




Chapter 7:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Sex, lies, and audiotapes: The Watergate and Monica Lewinsky scandals in American politics

Eric M. Uslaner

In the first two centuries of the American Republic, only one President (Andrew Johnson) was impeached by the House of Representatives. In the past quarter of a century, we have witnessed a second impeachment (Bill Clinton) and the resignation of another President who was about to be impeached (Richard M. Nixon). 


I shall investigate public support for impeachment in this chapter. There is a presumption that the only two impeachment cases in the twentieth century must have a lot in common. Both revolved around allegations (shown to be true in each case) that Presidents had lied and tried to cover up their falsehoods. Tape-recorded conversations proved essential to discovering the truth for both Nixon and Clinton. Yet the two impeachments were otherwise very different, and public attitudes reflect these dissimilarities. This is a tale of two scandals, one starting out as a partisan battle but becoming more of a criminal investigation and the other commencing as a partisan conflict and becoming an ideological holy war. In the Nixon impeachment, there was no debate over whether the offence was criminal. In the Clinton impeachment that was just about all people were debating.


The stories of Nixon and Clinton are well known. Prior to the 1972 Presidential elections, burglars rifled the headquarters of the Democratic National Committee. The burglary was clearly an attempt to disrupt the campaign of Democratic Presidential nominee George McGovern. A security guard notified the police and the perpetrators fled. Nixon initially called the break-in ‘a third-rate burglary’, of no real consequence. Ultimately, some of his top aides admitted that the planning of the crime and the financial support for it had come directly from the White House. While the President did not take part in designing the break-in, he did know about the plans and the financial support for the burglary.  


Initially, Republicans charged Democrats with seeking political advantage. Press reports (especially in the Washington Post using an anonymous source, ‘Deep Throat’) linked senior administration officials to the burglary and several resigned. Then the President refused to turn over materials to the (Republican) special prosecutor he himself had appointed. Nixon ordered the Special Prosecutor to be fired, but his replacement (Leon Jaworski) was no more favourable to the President. The House Judiciary Committee was marked by partisan rancour. The Senate Judiciary Committee, led by conservative Democrat, Sam Ervin, and Republican, Howard Baker, conducted its investigation in a bipartisan manner. In April 1974 Nixon initially refused to comply with the Special Prosecutor’s demand that he turn over the tape-recorded conversations with his aides. By this time, the impeachment battle was all but over. The House Judiciary Committee voted articles of impeachment in late July 1974, but the pressures for resignation from within his own party became too much for Nixon, who left office on 9 August.


In 1995, President Clinton began a sexual relationship with White House intern Monica Lewinsky. The White House arranged for Lewinsky to get a job at the Pentagon, where she shared her ‘secret’ with Pentagon employee Linda Tripp, who began taping their conversations. Tripp gave these tapes in early 1998 to Special Prosecutor Kenneth Starr, who was investigating charges of sexual harassment against Clinton while he was Governor of Arkansas, and various charges of illegal business deals collectively called ‘Whitewater’. Starr called the President to testify before a grand jury and Clinton denied a sexual liaison with Lewinsky. Rumours of the affair percolated over several months. The Republicans charged Clinton and Lewinsky with lying to the grand jury and there was much partisan rancour over whether Starr (a strong Republican conservative) and the House Judiciary Committee (controlled by the Republicans) were trying to push Clinton out of office. By late summer, Starr agreed to immunity from prosecution for Lewinsky and Clinton admitted to the affair on national television. Starr pressed for an indictment of the President for lying to the grand jury and Congressional Republicans began impeachment proceedings against Clinton.


The House Judiciary Committee approved four articles of impeachment in early December on party-line votes (though one Republican defected on a single motion). On 19 December, the full House approved two of the four articles with only a handful of Republicans dissenting (five on one vote, 12 on another) and just a few Democrats (five on each vote) joining the Republicans. The Democrats had actually gained five House seats in the 1998 elections, the first time since 1934 and only the second time in the twentieth century that the party controlling the White House had picked up seats (Abramowitz, 2001: 211-12). Clinton’s popularity remained high at 75 per cent.
  House Republicans clearly paid a price for voting to impeach Clinton in November: Speaker Newt Gingrich, who led the charge to force Clinton from office, took the blame for the unexpected seat loss and left office himself, with Clinton still in place. Republican Senators were chastened by this experience, and the Senate trial in February was marked by a united Democratic front and as many as ten Republican defectors on one charge.


These two scandals seem to have little in common. The charges in Watergate were far more serious. Two thirds of all respondents to the 1998 American National Election Study (ANES) said that the charges against Clinton were a private rather than a public affair. There is no similar question in the 1974 survey, most likely because it soon became pretty clear that hardly anyone besides Nixon himself was willing to hold (publicly) that Watergate was a minor crime. The public response to Watergate was severe: Nixon’s popularity plummeted to 25 per cent by mid-1974,
 while Clinton’s remained extraordinarily high. The President’s party lost 49 House seats (and four Senate seats) in 1974, but gained five in 1998 (with no net change in the Senate). While 71.5 per cent of the public favoured impeaching Nixon (after the fact) in 1974, exactly the same share of the public opposed impeaching Clinton (before the fact) in 1998.


The single biggest difference between Watergate and the Monica Lewinsky affair, as it came to be known, was the way both members of Congress and the public responded to them. Watergate started out as partisan, but in the end Democrats and Republicans alike forced Nixon from office. Indeed, a group of senior Republicans led by Baker and other party luminaries went to the White House in August 1974 and pressed the President to step down. In November 1974, a majority of Republicans (52 per cent) joined most independents (69 per cent) and Democrats (83 per cent) in favouring impeachment. The Lewinski affair was consistently partisan: in 1998, 56 per cent of Republicans but just 26 per cent of independents and 11 per cent of Democrats favoured impeaching Clinton.

The roots of partisanship

Everything involving Richard M. Nixon smacks of partisanship and meanness. Nixon initially won his House seat in California in 1946 by alleging that his Democratic opponent (Representative Jerry Voorhis) was a Communist party sympathiser. Two years later he defeated Senator Helen Gahagan Douglas by calling her the ‘pink lady’. Democrats cheered when Nixon lost the Presidency in 1960 and the Governorship of California two years later – and exulted when he excoriated the press in his farewell speech: ‘You won’t have Nixon to kick around anymore’. Yet at the end of his career, two Special Prosecutors – a well-connected Republican (Archibald Cox) and a Texas conservative (Leon Jaworski) – played key roles in ending the Nixon Presidency. So did Howard Baker, son-in-law of long-time Senate Minority Leader, Everett Dirksen, and a future Republican leader of the Senate himself. It was Baker who posed the key question: ‘How much did the President know and when did he know it?’ Baker worked with Sam Ervin, the conservative Southern Democrat, to seek out the truth about Nixon.


In contrast, Gingrich and Starr were strong partisans from the start. Jaworkski was popular with the public, with a ‘feeling thermometer’ rating of 58 on a 0-100 scale. Starr was unpopular, with a mean score of 35. House Judiciary Committee chair Henry Hyde, who had many friends on both sides of the aisle, became a strong partisan advocate. The debate on impeachment in the House was far from temperate. It was marked by a ‘distrust [that] is so deep-seated and enduring that there are only downticks in the steady rise in animosity.’  Democratic Representative, Jose Serrano, admonished the Republican majority that voted to impeach the President on an almost strict party-line vote: ‘Bullies get theirs and you’re going to get yours!’  Democratic Representative, Albert Wynn, warned: ‘There’s raw feelings. It’s going to take a long, long time to heal and there’s not going to be any love fest.’  Democratic Representative, David Skaggs, said: ‘Nobody knows whether this place is going to be pulled apart so much that we can’t do our business.’  And Democratic Representative, David Obey, summed it up: ‘We are on the short route to chaos.’ (Gugliotta and Neal, 1998).


The central reason why the 1998 impeachment was so partisan compared to the 1974 debate has to do with the nature of the charges. For Democrats, the Clinton scandal was about sex. For Republicans, it was about lying to the grand jury. 84 per cent of Democrats, compared to 72 per cent of independents and just 39 per cent of Republicans saw the Clinton scandal as a private (rather than public) affair.


But the partisan conflict in 1998 went well beyond the public-private distinction. Attitudes toward impeachment were shaped by a multiplicity of factors, which I shall consider below. What mattered for Democrats did not necessarily matter to Republicans. Different factors shaped the visions of Democrats and Republicans in 1998. In contrast, there was much greater commonality in what shaped impeachment attitudes in 1974.


The conflict between partisans over the public nature of Clinton’s misdeeds is important. But it doesn’t tell us why Republicans turned what many saw as trivial misdeeds into a Constitutional crisis. 


The Monica Lewinsky case is an example of partisan politics gone wild, or what Ginsberg and Shefter (1999) would call ‘politics by other means’. The aim was not to contest the policy agenda of the other party, the ‘loyal opposition.’  Instead, it was to destroy the opposition (quoting Malcolm X) ‘by any means necessary’. Junior Republicans in the House of Representatives under the newly elected Speaker, Gingrich, pressed a series of ‘guerilla’ or ‘kamikaze’ tactics to disrupt House proceedings beginning in 1999. They used the rules of procedure to stop legislation, to embarrass the Democratic leadership, and to bring attention to themselves. ‘Regular order’ – routine procedure and the norms that make the system work –  went out the window because they did not serve partisan advantage. So did working with the majority party (Uslaner, 1993: 52-3).


Extreme partisanship had become the norm when the Republicans took over the Congress in 1995 (Evans and Oleszek, 1997). Strong, ideologically entrenched, parties are not the norm in the United States. But now American parties, at both the elite and mass levels, are more polarised than they have been since around 1900. There is strong evidence that party elites are far apart from each other ideologically. The ideological distance between Democrats and Republicans has increased dramatically since the 1960s and 1970s (Rohde, 1991). 


The public is similarly polarised. Democrats are more liberal than ever, and Republicans more conservative than they have been (Hetherington, 2001; Jacobson, 2000; Layman and Carsey, 2002). There are conflicting stories about which came first, but this fight doesn’t matter for my story here. What is critical is that there is little incentive for either party to move to the middle, as Downs (1957) recommended many years ago. Strong parties at the elite level cannot persist without powerful partisan divisions at the base (Brady, 1988). These ideological divisions are inflamed by the very small gap between the parties in terms of their levels of support in the country, so that each party fights like the devil for the tiniest share of turf (House or Senate seats). Each seat could determine who has control of a legislative body (as we saw in 2001, when a Republican defector turned control of the Senate over to the Democrats). The only hope for a major party victory, like we saw in 1994, is the complete delegitimisation of the other side and you cannot do this by treating the other party as a ‘loyal opposition’.


I shall consider what drives support for impeachment in 1974 and 1998 and how they differ. I expect that: (1) party and ideology will be important in both years, but far more in 1998 than in 1974; (2) support for impeachment in 1974 will more closely reflect general discontent with the political system than will attitudes in 1998; (3) party affiliation will shape attitudes toward specific actors (the Congressional committees, the Special Prosecutors, and the press) more in 1998 than in 1974; and (4) there should be more of a common view between the parties in 1974 than in 1998, so that what shapes pro-impeachment sentiment in 1974 will be more similar for Democrats and Republicans than it was in 1998.

The bases of pro-impeachment sentiments

I shall examine public support for impeachment in 1974 and 1998 using the American National Election Studies. Did public support for the two impeachments rest on similar foundations?  


I have tried to make the models as similar as possible. However, there were shifts in questions and question wording between 1974 and 1998 that made complete replications impossible. Also, the 1974 ANES was carried out three months after Nixon resigned, while the 1998 survey was administered a month and a half before the House impeachment vote. Nevertheless, the issues were clearly framed in the public’s mind so that the timing seems of minor consequence at most.


I will first estimate models for each impeachment for the entire samples. Then I will estimate the same models for Democratic and Republican Party identifiers to determine whether each group of partisans sees the issues in the same way. My expectation is that Democrats and Republicans will see the Nixon impeachment in similar terms more than they will the Clinton impeachment. Each of these estimations is by probit analysis since the dependent variables are dichotomies. For the probits, the measure of impact is what Rosenstone and Hansen (1993) call the ‘effect’ of an independent variable, the difference in estimated probabilities from the predictor’s highest and lowest values, letting the other independent variables take their ‘natural’ values.  The interpretation of an effect is straightforward: it is the change in the probability that a respondent will support impeachment if his/her score moves from the lowest value of a predictor to the highest. The models are presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2.


For the Nixon impeachment, the biggest impact by far is whether people viewed the hearings of the House Judiciary Committee as fair (see Table 7.1). Someone who thought the hearings were very fair was 44 per cent more likely to back impeachment than someone who held the hearings to be very unfair. The next largest impact was for the fairness of press coverage of the Watergate affair, with an effect approaching 20 per cent. Party identification ranks third, with strong Democrats 17 per cent more favourable to impeachment than strong Republicans. Economic performance mattered as well: People who thought the Nixon administration was handling the economy well were 13 per cent less likely to favour impeachment than people who disapproved of government economic policy. In 1998, positive evaluations of the economy helped buoy Clinton’s support. But they were of little help during the 1974 recession: Barely 6 per cent thought the government was doing a good job managing the economy, compared to 51 per cent who said it was doing a poor job.  Indeed, negative evaluations of the economy made people more likely to back impeachment – and, taken together, bad economic times and the Watergate scandal led to major losses for the Republicans in the 1974 Congressional elections (Uslaner and Conway, 1975). Strong approval of special prosecutor Leon Jaworski added 13 per cent to support for impeachment, while approval of the (Democrat-controlled) Congress added 11 per cent to public support for impeachment.

Table 7.1 Probit estimation for Nixon impeachment, 1974 

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std Error
	MLE/SE 
	Effect

	Party identification
	-.147***
	.045
	-3.24
	-.171

	Frequency attend religious services
	-.048    
	.063
	.76
	-.120

	Favour government economic policy
	.168***
	.069
	2.41  
	.130

	Ideology
	-.005 
	.070
	-.07
	-.005

	Difference between party ideologies
	-.004
	.057
	-.06
	-.004

	Employment should be guaranteed by govt
	.085*
	.057
	1.48
	.091

	Congress job approval
	.075*
	.059
	-1.28 
	.106

	Many in government crooked
	.041
	.073
	.56
	.029 

	Politics too complicated
	-.064*
	.045
	-1.42
	-.046

	Politicians don’t care about people like me
	.074*
	.046
	1.60
	.054

	How much tax money government wastes
	.141*
	.088
	1.61
	.111

	Government run by few big interests
	.045  
	.051
	.90
	.034

	Watch national television news every night
	.087
	.077
	1.14
	.060

	Union member in household
	-.039
	.050
	-.79
	-.028

	African-American
	-.057
	.478
	-.12
	-.010

	Agea
	-.002
	.005
	-.03
	 -.017   

	Gender
	-.123
	.175
	-.70
	-.049

	House Judiciary Committee hearings fair
	.436****
	.071
	6.16
	.440

	Press coverage of Watergate fair
	.227***
	.067
	3.39
	.181

	Special Prosecutor Jaworski thermometer
	.007*
	.004
	1.52
	.126

	Constant
	1.702**
	.938
	1.82
	


Notes:

Estimated R2 = .727  -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 327.37  N = 495

Per cent Predicted Correctly: Probit: 85.5   Null: 77.2

**** p < .0001; *** p < .01;   ** p < .05;   * p < .10

a Effect for age calculated at 18 and 75 years
Table 7.2 Probit estimation for Clinton impeachment, 1998

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std Error
	MLE/SE 
	Effect

	Party identification
	.204****
	.044
	4.60
	.291

	Born-again Christian
	.299**
	.169
	1.76
	-.061

	Frequency attend religious services
	.074  
	.071
	1.05
	.063

	Religion important in life
	.154**
	.071
	2.17
	.126

	Economy better or worse since Clinton?
	.313****
	.094
	3.34
	.286

	Which party better handles economy?
	.098**
	.056
	1.74
	.126 

	Ideology
	.086
	.079
	1.09
	.110

	Important differences between parties?
	.092**
	.041
	2.25
	.079

	Favour fewer services or more spending
	-.063
	.053
	-1.19
	-.081

	Feeling thermometer toward blacks
	  -.003
	.021
	-.14 
	.007

	Congress job approval
	.008
	.041
	.19
	.007 

	Many in government crooked
	.194***
	.060
	3.21
	.162

	Days watch national television news last week
	.014
	.032
	.44
	.020

	Union member in household
	-.394**
	.200
	-1.97
	-.082

	African-American
	-.773*
	.472
	-1.64
	-.153

	Agea
	-.005
	.005
	-1.06
	-.081

	Gender
	-.183
	.159
	-1.15
	-.039

	Approve Congress handling Clinton scandal
	-.008
	.041
	-.19 
	-.070

	Approve media handling Clinton scandal
	-.031
	.060
	.53
	-.027

	Special prosecutor Starr thermometer
	.016****
	.003
	4.45
	.381

	Constant
	-.623
	.743
	-.84 
	


Notes:
Estimated R2 = .700  -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 370.84   N = 497

Per cent Predicted Correctly: Probit: 84.6   Null: 66.4

**** p < .0001; *** p < .01;   ** p < .05;   * p < .10

a Effect for age calculated at 18 and 75 years

However, only four variables are significant at p < .01 or greater: the fairness of the Judiciary Committee, the fairness of the press, party identification, and support for government economic policy. Other variables are significant at the very modest p < .10 level – including three different measures of political efficacy: if you believe that politicians don’t care about people like you, that politics is too complicated, and that the government wastes a lot of tax money, you are more likely to favour impeachment. The impacts individually are modest, but collectively there is a reasonably strong linkage between alienation from government and support for impeachment in 1974. There is also a very modest impact for one policy position: people who believe government should guarantee employment were more likely to favour impeachment. But there is no significant impact for ideology or for perceived differences between the parties.
   Nor do we see the divide by race and religiosity that has become so important in more recent American politics.


The 1998 models show much greater roles for party and ideology (see Table 7.2). The perceived fairness of Congress and the press in the Clinton impeachment, so important in 1974, were insignificant in 1998. Attitudes toward Special Prosecutor Kenneth Starr had the greatest impact on support for impeachment. Strong support for Starr made people 38 per cent more likely to back impeachment than powerful negative feelings. Not far behind were party identification and the belief that Clinton had made the economy better. Strong Republicans were 29 per cent more likely to back impeachment than strong Democrats – an impact 70 per cent larger than the one I found in 1974. And people who thought the economy was much better since Clinton came to office were 29 per cent less likely to support impeachment. Clinton benefited from a good economy much as Nixon suffered from perceptions of a poor economy. Almost 22 times as many Americans thought the economy had got much better (34 per cent) under Clinton than believed it had got much worse (1.6 per cent). Slightly over three quarters of the public gave the administration positive marks for its handling of the economy: 85 per cent of those who thought the economy had got much better since Clinton took office – and 59 per cent of Republicans agreeing with this – opposed impeachment. Perceiving that the Democrats handled the economy better than Republicans also had a significant impact.  


Ideology was not significant, nor was support for greater government spending as opposed to fewer government services. Yet, greater party polarisation mattered beyond party identification: People who perceived clear differences between the parties were 8 per cent more likely to favour impeachment than people who saw no important differences. 


Beyond policy issues, we see far greater impacts for variables reflecting partisan divisions than we did in 1974. African-Americans were 15 per cent less likely to support impeachment than whites, reflecting Clinton’s close ties to the African-American community and his standing in it as the (honorary) ‘first black President’. Households with union members were 8 per cent less likely to support impeachment. Born-again Christians were 6 per cent more likely to back punishing the President, while people who said that religion was very important in their daily lives were 13 per cent more supportive of impeachment. These variables reflect strong divisions in the electorate: African-Americans and union members are strong Democrats. Fundamentalists are strong Republicans. 


While these divisions are hardly new in American politics, they were muted in the 1970s. In 1972, 38 per cent of people from union households voted for Nixon and only 47 per cent cast ballots for Hubert Humphrey. In 1974, 41 per cent of people from union households voted for Republican Congressional candidates. In 1974 blacks were considerably more supportive of impeachment than whites, but the racial gap was much larger 24 years later. So the impact of race in 1974 was captured by a host of other variables. Religiosity was far less important in American politics in 1974 than in 1998: born-again Christians were not an organised force within the Republican party – indeed Jimmy Carter carried the South as a born-again Christian and as a Democrat in 1976. By 1998, fundamentalism had become a far more important force within the Republican Party; religiosity divides the parties as much as economic ideology does (Layman and Carsey, 2002).


As in 1974, perceptions of an unresponsive government mattered in 1998. I did not include the entire battery of efficacy items in the 1998 estimation because most proved insignificant and cluttered the analysis. However, the perception that many in government are crooked boosted support for impeachment by 16 per cent, one of the more powerful effects in the model.


So there are many similarities between 1974 and 1998. If you were upset with the state of the economy in 1974, you were more likely to back impeachment and if you were pleased with economic progress in 1998, you were less likely to favour ousting the President. Support for impeachment was strong among people who distrusted politicians more generally. In neither case did attention to the media matter. However, there are also important differences. And the key differences reflect the growing importance of partisanship in 1998. Party identification, perceptions of differences between the parties, and the social bases of the parties all played a more important role in 1998 than in 1974.  Perceptions of fairness by Congress and the media shaped impeachment attitudes in 1974, but concerns for procedure were of little consequence two and a half decades later.


The greater impact of partisanship comes through even more clearly in truncated models that exclude the fairness questions and the feeling thermometers about special prosecutors. In these models, we see increments in the effect for party identification in 1974 (from -.171 to -.284) and especially in 1998 (from .291 to .424). The proportional increment is about the same in both cases (.60 in 1974 and .68 in 1998). However, the effect for partisanship now dominates the model for 1998. Only evaluation of the economy (with an effect at .327) comes close. The truncated model for 1974 leads to significant coefficients for attending religious services (effect = -.120), guaranteed jobs (-.159), and ideology (-.169). There are also large increments in effects for all three measures of efficacy. So 1974 represents a reaction against government as much as it does a partisan battle.


I estimated the models separately for Democratic and Republican identifiers. The models were identical except that they necessarily excluded party identification and the Republican models excluded the African-American variable. In Tables 7.3 and 7.4, I report summaries of the significant effects for each party in 1974 and 1998 respectively. 


In both years, what matters for one party does not necessarily matter for the other. In 1974, however, perceptions of fairness are important for both sets of party identifiers (see Table 7.3). For Republicans, perceptions of fairness by the House Judiciary Committee was by far the most important factor shaping impeachment attitudes (effect = .582). Press coverage mattered most for Democratic identifiers (and not at all for Republicans), but the Judiciary Committee ranked close behind (effect = .284). For both Democrats and Republicans, believing that government wastes taxes moves attitudes toward impeachment by 20 per cent. Ideology matters for Democrats and both economic policy and perceptions of political unresponsiveness are significant for Republicans.


This jumbled pattern – some things matter for both, others for just one party – gives way to crystal clarity in 1998. The factors that shape Democratic support for (or opposition to) impeachment are largely irrelevant for Republicans, and vice versa. For Democrats, perceptions of which party can best handle the economy, media fairness, and union membership are the key to impeachment attitudes. None of these variables are significant for Republicans. For Republican identifiers, attitudes toward the Special Prosecutor, the state of the economy, the belief that most politicians are crooked, the importance of religion in daily life, seeing important differences between the parties, and being a born-again Christian are all important for Republicans. None is significant for Democrats and none has an effect greater than .05. What mattered for one party did not matter for the other in 1998. Democrats and Republicans had a very different world-view of the impeachment process. For Democrats, it was all about private behaviour (sex). For Republicans, it was all about public behaviour (lying to the grand jury). 

 Table 7.3 Summary of significant effects by party for 1974  

	Variable
	Democratic Identifiers
	Republican Identifiers

	Ideology
	-.094*
	-.001

	Approve House Judiciary Committee
	.284****
	.582****

	Approve press coverage
	.361****
	.060

	Government wastes taxes
	.181**
	.196*  

	Politicians don’t care about me
	-.010
	.198***

	Favour government economic policy
	.036
	.290***


Notes:

Entries are effects from probit analyses and asterisks represent significance levels

**** p < .0001; *** p < .01;   ** p < .05;   * p < .10

N = 271 (Democrats), 182 (Republicans)


We see this even more clearly in Table 7.5, where I present correlations between the effects of common variables among party identifiers in 1974 and 1998. Here I take the effects estimated from each model by party and compute correlations among the effects for variables common to both parties in each year. For each group of partisans in 1974 and 1998, the 

Ns(?????) in the table represent the number of variables common to each set of estimations. And here is stronger evidence that different partisans see the world differently. In 1974 there is a modest correlation (.540) between Democratic and Republican identifiers. By 1998, the correlation drops to .385.  Democrats and Republicans were far more likely to use the same mental heuristic to judge impeachment in 1974 than they were in 1998.

Table 7.4 Summary of significant effects by party for 1998

	Variable
	Democratic Identifiers
	Republican Identifiers

	Union member in household
	-.079**
	-.109

	Party best to handle economy
	.128*
	-.002

	Approve media handling of Clinton scandal
	-.114**
	-.004

	Born-again Christian
	.003  
	.138** 

	Religion important in life
	.038
	.217**

	Important differences between parties
	.020
	.187***

	Economy better since Clinton
	.016
	.395***

	Most politicians crooked
	.004
	.220***

	Special Prosecutor Starr thermometer
	.049
	.578****


Notes:
Entries are effects from probit analyses and asterisks represent significance levels

**** p < .0001; *** p < .01;   ** p < .05;   * p < .10

N = 236 (Democrats), 234 (Republicans)


There is more than a partisan disconnect. Democrats in 1998 seemed to use different criteria to the ones used by their fellow partisans in 1974. This is hardly surprising, since the issues in the two impeachments were so very different. However, Republicans were more consistent over time (r = .490). Indeed, Republicans in 1974 used similar heuristics to 1998 Democrats – both groups were defending a President belonging to their own party. 

Table 7.5 Intercorrelations of probit effects

	Sample
	Republicans 1974
	Democrats 1998
	Republicans 1998

	Democrats 1974
	.540 (15)*
	.372 (14)
	.169 (13)

	Republicans 1974
	
	.498 (13)
	.490 (13)

	Democrats 1998
	
	
	.385 (18)**


Notes:

Entries are correlations among probit effects with the number of variables shown in parentheses.

*
Correlation increases to .688 without press fairness variable.

**
Correlation increases to .443 without economic approval variable.


The correlations between parties in 1974 and 1998 are both depressed by outliers. In 1974, the fairness of the press mattered mightily for Democrats but not for Republicans. In 1998 economic evaluations were an outlier for Republicans. When I delete both observations, the 1998 correlation rises modestly to .443 but the 1974 correlation increases to .688. Different partisans had similar world-views in 1974 but not in 1998.

Whither the differences?

Of course, one might say, the parties saw the world similarly in 1974 but not in 1998. In 1974, there was a clear-cut allegation of criminal wrong-doing. In 1998, the nation went through a wrenching and unresolved debate over what the nature of an impeachable offence was.


Yet, this hardly counts against my argument. In the 1970s, when party lines and ideological conflict were muted, a hotly contested impeachment such as Clinton’s would never have emerged from committee. In 1974, 40 per cent of the Republicans on the House Judiciary Committee voted with all Democrats to impeach President Nixon. In 1998, no Democratic member of the Judiciary Committee voted to impeach President Clinton. Impeachment in 1998 was a political tool. Congressional Republicans used legal tools to do what many of them had wanted to do anyway – to get rid of a popular Democratic President. Indeed, one of the House managers, the Republican, Bob Barr, had filed a motion to impeach Bill Clinton a year before anyone had heard of Monica Lewinsky. 


Voters in 1974 reacted to Watergate by punishing the Republican Party and giving the Democrats an overwhelming majority in both Houses of Congress. The political response in 1998 was far more muted, largely because the partisan battle was still raging at the time of the election. Two years later the issue had faded, but still voters were so polarised by party and ideology that few entertained any thoughts of crossing party lines to punish either side for unethical behaviour.


There is support for this thesis in the data from the 1974 and 1998 election studies. In 1974, the correlation between partisanship and evaluations of the Special Prosecutor Leon Jaworski was meagre (-.234). In 1998, the correlation between evaluations of the Special Prosecutor and party identification was more than double the value of the 1974 correlation (.530). In 1974, there was a partisan division over the role of the press (the correlation with party identification was .360), but by 1998 there was no conflict over the media (r = -.095 with party identification). The press, supposedly a more neutral force, was critical in 1974. In 1998, it was largely a bystander. The battle came from within.


We see continual conflict in everyday politics. Campaigns have become nastier. Congress is a much less civil place. The Democratic Party leaders in Congress are barely on speaking terms with either the Republican President or the Republican leaders in Congress. Impeachment was supposed to be an extreme remedy for a very troubling problem. Now it has become just one more weapon of the weak.
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Notes

� I am grateful to the Russell Sage Foundation and the Carnegie Foundation for a grant under the Russell Sage programme on The Social Dimensions of Inequality (see � HYPERLINK http://www.russellsage.org/programs/proj_reviews/social-inequality.htm��http://www.russellsage.org/programs/proj_reviews/social-inequality.htm�) and to the General Research Board of the Graduate School of the University of Maryland—College Park. The data employed here come from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research, which is not responsible for any of my interpretations.


� From the 1998 American National Election Study. Highton (2002: 2) reports a lower figure (56 per cent).


� See � HYPERLINK http://web.mit.edu/dburbach/www/papers/presaprv/presaprv.xls��http://web.mit.edu/dburbach/www/papers/presaprv/presaprv.xls�.


� The 1974 ANES did not ask voters whether there were significant differences between the parties (as the 1998 ANES did). Instead, I computed a measure of ideological distance from the perceived positions of the parties.


� It might seem that much of the correlation stems from what does not matter for both parties. So I restricted the analysis to effects that had absolute values greater than .08. For 1974, the inter-party correlation rose to .628 (N = 8), while for 1998 it only increased to .407 (N = 14).






