything less
would constitute elite domination. | consider thstfthesis supported by the book's analysis of
conspiracy theory's texts and practices, but ttherlaow strikes me as naive and weak. (This
illustrates my earlier point that a normative pmaoatment does not necessarily negate a work's
findings, even if it might affect how one reads ¢hehor's interpretation of those findings.) In

the second edition | will attempt to address taisston more directly.
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Daniel Carpenter

The Leaning Tower of “Pisa”: Public Ignorance, isfublics, and State Autonomy: Reply to
DeCanio

Abstract

In the pages of this journal, Samuel DeCanio atieé@gues have advanced the proposition that
public ignorance (PI) can lead to state autonormdy),(Blasmuch as the public cannot constrain
state actions of which it is unaware. The pisa &aork, while original and deserving of further
research, needs to take account of complicatingrfson both the public ignorance and the state
autonomy sides of the equation. "Knowledge," and thgnorance," is a matter of diverse
interpretations, so what seems like ignorance ncayadly be a form of fragmented knowledge
that buttresses state autonomy. Conversely, pigslarance of state actions that would be
popular if they were widely known might diministatg autonomy, by undermining the
legitimacy of the state bureaucracy in question.

Introduction

Can public ignorance serve as a durable basiddte er bureaucratic autonomy?

| have substantial doubts. It is true that pulgiearance can, in many settings, widen the ambit
of state and bureaucratic action, and limit thditstof societies and societal organizations to
respond to (or resist) state action. Yet therecatmtervailing reasons to believe that public
ignorance can weaken the state as much as strengthe

Thus, while | congratulate Samuel DeCanio for adwamnan interesting new hypothesis, | think
the hypothesis is too blunt as it stands. Theiogahips between information, social knowledge,
knowledge communities, and state autonomy are éaermomplicated than any hypothesis

resting upon simple univariate causality would ssggThe task of scholarship along these lines
should be to advance more refined theoretical rsiatés of DeCanio's "public ignorance/state
autonomy" (pisa) thesis, and to conduct more ektbdristorical and empirical studies of the
relationship between knowledge, its distributiormisociety and among state personnel, and state
autonomy.

Why Ignorance May Produce Autonomy

Let me begin with a summary of what | take to b&CBeio’'s main point. I€ritical Review
14(2-3), DeCanio and other scholars argued thdigigimorance could serve as a broad basis



for state autonomy in modern times, particularlyegi the importance of elections as the pre-
eminent constraint upon the states that govern deatio societies.Drawing upon an enduring
literature that began with Converse's "The NatdiBalief Systems in Mass Publics'1d64

2006), DeCanio (2000, 143) argues that "the keycsoof democratic states' ability to act
autonomously would be public unawareness of stdteres,” in part because public ignorance is
"what allows the nominally democratic state to pgcaffective societal scrutiny.” "Given the
public's political ignorance, it is likely that tis¢gates governing modern democracies are far more
autonomous from social actors than is commonlyrassii (ibid., 145). In subsequent essays in
the volume, this public-ignorance hypothesis isdbsd as a major reformulation of Marxian
concept of state autonomy (DeCagi@00h, and is empirically elaborated in studies of cozy
relations between state actors and lobbyists (wmiaiz reinforce state actors' autonomy from
society; Kerst2000, and in the formulation of foreign policy (Ravé2800.

There are some nice features to this argument. Ble@ad his colleagues do acknowledge and
respond to the "shortcuts" and "fire alarms" argainp@pularized by scholars such as Arthur
Lupia and Mathew McCubbins (1998), who have treedhitigate the undemocratic implications
of public ignorance by reminding us that voter igimze can co-exist with highly responsive
polities. Parties and interest groups, for examgade, provide voters with "shortcuts”
(endorsements, advocacy, and "fire-alarm” compmaabbut wayward government agencies) that
can simplify complex problems for voters. DeCamad aolleagues fairly note in response that if
the public remains massively ignorant, then alt ghertcuts accomplish is to push the moral
hazard problem back from the legislative/bureaiucraterface to the voter/interest group
interface.

On the whole, pisa is intriguing, and deservinduother analysis, but not incredibly compelling
as it now stands. Even if mass publics remain igmoof public policy and of the state's
activities, there are at least two reasons to elikat the state will not be autonomous as a
result. One barrier to state autonomy is that seotgetal organizations canemselvesxploit
public ignorance to advance their interests vigsative state. The other problem occurs when a
lack of public knowledge might undermine the vesgitimacy on which the state's power rests.

Propertied Elites Constraining State Autonomy

When DeCanio and colleagues talk of the ignoram¢keeopublic, | am reminded of Margaret
Thatcher's statement that "théseo public.2 In making that bald claim - and in ignoring the
republican political traditions of popular sovergigthat had evolved nowhere more
influentially than in her own country - Thatchersam@ismissing the notion of a popular will
whose claims could override those of individualstt®r to see the units of analysis and
governance as individuals and families, she thaught

We need not agree with Thatcher's normative claiscknowledge that the idea of a single
public - and a single condition of "knowledge" agriorance" ascribed to that totality - is
somewhat farfetched. But if there is no monolighiblic with uniform levels of information



across all its members, there might be variegabeshtunities, organizations, and networks of
citizens with differing levels of knowledge abohetstate and its doings. Political scientists and
sociologists have therefore studied "issue publicat are more attentive to particular
dimensions of political debate than a randomly ehasitizen would likely bé.

The importance of issue publics grows when we atlwat a key mechanism of influence over
the state is not simply the politics of pressurediso the politics of agenda setting. Well-
organized publics and the organizations that rgmtethem can influence not only the decisions
of state actors but also the set of problems tathey pay attention.

A couple of examples may help elucidate this argunt@onsider first that even in a democratic
society (perhaps especially in democratic socigttee state has organized enemies who seek
less to overthrow it and more to emasculate itsggpaompared to the power of the owners of
property. These enemies of the state, ironicatly,/aembers of what DeCanio and colleagues
would call the "ruling class," at least if thatrters understood to include wealthy, propertied,
and highly educated citizens. Over the past twades, these and allied forces have
successfully privatized many state-level progrant @gencies throughout the world, including
the postal system and its savings banks in Japam@amerous state and municipal services in
the United States. They have also successfullygdéated many economies that were formerly
governed by national or subnational regulationgddsby state entities.

One reason that such forces have been able to dmansd privatize the state is that their
votaries and representatives do in fact posse#tscpbknowledge, and related communicative
capacities, in abundance. In the United Statesgthapacities are observable in the presence of
"think tanks" such as the American Enterprise tasi the Cato Institute, and the Heritage
Foundation, among many others. Libertarian and @mically conservative intellectuals
populate these and related organizations, andkheivledge of politics and public-policy issues
is in fact quite strong.

Thus, the ignorance of the mass public may cregperunities for libertarian forces to
undermine state autonomy. In the absence of détpdécy knowledge, such agents can always
pose a simple question to the uninformed voter: y\8#n't the government program or agency
in question be replaced by a private firm or a markechanism?" The very allure of libertarian
metaphors and argument may, | hypothesize, depeol widespread voter ignorance of
particular policy issues and the relative simpji@hd conceptual "obviousness" of notions such
as "freedom,” "competition," "i costraadit analysis,” and "the market."

incentives,

A second example is business or "capital” itselfhBrd White's stunning new history of the
transcontinental railroads in the Gilded Age denrass the capacity of these vast new
organizations to fool both "the public" (includingany small investors and laborers) and the
state (state governments and federal regulatong) ability of railroad managers to conceal
fraudulent schemes allowed them to bilk investartsad tens of millions of dollars, all the while
escaping the reach and notice of state and natgmvarnments (Whit2003.

The Issue of Reputation



Public ignorance may constrain potentially autonasnstates in other ways. To the extent that
general state autonomy rests even partly upon @lédgitimacy, or to the extent that the
autonomy of particular state agencies rests upein tihganizational reputations (Carpenter
2001),* public ignorance may undermine the ideationaldaba state's autonomy. Put
differently, if an autonomous state is to havetletacy, the public must knogomethingabout

it. To the extent that legitimacy in one or moreli@aces supports the autonomy of the state,
then extreme levels of public ignorance will, atngpoint, undermine that autonomy.

Again let me offer two examples, the first fromeasch | am now conducting on pharmaceutical
regulation. | think it is plausible to say thatr fauch of the mid- to late-twentieth century, the
U.S. Food and Drug Administration behaved as & steganization with relative autonomy from
many societal interests. Yet it possessed suchanty in large measure because of the public's
aggregate judgment - a judgment reflected and bevated in sub-public audiences - that the
agency successfully protected American consumens the hazards of unsafe food and
medicines (Carpent@006aand20060. The FDA's reservoir of public support was fouhdet
upon broad knowledge of its many activities, butrupartial knowledge of a few of them,

which buttressed an organizational reputation thatyrn, undergirded a strong array of formal
and informal powers. Had American citizens beemignt of the thalidomide tragedy in Europe,
or the role of the FDA in preventing that tragedyhe United States, the FDA would not have
benefited from the public's ignorance of most sfattivities. But public knowledge of the
thalidomide tragedy was widespread, and, for atghroe, so was public knowledge of the FDA
officer who denied marketing rights to thalidomidehe United States (Carpen2306h.

Or consider a quite different setting, drawn fromHard White's magisterial narrative of Indian-
European relations in colonial North America (WHi©2. Algonquians (a catch-category that
included dozens of villages and various "natioreditin the Great Lakes region) attributed good
will to the French and their territorial ruler, Qrte. The power of the French governor was
conditional and rested, in part, upon the ignorasfdas Algonquian subjects. Yet as White
makes clear, the ambit of Onontio's actions alstetkto a great degree upon the Algonquians'
knowledgeof Onontio and his representatives. There wagjaitilerium, if you will, of
understanding and misunderstanding. Upon this iequin rested the French governor's
autonomywvis-a-visthe Algonquians.

Knowledge as More than Unidimensional

Finally, a remark on the rather limited notion obkvledge employed in the pisa theory. In the
writings of DeCanio and his colleagues, knowledgédubly binary. It is a thing either
possessed or not (or which an agent has morelessiof), and it attaches, or fails to attach, to
aggregate entities in unison. If it fails to attasle have "public ignorance" (PI), and if this
expands the scope of state personnel's decisiomg)dak leads to state autonomy (SA).



In my understanding of state and organizationaltapns, however, there is almost always
more than one relevant "audience,” and differediemces can understand the same information
in different ways and with different effects ontstautonomy. For the FDA, the relevant
audiences included scientific and professionalet@s, pharmaceutical manufacturers,
burgeoning American consumer movements, and cosigreg committees. These audiences
can entertain radically different interpretatiorighee same “information™: what appears to mass-
media organizations as a pattern of FDA "cautioaymppear to industry representatives as
"bureaucratic delay."

The "multiple audiences" problem is one confrortigchumerous organizations and other
"performers" (Goffman 1959). A similar dynamic appein the rule of Cosimo de Medici in
fifteenth-century Florence (Padgett and Ang8®3. Or, again, consider White's narrative. The
culture of power and assimilation in French andi&ticolonial North America rested not simply
upon asymmetric information but upon certain sutista information that was reflected
through the lens of cultural understandings (cfité/h992 ch. 2). In this narrative, as in so
many others, knowledge is less a matter of graspimgge" facts (knowledge) or "fewer" facts
(ignorance). It is rather a matter of knowing iffefient ways; or of using different categories,
narratives, and frames to understand those in peaed, thus, either to enhance or impinge
upon that power.

* % %

The relationship between societal knowledge ane statonomy is one deserving of further
thought and investigation. | look forward to seeidgCanio and others pursue this line of
inquiry further. In doing so, however, | think thenust transcend the pisa formula that in
democratic political systems, if you have publicagance, then you have state autonomy. The
relationships are far more complicated, and faremiateresting. They deserve careful and
rigorous empirical and historical elaboration.

Notes

1. In related essays, llya Somin, Rogan Kersh, Ravienal, and Steven Sheffrin also advanced
arguments that support DeCanio's general case. Wieéer to "DeCanio and colleagues,” |
refer to the group of authors who contributed ®Qhitical Reviewdouble issue on state
autonomy.

2. Thatcher's expression in her published reminiseg went somewhat differently: "There is no
such thing as society, there are individual menwaochen, and there are families" (Thatcher
1993 626). Some observers have her statement as itheoesociety,” and others have it as
"there is no public interest." For an example, gdeer 2006.



3. For select studies in this tradition, see Hutge2005 Krosnick1990

4. A fine critique of this reputation-based pergpecwas recently launched by Patrick Roberts
(2009. Roberts argues that the Federal Emergency MamaxgeAgency (fema) enjoyed a very
positive reputation among politicians during sorhéhe past two decades, but that its
reputation-based autonomy was short-lived. | thiokerts's conception of reputation is too
narrow - he observes fema's reputation as embeaddedaudience of politicians, whereas | have
situated such reputations in audiences of soanetsvorks, including those of professions and
the sciences, political groups, businesses anddbsociations, and consumer groups, among
many others (Carpentg001, 2006a and2006h.
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Benjamin Ginsberg
Autonomy and Duplicity: Reply to DeCanio
Abstract

While Samuel DeCanio is correct to maintain thatstate has considerable autonomy due to the
public's vast ignorance of the government's afféiesneglects to consider that the public's
ignorance also stems from the deceptions of thigigadly powerful, who withhold and distort
information in a variety of ways. This can take fhem of outright lies; anonymous leaks; press
and video releases that don't mention the origigagroup or its interests; giving reporters
access to otherwise inaccessible information, abthiey will report favorably on a certain
program or event; publicity stunts from groupsarsafield as nasa and the Los Angeles
Homeless Service Authority; or the financing ofipdicals that are sympathetic towards one's
cause. State autonomy induced by public ignorareetitus be generated by the state itself.

Introduction

Samuel DeCania2Q00aand2000h has suggested in an earlier volume of this jduthvet
pervasive public ignorance regarding governmentgatitics contributes substantially to the
state's autonomy. This argument seems to havedsyabie merit. Many surveys indicate that
large segments of the public lack even a rudimgniaderstanding of governmental processes
and political issues. And it seems plausible tagesgthat such a poor understanding of what the
government is doing helps to give officials a freand when they make decisions.

Yet explanations of state autonomy focusing upe@ptlblic's shortcomings seem, at least
implicitly, to place too much weight upon the atizand not enough upon the actions of public
officials, bureaucracies, and other state entitvasch of the public's ignorance is an inevitable
result of the lies and deceptions routinely practiby state actors. From minor bureaucrats to
the president of the United States, governmentiaff hide information, disseminate misleading
information and, frequently enough, simply lie e tpublic.

"l have previously stated and | repeat now thatlth#ged States plans no military intervention in
Cuba," said President John F. Kennedy as he plamiigdry action in Cuba. "As president, it is
my duty to the American people to report that resgWwostile actions against United States ships
on the high seas in the Gulf of Tonkin have todsguired me to order the military forces of the
United States to take action in reply,” said Presid.yndon Johnson as he fabricated an incident
to justify expansion of American involvement in Yiam. "We did not, | repeat, did not, trade
weapons or anything else [to Iran] for hostageaid Bresident Ronald Reagan in November,
1986, four months before admitting that U.S. arad been traded to Iran in exchange for
Americans being held hostage there. "Simply stateste is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now



has weapons of mass destruction," said Vice Pnetsidiek Cheney before the invasion of Iraq;
when it turned out that these weapons did not eiiistant Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
explained that "for bureaucratic reasons, we sketifeone issue, weapons of mass destruction
[as justification for invading Iraq], because itsmhe one reason everyone could agree on"
(Cockburn and St. Claiz003 1).

Nietzsche 1999 30) surely was right when he had ZarathustrarebséWhatever the state
speaks is falsehood."

In some instances, official deception is designathiy to prevent external interference with the
state's plans. No one can hinder programs of wexiséence they are unaware. More often,
though, lies and misinformation are aimed at mdaing public opinion to secure support for
the government's various policies and initiatives.

In the nineteenth century, governments feared puginion but had little ability to influence it.
In fact, rulers could hardly assess or analyzdsmfthe popular mood. As W. Phillips Davison
(1972 313) has observed, "Rulers looked upon publiaiopiwith something akin to terror."
Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century political eldéen would have only the vaguest
understanding of popular discontent before "theegoment, the church hierarchy and the
aristocracy suddenly saw the roof blown off."

During those premodern days, the two most impottois used by governments to manage
opinion were secrecy and censorship. By blockirggss to information, governments sought to
inhibit the development of hostile ideas. In thetbeh States, secrecy became part of official
policy as early as 1792, when President George \WWgteim attempted to block a congressional
inquiry into a disastrous military expedition leg General Arthur St. Clair. Washington claimed
what later would be named "executive privilege UlfSequently, citing the importance of
secrecy, Washington declined to provide the Corsgnath information concerning his
negotiations with Great Britain.)

Public Relations

All contemporary governments, of course, contirmierhploy censorship and secrecy to guard
against real or imagined dangers and antagonishesUTS. government currently classifies as
secret more than 20 million pieces of informatiacleyear. Nevertheless, during the twentieth
century, national policies toward public opiniorgha to undergo an important change. Using
polling, the mass media, and public-relations tépies, modern governments began to
manipulate and manage popular opinion. In the modea, the censor was joined by the PR
officer.

In the United States, management of popular opibezame a routine official function during
World War |, when the Wilson administration creagéedensorship board, enacted sedition and
espionage legislation, and attempted to suppreaggiike the International Workers of the



World (IWW) that voiced opposition to the war etfoAt the same time, however, World War |
was the first modern "industrial" war requiringogal mobilization of popular effort on the home
front for military production. This prodigious proctive effort required the government to
convince the civilian population to bear the c@std make the sacrifices needed to achieve
industrial and agricultural as well as battlefisleccess.

The instrument developed by the government to lmelkelded popular support was the
Committee on Public Information (CPI), chaired bwinalist and publicist George Creel. The
CPI organized a massive public-relations and neasagement program aimed at promoting
popular enthusiasm for the war effort. This progiantiuded the dissemination of favorable
news reports; the publication of patriotic pamphlétms, photos, cartoons, bulletins and
periodicals; and the organization of "war exposiiband speakers' tours. Special labor
programs were aimed at maintaining the loyalty arodiuctivity of the work force. Much of the
CPI's staff was drawn from the major advertisingrages. According to Cre€l920, the work
of the committee "was distinctly in the nature ofavertising campaign..Our object was to
sell the war."

The CPI was a temporary wartime agency, but itkwa@s a harbinger of the permanent
expansion of government opinion management tharbagth the New Deal and has persisted
to the present. The enlargement of the scope afrgovental activity that began during the
Roosevelt era was accompanied by an explosionfisfadfpublic-relations efforts. Every new
department, agency, bureau, office, and commitigekty established a public-relations or
public-information arm to persuade the citizenrgooperate with its efforts and support its
objectives.

The link between the expansion of government aadjtbwth of opinion management was put
into clear focus by Chester Bowles. Early in hisga@areer in public life, Bowles served as
Director of the New Deal's Office of Price Admimegion (OPA). Under Bowles's leadership,
OPA developed an extensive public-information paogmwhose large budget drew
Congressional fire. Bowles's defense of the progearacalled in his memoirs:

At one point, Congress threatened to cut our in&tiom budget. | testified that if they deprived
us of the means of explaining our program to th@pfee our requirements for investigators and
inspectors to enforce our regulations would bettyé@acreased. With a $5 million annual
budget for information, | said | could keep the Aroan people reasonably informed about our
regulations and their own obligations and rightsitigens. But, if Congress cut this $5 million, |
would have no alternative but to make a requesti&rmillion to hire law enforcement
inspectors to prosecute the many people who, dfterugh their own ignorance and lack of
information, had acted illegally. (Bowld973 93)

In other words, manipulation is cheaper than coexci
The government's interest in "explaining prograothe people" has, of course, increased

substantially since the New Deal. Every federahagenow engages in opinion management
efforts that dwarf the OPA's $5 million program.eTederal government now spends hundreds



of millions each year on advertising, public inf@tin, and related matters, and Americans are
now constantly exposed to efforts by the governneeiplain things to them. Government

officials and agencies employ a variety of instratsgo manipulate information. These include,
but are not limited to, publicity stunts, leakse$s releases, and subsidies to the private media.

Publicity Stunts

Publicity stunts are efforts to create or dramagizents designed to illustrate or highlight a
particular perspective. Done effectively, a puljigtunt can shape opinions and perspectives
without alerting audiences to the fact that they/the targets of manipulation.

One federal agency that has become notoriousdgirgj particularly expensive and dangerous
publicity stunts is the National Aeronautics an@&pAdministration (nasa), the government
entity charged with administering America's spa@gmm. nasa's culture was formed during the
heady days when America raced against the Sovietna launch men into space, after
President Kennedy had dedicated America to pu#tintan on the moon. That era reached its
climax in 1969, with the Apollo 11 lunar landingn&e then, political leaders have not seen
space exploration as a top priority and publicredein space has waned. Working closely with
major defense contractors, nasa was able to s&kmuatang for the construction of a small
number of space shuttles, but the agency fourslidgiets constantly under attack and its efforts
to promote interest in more ambitious explorataiggoams generally thwarted. Indeed, most
space scientists have urged nasa to scale bamkdé&savors, arguing that most of the cost and
risk of nasa's programs involves the difficultykeeping human beings alive in space, while
virtually all the scientific payoff could be ache with much cheaper unmanned flights. For
nasa executives, though, manned spaceflight iagbacy'saison d'étre and issues of cost and
scientific value are secondary.

To stimulate support for its ongoing commitmenirtanned spaceflight, nasa has resorted to
publicity stunts, sometimes with disastrous conseqas. In 1985, the agency invited America's
schoolteachers to compete for a spot in the sgaddesprogram. Agency executives reasoned
that conducting a contest to send a teacher irgoeswould generate enormous interest in the
space program, particularly among millions of sdbleitdren and their parents. Indeed, on the
day that Christa McAuliffe, the winning teacher,shaunched into space on the Challenger
shuttle, televisions in classrooms throughout thentry were tuned to the event. nasa executives
were thrilled. Unfortunately, nasa's publicity dtturned into a major public-relations disaster
and human tragedy when the Challenger exploddihcsix astronauts as well as the
unfortunate teacher.

Undeterred, nasa has continued to seek ways ofadizang its manned spaceflight program. In
1998, for example, the agency sent aging Senakor Géenn into orbit on the Discovery space
shuttle. Three decades earlier, Glenn had beefrshémerican to orbit the earth, and had
continued from his seat in the Senate to servevasa champion of the space program. nasa
administrators hoped that sending such a legerfadame back into space would heighten public



interest in manned space flight. Criticized for tiearly $500 million cost of this stunt, nasa
bosses countered that the mission had a validtf@gmurpose, namely to investigate the effects
of space flight on aging. Even if this somewhatfan explanation was true, it is not precisely
clear why it would be so important to understareldfiects of space flight on aging. Perhaps
nasa plans to recruit a corps of senior-citizeroasits or, alternatively, to expand its revenue
base by constructing retirement villages on Maxghikhg seems too bizarre for the fertile
imaginations of nasa publicists.

nasa publicity has been sufficiently effective teeen after another space shuttle explosion,
killing seven astronauts in 2003, most Americangel@ntinued to support the space program.
Asked by CBS in 2003 whether the shuttle progracukhgo forward, 75 percent said yes. In
the same survey, only 27 percent said too much yneas being spent on the space program.
Only 11 percent said the space program did notribaré much to science - the answer that
would be given by most space scientists.

Leaks

A leak is the disclosure of confidential informatito the news media. Leaks may emanate from
a variety of sources, including "whistle blowerdbwer-level officials who hope to publicize
what they view as their bosses' improper activitisst leaks, though, originate not with low-
level whistle blowers but, rather, with senior gowaent officials, prominent politicians, and
political activists. Such personages often culaMang-term relationships with journalists to
whom they regularly leak confidential informatidmowing that it is likely to be published on a
priority basis in a form acceptable to them. Theinfidence is based upon the fact that
journalists are likely to regard high-level souroésonfidential information as valuable assets
whose favor must be retained.

For example, Lewis "Scooter” Libby, Vice Presid€hieney's former chief of staff, was
apparently such a valuable source of leaks to soymeominent journalists that his name was
seldom even mentioned in the newspapers, desgifgdiminence in Washington and his
importance as a decision maker (Massi0§5 36). The more assiduously the recipients of
leaked information strive to keep their sourcesetebiowever, the more difficulty other
journalists have in checking its validity.

Through such tacit alliance with journalists, praemt figures can manipulate news coverage
and secure the publication of stories that serg& flurposes. One recent case that revealed the
complexities of this culture of leaks was that @i&fie Plame, a CIA analyst who happened to
be married to Joseph Wilson, a prominent caredomhiat. Wilson had angered the Bush White
House by making a number of statements that wéreatof the president's policies in Irag. In
an apparent effort to discredit Wilson, one or mamteninistration officials informed prominent
journalists that Plame had improperly used hertjpwsto help Wilson. In so doing, these
officials may have violated a federal statute pbodng disclosure of the identities of covert



intelligence operatives. The leak in the Plame casee to light only because it was potentially
illegal. Thousands of other leaks each year aretiguand seamlessly incorporated into the news.

Press Releases

Also seamlessly incorporated into daily news repedch year are thousands of press releases.
The press release, sometimes called a news releasstory written by an advocate or publicist
and distributed to the media in the hope that jalists will publish it with little or no revision

and under their own bylines.

The inventor of the press release was a famous YW public-relations consultant named Ivy
Lee. In 1906, a train operated by one of Lee'sitdie the Pennsylvania Railroad - was involved
in a serious wreck. Lee quickly wrote a story altbetaccident that presented the railroad in a
favorable light, and he distributed the accournefmorters. Many papers published Lee's slanted
story as their own objective account of events, thedrailroad's reputation for quality and safety
remained intact.

Consistent with Lee's example, today's press relpeessents facts and perspectives that serve an
advocate's interests, but is written in a way thiamics the factual news style of the periodical or
news program to which it has been sent. It is giffecult for the audience to distinguish a well-
designed press release from an actual news storyngtance, an April, 2005, article sent to
thousands of newspapers by the Associated Preskeadtined "Fed Unveils Financial
Education Website." Apparently written by an APagpr, the article discussed the various ways
in which a new site developed by the Federal Reseould help consumers make informed
decisions. The article did not mention that it wasically a slight revision of a press release that
could be found on the Fed's old Web site (Montop005. In a similar vein, a June, 2005s
Angeles Timestory claimed, without offering an explanatiorattthe number of homeless
people in Los Angeles County had quintupled sihegarevious year. In presenting this
shocking increase in homelessness, though, theteaniglected to mention that the data came
from a press release issued by the Los Angeles am8ervice Authority. For the Authority,
more homelessness equals more money and stafédnde its own Web site, the authority
indicated that it had undertaken its new countarhéless individuals, in part, to "increase
funding for homeless services in our community."

These should not be seen as isolated examplesrdiwgdo some experts, more than 50 percent
of the articles in a newspaper on any given dayased upon press releases. Indeed, more than
75 percent of the journalists responding to a reservey acknowledged using press releases for
their stories (Wilcox and Camer@d0§ 357).

Journalists are certainly aware of the fact thatahithors of press releases have their own
agendas and are hardly unbiased reporters of the. INevertheless, the economics of
publishing and broadcasting dictate that large renqbf stories will always be based upon such
releases. Newspapers and television stations aiedsses and, for many, the financial bottom



line is more important than journalistic integrisee Merrit2009. The use of press releases
allows a newspaper or broadcast network to preseng stories without requiring it to pay more
staff or incur the other costs associated with stigating and writing the news. As one
newspaper executive has said, the public relapeople who generally write news releases are
"unpaid reporters" (quoted in Wilcox and Came2006 357).

In recent years, the simple printed press releasdben joined by the "video news release,”
designed especially for television stations. Tiuewirelease is a taped report, usually about 90
seconds long (the typical length of a TV news gtaifgsigned to look and sound like any other
broadcast news segment. In exchange for airingriabtieat serves the interests of some
advocate, the television station broadcastingnelisved of the considerable expense and bother
of identifying and filming its own news story. Theadience is usually unaware that the "news" it
is watching is actually someone's canned publiobyage.

One recent example of a video news release was aff#0-second segments funded by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) D42@fter Congress enacted legislation
adding a prescription-drug benefit to the Mediganegram, HHS sent a video release designed
to look like a news report to local TV stationsward the country. Forty stations aired the report
without indicating that it came from the governméirtie segment is introduced by the local
news anchor, reading from a government-suggestagut.sthe anchor reads, "Reporter Karen
Ryan helps sort through the details” of the new igba@ law. Then, against the backdrop of film
showing President Bush signing the law and theti@a of apparently grateful senior citizens,
an unseen narrator, speaking like a reporter, pteskee new law in a positive light. "The new
law, say officials, will simply offer people with &tlicare more ways to make their health
coverage more affordable.” The segment conclud@stive signoff, "In Washington, I'm Karen
Ryan reporting.” Viewers are not informed that KaRyan is, in fact, an employee of the ad
agency hired by the government to create the vidisase (Fritz, et a004 252-53). In

response to criticism, an HHS spokesperson pomtethat the same sort of video news release
had often been used by the Clinton administratrmhlay a number of firms and interest groups.
"The use of video news releases is a common, @ptiactice in government and the private
sector,” he said. "Anyone who has questions altosijpractice needs to do some research on
modern public information tools" (ibid., 357).

Subsidized Media

From creating phony reporters to read make-belnewes stories, it is but a small step to hiring
real reporters to present sham accounts. And tiastsas been taken quite frequently by both the
government and private advocates.

A number of cases have come to light in recentsygawhich the government has paid
journalists to write favorable accounts of theitiaties and efforts. For example, late in 2005,
the U.S. military acknowledged that contractorgsremploy had regularly paid Iraqi
newspapers to carry positive news about Americemtsfin that nation. The Washington-based



Lincoln Group, a public-relations firm working undmntract to the federal government, says it
placed more than 1,000 news stories in the IragjiAmab press over the past four years (Gerth
2005 1). Iraqis reading the articles would have hadvag to know that the material being
presented to them was produced at the behest éfiegican authorities.

In a similar vein, the U.S. military and the U.Sjefcy for International Development (USAID)
operate or subsidize radio stations and newspapéfghanistan, staffed by local journalists
who write or broadcast in local dialects. Everydfis made to maintain the impression that
these media outlets are autonomous, Afghan-rumagions with no connection to the United
States. One USAID representative explained, "Wet\wamaintain the perception that these
[media] are in fact fully independent” (Ge&B05 18). Needless to say, the U.S.-controlled
media paint a rosy picture of American efforts ifgl#anistan. Apparently, there is no bad news
in that impoverished and war-torn country. "We hageequirements to adhere to journalistic
standards of objectivity,” said a U.S. Army spolaspn (ibid.).

The government's practice of hiring journalistaas limited to operations abroad. In recent
years, federal agencies have paid several joutsalisl commentators to report favorably on
government initiatives and programs. The DepartroéBducation, for example, paid
commentator Armstrong Williams $241,000 to pronfétesident Bush's No Child Left Behind
Act. Williams wrote favorably about the law in mswspaper column, commented positively
about it during his cable television appearanced,urged other commentators to interview
Education Secretary Roderick Paige, but did natloée his financial relationship with the
agency whose programs he was touting (KB&@5 1). In a similar vein, the Department of
Health and Human Services paid syndicated colunvhésigie Gallagher $20,000 to promote the
administration's views on marriage. Gallagher weseeral columns on the topic without
revealing her financial relationship with the adisiration.

Perhaps there is nothing new here. In the eightesamd early nineteenth centuries, many
newspapers were created by public officials, pm@ltparties, and individual politicians to
promote their political ideas and ambitions. Andobe advertising revenues emancipated them,
many newspapers depended upon government cordgratisarty subscriptions for their
revenues, allowing politicians to exercise subsshobntrol over newspaper content.

For example, in the early years of the Republie Ghzette of the United Stajgmiblished by
John Fenno, served as the semi-official organ fex&nder Hamilton and his Federalist allies.
The Gazettepraised Hamilton at every opportunity and wastdgrurn, the recipient of lucrative
government printing contracts.

To counter the influence of FennGszette Thomas Jefferson undertook to found a rival
newspaper. Jefferson secured the services of Fdipeau, a talented poet and journalist, to
establish théational GazetteTo help support the new venture, Jefferson gagadau a
position as translator in the State Departmentdiss to say, the new paper excoriated
Hamilton while continually praising Jefferson. &ased publication after two years, but it was
soon replaced by several new Jeffersonian papmisiding the PhiladelphiAurora, edited by
Benjamin Franklin's grandson, Benjamin Franklin iBadBache's vituperative attacks infuriated



the Federalists. The desire to silenceAlbeorawas one of the factors impelling the Federalists
to draft the Alien and Sedition Acts (Sta04 78).

After Jefferson's election in 1800, the Acts wdleveed to lapse. But the Federalists continued
to develop newspapers of their own, such as Willizobbett's New YorkEvening Postto heap
scorn on the Jeffersonians (Pas@93. In the ensuing decades, the Jacksonians estathles
network of partisan newspapers, as did their gartises, the Whigs. The leading Whig editor,
Horace Greeley, helped to elect William Henry Haom in 1840. After the collapse of the Whigs,
Greeley's New Yorlribunebecame the chief organ of the new Republican pelnigmpioning
opposition to the expansion of slavery.

Today's American newspapers are not formally linkcedoliticians or political parties (although
this continues to be the pattern in a number cérotlations, such as Italy, where Silvio
Berlusconi owns or controls several televisioniste, a news magazine, and two newspapers,
which he uses to promote his party's ideas). Bspitie their nominal independence, many
American newspapers have close ties to one ortttex political party and generally champion
its candidates and ided@&he New York Timetearly always supports Democratic programs and
initiatives, while theWashington Timeis closely allied with the Republicans.

Many surveys have indicated that the majority dfameal print and broadcast journalists identify
themselves as Democr&tand for several decades, Republicans have rajaitist what they

see as liberal bias in the mainstream media, imofuithe three broadcast television networks
(e.g., Goldber@002. In response, Republicans have worked to develogtwork of
newspapers, periodicals, radio programs, and cBWleutlets that, while not formally affiliated
with the party, provide favorable coverage to ti@R% candidates and policy initiatives. Rush
Limbaugh, Sean Hannity, and Fox News Channel fotlosvexample set long ago by the
Federalists and Jeffersonians.

Of course, the Federalists and Jeffersonians auendr have envisioned the latest front in
partisan media warfare: the blog. Here, RepubliegarmtsDemocrats, conservatives and liberals
duke it out with little regard for even the appeaeof impartiality (Chai2007).

Government Propaganda and State Autonomy

Private advocates employ many of the same techsigsed by the government, and bloggers
have recently been compared to propagandisis@New Republi¢Chait2007, 25). The
government's efforts to shape public opinion, haveare somewhat different in kind and
character from the activities of private advocates.

To begin with, the government usually has the céypéx speak with a louder voice than almost
any other concern. Important national officialg firesident in particular, seldom have any
difficulty attracting the attention of the media tbeir speeches and press conferences. Every
government agency, moreover, includes a publiamétion office staffed by a bevy of PR



professionals. The Department of Defense, for exangmploys an enormous public-
information staff in the Defense Department PreE®and the Armed Forces Information
Service. These offices, under the direction ofAlsistant Secretary for Public Affairs, conduct
press briefings, organize talks by military brasgjntain numerous Web sites, disseminate a
daily blizzard of press releases, and operate lbesadnd film facilities. The individual military
services conduct their own public-information eféoalong similar lines.

The uniformed services, as well as several otheemguonent agencies, also maintain liaison
offices in Hollywood where they endeavor to inflaerthe content of feature films. In exchange
for access to military facilities, the free usebdfions of dollars in military equipment, and the
availability of military personnel to serve as asrthe military seeks favorable cinematic
treatment and, sometimes, final approval of thgas¢Buid2002). One well-known film
produced with the cooperation of the U.S. Navy Wagp Gun," starring matinee idol Tom
Cruise. The Navy donated the use of a fleet of felLfighters and their pilots, two aircraft
carriers, and access to the Miramar naval airstatharging the film's producers only for jet
fuel. "The Navy gave us tremendous cooperationd'thee film's director. Whenever a problem
developed, "we contacted [the Secretary of the N&¥y was very supportive" (Lindsép86
C15). The result was a popular feature film thatnaged the Navy in a very favorable light.
(After reviewing the script, Navy public-informati®mfficers did object to the pilots' use of salty
language, but after some discussion, the fourrletteds were retained in the interest of
cinematic realism.)

Other recent feature films in which Hollywood aheé military worked together include
"Windtalkers," "Pearl Harbor," and "The Sum of Ekars." In the latter film, the producers
agreed to change the original screenplay, in waithircraft carrier was destroyed, after the
Navy objected to the depiction of one of its stapsvulnerable (Seeh2002 1).

In addition to possessing a louder voice than mpogate advocates, the government is also
better able to manipulate media access to infoomatn some instances, citing such factors as
national security interests or executive privileg@gyernment officials and agencies can legally
prevent the dissemination of information that mightise them embarrassment. Thus, early in
the Bush presidency, Vice President Cheney invekedutive privilege in refusing to disclose
the details of his meetings with energy-industrgaxives, which may have influenced
administration policy. And the U.S. government noelds prisoners in secret facilities around
the world, where it is impossible for journalistsabtain information about their status or
treatment. Private advocates have considerably diffreulty preventing coverage of a topic,
although reporters charge that some important itaasties have occasionally been able to
block reportage to which they objected (Fer2605 ch. 4).

At the same time, when it believes its interestsiidde served, the government can provide
journalists with access to remote, dangerous, xuemely newsworthy locations that would
otherwise be inaccessible. During the 2002 Iraq fearexample, the U.S. military allowed
selected reporters to go into battle with the teodphese embedded journalists rode in tanks and
armored personnel carriers, enjoying spectaculsiriand access to the combat zone. The
Defense Department calculated that journalists hvteal with small groups of soldiers, under



conditions of hardship and danger, would be co#bpiethe experience and write positive
accounts of American forces in action. For the npast, this is precisely what happened.

Finally, the government has an important assetishadt readily available to private advocates.
The government generally can rely upon Americaasiqtic sentiments - inculcated through the
family, through years of civic education in the sols, and through the media - to promote at
least initial acceptance of its claims, particylavhen these involve foreign relations or national-
security matters. Most Americans feel a senseidepn their nation and its institutions even
when they do not like the particular individualsoiifice. In a recent national survey, 56 percent
of all respondents said they felt very patriotig;@rcent described themselves as somewhat
patriotic; and 89 percent said that, whateveratsts, the United States had the best system of
government in the world (Bowm&®05.

This reservoir of patriotism means that the govesnt's allegations will often be given the
benefit of the doubt, even when they are not supddrsy much in the way of evidence and,
sometimes, even when they seem patently implausibkome instances, in fact, those who
guestion the contentions of government officiaks @stigated for their lack of patriotism. Thus,
for example, those who questioned President Basiowals in 2002 that Iraq possessed
weapons of mass destruction were often assailederiotic, with some broadcasters refusing
to give air time to groups seeking to dispute tresjlent's claims (Rutherfo@04 ch. 2).
Ultimately, of course, popular patriotism does offer the government full immunity against
having its deceptions unmasked. But much can hapefame reality overcomes patriotism and
Americans see through their government's propagdratg as is now generally acknowledged,
turned out not to possess weapons of mass destrugtind yet, nearly six bloody years later,
American forces continue to do battle in that unfoate land. In this as in so many other
instances, the state was able to play upon itsecis' affection to preserve its autonomy from
them.

DeCanio is certainly correct to observe that widea@ public ignorance contributes to the state's
autonomy. Most citizens know very little about patl politics and policies and, on most issues,
have no views that decision makers need to takeaictount. Yet the public's ignorance should
not be viewed as a natural phenomenon. The puligjbtrknow more and be better able to play

a role in the political process if politicians, baucrats, and elected officials did not habitually
hide the truth from them. This, public ignorancewd be seen as partly the result of an official
strategy designed specifically to preserve statienamy.

Notes

1. Independent Sourced January 2006.



2. See, for example, Scarboroud9§ 1. Similarly, a 2004 Pew poll found that only &rgent
of America's journalists consider themselves coraees. By contrast, 33 percent of the
general public calls itself conservative.
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Martin Shefter
State Autonomy and Popular Participation
Abstract

The argument that the modern democratic staterlg saitonomous, because mass publics have
limited knowledge of government and limited inten@spolitics, ignores the full range of
possibilities. The character of a nation's paried other political institutions greatly affecteth
extent of political participation among even citisevho are well informed and concerned about
public affairs. And under appropriate conditiorge mobilization and enthusiastic engagement
of the public will actually increase state power.

Introduction

At first glance, it appears to be true, almost bfirdtion, that state autonomy varies inversely
with popular political participation. If members thie general public care little about government,
and popular political participation is limited, e can ignore the views of people outside the
ruling circle, and the state will enjoy considesmbltonomy.

But when ordinary people develop firm views aboowtpublic officials should behave, and
seek to get officials to act accordingly, rulersloimger enjoy such leeway. That is, high levels of
mass political engagement and popular politicaligpation limit the autonomy of the state. The
contributors tcCritical Reviews special issue on state autonomy challenge thogition.

A central theme of the issue is summarized in bstract of Samuel DeCanio200Q 139)
introductory article, "Bringing the State Back.ImAgain™:

Public opinion research documenting the ignorariceass politics suggests that modern states
may be as autonomous as, or more autonomous ttreanpgern states..Modern states have

less recourse to overt coercion because the veny that legitimates them in the eyes of society
- democracy - virtually ensures that society wilt nontrol the state, since the putative agent of
control, the electorate, cannot possibly be wétinmed about the multitudinous tasks
undertaken by modern governments.

It is commonly thought that in democratic regimashlic officials must pay heed to popular
demands, lest voters drive them from power. But &@e€suggests that in the United States and
other advanced societies, public officials rarelgef such challenges, because most members of
the public in these democracies are politicalledgaged - as Philip Converse and his colleagues
argued a generation ago. With the great massinéng neither knowing much nor caring deeply
about public affairs, the ability of top officials run the government is rarely challenged by



political outsiders. Thus, the modern state hasidenable autonomy because of the public's
political ignorance.

There are, however, a number of problems withuhiderstanding of the relationship between
mass political activity and state autonomy.

First, it presupposes that the impulse for massqgaettion in politics comes largely from below,
and hence that there is an inverse relationshipd®at the extent of popular participation and the
autonomy of the state. Similarly, it attributes spslitical inactivity to the general public's low
levels of knowledge and concern about governmeahipatitics. But these suppositions fail to
pay sufficient attention to Mancur Olson's analgdisollective action. Olson argues that even if
the members of a group are firmly convinced thairtimterests would be served by some
collective activity, they will have little incentévto bear the costs of participation if the benefit
that a group member receives from a successfuitéff@btain a political aim does not require
that individual's own small contribution to the leative endeavor. Thus, the level of popular
participation in a political system is cruciallyflurenced not simply by the level of popular
concern about politics, but also by the regimessititions, which may encourage or discourage
participation in government and politics.

Another problem with DeCanio's understanding ofysappolitical participation is his
assumption that mass participation is initiatethatbehest of political outsiders, and is
grudgingly conceded by rulers so as to avoid armugopular discontent. This image fails to
recognize that in seeking to advance their own gaep, elites often find it useful to encourage
the political mobilization and incorporation of sigters. Most obviously, if the elites in a regime
are sharply divided over a major issue, they mageapfor the support of political outsiders who
share their views on that question. That is, elitdisencourage the participation of segments of
the mass public that formerly may have been legaitfuded or politically quiescent, if this
mobilization can be expected to tip the balandawor of the mobilizing elites.

For example, following the U.S. Civil War, a maglement of the nation's political leadership -
the Radical faction of the Republican party - sdugltompletely remake the social and
economic systems of the former Confederate statesRadical Republicans promoted the
enfranchisement of the freedmen because they pated that former slaves would support the
Radical cause. Thus, the Fifteenth Amendment t&€thestitution, enfranchising all citizens
regardless of race, was sponsored by a major segrhire nation's political leadership, rather
than being imposed by political outsiders (thaths, former slaves) upon a uniformly resistant
national elite.

In addition to the presence of elite divisions, theo condition under which incumbent leaders
may seek to bring outsiders into politics is whiteg hope to strengthen the regime they lead.
Probably the best-known example occurred durindg-tleach Revolution, which won broad
support among the population of France by grantitigenship and the right to vote to the great
mass of ordinary Frenchmen. The revolutionarieseween able to defend their regime against
its foreign opponents by institutingevée en massethat is, mass conscription. By bringing
former political outsiders into the very heart lo¢ regime - its armed forces - the Revolutionary



government was able to field an enormous army tfiesmastic troops that extended the
Revolution over much of the European Continentinboease their own military power, regimes
throughout Europe followed the French precedergXpanding suffrage and enacting mass
conscription. In this way, universal suffrage beeasommon in the Western world.

The story was broadly similar in the United Stafes Theda Skocpol et aR@02 note, many of
the largest membership associations in Americaiotyis organizations that came to play a
major role in U.S. politics during the nineteentiddirst half of the twentieth centuries - were
founded during or immediately after the nation'sanaars. Public officials and elites
encouraged the organization and expansion of Amsriargest membership associations,
because the organizations helped recruit soldsetsywar bonds, maintain the health and morale
of troops in the field, and reintegrate militaryg@nnel into American society after their wartime
service. To a considerable degree, these orgamizatithe American Red Cross, the PTA, the
"Y," the Boy Scouts, the American Legion, the Vates of Foreign Wars, the Elks, the General
Federation of Women's Clubs - created modern Araersociety. By channeling the resources,
social contacts, and enthusiasm generated by thes@ership associations into wartime
endeavors, the U.S. government was able to dra@normous energies for its military efforts.

Political elites in the United States have undentato strengthen the nation and its government
by extending its base in a number of other waysngside "citizen soldiers," state-builders in
nineteenth-century America summoned "citizen tagpslyand "citizen administrators” (Crenson
and Ginsber@002 ch. 2). For example, to finance the Civil Wage th.S. government raised
and spent an average of $1 billion a year from 1861 to June 1865. (Total federal
expenditures in the fiscal year immediately presgdhe war had amounted to a mere $67
million.) President Lincoln and the Republican nmayoin Congress raised these enormous sums
by enacting the nation's first income tax; impogigffs on many imported products; levying
excise taxes on some products (including alcotidicerages) that were produced domestically;
selling billions of dollars in U.S. bonds to indivials and financial institutions; and issuing & fia
currency, the Greenbacks. Americans demonstrajadtyoo the Union cause by bearing these
imposts, purchasing U.S. bonds, and using Greeshadkeir commercial transactions. This
popular support enabled the Lincoln administratiad the U.S. government to field, provision,
and arm the largest and most lethal military farcthe Western world between the Napoleonic
wars and World War |.

Nineteenth-century U.S. leaders encouraged theeggtirticipation of the nation's citizens not
only to fight and finance the Civil War, but, mayenerally, to govern a nation of continental
scale. As Matthew Crenson and Benjamin Ginsb209Z 23) note, even a half-century after the
ratification of the Constitution,

Alexis de Tocqueville reported that he found noghim America that a European would regard
as government. There was no professional civiliserv.and scarcely any standing army. The
country's territory extended to remote regions Imcl the only government was what the
citizens provided themselves American government was more democratic than cfades at
the time because it was exceptionally dependeth@good will, cooperation, and work of its
people.



But in the twentieth century, the local, state, antional governments of the United States
developed a capacity to govern that did not degendeavily on widespread participation by
members of the general public. These governmentalged methods of enforcing the law,
maintaining public order, raising public revenuamscripting soldiers, recruiting public
employees, and administering official business dinot require much in the way of mass
cooperation. For example, through most of the emm=th century, the patronage system was the
primary method used to recruit and promote pubhpleyees. That is, public employees were
hired, rewarded, and disciplined on the basis @i fholitical activities, not based on how well
they performed their official duties. The patronagstem limited the extent to which public
supervisors were able to control the behavior eirthominal subordinates. But the civil-service
examinations and techniques of "public personneliadtration” that came to prevalil in the
twentieth century gave the leaders of public agengreater control over government operations
than the more participatory patronage system tieat teplaced.

Now, | amnot arguing that during the century immediately follogithe ratification of the U.S.
Constitution, the national government never madeaiisvhat Max Weber termed "imperative
coordination.” Nor would I claim that since thertwf the twentieth century, local, state, and
national governments in the United States have Bbknto maintain law and order, raise public
revenues, and fight major wars without paying heeggopular sentiment. | am, however,
arguing that popular participation is one of theanmgethat political elites use to exercise control
over civil society, and that over the past two oees changes have occurred in the balance
between such participatory means of exercisingrobahd more authoritarian methods.

Elites and the institutions they establish playaganrole in shaping the extent of popular
participation in politics and government, even @mubcratic regimes. Thus, the level of public
interest and participation in democracies doesroessarily indicate the extent of state
autonomy.
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Samuel DeCanio
The Autonomy of the Democratic State: RejoindeC&mpenter, Ginsberg, and Shefter
Abstract

While democratic states may manipulate public apirand mobilize society to serve their
interests, a focus on such active efforts mayatstus from the passive, default condition of
ignorance-based state autonomy. The electoratedsagce ensures that most of what modern
states do is unknown to "society," and thus neeeéwen acquire social approval, whether
manipulated or spontaneous. Similarly, suggestibasdemocratic states may be "captured” by
societal groups must take cognizance of the fathatsenable elites to serve the interests of
specific societal groups at the expense of thestasgciety. Bringing studies of voter ignorance
into the analysis of state's autonomy from soqietyides a novel approach to the study of
democratic states' autonomy, while also servingxfdain how societal "capture” of state
policies is possible.

Introduction

It is a pleasure to respond to the comments of @&@arpenter, Benjamin Ginsberg, and Martin
Shefter. In this Rejoinder | hope not only to offiey responses to their criticisms and
observations, but to outline several fruitful aveswf research that have emerged since the
publication of the issue @ritical Review(vol. 14, nos. 2-3) that first examined the ef$eat
voter ignorance on state autonomy.

The principal argument presented in that volume tvastheories of democracy and of state
autonomy alike have overlooked one thing: high lewé voter ignorance may be crucial to the
autonomy of democratic states (see DeCan@aand20008. While electoral demands and
public opinion are often thought to ensure that denattic states remain responsive to societal
demands, the fact that the overwhelming majoritshefpublic is never even aware of what
modern states are doing establishes a prima fasethat, despite their nominal subordination
to the will of the people, modern states enjoy aerable autonomy from the societies they
govern.

This argument shifts our attention away fromitistitutional variables traditionally used to
explain state autonomy (access to revenue, staadimigs, loyal bureaucracies), instead
suggesting that a singteiltural variable, the public's political knowledge (orKabereof), may

be central to explaining the autonomy of democrstites. This argument can have dramatic
consequences for normative conceptions of demoayatiernance. At the same time, historians
and historically oriented political scientists gemnerally as unaware of the empirical scholarship
documenting voter ignorance as normative politicabrists are. If historical scholarship begins



to take cognizance of voter ignorance, it may l@agenuinely new interpretations of critical
periods in American political and institutional taisy.

For instance, Shefter reminds us that historicaligte autonomy was sometimes enhanced by
government officials’ mobilization of popular suppfor wartime efforts, and by strategically
broadening the franchise. | don't disagree. Butl®®&0s campaign among political scientists to
"bring the [autonomous] state back in" to our ustirding of modern politics failed, in my
opinion, because it could not go beyond highlighsach direct state efforts to gain public
compliance as those noted by Shefter. This pre@tmrpwith the overt efforts of governments
may be quite useful for understanding how premodtates extracted resources from their
populations (a central focus for state theoristh&1980s). However, such a blunt
understanding of the sources of state autonomypeamported intalemocraticcontexts (at
least when the size of the electorate is relatifi@gd) only by pointing up historical episodes of
state attempts tmanipulatethe public, upon which Ginsberg also focuses.

State manipulation of the public is not inconsisteith public ignorance - which, indeed, is the
very basis of the public's manipulability. But irtk it is more important to note theffective
instances of manipulation are rare in modern deawies, relative to the vast scope of the things
that democratic governments do. This means eitl@mhodern states must be muless
autonomous than they used to be, or that the sewfdbe modern states' autonomy are more
subtle and overlooked than they used to be: sthtgats’ autonomy may not be based upon their
ability to directly manipulate the public, but magtead arise from the simple fact that the
public has little idea what bureaucrats, judged, lagislators are doing. If the public is unaware
of the state's actions, there is no need to maatpylublic opinion.

Public-lgnorance Based State Autonomy

To date, the most extensive statement of the Pigilierance/State Autonomy (pisa, as
Carpenter calls it) perspective remains the is$ueritical Reviewthat is the subject of this
exchange (but see DeCar2i605." In retrospect it is clear that the argument witsaity

presented in a way that appears one-dimensionsihgasome of the questions now posed by
Carpenter, Ginsberg, and Shefter. All three respotsdmaintain that a straightforward pisa
model, in which public ignorance is the sole deieemt of modern states' autonomy,
oversimplifies a more complicated reality, and raatually mischaracterize how voter ignorance
interacts with and influences the degree of statermmy. | agree.

But before getting into the details of Carpentpéper in particular, let me register the fact that
none of the respondents denies the importancehdicggnorance in generating state autonomy.
For the most part, our disagreements are overelaéwe weight to assign public ignorance, as
opposed to more conventionally recognized detemtinaf autonomy.

Carpenter notes that as it was originally presentezipisa argument appears to ignore the fact
that societal interest groups may use voters' eymag of their actions to pursue strategies that



make the state a means to their ends. (He als@stgipat instead of empowering the state,
public ignorance may serve to undermine the legitiynecessary for a state's continued
operation.) Ginsberg discusses how public ignoranag be exacerbated by government
officials who deliberately mislead the public bylimg, or simply misrepresenting, political
information. Shefter points out that political ebtmay themselves mobilize social groups to
participate in ways that may enhance state poweh that even popular involvement in
democratic politics is no guarantee that societyaontrol the modern state.

All of these claims amount to saying that simplélmuignorance is not the only basis for
democratic state autonomy. While | believe that thitrue, and was not adequately explicated in
the original presentation of the argument, it #ahe case that these points are compatible with
or even extensions of the pisa framework more thay are criticisms of it. The additional
sources of state autonomy to which my interlocupmisit allderive frommass political

ignorance. State and state-influencing socialsliteuld presumably be as incapable of hiding
their activities as of manipulating the publichitlatter were fully informed about what the state
was doing.

Public ignorance was originally presented as arpeddent variable directly responsible for
causing all state autonomy in democratic socielibs was misleading. Voter ignorance is

better seen as a conditioning, or underlying, Wéeighat is responsible for much of the

autonomy of modern democratic governments - buttbaemay operate through many channels,
and one that is also influenced by other variables.

Public ignorance might be compared to the conditbanarchy structuring international affairs.
Although anarchy can be modulated by alliancesatti®ns of states in international affairs are
incomprehensible unless we recognize how anarchgitons interstate conflict and alliance
formation. Similarly, public officials, media elgeand interest groups can take advantage of
public ignorance to deliver partial or biased inf@ation to segments of an ignorant public or to
the entire electorate, sometimes enhancing andtsnpgeconstraining state autonomy. But the
extent and nature of democratic states' responssgeor immunity to "societal demands" will
usually be incomprehensible if we overlook the igmze of thelemoghat is supposed to be in
charge, and the normal situation of state autontamvhich this background condition leads.

Public Ignorance and Regulatory Capture

Carpenter appears to grant this point at the quidetn he suggests that the majority of voters
do not influence most state regulatory operatie@tahbse they are unaware of them. In the
presence of such popular "non-attitudes," stateseéinjoy de facto autonomy framostvoters.

However, Carpenter argues that public ignorance dotalwaysgenerate state autonomy,
because societal interest groups may be able tpulsi ignorance to advance their interests at
the general public's expense, by influencing siffteials.



There appear to be two principal mechanisms threughh interest groups could directly
influenceelectedstate officials. First, they could use economgorgces, such as campaign
contributions, to pressure elected officials intong what they want. However, research
examining the influence of campaign contributionsi$ this posited relationship to be tenuous
at best (Smith 1999). Second, as Carpenter suggast®st groups can mobilize issue publics
by using their own lines of communication. In piple, this point is valid, for surely a key
source of interest groups' influence may be thesitpn as information conduits, ringing "fire
alarms" to inform segments of the uninformed pubdieen elected officials - or unelected
bureaucrats - are doing something these voters ldan'Voter response to such fire alarms can
constrain state autonomy.

While the degree to which the state is subjecajuure by organized interests, or subjected to
influence by issue publics, will vary accordinghe situation, | believe that the general pisa
claim remains pertinent; fanostvoters,mostpolitical decisions remain "out of sight and ofit o
mind." This applies to most legislative decisiom®st judicial decisions, and most of the state's
bureaucratic operations, including the vast bodgdrhinistrative law. Even the existence of
most bureaucracies and administrative courts isonk to the mass publie;fortiori the

content of their decisions.

While regulatory capture is typically explainedaasollective-action problem, where voters
rationally calculate that the dispersed, minusbaleefits that would flow to them if they could
resist regulatory capture aren't worth the priceesfsting it, this costs paradigm of special-
interest influence assumes that voterskai@vledgeable so much so that they are aware of the
costs imposed on them by the "captured" agencyerk different view emerges if we recognize
that most voters don't even know that the agengigsestion exist, let alone what policies they
are enacting, let alone the costs of those poli€iesn this perspective, regulatory "capture”
may be a function, not of suboptimal incentived, ddithe difficulty in knowing about the
decisions made by hundreds of regulatory agenaresthe near impossibility of perceiving the
indirect effects generated by these innumerablieipsl- and, therefore, the near impossibility of
knowing whether the costs of trying to resist capteally do outweigh the benefits.

In the vacuum of public inattention, interest greupay then capture regulators by offering
financial inducements or substantive argumentswatld be unpopular to the mass electorate,
but that persuade the decision makers. Alternativegulated interests may implicitly threaten
to draw publicity to proposed regulations in wayattwould be harmful to the agency or
legislative actor - for example, by framing envinoental regulations as destroying specific
industries. The upshot is a very different fornsobservience to "society” than is contemplated
by attempts at realistic understandings of capaackcorruption, let alone benignly pluralist
views of interest groups (DahB56. Capture and corruption are unlikely to be disred by a
vigilant public, but surely not because of the peiblcalculation that vigilance does not meet a
cost-benefit test. And with the public's ignoraasethe background condition to capture and
corruption, there is no reason to expect that, @ven'polyarchal” manner, the interests of the
public will be "represented” in the process. Inddbdre is no reason to restrict the possibility of
capture to societal interest groups at all. Regudatvhose actions are unknown to the public



may use their discretion to pursue their own cotioap of thepublic good - however inaccurate
their conceptions might be.

(Mis)informing the Ignorant Public

Carpenter notes that the pisa framework is esdlgrdidinary view of societal and state power,
and he suggests that in reality, a complex intgrb&tween well-organized social groups and
issue publics marks ongoing efforts to influence pblicy outputs of modern democratic states.
Carpenter urges that more attention be devoteddardenting the impact of these efforts on the
general public's awareness of what the state rgydand of the legitimating effects (justified or
not) that such awareness has upon state reguiattions.

This criticism is well founded, and in recent hrgtal work | have tried to illustrate how the
interplay between knowledge disseminated by culeliees and popular awareness of such
knowledge has influenced state autonomy (DeCaéih. However, while the public can be
made aware of heavily publicized aspects of whatat#atic states are doing - engaging in a
war, for instance, or regulating pharmaceuticalge-public's ignorance of the details of even
these high-profile state activities empowers caltetites to disseminate and frame the
information that winds up influencing, and perhagen creating, public opinion about these
matters.

| hesitate to revert to the "state manipulatiothef public" paradigm to describe these framing
efforts, as Ginsberg and Shefter do, because eflien the agenda-setting and framing that
shapes mass opinion is performed by public offgiddeir efforts, while undoubtedly influential,
involve only a small fraction of the actions of neod governments.

The fundamental problem with traditional state tiya@s reconciling state autononftypm society
with the fact that in democracies - unlike suchmpodern regimes as revolutionary France,
Russia, and China (Skocp®79 - society at least nominally controls the st&ee way to

square this circle is to envision the state asadlgtbeingin chargeof society, not just in the
sense that the state is the ultimate arbiter iecgaphic region, or that it is the monopolist of
authoritative coercion, but in the sense thatéspnnel are able to use their power as they wish
because thegontrol public opinion.

Under this depiction of state autonomy, the stigtdfimay frame and disseminate information in
ways that generate intense popular reactions ltleatlegitimate and support the decisions
already made by the state. For example, by cre#timgnpression that there was a direct link
between Saddam Hussein and the September 11 agiaocks, George Bush and Richard Cheney
are said to have manufactured popular demandsuipgbrted the decision to invade Iraq -
demands that would not have existed in the abseinteir manipulation of public opinion. This
sort of thing, | believe, is what Ginsberg and $edire suggesting.



Conversely, Carpenter's alternative isrimimizestate autonomy by emphasizing instances in
which elements of society are in charge of theestdowever, this approach must equate those
elements - special-interest and "public-interestugs - with societas a wholeas in pluralist
theory, if it is to rescue either the legitimacytioe practice of "democracy” from state autonomy.

The pisa alternative is to acknowledge state indépece of society without treating democracy
as a manipulated sham. It does so by bringing pwginion back in - but with more recognition
of the public-ignorance literature than my crits&®em to acknowledge.

Mass public opinion can and does influence eleotédals in democratic societies. This can
diminish democratic states' autonomy in the instarvehen the public is mobilized. However,
even on the issues that do come to public attergiomgnorant public has to be "informed" by
elites who frame certain issues as important, amal @epict policy alternatives in certain ways,
and these elites are rarely governmental, as oddosaass media, personnel. Moreover, the
number of such instances is small relative to tmlver of policies the state pursues. This is
ensured by both the huge quantity of decisionsithaiade by modern states, and by the fact that
the public is so politically ignorant that it takesstained campaigns by hostile media to get
through to the public about any one line of poligcisions. Thus, for example, it has taken
several years for the media to pound home the rgesbkat there were no WMD in Irag and no
Iraqi ties to Al Qaeda - and that President Busly eveen have "lied" about this.

Making a Public Impression

In politics it is often difficult to find cases whetangible consequences are clearly attributable t
specific policy decisions. As Walter LippmalB@2 noted long ago, in the overwhelming
majority of instances, public decisions producecomtes that are not directly perceptible; and
the theories responsible for those decisions concausal forces thaannotbe directly

perceived (FriedmaR005. This gives tremendous power to those who "mediaformation to
the public, in those rare cases in which publiaagi is actually decisive.

If ever there were a clear counterexample to tmeige "invisibility" of public affairs to an
ignorant public, it would seem to be the FDA's barthalidomide, adduced by Carpenter. Yet
even in this case, it appears that the public'sewess of the issue was mediated by the media.
As CarpenterZ007, 11) has written elsewhere, when the FDA was vevig thalidomide's

safety, "American readers were little if at all expd to the news that thousands of previously
rare birth deformities were being observed in Earapd Australia” due to thalidomide. Thus, as
the FDA proceeded to refuse to allow thalidomidenter the U.S. market,

this dearth of public knowledgemeant that there wassentially no public knowledgé

Frances Kelsey's quiet regulatory triumph. No asleed or documented why the drug had been
kept from official approval in the United Statesdéed, American citizens assumed that the drug
had never made its way onto U.S. soil. (Ibid., engulded)



Public awareness began to dawn only after an éalitmppeared in th&/ashington Post
congratulating the FDA for refusing to approve ithanide. The editorial was published because
Tennessee Senator Estes Kefauver had concludeletinateded "a carefully timed leak
designed to influence the passage of impendingllgn" that he was sponsoring (Carpenter
2007 14) - making this a mixed case, since here, &insberg's model, a state official
manipulated public opinion. That manipulation wascessful, however, only because after
Kefauver leaked the information, the mass mediayred "an avalanche of publicity about both
thalidomide and about Kelsey," the FDA bureauctab Wwad blocked thalidomide from entering
the market in the United States.

The larger point suggested by Carpenter's thaliderakample, however, is that heavy publicity
can penetrate public consciousness - whether papiicon then becomes supportive of, or a
constraint upon, state autonomy. In the latter eafsan official contemplates a decision that,
unlike the thalidomide ban, he thinks might be ymgar - the constraining role played by fear

of public exposure is likely to be large if theiofél thinks that the media might play up the story
and small if the decision maker is confident that decision will not attract hostile media
attention. By the same token, | have no quarrdi @iarpenter's point that media attention to
state actions may even bolster state autonomiyeiattention is favorable.

Most regulatory agencies' decisions, however, atevell publicized, either positively or
negatively, and their effects are not easily disedrin the absence of publicity. Studying
bureaucracies' reputations among the general puialicbe less than useful when agencies are
virtually unknown in the first place. In 1979, just Carpenter suggests that the FDA was
cementing its reputation among the mass publiceger®0 percent of Americans knew what the
FDA was (Delli Carpini and Keetd©Q96 71). There would seem to be potential for eveyméii
degrees of autonomy among the multitude of morewlesagencies that nonetheless enjoy
considerable power.

Just as | do not quarrel with any of my interlocstdhen, about the possibility of other
influences on state autonomy, it does not seemetthiatt, pending further research into the
relative magnitude of such variables in a giveretand place, the background condition of
public unawareness is likely to ensure tleateris paribusthe larger the scope of government
activity, the more the discretion available to th@ego exercise state power.
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