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Dear Professor Lynch, 
 
We have now received three reviews of your manuscript, JOP-D-10-00524,"The Vice President 
in the U.S. Senate: Examining the Consequences of Institutional Design." These are attached at 
the end of this email. 
 
As you will see, the reviewers' assessments are highly mixed.  One reviewers is very positive 
about the manuscript and recommends publication with only minor revisions, the two other 
reviewers argue against publication citing a variety of concerns both conceptual and empirical. 
Moreover, all three reviewers question whether the focus of the manuscript is sufficiently broad 
for a general interest audience such as the JOPs. All mention either in their review or in 
confidential letters to the editors that the manuscript probably is a better fit for the LSQ.  
 
Our own careful readings of the manuscript largely corroborate the reviewers' assessment both 
positive and critical. We both enjoyed reading your paper, but share at least some of the concerns 
raised by the reviewers. Unfortunately, the collective judgment of the reviewers, which we share, 
is that the manuscript is not sufficiently strong for publication in The Journal of Politics.  
 
We know you will be disappointed by this decision.  But the JOP received more than 1000 
submissions last year, and we were able to publish fewer than 80. Obviously, the competition is 
severe, and we are forced to decline a number of high quality manuscripts. Although we regret 
that we must decline your manuscript, we hope you agree that the reviewers suggest several 
important ways in which your paper can be strengthened in order to make it more competitive at 
another journal. 
 
Thank you for allowing us to review your work at The Journal of Politics. We hope you consider 
the JOP again for your future work. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jan and Bill 
 
Jan Leighley and Bill Mishler, Editors 
The Journal of Politics 
 
Reviewers' comments: 
 
Reviewer #1: This manuscript examines the role of the vice president as presiding officer of the 
Senate.  The authors argue that VP has never been delegated power to hasten a legislative agenda 
in the same way that the Speaker of the House has been because the VP is constitutionally 
designated while the Speaker is election.  The VP is thus not accountable to the underlying 
membership in the Senate. 



 
This accountability problem has been mentioned a number of times in recent years by students of 
the Senate.  What the authors of this paper do is go beyond the suggestion that the VP is not a 
reliable agent to actually investigating whether this agency problem has manifested itself across 
time.  The authors provide two interesting case studies -- revolving around John Calhoun and 
Levi Morton -- and support them with a quantitative analysis of presiding officer decisions going 
back to the early nineteenth century.  The case studies provide some compelling portraits, but the 
statistical analysis drives home the point more fully.  The take-home point is that the VP is 
unreliable, especially in relation to senators who might sit in the presiding officer's seat (in the 
VP's absence). 
 
The paper is a very nice blend of qualitative and quantitative analysis.  It is well written and 
makes a nice case.  It makes it's point and doesn't oversell what it does (and doesn't do).  I think 
this will make a nice addition to the literature on the Senate and cross-chamber development 
more generally.   
 
A couple of points: 
(1) The 1890-91 case came after the Republicans were hammered in the midterm elections. 
 They lost majority control of the House and a couple of seats in the Senate.  I wonder if the 
Republican midterm losses in any way affected Morton's decision making?  It would be 
interesting to get in his papers and see if they would mention any of this. 
(2) How is the confidence interval around the "difference" in Table 2 calculated?  And why is the 
confidence interval for both the pre- and post-parliamentarian identical?  I wonder if this is a 
mistake. 
 
 
 
Reviewer #2: I cannot recommend this paper for publication in the Journal of Politics.  Perhaps, 
with revision, it would be suitable for a specialist's journal, like Legislative Studies Quarterly or 
Studies in American Political Development.  But it is unlikely that even a revised version of this 
paper would have general interest. 
 
In analyzing the role of the vice president as presiding officer of the Senate, the author devotes 
the first half of the paper to two episodes in the 19th century, illustrating how the vice president 
conducted himself during these episodes.  In the first episode, John Calhoun did not stop remarks 
by John Randolph, who was criticizing President John Quincy Adams, and, according to the 
author, Calhoun obstructed efforts by Adams to name a delegation to the Panama Congress.  In 
the second episode, Levi Morton supported the majority in most, but not all, rulings during 
debate on the Federal Elections Bill.  While both are interesting stories, and they do support the 
contention of the author that the vice president can act contrary to Senate majorities and can 
preside in neutral fashion, there is little in this section of the paper that was not already presented 
in Gamm and Smith (2000), which the author cites repeatedly.  Most of this first section 
duplicates material and arguments in Gamm and Smith's paper--including the discussion of 
Calhoun and Randolph, the subsequent 1828 debate in the Senate over the role of the vice 
president, and the development of the norm that the vice president presides in neutral fashion. 
 The only material here that does not appear in Gamm and Smith's paper is the discussion of Levi 



Morton and the Federal Elections Bill, but the argument here, that the vice president may tend to 
favor his own party but otherwise is responsible to be a neutral arbiter of rules, is not innovative. 
 
The second half of the paper is original and promising.  Here the author draws on extensive work 
coding rulings by the chair, demonstrating that vice presidents have been consistently less partial 
to Senate majorities than other presiding officers.  This is, as far as I know, a new finding, and an 
interesting one.  Thus this section of the paper deserves to be extended and revised.  But at least 
two questions need to be addressed in this analysis.  First, the author should specify why, in 
theory, we should ever expect a vice president whose party is in the minority in the Senate to 
support the majority party.  Given that three of the four models are premised on this idea, which 
is not intuitive, the author needs either to eliminate these models or lay out a theory that would 
explain such puzzling behavior.  Indeed, one of the aspects of this analysis that is truly surprising 
is that restricting analysis to cases where the vice president is of the Senate majority party does 
not affect the results in any significant way.  In addition to considering the logic here, the author 
should identify the periods when the vice president was out-of-step with the Senate majority, 
listing these years (and vice presidents) in a table, so others can see how this was coded.  The 
author should also compare and contrast rulings by majority vice presidents with those by 
minority vice presidents.  The second question that bears addressing is the issue of endogeneity. 
At least in the modern Senate, the vice president rarely presides, so it is worth considering 
whether there is anything unusual about the issues over which vice presidents preside, compared 
to issues at times they are not present.  Perhaps what the author is discovering is variance 
between high-profile issues (when vice presidents reside, at least in modern times) and low-
profile issues. 
 
Finally, given that much of this paper repeats findings in the Gamm and Smith paper, it will be 
essential, in any revision, for the author to lay out more clearly why we might expect vice 
presidents to be more neutral in their presiding role than other presiding officers.  Others have 
already documented this neutrality through historical anecdotes, along with implications for 
Senate organization and the origins of unlimited debate, but the author here is in a position to go 
much further in this regard, given the original data collection. 
 
 
 
Reviewer #3: I read this manuscript with a good deal of interest because I do not know of other 
research that has focused on the influence of the Vice President as presiding officer.  And I was 
prepared to be surprised that I had underestimated the role.  Unfortunately, this manuscript did 
little to persuade me that the failure to have a presiding officer with the same powers of the 
House Speaker was a significant cause of Senate inefficiency.   
 The author does make a persuasive historical case for the reluctance of the Senate to 
grant the V.P. full presiding officer powers because of the lack of accountability to the 
membership.  And the data showing that the V.P. more frequently rules against the Senate 
majority that other presiding figures in the Senate provides an underpinning for this explanation. 
 But the jump from this finding to the argument that this is at the heart of Senate inefficiency is 
not achieved.  At no point, for example, does the author discuss the role of the Senate majority 
leader and how that role differs from the counterpart in the House.  Even though the Senate 
majority leader is on the floor and not in the chair, he effectively conducts what would normally 



be presiding officer responsibilities.  It seems to me that the author must address this distinction 
if he/she is to make a persuasive case. 
 In addition, the author fails to deal with any of the more recent controversial rulings by 
V.P.s.  I would expect the ruling on whether the Senate is a continuing body by Johnson, Nixon, 
and Rockefeller as they relate to altering Rule XXII should be included.  And the cooperation 
between Mondale and Byrd in ending the Abourezk/Metzembaum post-cloture filibuster on 
natural gas deregulation would also be a highly relevant case.  Finally, some discussion of the 
proposed role that Dick Cheney was scheduled to play in the "nuclear option" strategy might 
well have been examined.   
 In sum, there is simply insufficient support for the hypothesis the author sets forth.  Many 
of the most obvious examples of vice presidential exercise of authority are not analyzed, and the 
effective functioning of the majority leader in performing many traditional presiding officer 
activities is not discussed.   Accordingly, I have to recommend against publication of what is a 
potentially interesting research idea. 

 


