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Fifty years ago this month, the Committee on Politica Parties of the American Political Science
Association published itsreport: “Toward a More Responsible Two-Party System.” Inhiscriticd
review of the report at twenty years, Evron M. Kirkpatrick, then Executive Director of the APSA,
wrotethat: “The Report is probably the most publicized document ever published by a committee of the
Association” (Kirkpatrick 1971, 965). | expect that statement remains true today. Few, if any,
scholarly treatments of American politica partiesfail to acknowledge the report; some even engage the
issuesinvolved.*

Given this notoriety over time, one might expect continuous high praise for the report. Not so,
however. | know of no essay exating the Committee and its report. Y et one of the leading advocates
of respongible party government, James L. Sundquist, properly identifies those severd politica scientists
and journdigts (like David Broder) who prefer single-party government as enhancing responsibility
(Sundquist 1988, 616-624 and 1992, Ch. 4). And so the subject of the report is of continuing interest,
even devotion among some, but the document itself has few enthusiasts. Still the APSA imprimatur

serves to legitimate the report as a symbol, a sort of talisman for reformers.

! For example, among the more contemporary studies pulled from my shelves: Aldrich 1995,
10-12; Coleman 1996, 3-17; Cox and McCubbins 1993, 275-278; Epstein 1986, 33-37; Masd
1990, Ch. 15. Oddly the report is not an entry in the encyclopedia of politica parties,, though it islikely
cited more than any other source among individua entries (Maisel 1991)..



In comments on the 1950 report, William G. Mayer recently observed that it “has cometo be
fashionable of late to impugn the andys's and recommendations of [the APSA] committee” (Mayer in
Shafer 1998, 214). That comment implies that it was not fashionable earlier to so fault the committeg's
work. Again, not s0. AsKirkpatrick noted in 1971: “In the two decades since its publication it has
more often served as afoil than asamodd” (1971, 968). His own critique was from the perspective
of political and policy science and he found the report wanting.?

The shortcomings of the APSA Committee Report, and the failure of the discipline and
professon to clarify more effectively ther rolesin the public policy field derive from at lesst four
inadequacies. (1) poor handling of value analyss, that is, inadequaciesin god thinking and
derivationd thinking; (2) failure to explore the interaction of the decisona system and the
digtribution of vaues, that is, of policy outcomes; (3) lack of sufficient attention to kinds of
thinking peripherd to scientific thinking; goa thinking and derivationd thinking (item 1), trend
thinking, and developmentd andyss;, and (4) insufficient empiricd theory and inadequate data
(1971, 986).

Some of these criticiams were sounded immediately after the publication of the report. In the
March, 1951, issue of the American Political Science Review, Julius Turner presented data to

demondirate that “the Committee has underestimated present party responsibility” (Turner 1951, 143).
In this “dissent from the floor,” he also worried that certain of the reforms would accentuate the present
defects. Clearly, Turner was not persuaded by the report as an example of political or policy science.
Ausgtin Ranney, then an Ingructor a the University of Illinais, followed Turner’s critique with amore
extensve critical review of the report in the June issue of the Review. Ranney had completed a
dissertation at Y de two years before the publication of the report that was a detailed andysis of the
doctrine of responsible party government (Ranney 1954). Few scholars were more prepared, then, to
offer alearned trestment of the report, placing it in the context of the concepts, data demands, and

prospects of party responsbility reform.

2 Kirkpatrick, then at the Department of State, was himsdlf amember of the APSA Committee.



Ranney raised fundamenta questions about core concepts in the report: What is party? What is
responsibility? The report stressed party as a member-based organization, which is somewhat odd
given the variation among Sates in party regigtration, types of primaries, and politica participation by
eligible voters. Responshbility was judged to be externd to the eectorate a large and internd to the
party membership. Ranney properly asked: “What persons should be considered ‘party members'....?"
and “How may this ‘accountability’ be inditutionalized and made effective?’ (1951, 489) He found the
report lacking in both respects. He further criticized the report for failing to undertake what is necessary
to achieve mgority-rule democracy, citing the views of the public to which the report recommended
accountability.

The point is that the same popular beliefs about government which sustain our present anti-

magoritarian condtitutiond system will continue to sustain...our anti-mgjoritarian party system.

Only when the American people have fully accepted the doctrine of mgority-rule democracy

can the doctrine of responsible party government expect to receive the popular acclaim

which...it has so far been denied (Ranney 1951, 499).

Put otherwise, it is difficult to make over apalitica system by fiddling with the dependent varigble.

Many other critical reviews followed these first evaluations. Kirkpatrick identified severd such
works, concluding that: “Collectively, these criticisms amount to an indictment of the Report's andyss
and recommendations asiill-conceived, ill-formulated, and, most often, smply mistaken about parties,
about people and about political systems” (1971, 968-969). He Stated further that: “I know of no
magor work that undertakes a defense of the Report but there are distinguished political scientists who
support responsible party government and argue the case much more cogently than the Committee”
(1971, 969, n5). In his paper for thisworkshop, Leon D. Epstein observes, correctly in my view, that
Party Government (1942), by the chair of the Committee, E. E. Schattschneider, was “more cogent
than the subsequent report” (Epstein 2000, 1).2

3 Epstein atributes the difference to the fact that Fritz Morstein Marx, a specidist in public
adminigtration, actualy chaired the drafting committee. Coleman (1999, 823) rightly points out that
Schattschneider acknowledged the potentia for a volume of legidation being enacted in divided
government, that later caricatures of party government relied more on contemporary andysts (Lloyd N.
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Cutler and James L. Sundquist) than on Schattschneider’s Party Government. This anniversary,
however, is a celebration of the APSA Report, not of Schattschneider, per se, and that document is
closer to the Cutler- Sundquist perspective (though they too have differences, notably in regard to the
role of the president). In fact, divided government is barely acknowledged as an outcome in the Report.




Why should it be that areport so disparaged by criteria drawn from the discipline survivesto be
celebrated? Perhaps because, as Kirkpatrick observed, there remains a strong preference for party
government among many politica scientigts. In reflecting on the durability of the report, Epstein (1986)
observed that: “Virtudly al students of American politics agreed at least that effective parties of some
kind were necessary, and many may well have preferred the committeg skind of effective parties,
athough they did not dways share the committee’s belief that they could be established in the United
States” (34). One of the leading advocates of party government, James L. Sundquist, wrote a much
cited paper in 1988 that worried about the state of theory for understanding the role of politica parties.
He explained that while the report was criticized in severd commentaries, support for party government
itself was not an issue among paliticad scientigts.

The debate was joined on whether party government should or could be made more

responsible, not whether it should exist at al. Nobody argued that the parties asthey existed in

1950 were too tightly disciplined, and that the need was that they be made less responsible.

Nobody argued that the idedl system was the one that was to be ushered in afew yearslater:

codition government in which no party isor can be held responsible (Sundquist 1988, 619;

emphasshis).

Sundquist then cited anumber of texts and studies as evidence for the support of party government asa
concept, and, implicitly, of party responghility.

One point cited by Epstein was that Democrats had strong reasons to favor responsible party
government. Liberal Democrats were frustrated in their effort to gain more support for their agenda,
1938-1950 (Epstein 2000, 3-4). Those frugtrations increased markedly subsequent to the publication
of the report. Democrats remained the larger of the two parties as measured by party sdlf-identification
in surveys and yet they regularly lost the White House. Between 1952 and 2000, Democrats won just
five of the twelve presdentid dections while retaining House mgoritiesin 20 of the 24 congresses and
Senate mgoritiesin 17 of 24. Having to live with split-party government for 32 of 48 yearsis hardly
sugtaining for those devoted to the party responsibility modd. Voters continudly failed to satisfy the
conditions necessary to produce party government, even failing along the way to produce single- party



government in many of the sates (see Fiorina 1996, Ch. 3). Y&, as Sundquist observed: “This
established theory [of party government] presupposed one essentiad condition: there would in fact be a
mgority party in control of both branches of government” (1988, 625).

So the question remains. Why does the theory (if it isthat) survive? Voting studies show that
there is no mgority party in the electorate--rather two minority parties and a huge number of sdlf-
declared independents. Neither party has congstently won Congress and the presidency since the New
Ded era. The 89th Congress and Lyndon B. Johnson aside, it is a stretch to Sate that the Democrats
“controlled” the two branches, even when they won both (as with Truman, 1949-1953; Kennedy,
1961-1963; Carter, 1977-1981; or Clinton, 1993-1995).

Perhaps the answer is: It just makes sense to want “a more responsible two-party system,”
especidly for Democrats unable to win the White House very often. Thisresponse didn't satisfy
Sundquist. He explained that the conditions for party government were frequently met in this century
prior to the publication of the report. Sundquist comments on the “casua ease” with with the report
spoke of the “party in power.” Divided government was barely mentioned--“confined...to one
subordinate clause of eight words’ (Sundquist, 1988, 625). But “divided government invaidates the
entire theory of party government and presidentid |leadership, both dements of it” (626). Accordingly,
most scholars decried these split results as preventing the proper unifying function of government.
Sundquist agreed. He offered evidence of saemate, concluding that “it isthe system that is a fault”
(631).

However, the issue itself of two-directiond results clearly troubled Sundquist. The system being
what it isdlowed for split-party control, with “codition government” (Sundquist’s term) the result. And
so “there is adigunction between theory and practice, between the long-accepted and not-yet-
abandoned ideas about how the government of the United States should work and theway in whichiitis
now compelled to try to work” (631). Thus, he called for seriousintellectud discourse on the dilemma
posed by the theory of party government and the practice of divided government. Those who think the
party respongbility model was wrong “have an obligation to provide anew body of theory” (634) and
those who are its advocates “must come to grips with the question of how our eection system...should



be atered to restore unified government...” (635).

This paper may be considered a partial response to Sundquist’s request, as have been a number
of my recent writings. |1 am, however, moved to modify his characterization of the theory and practice.
He refersto “party government” and “codition government.” | see the distinction as that between
“party government” and a “government of parties.” The practice has not been that of party coditionsin
the usud sense or as associated with multi-party parliamentary systems. Rather it has been one of bi-,
co-, and cross-partisan patterns, supplementing an occasiond sraight partisanship in the classc mold
(see Jones 1994, Ch. 1).*

The search for the dternative theory Sundquist asks for sensibly begins with areconsideration of
the nature and purposes of the separated system. For it isthe separation of dections and ingtitutions
that produces a government of parties and the crestive tension characteristic of our lawmaking process.

I won't review the many design features of this syssem and how they were judtified in Philadephiaand
subsequently in The Federaist for a readership intimately acquainted with those topics. Rather |
concentrate attention on my assgned theme-- presidentia leadership in a government of parties.

The APSA Report and Presidential Leadership
Sundquist directly, and other scholars by implication, assert that presdential leadershipisa,

perhaps the, key to party government. That working assumption is not apparent in the APSA Report,
however. The report stresses the weakness of party organization in vesting “leadership of the party asa
whole in either asingle person or acommittee” (APSA Committee on Political Parties 1950, 3). But
the report even warns that one of the dangers of inaction in meeting the need for party reform may well
be an overextended presidency. Lacking an effective party program, the president may well act on his

* In part the distinction between a multi-party coalition government and a government of parties
isinthe locus of agreements. In the former they occur prior to legidative confirmation, that is among the
party leadersin the codition; in the latter they occur within the legidature itself and are, therefore, more
public.



own, then reaching “directly for the support of amgority of the voters’ (94).

Where then should party |eadership be centered, if not in the president? The answer isreveding
of this basic premise of the report: American political parties can organize dongsde of working
governments in amanner asto form and integrate policy programs. The parties can do so within the
present condtitutiona arrangements--no amendments are necessary.  The consequence of reform will be
an effective two-party system that achievesintegration, programmatic coherence, leadership
respongbility to membership, broad participation, cohesion, effective oppostion, clear choice for the
voters, and resstance to pressure. By this conception, dected leaders, including the president and
those in Congress, will be effective advocates and implementers of the party program. Party, therefore,
will emerge as a Hf-ganding structure layered into the separated and federdized system.

Numerous proposals were offered as contributing to thisgod. Severa were gratuitous, others
were hortatory. But onein particular is reveaing of the conceptua basis for the report and for
comprehending the role of the president in the report’s verson of party government. Having concluded
that neither the National Convention nor the National Committee was effective in remedying the
problems of the two- party system, the report recommended formation of a Party Council. Theideafor
such a coordinating council derived from a proposal by Charles E. Merriam some thirty years earlier.
Troubled by the number of party units and the lack of integration among them, Merriam suggested a
council of some 600- 700 members drawn from the national executive, Congress, statehouses, nationd
party committeemen and state chairmen, other prominent party leeders. The out-party would include
defeated nominees for president and governor.

The APSA Committee favored this concept but judged that the size proposed by Merriam
made it unwiddy. “What is now most needed is abody that can meet frequently, consult easily with
other party agencies, dea with current party problems, and become a source of continuing advice to the
President or, in the case of the minority party, to some other recognized party leader” (42). A body of
50 members was proposed, representing five groups: the Nationa Committee, the congressiond party
organization, the state committees, the party’s governors, and other party groups (Y oung Republicans
and Y oung Democrats) and the party at large (members to be chosen by the National Convention).



What about the president? He and the vice president (or nominees for these offices), nationd party
officas, and “perhaps” Cabinet officids gppointed by the president “ought to be considered ex-officio
members and fully entitled to participate” (43).

The Party Council was clearly intended to be competitive with, perhaps even controlling of, the
White House in regard to party, politicd, and policy matters. Asenvisoned by the Committee, the
Council would “settle the larger problems of party management;” propose a draft of the party platform;
“interpret the platform in relation to current problems;” choose party |eaders outside the party
organizations, make recommendations “in respect to congressond candidates;,” and make
recommendations regarding “departures from generd party decisions by state or loca party
organizations.” Further, in presidentia years the Council would be a place for discussing presidentia
candidacies and might screen these candidacies. Again in rdation to the presidency, the Council might
select a “party cabinet” of its members to advise the president.

As has been pointed out by most critics, the report iswesk on how al of thiswasto come
about, that is, by what design or set of decisons and by whom. And, in fact, the section of the report
on sources of support and leadership for reform was not very optimistic. It isrecognized that the
presdent could be influentia “in attaining a better organized maority party” (89). The report stressed
how beneficid it would be for a presdent to have the backing of aresponsble party. Referenceiseven
made to the president as “party head.” But he must share, agod presumably ensured by his
relationship to the Party Council (which he does not head but rather serves ex officio). The ambiguity of
these arrangements is evident in the following statement regarding the role of the president in his more
responsble party.

It is clear that any President or candidate for the presidency who intends to work
congstently and continuoudly in the direction of party responsbility may have to be prepared to
share respongbility with other truly representative leaders of the party in the shaping of the
party’s program. He must also be prepared to use the party and its leaders in the process of
policy-formulation.

The President could gain much when party leadersin and out of the Congress are



working together with him closdly in matters concerning the party program. As party head, the
President could then expect more widespread and more consistent support from the
congressond leaders of his party. These, in turn, could present amore united front. Asa
result, on issues where the party as a party could be expected to have a program, the program
of the party, of the party leadersin each house of Congress, and of the President would be the
same program, not four different programs (89).
Itis, of course, true enough that if everyone agreed, then everyone will have agreed. What is not clear
is how that agreement isto come about or where. Nor isit certain who isin charge of what or who is
responsible to whom. And that iswhere | haveto leaveit asfar asthe report is concerned. For the
report fallsto clarify the precise role of akey power holder--the president. Indeed, it is even implied
that he may be an impediment to the redization of the intra- party democracy judged to be critical for
creating a coordinated program for which the party will ultimately be responsible.
Back to Basics: The Practice About Which It is Said There Is No Theory

The practice to which Sundquist refersis, of course, the ordinary workings of the separated and
federalized system. The concepts upon which the system is based, that is, the separation of powers and
federalism, do not lack for theory. They have been a subject of interest to theorists for centuries. What
is not well explicated, and, in fact, seemingly resisted, is theoretica development of the role and function
of paliticd partiesin such asystem. Rather, scholarly attention has been directed to devising means by
which party might perform unifying and centrdizing functions to overcome what are judged to be the
deficiencies of the digtributions of powers within and between governments. It is a curious expenditure
of intellectud resources for the following reasons. Parties function to organize and exercise paliticd
power. A separated and federalized system distributes power horizontaly and verticaly. Accordingly
parties will, themsaves, be separated and federdized. Just asthereisno centrd, al-powerful governing
unit, there will not be asingle, unifying party structure. Therefore reform impulses are more
congtructively directed to improving the effectiveness of partiesin thar severd inditutiond and
governmentd locations. For if there is sound theoreticd judtification for digtributing and preserving
powers among inditutions, then it follows that a congtructive politica party is one that contributes to the
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effectiveness of the inditution within which it is operating. Contrariwise, apalitica party overcoming the
advantages of the separation of powers and checks and balances is antithetical to the very purposes of
the design. Thethreet isnot greet, however. An effective separated powers system resists most efforts
at unification, including those devised by party government advocates (for example, a Party Council).

Again as suited to the theme of this essay, | will concentrate on the presidency in further
discussion of the practice for which we need atheory. One caveat: Treatment of one branch of a
separated system inevitably involves its intersection with other branches. One important festure of the
separation is that the workings of one branch are enhanced by the effective operations of the others. As
| have argued elsawhere, this festure fosters the speculative imagination, inviting, as it does, the
understanding and absorption of dternative pergpectives (Jones 1999a).

| have found the accompanying chart to be amost useful portraya of the inditutional and
political context within which the presdert works. 1t shows what happens dectorally during a two-term
limited presdency: the two-year term for House members, thus four distinct congresses, four one-third-
up dections in the Senate, thus continuity and change among four Senates, and no senator ever running
again with the same president and severa not ever running with the incumbent. Theresults are as
intended: separation, independence, interdependence. Party naturally organizes throughout the
indtitutions and their units, as oriented to the setting, to purposes, and to congtitutiona and politica
limitations. No one party structure will ook exactly like another, either between the two parties or
among the three dected indtitutions (White House, House, Senate) and the nationd organization. Thisis
the government of parties at the nationd leve.

--Chart 1 here--

Least clearly articulated is party organization in the White House. The president is said to be his
party’s leader. How s0? What structure does he head up? Granted he has increasingly large legions of
political advisers and liaison personndl. He has substantia influence in who manages the Nationd
Committee of his party but only limited leverage, if any at dl, in the selection of congressond party
leaders. Basic works on the presidency have little to say about the president as party leader for the
very good reason thet there is not that much to say. Attention is directed to his politica, policy, and
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adminidrative leadership, dl of which have an effect on the party. But heishardly in charge. Nether he
nor his advisers are typicdly invited to the huge mgority of party meetingsin Washington. In fact, a
president meeting with a congressond party caucus makes news, often with reports that he was
“surprisngly” well received.

Pease bear in mind that none of thisis to suggest the president is unimportant. Rather itisto
direct atention to his role and function in regard to his political party. In relaion to Congress, alarge
part of the presdent’sjob isto clarify his policy preferences, seek their gpprova, and see to their
implementation. Seldom is this done by command, as was explained by Richard E. Neustadt (1960)
forty yearsago. Persuasion and negotiating skills are required, as suited to the variation of partisan
conditions characterizing contemporary presidential-congressiond relations. It hardly needs repesating
that cross-partisan politics has been the norm since 1968. Republican and Democratic presidents have
had to court opposite-party members of Congressin one house or both over 80 percent of the time.
Among other effects of this pattern has been aredization among party and committee leaders that split
control can be satisfying. As one senior Democrat explained: A president of your party tells you what
he wants, a president of the other party asks what you want.

Here then are the basics: separation of eections, multiple party structures but no one in charge,
high potentid for split-party control, limited forma role of the presdent as party leader, and continual
adjustment to shifting partisan aignments on issues. One mgor chalenge for scholarsisto specify more
clearly (or at dl) the connections among various party structures and between them and the president
(for example at the nationdl level: House party with Senate party, party in congressonal committees with
chamber party organization and leadership, House and Senate campaign committees and the Nationd
Committees with each other and the other units, and the many interlacements with the White House). In
the anniversary spirit of “amore responsble two-party system” we need an improved understanding of
which parties we want to be more responsible to whom and why. However, that goa cannot be
achieved without a better understanding of respongbility in a separated system.

Responshility in a Separated System

| well recdl the exact circumstances of my more serious consideration of the issue of
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respongbility in our form of government. | ddivered alecture a Kyung Pook University, Taegu,
Korea, on the role of the presidency in a separated system. | outlined the various partisan strategies--
noting the rarity of straight partisanship, and identifying the bi-, co-, and cross-partisan patterns. |
stressed the problems of exporting a separaionist system, pointing out that: “The separated system is
not well understood primarily because most anaysts prefer a presidency-centered responsible party
system and are therefore not moved to accept a separationist perspective seen by them to be flawed
(Jones 1999, 33).” Following my remarks, a student asked how such a system as ours could foster
respongbility at dl. 1 weakly responded that responsibility as commonly understood was smply
sacrificed. | then resolved to do better in my understanding of that festure of our government and
politics. | can't say that | have made alot of progress. Few concepts are as complex in a separated
system. But the issues involved must be engaged if we are to evauate the APSA Report at its half
century or if we are to undertake reforms designed to provide more responsibility.”

> LeRoy Riesalbach (1994) and David T. Canon and Kenneth R. Mayer (1999), among others,
make a distinction between responsibility and responsiveness. Canon and Mayer explain that the first
has to do with collective decison making in alegidature, the latter with accurate reflection of constituent
interests. Thisimportant differenceis of the essence of separationism, which seeks to preserve, rather
than diminate, what Canon and Mayer cdl “the collective dilemma” (103-105). Asthey sater “It is not
possbleto haveit dl” (103). A principa goa of a separated system is to prevent any one segment
having it dl.
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“Party respongbility means the respongbility of both partiesto the generd public, as enforced in
eections” (APSA Committee 1950, 2). A fascinating circularity is envisioned by which parties design
programs at the grass roots, put these programs into effect, then check with the grass roots in eections
to judge whether they till approve what they supported earlier. This appears to be the essence of the
intra- party democracy of which Ranney was so skeptical. Of relevance, however, isthe Committeg's
gpparent misgivings about party leaders. One gets the impression in reading the report that any dippage
that occurs between program design and accountability is because of afailure of leedership
respongbility. And so corrections are needed, notably an overarching Party Council to represent and
preserve intra-party democracy. Alas, as Sundquist acknowledged, any such solution faters under
conditions of split-party government.®

To berespongbleis, by ordinary dictionary definition, to be “liable to be caled on to
answer,...liable to be called to account as the primary cause, motive, or agent.” By thisstandard, is
there respongbility in the separated system? Surdly the answer is“yes.” Arguably, the two most
influential books on Congress in the postwar era, Congress. The Electoral Connection by David R.
Mayhew (1974) and Home Style by Richard F. Fenno, J. (1978), teach us about responsibility.
Seeking redlection ismaking onesdf “liable to be called on to answer.” Desgning a“home syle”

involves the definition of congituency and the determination of responsveness and repongbility.
Agency is at the core of respongbility. Mayhew, Fenno, and the legions of scholars following in their
wake have shown us how it works in the House of Representatives (with Fenno directing attention as
well to the Senate in recent years).

® Actudly one possible effect of such party coundilsin a split-party government might well be a
hardening of policy postions, thus thwarting cross-party agreements that have been so characteristic of
contemporary lavmaking.
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What is portrayed by these scholarsis individua, not collective, accountability. As Fenno has
shown, astyle is developed to suit the representative’s definition and understanding of “home.” Seldom
does this exercise extend to accounting for the national party.” If anything, conditions for senators are
even more persondly varied. Fenno explains why in his brief monograph comparing eectord and
representationa conditions in the two chambers (Fenno 1982) and in his description and anays's of
Senators on the Campaign Trail: The Politics of Representation (1996). This failure on the part of

congressond candidates to identify and support a party line does not preclude there being acommon
themeto their individua accountabilities or an effort on the part of the nationa party gpparatus to
gpecify such atheme. Identifying the latter is Smple enough by studying the campaign literature, press
releases, and public statements of the campaign committees and their spokespersons. Efforts at
developing acommon policy theme must be carefully developed, however, so as not to interfere with
individuaized campaigns suited to a particular state or district.?

The firgt phenomenon--a common theme to individud accountabilities--is more difficult to

’ One interesting possible exception occurred in 1994 with the Contract With America. Most
Republican House candidates (incumbents and chalengers) signed on as supporters of the Contract in a
highly- publicized ceremony on Capitol Hill. Interestingly many commentators & the time mocked the
exercise. An exception was David Broder of the Washington Post, who recognized it as suiting
conditions of classc party respongbility.

8 The Washington Post (Allen 2000, 1) reported that National Republican Congressiond
Committee would “tailor their ads [in 2000] for each digtrict, instead of promoting a generic nationd
message...” This reassurance was, in part, areaction to criticism by candidates to generic ads by the
campaign committee in 1998 attacking President Clinton on the Lewinsky affair.
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identify and to interpret as party responsibility once spotted. Scholars have found that certain issues are
commonly associated with the two parties. Relying on content andlysis of loca newspapers, Gregory
Flemming (1999) confirmed this to be the case for House campaignsin 1992 and 1994. Many of the
works on congressiond dections make reference to generd differences between the two parties
candidates, typicaly as associated with who becomes a Republican and Democrat in thefirst place, as
well as the processes of recruiting (Jacobson 1992; Herrnson 1998).  What islacking isafully
devel oped comparative study of the two parties across the chambers to determine the extent to which
the sum of individua candidate accountings can be interpreted as a composite party responsibility. I
such a phenomenon exigts, then we would have the beginnings of an understanding of party
responsibility asit applies to agovernment of partiesin a separated system. One can at least
hypothesi ze naturdly- occurring bonds of issue positioning, adjusted to congtituency differences and
maintained by socidization. What is seen aslack of discipline by the standards of a party government
model may be smply a zone of tolerance for divergty among states and digtricts in a government of
parties.

Of course, no one can imagine that an encompassing concept of party for identifying and
andyzing congressiond respongbility can be smple. Once again Fenno illugtrates what isinvolved. In
Congress at the Grassroots (2000) he explores the politicd life of a congressond didtrict (the Georgia

district represented at different times, and in different shapes, by Democrat Jack Hynt and Republican
Mac Collins). Asregards party, he shows how it is that the representative manages at home and in the
House (42-50, 141-146). Heillugtrates how it isthat party in these two locationsis given meaning by
the working representative/lawvmaker. Seldom have | read amore reveding portrait of the dua
meanings of political party for eected officids. | doubt one needs to read anything morein judging
whether a Party Council, as envisaged by the APSA Report, can be effective. Flynt and Collins meant
to command how party would work in the district and to extract from party in the House what suited
their interests at home. At the very leadt, thiswork that seeks to connect Washington to states and
digricts as dectord units suggests that we have hardly scratched the surface in our understanding of

party responghility.
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What then of responghility of the presdent? For openers, if eection isthe principd time of
accountability, then the Twenty- Second Amendment (which was not yet ratified in 1950) limits that
accounting to one redection. An associated complication isthat of the differencesin term lengths.
Responsibility as a composite of individua accountabilitiesis electoraly tested every two yearsin
Congress. Comparable presidentiad accountings take place every four years, though the incumbent may
not be on the ballot (see below). There are occasiond mid-term dections in which the presdent and his
record are said to have been amgjor issue, for example, 1946, 1974, 1982, and 1994. Even where
evident, however, the presdentia effect may vary subgtantialy among eectord digtricts. More often the
mid-term elections are state- and digtrict-oriented eections.

The record of postwar presidentia elections displays their differences as accountability events.
Table 1 presentsthe results. Of the fourteen eections, 1948-2000, Sx were straight-forward direct
accountability contests in which the incumbent sought relection.  Four were redlected (all by Electora
College landdides) and two defeated. In five of the six dections, party accountability was ambiguousin
that the president’s party did not win House and Senate mgjorities. Even in the sixth (1992), while Bush
lost, the Republicans had a net gain in House seats and held the Democrats to no gain in the Senate.®
The four redections were remarkably smilar--an overwheming win for the presdent and high
incumbent return in Congress. Voters essentially returned the same split- party government, a result that
could be interpreted as rewarding cross-party responsibility, hardly what the APSA Committee had in
mind.

--Table 1 here--

° Later the Republicans had a one-seat net loss when Kay Bailey Hutchinson won the Texas
Senate seat vacated by Lloyd Bentsen, who became Secretary of the Treasury in the Clinton
adminigration.
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Haf of the fourteen dections involved associated accountability. These €ections were of two

types. successors seeking eection (Truman, Johnson, and Ford) and vice presidents seeking election at
the end of a president’s term (Nixon, Humphrey, Bush, and Gore).’® In Trumani's case, he had served
nealy afull term following Roosevedt’s desth early in hisfourth term. He was dligible to seek redlection
in 1952 by specid digpensation in the Twenty- Second Amendment but decided against running.
Therefore, in terms of time served, his dection in 1948 might also be classified as “direct
accountability.” The Johnson and Ford cases are more clearly those of successors. Both were in the
process of putting their stamp on the presidency but their accountability was indluctably tied to their
predecessor. Johnson's win was accompanied by Democrats winning two-thirds mgoritiesin the
House and Senate, thus offering the purest conditions for party government in the postwar period,
though one cannot imagine Johnson inviting advice or direction from a Party Council.

Until 1960 no vice president in this century ran as his party’s presidential candidate subsequent
to his service in that capacity. Beginning in 1960 five have been candidates, Nixon twice. Perhgpsthe
earlier reluctance was due to the fact that no such candidate had won since Martin Van Buren in 1836.
Whatever the reason vice presidents are now accepted as potential presidential candidates upon the
completion of their president’sterm. As shown in Table 1, one of three vice presidents won, Bushin
1988. Nixon in 1960 and Humphrey in 1968 were narrowly defeated. The 1968 contest was more
clearly an associated accountability eection as Humphrey sought to manage the volatile Vietnam issue.
The 2000 election is fascinating in accountability terms. Vice President Gore seeks to benefit from a
robust economy while distancing himsdlf from the Clinton scandals. George W. Bush isthe son of the
only vice president snce Van Buren to win subsequent to service in that capacity and he was defeated
by the person Gore wants to succeed.™* Asit has happened, the associated accountability elections

have produced severa more one- party governments than those for which there was direct

19 There are two other cases of vice presidents running subseguent to the end of the
adminigration in which they served: Nixon, 1968, and Mondale, 1984.

" For abrilliant analysis of the problems faced by “understudy” presidents once in office, see
Burnham 1993.
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accountability for the incumbent presdent. Four of the Sx produced Democratic governments. That in
2000 has the potentid for producing either an al-Republican or an al-Democratic government, though
congressiona margins would be narrow in either case.

That leavesjust one election in the postwar period in which there was no incumbent, successor,

or surrogate running directly or associatedly to account for the record in office--a party accountability

election. In 1952, Truman was digible to run but decided not to do so. His approvd ratings were very
low, an unpopular war was being waged, and scandals marred hisfull term, 1949-1953. Since neither
the president nor his vice president was running, his party had to be held accountable. Eisenhower won
handily and Republicans won House and Senate mgjorities for just the second time since 1928. There
has not been an dl- Republican government since.

These results are, no doubt, exactly the evidence that encouraged the APSA Committee to
prepare its report. What | have described could not possibly fulfill the requirements for an effective and
responsble party system, as defined in the report. That reaction is by no means passe; many
contemporary professiona andysts agree with that perspective.

Another reaction isthat the results as described are precisely what one should expect. What is
portrayed is not the lack of accountability but rather amosaic of responsibility associated with the
separation of eections and variations in terms that sustain the separation of indtitutions sharing and
competing for powers. The explicit implication is that a research orientation more suited to the workings
of the separated system is needed, both for better understanding and for preparing reports designed to
make improvements.

The Party and the Presidency
Asafind topic | turn more directly to the reaionship of party to the presidency. Doesthe

president lead his party? Mogt treatments presume that he does. And who leads the opposition party
that isreferred to in the APSA report? The notion that the defeated presidentia candidate leads his
party astitular head has long ago been abandoned, if it ever made sense. Perhaps the president leads
both parties, especidly in split-party governments.

Remarkably, some sophidticated trestments of politica parties have little to say about the
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president as party leader, concentrating more on Congress.™ Still, Sundquist (1992, 91) inssts that the
“doctrine of presidentia leadership” is centra to the theory of party government. A president leads
through his party, which (cons stent with the tenets of the party government mode) will be amgority in
Congress. The president sets the agenda, submits the bills, and meets with congressiona party leaders,
who will have had arole in planning the party program. As Sundquist concedes, the “era of divided
government” changed al of that. Often the reformer’s reaction isto restore what Sundquist believed
was the central role of the president in party government, presumably as outlined by the APSA
Committee.™® But what the student needs is an understanding of how and whether presidents lead the
partiesin the contemporary version of the separated system, a verson normdly featuring split-party

governmen.

12 For example, Aldrich (1995) discusses “Politica Parties and Governance” with hardly a
mention of the president asleader. Principd attention is directed to congressiona voting. Neither
“president” or “presidency” appear in theindex. In acollection of essays on the American party system
edited by L. Sandy Maisdl, the single chapter on “partisan presidentia leadership” concentrates on the
president’s appointments (1990, Ch. 13). There are two chapters on Congress. A recent collection of
fine essays on Partisan Approaches to Postwar American Palitics (Shafer 1998) has an essay by
Randall Strahan on partisan officeholders but not one specificadly on the president. | don't make this
point criticaly but rather to note that the president as party leader is not typicaly judged to be atopic
deserving of specid treatment.

3 Infact, as| have pointed out earlier, the APSA Committee was wary of presidentia
leadership, per se. They proposed the Party Council as a coordinating unit, and on which the president
would serve ex officio.
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Leon D. Epstein (1986) and John H. Kessdl (1984) directly engage the matter of the role of the
president in relationship to the party.  Strong emphasis by both is placed on the influence of the
separation of powers. As expected, given hiswork on comparative party systems, Epstein isolates the
American presdency as aspecia case. He dso siresses historical or founding principles as continuing
to influence presdentid status. Thus, for example, the office “was originaly nonpartisan” and it
“retained its nonpartisan attributes even after the emergence of partisan ection and partisan leadership”
(80). Thisambiguity has continued as there are ceremonid functions and certain issues (defense, foreign
affairs) where the president is expected to be above partisanship however much he may serve as party
leader otherwise.

Epstein aso contrasts “presidentia party” with “congressiona party” in interesting and relevant
ways. Thefirg “is more nearly afigure of speech” than the latter (84). And yet it was the presidentia
election that “is primarily responsible for the existence of nationd parties,” not congressona dections
(83). Asaconcept separate from the nationd party organization, the presidentia party is ordinarily
quite persond, that is, as associated with a candidate and hiswin. Kessd anchorsthis followership in
issue advocacy and thus is comfortable with aconcept of “presidentia party” (323-326). He aso has
identified some continuity among activists from one presdent to the next. Epsiein is somewhat more
cautiousin thisregard. In any event, the presidentia party as defined by dection activists remains
separate from the nationd party organization. The latter is, of course, supportive of a president but it
has party maintenance functions that extend beyond persond needs of the incumbent. And the
relationship of supporters with the losing candidate typically ends with his defegt, though, as Kessdl
shows, various activists may begin their search for a new candidate.

If anything, the higtorica ambiguity of a president’s partisan role has been accentuated with
reforms in the nominating process that have contributed to candidate- centered organizations (Ranney
1975; Polsby 1983). The consequences for governing are notable, possibly profound. A president
enterswith aloyaist coterie that may seek to govern as a subgtitute for party, a strategy that can be
further rationdized in Solit-party government. Party remains available for use by presidents--Reagan

was one such, as shown by Epstein. But there is no coherent structure suited to the demands of the
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party government model, nor are there clearly evident reforms that would achieve that god.

Another line of research identifies changes of note regarding presidents and parties. In The
President and the Parties (1993) Sidney M. Milkis describes the impact of the New Dedl on the
political parties. He shows how it was that the Democratic Party became “the party of administration”

by enacting programmatic entitlements. The result was “amore centraized and bureaucratic form of
demoacracy that focused on the presidency and executive agencies for the formulation, the enactment,
and the execution of public policy” (301). Traditiond party politics was “diminished;” “personal
respongbility of the presdent” was “exated” (301). These arrangements make unlikely the kind of
two-party competition caled for by the APSA Committee unless an anti-administration party should
develop (as appeared to be the purpose of Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich).**

What then can one say about the president as party leader? If anything, the changes identified
by scholars appear to have crested more ambiguity, not less. Presidents are left to fashion means by
which they can have influence within their own party structures and with greater frequency acrossto the
other party’s structures aswell. We appear to be far beyond atime when party renewad of the APSA
Committee variety can berationdly devised or practicaly implemented. Reform, if it isto come, must
accommodate the modern government of parties.

Presdential Leadership in a Government of Parties

| suggest cdlebrating the fiftieth anniversary of the APSA Committee Report by dtering the
mission for reform-oriented politica party scholars. A different question should direct our research.
The primary question for the APSA Committee was. How do we get more responsible and effective

party government? | propose this dternative: How do we make a government of parties work more

14 John J. Coleman (1996) comes to similar conclusions by emphasizing the emerging fiscal
state. “By inditutionaizing fiscd policy, introducing new components of policy making, and encouraging
plebiscitary voting, this state set in place the long-term conditions for party decline and, | argue, the keys
to party renewd” (3) Coleman concentrates his research on Congress.
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effectively? | understand that few, if any, scholars are admitted devotees of the Committee report. But
here we are attributing sgnificance to its leverage while proclaming that we dor't take it serioudy.
Persondly | find Sundquist’s position persuasive. The party government model continues to dominate
the thinking of many, perhaps most, scholars and certainly of a huge mgority of palitica andyssin the
media. By thisview, split- party government is bad for dl of the reasons cited in the report. Single-
party government is better but, according to the report, it must be more fully integrated for purposes of
achieving more responsbility. Sundquist himsdf agrees with those sentiments but is troubled by the
persistence of politica conditions anti-thetica to redlizing “a more responsble two-party sysem.” And
30 heiswilling to ask an hones, logicd question: If not party government, what? In so doing he crosses
an important threshold- -from seeking to achieve unitarian, parliamentary-style outcomes in a separation
of powers system to asking for an aternative model, one suited to a separationist rationale for
governing. No cdebration of the APSA Committee Report should proceed without acknowledging the
importance of Sundquist’s paper at the thirty-eighth anniversary of the report in 1988.

Sundquigt’s challenge remains to be met, even as our experience in governing continues to defy
the conditions necessary for party government. We understand the shortcomings of the separated
system but what are the benefits? David R. Mayhew (1990) has shown that split-party government is
not gridiocked to the point of low productivity, quite the reverse. The reaction to Mayhew’sfindings
has often been: Wl but how abut this? Or: Can heredly beright? A crossing-the-threshold reaction
might have been: Gee, | wonder how that works? Or: What do you suppose explains those findings?™

> A recent positive contribution to Mayhew’s research is that by William Howell, Scott Adler,
Charles Cameron, and Charles Riemann (2000). They examine dl legidation enacted, 1945-1994, and
identify four categories. They find that divided government depresses the production of “landmark”
legidation, has no effect on passage of important legidation, and seemingly stimulates the passage of
least sgnificant legidation. They cdl for more research, including attention to “the theoretical
foundations of legidative productivity (302).” A further refinement should be a more sophiticated
trestment of the variaions alowed by a government of parties. Not dl “divided governments’ are alike,
nor aredl “unified governments.” Still to be accomplished is an analysis of legidative production
associated with the variety of party splits that have been experienced in this period when both parties
keep winning. Also worth nothing: Schattschneider (1942) contrasted total legidative production for
divided and unified government (90).
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Mayhew himsdf questions how can it be that the 93rd Congress (1973-1974) matches the 89th
Congress (1965-1966) in production of mgjor legidation. Part of the answer seemsto be analysts
preoccupation at the time with Watergate rather than the compensatory features of a separated system
when the presidency is under siege. But the policy record of more recent split-party governments dso
invitesthe interest of party scholars. How was it that Reagan was successful in getting House
Demoacratic support for his agenda: bending tax and budget cutsin 1981? What explains the productive
100th Congress with alame-duck President Reagan and arevitaized congressond Democratic Party?
What does the 1992 stalemate between a beleaguered President Bush and a scandalized Congress
(notably the House banking scandd) tell us about conditions for cross-party conflict? How isit that the
one-party Democratic government in 1993-1994 failed to enact mgjor Clinton priorities and one of the
most contentious split-party governmentsin decades produced aflood of legidation in 19967 Each of
these casesisilludrative of the workings of a government of parties, aswdl asindructive asto
differences among olit-party and one-party control.

The padt fifty years have witnessed an extreordinary variety of political conditions for governing
in the separated system. We now have a decent enough sample to prepare comparative anayses of
these partisan variations. A first step isto embrace an dtered perspective of the role and function of
politicd partiesin the American system, one that acknowledges the plurdity of settings within which
parties legitimately organize. Effectivenessis then judged by the extent to which the advantages of this
arrangement are redized. Presdentid leadership is often vita for achieving thisgod. Seldom in recent
decades can it be fulfilled by reinforcing strictly partisan Strategies.
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Table 1

Variations on a Theme of Accountability in Presidential Elections

1948-2000
Type of Result Election Years Split Party Control One-Party Control
(Number) (Party)
Direct Accountability
President Reelected 1956 (R) X
(4) 1972 (R) X
1984 (R) X
1996 (D) X
President Defeated 1980 (D-->R) X
2 1992 (R-->D) X
Associated Accountability
Successor Elected 1948 (D) X
2 1964 (D) X
Successor Defeated 1976 (R-->D) X
1
Vice President Elected 1988 (R) X
(2?) 20007 (D?) ? ?
Vice President Defeated 1960 (R-->D) X
(3?) 1968 (D-->R) X
20007 (D-->R?) ? ?
Party Accountability (no incumbent or vice president running)
Incumbent Party
Defeated 1952 (D-->R) X
1

Source: Prepared by the author.

Notes: A former vice president won in 1968 (Nixon) and one was defeated in 1984 (Mondale).
Truman in 1948 and Johnson in 1968 were digible to seek redection but decided not to run.
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