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|, Too, Am State-Sensitive:
A Response to Christopher Klyza

George A. Gonzalez, University of Miami

I would like to thank the editors of this journal for
providing this venue and thus allowing this exchange
between myself and Prof. Klyza to take place. More-
over, I would like to thank Prof. Klyza for his thought-
ful rejoinder. Nevertheless, and not surprisingly, I
disagree with his interpretation of my work. More
importantly, however, I disagree with Prof. Klyza’s in-
terpretation of his own work as well as with his inter-
pretation of the state-centered approach.

The first point of disagreement I will raise is with
Klyza’s casting of my interpretation of Grant Mc-
Connell’s and Theodore Lowi’s works.! Contrary to
Klyza’s claim, I do not allege that Lowi or McConnell
supported, tacitly or otherwise, interest group liber-
alism or the making of public policies through small
bureaucratic units. In outlining the fragmentation of
the policymaking process, both of these thinkers
strongly critique this phenomenon. I echo their cri-
tique in my article here as well as elsewhere.? Addi-
tionally, I do not characterize the graziers on the
public grasslands as economic elites. Instead, I place
them under the category of producer groups.

Moving on to more theoretically contentious is-
sues, Klyza claims that his work, and that of other
state-centered theorists, can be most aptly described
as “state-sensitive.” In setting out his theoretical ap-
proach as state-sensitive and not as state-centered, he
is alleging that I am mischaracterizing his work and,
in a sense, creating a straw man. Therefore, Klyza in
his rejoinder holds that interest groups are central to
his analysis, and that I am wrong to suggest otherwise.
He contends that “a state sensitive approach gives sig-
nificant attention to state structure, state capacity,
and state actors in addition to societal actors in ex-
plaining policy.” If this is the case, however, I too am

1. Grant McConnell, Private Power and American Democracy
(New York: Knopf, 1966); Theodore J. Lowi, The End of Liberalism:
The Second Republic of the United States (New York: Norton, 1979).

2. George A. Gonzalez, Corporate Power and the Environment: The
Political Economy of U.S. Environmental Policy (Lanham, MD: Row-
man & Littlefield, 2001), 3—4, 7-8.

© 2001 Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/50898588X01000086 Published online by Cambridge University Press

ISSN 0898-588X/01 $9.50

state-sensitive. Klyza’s quoting of my work in his re-
joinder demonstrates this. I, like most contemporary
theorists of the state, give “significant attention to state
structure, state capacity, and state actors.” Not only is
this reflected in my work presented in this issue, but it
is also amply evident in my work on the forest and park
service, as well as in my commentary on the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA), respectively.*

The issue dividing myself and Klyza, as well as oth-
er state-centered theorists, is the role of state struc-
ture, state capacity, and state actors in the policy
formulation and implementation processes. Led by
Theda Skocpol, state-centered thinkers would have
one believe that state structure, state capacity, and
state actors have autonomous roles, or at least po-
tentially autonomous roles, in the shaping of state
behavior.® I, as well as other critics of the statist ap-
proach, demonstrate that there is little empirical ba-
sis for their claims.®
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Turning more specifically to Klyza’s work, in his re-
joinder, Klyza explains that contrary to my assertions
he “nowhere argue(s] that ideas are ‘responsible’ for
a particular policy.” Klyza makes this point to again as-
sert that I am mischaracterizing his work and creating
a straw man. In responding to Klyza’s claims, I will let
his words speak for themselves. Klyza, in an article
published in an earlier volume of this journal, wrote
that “interacting with state and societal groups, these
ideas produced different patterns of policy develop-
ment” [emphasis added].” In other portions of his
work, Klyza might back away from the power he af-
fords ideas in this quote; nevertheless, the thrust and
content of his most important works point to ideas
as key independent and explanatory variables.® In-
deed, Klyza’s rejoinder in this issue aptly reflects
the importance and power he ascribes to ideas. He
writes here that “the dominant ideas regarding the
public lands at the time [of the formation of the pub-
lic grazing regime] were economic liberalism (and its
variants), technocratic utilitarianism, and preserva-
tionism.” It is my position that there is no empirical
basis for Klyza’s assertions concerning the role of
ideas in the U.S. policymaking process.

Shifting the discussion to my article, I will focus on
one putative weakness of it offered by Klyza. I will state
at this point that I believe that my article published in
this issue stands up well to all of Klyza’s rebutting re-
marks. Thus, for the most part, I will leave it to the
reader to assess my work in light of Klyza’s criticisms.
I'want to draw attention to one of his points about my
article, however. I do so because it brings into relief
the divergent theoretical and methodological ap-
proaches taken by Klyza and myself. Specifically, Klyza
argues that my approach to analyzing the formation
of the federal grazing regime “tells us little about the
specifics of . . . policy adoption.” It is patently evident
within my piece that the federal grazing regime took
the form it did because a consensus was achieved by a
substantial portion of the livestock community around
the management approach experimented with in the
Monte-Hall-Lewis plan. Klyza overlooked this portion
of my argument because it does not conform with his
understanding of policy development. He specifically
argues in his rejoinder that “in order to understand
better the specifics of this, or any other, policy process,
we need to know more about the ideas, interests, and
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institutions at work at a particular time.” Therefore,
Klyza proffers the amorphous notion of “ideas pro-
ducing” policy patterns, and the empirically dubious
concept of autonomous, semiautonomous, or poten-
tially autonomous state capacity to analyze state be-
havior. In contrast, my approach to analyzing state
behavior involves closely examining the political
forces underlying the policy formulation and imple-
mentation processes, and the interests that benefit
from said public policies, how, and why.

Klyza also assails my general theoretical approach
by claiming incorrectly that it is ahistorical and acon-
textual. I do not emphasize the same variables that he
does, nor do I begin or end my analysis at the points
that Klyza deems appropriate. None of these factors,
however, makes my work ahistorical or acontextual.

Ironically, in his rejoinder Klyza renders judge-
ments about events and policies without reference to
the historical, political, or economic context in which
they took place — the very weakness he attributes to my
work. In his concluding remarks, he implies that the
passage of the environmental legislation of the early
1970s is evidence that is counter-indicative of a busi-
ness dominance view. Klyza, however, makes this claim
without referring to the historical, political, or eco-
nomic context within which these pieces of legislation
were enacted and subsequently enforced. The laws
that granted the federal government farreaching
power to regulate various types of environmental pol-
lutants and hazards were created within a tumultuous
political and social milieu, wherein students and oth-
ers were protesting U.S. foreign policy, gender and
ethnic inequality in the United States, poverty, and
business treatment of the environment.? Within this
context, it is reasonable to conclude that the environ-
mental legislation of the early 1970s was passed to de-
mobilize those whose protests against capitalism were
predicated on environmental issues,' and in doing
so bringing social and political peace to a U.S. society
that was being destabilized with social protest move-
ments. The EPA was also created within this milieu.
One can readily see how the bringing of peace and
stability can be in the interest, and to the benefit, of
the U.S. corporate community. Moreover, when one
examines the implementation of the environmental
legislation of the early 1970s, and of its ancillary legis-
lation, it is apparent that this legislation has only min-
imally altered the operation of the U.S. economy.!!
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Therefore, when one examines the passage of environ-
mental legislation of the early 1970s and the creation of
the EPA within their historical, political, social, and eco-
nomic context it becomes less evident that these events
served as a defeat for the business community, and may
even be viewed as a victory of sorts for it.

Klyza makes similarly ahistorical and acontextual
judgements about recent policy changes undertaken
by the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management. He deems these changes as political
defeats for the economic interests involved without
drawing reference to the economic, political, or envi-
ronmental context within which these policy changes
took place. I would argue that judgements about said
policies without fully taking the context into account
would be premature and unwarranted. As I explain
in the introduction to Corporate Power and the Environ-
ment, “It is my position that we need to scrutinize
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closely the influences that shape public policies and
how they operate in the U.S. political economy be-
fore we can draw any strong conclusions about who
wins and loses with regard to such policies.”'? Such
an approach to policy analysis requires that I take the
historical, political, and economic context into con-
sideration. I feel this is reflected in the article pub-
lished in this issue, as well as in all of my published
work to date.!3
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