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The S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies (RSIS) was established in January 
2007 as an autonomous School within the Nanyang Technological University. RSIS’ 
mission is to be a leading research and graduate teaching institution in strategic and 
international affairs in the Asia-Pacific. To accomplish this mission, RSIS will: 

 Provide a rigorous professional graduate education in international affairs 
with a strong practical and area emphasis 

 Conduct policy-relevant research in national security, defence and strategic 
studies, diplomacy and international relations 

 Collaborate with like-minded schools of international affairs to form a 
global network of excellence 

 
Graduate Training in International Affairs 
 
RSIS offers an exacting graduate education in international affairs, taught by an 
international faculty of leading thinkers and practitioners. The teaching programme 
consists of the Master of Science (MSc) degrees in Strategic Studies, International 
Relations, International Political Economy and Asian Studies as well as The Nanyang 
MBA (International Studies) offered jointly with the Nanyang Business School. The 
graduate teaching is distinguished by their focus on the Asia-Pacific region, the 
professional practice of international affairs and the cultivation of academic depth. Over 
150 students, the majority from abroad, are enrolled with the School. A small and select 
Ph.D. programme caters to students whose interests match those of specific faculty 
members. 
 
Research 
 
Research at RSIS is conducted by five constituent Institutes and Centres: the Institute of 
Defence and Strategic Studies (IDSS), the International Centre for Political Violence and 
Terrorism Research (ICPVTR), the Centre of Excellence for National Security (CENS), 
the Centre for Non-Traditional Security (NTS) Studies, and the Temasek Foundation 
Centre for Trade and Negotiations (TFCTN). The focus of research is on issues relating 
to the security and stability of the Asia-Pacific region and their implications for 
Singapore and other countries in the region. The School has three professorships that 
bring distinguished scholars and practitioners to teach and do research at the School. 
They are the S. Rajaratnam Professorship in Strategic Studies, the Ngee Ann Kongsi 
Professorship in International Relations, and the NTUC Professorship in International 
Economic Relations. 
 
International Collaboration 
 
Collaboration with other Professional Schools of international affairs to form a global 
network of excellence is a RSIS priority. RSIS will initiate links with other like-minded 
schools so as to enrich its research and teaching activities as well as adopt the best 
practices of successful schools. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

What are the political origins of America’s securities regulations? In contrast to 

arguments that point to business owners as determining the institutional foundations of 

America’s political economy, this paper argues that farmers play a leading role. Indeed, 

the rules and regulations governing U.S. securities markets were created in opposition to 

the wishes of business owners, and without farmers’ political influence, the United States 

may have developed a variant of the coordinated market economy found in continental 

Europe. Moreover, to the extent that U.S. securities regulations serve as a template for 

international financial standards, the paper will show that the humble American farmer 

has inadvertently contributed to the financialization of the modern global economy. 
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The Domestic Political Origins of Global Financial Standards: 
Agrarian Influence and the Creation of U.S. Securities Regulations 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

After several financial crises of the 1990s, most notably the Asian Financial Crisis, the leading 

institutions with influence over the global financial system—the U.S. Treasury, U.S. Federal 

Reserve, G7/G8, IMF, Bank for International Settlements, World Bank—reinvigorated the 

development and implementation of universal standards of best practice in such areas as 

corporate governance, financial accounting and data dissemination. The aims of this group 

shifted from “liberalize the market”, as embodied in the Washington Consensus, to “standardize 

the market” on a global scale. To implement and enforce adoption, the IMF would conduct 

surveillance of countries’ compliance and make public the results. Enforcement would occur 

through the response of financial markets. These core standards have been supplemented and 

refined with additional codes from private sector agencies, such as the International Accounting 

Standards Board, the International Organization of Securities Commissioners, the International 

Federation of Stock Exchanges, and the Institute for International Finance. The main 

consequence of these new standards and surveillance mechanisms is to pull countries toward the 

Anglo-American model of finance capitalism, and its emphasis on financing via securities 

markets. While the recent financial crisis may raise questions about the viability of this initiative, 

its impact is likely to simply slow the process rather than to substantially alter its aims (in fact, 

some claim an even greater urgency for countries to adopt international financial standards, such 

as the International Federation of Accountants). 

 

Despite the initiative for countries to adopt these standards, Walter (2008) has shown 

that, in the wake of the Asian Financial Crisis, countries are likely to exhibit “mock” compliance 

with these standards when the domestic political economy produces incentives for actors to 

arrange economic activity differently from that prescribed by international financial authorities. 

If we wish to anticipate whether countries are likely to sincerely comply with these standards, it 

would be helpful to understand their political origins. Because international financial standards 

are heavily influenced by U.S. securities regulations, this paper focuses on the following 

question: what are the political origins of American securities regulations? 
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Roe (1994) offers an excellent historical account of how politics affected the evolution of 

the U.S. financial system. He focuses on how populist interests, in combination with U.S. 

Federal political institutions, led to the fragmentation of a burgeoning, centralized banking (and 

broader financial) system in the early twentieth century. Securities markets later developed as a 

way to circumvent the inefficient and fragmented banking system in order to provide much 

needed financing to America’s large industrial enterprises. But, as Becht and De Long (2005) 

point out, Roe’s argument has “two holes”. First, Roe has a hard time answering why politics 

was so strong in corporate finance, yet weaker in labour-management relations. Second, Roe’s 

argument has difficulty explaining why pyramids did not emerge in the U.S., as they did in other 

countries. But these “holes” in Roe’s argument are likely due to combining farmers and labour 

into one general populist category. This term is frequently used to refer to those with low 

incomes, but this is problematic since farmers and labour can have widely divergent preferences 

over regulations governing corporate finance.  

 

This paper argues that farmers were central to the development of U.S. securities markets 

regulations. Indeed, farmers were critical to the passage of legislation that would protect 

minority shareholders and outlaw corporate pyramids, as well as the formation and remit of the 

Securities and Exchange Commission. Rather than being relegated to the dustbin of pre-

industrial history, the organization and power of agriculture has had a profound influence on 

modern financial institutions, at both the national and international levels.  

 

 In addition to understanding the domestic political origins of modern global financial 

standards, which is an important area for research in light of the recent financial crisis (Mosley 

and Singer, 2009), there are two additional reasons for examining the political origins of U.S. 

securities regulations.  First, it sheds light on the origins of modern capitalist institutions in the 

United States. Recent work points to conflict between labour and business in the late nineteenth 

century as contributing to institutional configurations that distinguish Liberal Market Economies 

from Coordinated Market Economies (e.g. Cusack, Iversen and Soskice, 2007; Martin and 

Swank, 2008; Iversen and Soskice, 2009). These authors see business as wielding greater 

influence in the United States than elsewhere. However, a central distinguishing feature of the 
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U.S. political economy is its financial system; specifically, its rules governing corporate finance 

(Hall and Soskice, 2001). This paper argues that the rules governing American corporate finance 

were created in opposition to the wishes of big business, and are instead due to the political 

power of farmers. Moreover, the critical point in time marking the origins of modern finance 

capitalism is found in the 1930s rather than the late nineteenth century. As Franklin Delano 

Roosevelt wrote in 1942, and as Simon (1998) likewise documents (both published in the 

American Economic Review), the United States exhibited a Continental European/German style 

of finance capitalism up through the early twentieth century. 

 

But of potentially greater importance is the role of corporate pyramids in the maintenance 

of crony capitalism. Corporate pyramids are the structures that permit a tiny group of elites to 

control the greater parts of the corporate sectors of some countries (Morck, 2009). And where 

legal systems are underdeveloped, they permit the owners of large business empires to tunnel 

money from firms at the lower tiers of the pyramid to the firm, or family, at the top (Johnson et 

al. 2000). There are only a handful of countries that have outlawed the existence of pyramidal 

corporate ownership arrangements (including the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan and 

Germany)—the United States was the first (Morck, 2009). Understanding how corporate 

pyramids were outlawed in the early development of the United States may provide insights into 

the mechanisms that can mitigate crony capitalism among today’s developing nations. 

The paper proceeds as follows: (1) a review of alternative explanations for the emergence 

of U.S. securities markets regulations followed by a presentation of the argument of this paper; 

(2) a brief overview of the political battles waged with regard to corporate finance in the United 

States prior to the 1930s, followed by a focused analysis of key legislation that laid the 

foundations for the regulation of American securities markets in the twentieth century, including 

the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933, the Securities Act of 1933, the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 

the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935, and the Revenue Act of 1935; and (3) a 

summary conclusion of the key findings as well as a discussion of areas for future research.  

 

EXPLANATIONS FOR SECURITIES REGULATIONS 

Explanations for securities regulations – with regard to both the protection of minority 

shareholders and the presence or absence of corporate pyramids – can be placed into three 
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general approaches: (1) legal tradition; (2) political institutions; and (3) interest groups.  La 

Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1998, 1999) set off a torrent of work on 

explaining corporate ownership arrangements by demonstrating robust correlations between 

legal regimes and the diffusion of corporate ownership. They found that concentrated corporate 

ownership is more common in countries with civil law while nations with common law traditions 

exhibit more diffusion of corporate ownership. As a consequence of the better protections that 

common law systems seem to provide minority shareholders, equities markets tend to be larger 

(e.g. the United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, Singapore, Hong Kong, etc.). 

Furthermore, corporate pyramids are less prevalent in some common law countries (e.g. the 

United States and the United Kingdom), suggesting that minority shareholder protections may be 

a necessary precondition for their dissolution (Almeida and Wolfenzon, 2006).1  

 

Other scholars emphasize the impact of political institutions. This view suggests that 

minority shareholder protections are due to how political institutions mediate conflicts of interest 

over the security of property rights when they affect the structure of the financial system. Verdier 

(2003) for example, argues that greater state centralization contributes to larger capital markets 

by denying local interests the capacity to keep finance local. Many also see state centralization as 

fostering conditions that permit corporate pyramids to thrive due to state-led development, as in 

Korea and other developing nations (Morck and Nakamura, 2007; Lim and Morck, 2009). 

Pagano and Volpin (2005) point to the effect of electoral systems (and broader consensus 

political arrangements) on corporate ownership outcomes: proportional representation systems 

grant more influence to labour who tends to favour more concentrated ownership (which reduces 

the propensity for mergers and acquisitions and their accompanying layoffs). At the same time, 

consensus political systems preserve the status quo, and insofar as concentrated ownership, and 

corporate pyramids, tend to be the common starting point, they are more likely to persist in such 

political systems. 

 

However, many see interest groups as the main reason for variation in financial 

outcomes. As suggested by the mediating effects of consensus systems, labour’s political 

                                                            
1 But corporate pyramids do exist in Canada, and they were outlawed in Germany and Japan due to rules imposed by 

the American Occupation Authorities. 
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influence is an underlying causal variable. Roe (2003), for example, emphasizes the role of 

labour in affecting the diffusion of corporate ownership; where labour’s political influence 

declines, corporate ownership becomes more diffuse and a greater emphasis is placed on meeting 

shareholders’ short-term earnings objectives. Gourevitch and Shinn (2005) build on this 

perspective by considering the outcomes that occur when labour interacts with owners and 

managers in the political arena, and the manner by which political institutions mediate 

interactions between these groups. Rajan and Zingales (2003), by contrast, argue that entrenched 

businesses lock up access to domestic finance via their political influence, but domestic capital 

markets do grow, and allow entrants access to finance, as firms turn to lower cost financing from 

international capital markets when trade and capital flows increase. The entrenched businesses 

commonly use a pyramidal structure in these countries, and underdeveloped legal systems and 

capital markets make such groups effective at internalizing factor markets so as to overcome 

incomplete contracting problems. Pyramidal groups may receive privileges from the government 

when there is a focus on a developmental strategy, with the state directing financing to 

strategically placed firms, thereby preserving their existence in such economies (Morck, 2009). 

Owners likewise benefit from these arrangements since state-led development commonly 

involves tunnelling resources between group firms, so profitable firms can subsidize individually 

unprofitable firms whose existence is nonetheless necessary to the group as a whole (Johnson et 

al., 2000; Khanna, 2000; Khanna and Palepu, 2000; Khanna and Palepu, 2005; Khanna and 

Yafeh, 2007). 

 

The Argument  

This paper falls into the interest group approach, but differs from the above arguments since it 

places farmers at the centre of the analysis. It is consistent with those arguments that see political 

power concentrated in the hands of a few as leading to worse shareholder protections and the 

preservation of pyramidal groups, but comes from the opposite perspective; where political 

power is widely held (i.e. democratic), shareholder protections are likely to be stronger and 

pyramidal groups will disappear. However, the argument here focuses on the preferences of 

farmers as distinct from labour since Roe (2003) argues that workers favour concentrated 

corporate ownership, and pyramidal groups are common throughout continental Europe. Thus, 

democratic politics is a necessary but insufficient condition for minority shareholder protections 
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and the dissolution of corporate pyramids. The power of farmers will be shown to provide a 

sufficient condition in the context of the United States. 

 

 Why do farmers dislike concentrated corporate ownership and pyramidal corporate 

groups, while labour tolerates, if not prefers, them? And why would business owners (and 

investment bankers) initially resist stronger shareholder protections and the break-up of 

pyramidal groups? To answer these questions, let us begin with a review of the benefits that 

accrue to business owners (and investment bankers) as a result of concentrated ownership and 

corporate pyramids. 

 

Business Owners (and Investment Bankers) 

The benefits of concentrated ownership are most apparent when considering why business 

owners prefer pyramidal groups, and the holding companies that usually stand at the apex of 

these structures. Investment bankers commonly share owners’ preferences since they may act as 

the owner of a holding company or are actively involved in the financial transactions that create 

the pyramids often found beneath them. In such situations, there are two main mechanisms by 

which a holding company magnifies profits for its owners: (1) economies of scale; and (2) 

pyramidal control. Economies of scale confer four profit-enhancing advantages. The first is due 

to the ability to expand production and/or services at a declining marginal cost per unit. In turn, 

these services can then be offered over a wider area (Chandler, 1977). Insofar as the service is 

exclusively offered by that company (e.g. railroads and utilities), then monopoly pricing can 

cover a larger customer base, which is a second advantage. In the third place, lower costs of 

financing are often possible through a holding company. Small companies usually are not well 

known, making buyers for their securities harder to find. A holding company can sell securities 

of its operating companies at a lower cost of capital than if the operating companies tried to find 

buyers. As a result, holding companies may offer a saving in the costs of financing to their 

operating affiliates (Philips, 1984). A final advantage is due to large-scale buying of supplies and 

equipment. Via the holding company, a number of small companies can pool their purchases and 

obtain discounts.  
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While holding companies confer substantial benefits through economies of scale, an 

additional and even more profitable component of the holding company structure occurs through 

pyramiding. Pyramidal business groups are able to magnify merely large family fortunes, or 

private wealth (e.g. private banks), into control over corporate assets worth vastly more. To see 

how this works, assume a family firm is worth one billion dollars. Now, suppose the family firm 

controls B1 and B2, firms also worth a billion dollars each, by owning a fifty per cent block plus 

one share in each. This puts an additional two billion dollars worth of corporate assets under the 

family’s control. The next tier multiplies control over these two corporations into control over 

four billion dollar corporations, and the next tiers multiply this into control over eight, then 

sixteen, and then thirty-two billion dollar corporations. By adding tiers, the family can lever its 

billion dollar fortune into control over the assets of an arbitrarily large group of operating 

companies in the lowest tier. As a result, tunnelling often ensues (Johnson et al., 2000). This 

occurs when the controlling family tunnels resources between group firms, so profitable firms 

can subsidize individually unprofitable firms whose existence is nonetheless necessary to the 

group as a whole. However, tunnelling can also enrich the controlling shareholder, which is 

denounced by corporate governance advocates as “expropriation” of public shareholders’ wealth. 

This temptation to enrich the ultimate owners can lead to a variety of abuses in the management 

of the group and its firms, and especially in the pursuit of magnifying the holding company’s 

earnings in order to bid up its share price.2 For example, it can cause managers to neglect good 

management of operating companies, especially by failing to provide for adequate depreciation 

(i.e. artificially inflated values of stock and equipment) or via excessive write-ups. An example 

of the latter problem would involve inflating the prices of assets when company B acquires 

assets held by company A and then claims that they are worth far more than the investment that 

company A made for them. A second abuse involves the exaggeration of profits by unsound, 

deceptive accounting. A third problem regards the pursuit of exorbitant profits from service fees 

from subsidiaries. This occurs by the holding company charging excessive fees to its operating 

companies for services rendered by a controlling company to lower-tiered companies. The 

lower-tiered companies would then pass on the extra costs to the consuming public. A fourth 

abuse regards the disbursement of unearned dividends from the lower-tiered firms to the holding 

company which can greatly magnify the rate of earnings for the top holding company. And fifth, 
                                                            
2 On holding company abuses, see the Federal Trade Commission (1935).  
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the promotion of speculation in the prices of the group’s shares on the stock exchanges (Philips, 

1984). 

 

 Who pays for these abuses? The costs are normally diffusely distributed among 

customers who buy the services (often at inflated or even at monopoly prices) and those who buy 

securities in the holding company or in the firms affiliated with the group. But in the context of 

the United States, the diffuse costs have tended to be focused on actors with the capacity to 

overcome their collective action problems, namely farmers. 

 

Farmers  

Concentrated economic and financial might is often detrimental to farmers as such oligopolistic 

power almost inevitably leads to funds being drained out of the interior, raising their own costs 

of financing (Roe 1994). Further, the concentration of industry can lead to higher transportation, 

energy, and other business services costs for farmers as large firms take the best and cheapest 

resources, and charge customers (farmers) higher prices as a result of monopoly (Chandler, 

1977). And insofar as farmers’ wealth is tied to potentially volatile commodities and land prices, 

they may be more vulnerable to share price devaluations if they buy securities in good times. 

 

Labour  

Labour tends to favour more concentrated corporate ownership because it reduces pressure for 

managers to focus on short-term performance benchmarks (i.e. quarterly earnings reports) that 

often lead to layoffs during a downturn in the business cycle (Aoki and Patrick, 1994; Dore, 

2000; Roe, 2003). Moreover, the diffusion of corporate ownership facilitates mergers and 

acquisitions (particularly hostile ones), which likewise lead to layoffs (to cut costs). Because 

concentrated ownership and accompanying pyramidal groups foster greater employment 

stability, pyramidal groups are likely to be tolerated (consider that they are common in Western 

Europe; Högfeldt, 2005). This is especially true when most of the jobs are located in the same 

urban areas that workers are found. 

 

 As income levels of workers permit more savings to be invested in equities markets, they 

too will favour stronger securities regulations (Gourevitch and Shinn, 2005). But during the early 
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twentieth century, workers’ incomes were generally too low to inflame passions over securities 

markets regulations.  

 

EVIDENCE 

This section proceeds in three parts. The first part presents the historical context for the key 

legislation of the 1930s. The second section analyzes the politics of important 1930s legislation, 

including the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933, the Securities Act of 1933, the Securities Exchange 

Act of 1934, the Public Utility Holding Company (PUHC) Act of 1935, and the Revenue Act of 

1935. The Securities Act of 1933 was the first federal securities regulation; the 1934 Act created 

the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), which was charged with overseeing the newly 

independent investment banks as legislated by the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933. The PUHC and 

Revenue Acts of 1935 were responsible for breaking up corporate pyramids and were enforced 

by the newly-created SEC. These pieces of legislation formed the foundation upon which 

American securities markets evolved, and have informed many of the core principles espoused 

by international organizations with regard to international financial standards. The third section 

presents quantitative analyses of the latter three pieces of legislation, which were the most 

fiercely contested, to identify the key interests that led to their passage. 

 

Historical Background to the 1930s Legislation 

The pressure for federal legislation regulating stock markets and the sale of securities have their 

origins in farmers’ early experiences with commodities speculation, anti-trust legislation, state-

level securities regulations known as blue sky laws, as well as the Pujo Committee Hearings of 

1912. I will discuss each of these in turn. 

 

Commodities speculation 

Farmers’ distrust of capital markets was initially due to their experience with futures exchanges. 

The futures contract, occasionally used before the Civil War, began to receive unprecedented 

attention from speculators in the latter quarter of the nineteenth century in Chicago and New 

York. The number of bushels and bales traded on the exchanges exceeded the annual production 

from 1872 on, and in several years amounted to seven times the annual crop. Prices moved 

widely before the war because of weather, economic instability, and imperfect crop information, 
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but since the information infrastructure had improved (via the telegraph) and the markets had 

become more liquid, many began blaming speculators for the increased volatility of prices 

around harvest time (Cowing, 1965).  

 

 Farmers’ economic position, worsened by the droughts after 1886, had declined, and 

ultimately led to the “Populist Revolt”. The futures system came under sharp attack, and 

Congressional bills to ban futures contracts and speculative trading multiplied (Hatch, 1892: 4–

7). In 1892, a composite bill, called the Hatch Bill after the chairman, William H. Hatch of 

Missouri, emerged from the House Agriculture Committee; Senator William Drew Washburn of 

Minnesota sponsored a very similar measure in the Senate. The bills sought to tax sales of grain 

and cotton where the purchaser did not own the commodity but was selling what he expected to 

acquire later.  

 

 In 1893, the Hatch Bill passed the House, 167 to 46, and the Senate, 40 to 29; all that 

remained was the House concurrence on Senate amendments. However, a suspension of rules 

was required since only a few days remained in the 52th Congress and the bill was too far down 

the calendar to reach the floor before adjournment. The vote on suspending the rules fell short of 

the required two-thirds by 26 votes (Parker, 1911).3 Thus, the bill failed to become law although 

80 per cent of the Congress favoured it in some form. 

 

The Hatch Bill represented the first clear expression of farmers’ desire to regulate capital 

markets at the federal level and the votes set a pattern for subsequent exchange-related 

regulations. Cowing (1965) offers a breakdown of the votes by sections of the United States. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            
3 Yea 172, Nay 124. On 22 January 1894, the House again passed the Hatch bill, 150 to 89. It was reported out of 

the Senate Agriculture committee but never came to a vote.  
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Table 1 

Votes by Sections of the United States 

 

  Hatch Bill 

1893 

SEC Act 

1934 

PUHC 

Act 1935 

Revenue 

Act 1935 

  % 

Yea 

% 

Yea 

% 

Yea 

% 

 Yea 

House 48.3 40.9 58.5 48.7 Mid-Atlantic/ The Speculator 

Seaboard (MD, DE, PA, NJ, NY, 

CT, RI, MA) 

Senate 14.3 31.2 37.5 25 

House 100 40 85.7 40 Northern New England 

(ME, NH, VT) Senate 100 17 17 17 

House 88.5 83.1 88.2 71.2 South (WV, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, 

MI, AL, LA, AR, MO, KY, TN) Senate 41.7 72.7 52.6 76.1 

House 81.4 68.5 72.2 65.7 East Central Midwest 

(OH, MI, IN, IL, IA, WI, MI) Senate 76.9 71.4 64.2 57.1 

House 100 84.3 89.7 86 Anti-Speculator Tier 

(ND, SD, NE, KA, TE, OK*) Senate 77.7 92.3 84.6 84.6 

House 83.3 73.3 82.6 76.5 West (WA, OR, CA, ID, NV, MT, 

WY, CO, AZ*, NM*, UT*) Senate 80.8 75 80 65 

House 77.3 66.4 74.8 65.3 Total 

Senate 57.3 64.8 60.2 58.8 

*OK, AZ, NM, and UT are not included for the Hatch Bill 

Note: The 1930s bills are discussed below, but presented here for concision. 

 

Those opposing the bill included the Middle Atlantic states, reflecting the interests of its 

financial centres, although there were some House votes from Western Pennsylvania and New 

York that were exceptions, along with many prudent absences. Congressmen from the Midwest 

financial hubs sided with their colleagues from the Middle Atlantic states.  

 

Those against the bill included representatives from Northern New England, which was 

heavily rural. The South exhibited a marked divergence between Senators and Representatives—
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congressmen, spurred by resentment against urban cotton speculators, strongly favoured the bill, 

while Senators, well-to-do and better insulated from the populace, opposed the bill largely on 

states’ rights grounds. Lawmakers from the West and Southwest, with only a few exceptions, 

were overwhelmingly in favour of the bill. Those representing the Great Plains states, labelled 

the Anti-Speculator Tier, which raised spring wheat, winter wheat, cotton, and corn—crops 

vulnerable to speculators—strongly favoured the bill. The neighbouring states of Minnesota, 

Montana, Iowa, Colorado, New Mexico and Arkansas leaned in the same direction. 

 

Anti-Trust Legislation 

Political battles over the regulation of railroads created further antagonism between rural areas 

and the urbanizing northeast. Railroads’ monopoly control over rail lines extending to rural areas 

allowed them to charge high rates. These high transportation charges, combined with declining 

commodities prices, led to a series of strong state regulations in Iowa, Illinois, Minnesota and 

Wisconsin between 1871 and 1875, collectively known as the Granger Laws after a farm 

organization called the Grange, which supported state regulatory legislation (Buck, 1963; Miller, 

1971). The regulation of railroads with federal legislation eventually occurred with the Interstate 

Commerce Act of 1887, and was strongly supported by Southern and Midwestern 

representatives; opponents were overwhelmingly northeasterners and Republicans (Sanders, 

1999: 194). 

 

 Antitrust agitation that led to the passage of the Sherman Antitrust Act in 1890 was 

clearly rooted in the political crusades of the Grange and the Farmers’ Alliance of the 1870s and 

1880s. While the agrarian revulsion against trusts was shared by a broad array of other groups 

nationwide, the geographic patterns of sponsorship of antitrust bills and the existence of state 

antimonopoly laws before 1890 testify to the agrarian origins of the antimonopoly impulse 

(Thorelli, 1955: 143–47; Neale and Goyder, 1980: 14–19; Seager and Gulick, 1929, 341–49). 4 

However, lack of enforcement as well as lack of funding for the government agency to pursue 

                                                            
4  For antitrust bills introduced before 1890, see U.S. House of Representatives (1914) and Thorelli (1955, 169–76). 

Fourteen states, mostly in rural areas, had constitutional provisions against monopoly, and six of these (Kentucky, 

North Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota, Tennessee and Texas) also had antitrust statutes that predated the 

Sherman Act. Northeastern states generally did not pass such laws until after 1890. 
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antitrust claims meant that important cases were ignored (Sanders, 1999: 272). A decision by the 

Supreme Court in 1895 considerably weakened the act by finding that it did not apply to the 

American Sugar Refining Company’s near-total monopoly of U.S. sugar manufacture because 

the contracts by which the trust was assembled concerned only production and not interstate 

commerce (Letwin, 1895).5 

 

Despite overtures to organized labour unions by farmers’ groups, labour leaders were 

persuaded by arguments that the restraint of “destructive” competition was advantageous for 

workers (by reducing employment instability), and they resented the use of the Sherman Act 

against strikes and boycotts. Thus, the American Federation of Labor gave no support to the 

antitrust movement (Thorelli, 1955: 157; Mowry, 1958: 78).  

 

The economic collapse of 1893 generated price wars that cartels could not remedy, 

forcing them to integrate into groups via a wave of mergers and reorganizations (Chandler, 

1977). Banks implemented these changes, which contributed to their control over many railroads 

and industrials via voting trusts or board representations (De Long, 1991; Simon, 1998). By the 

late 1890s, railroads exercised monopoly power in their own right and, through common 

ownership and conferral of special rates, built up other monopolists in the form of warehouses, 

elevators, grain and cotton dealers, and fertilizer and equipment manufactures. Complaints about 

the interrelationship of railroads with other monopolies exploiting the farmers were made by 

spokesmen for the National Grain Growers Alliance and the National Farmers’ Alliance and 

Industrial Union.6  

 

 Despite Theodore Roosevelt’s trust-busting campaign, consolidation continued under 

bankers’ leadership. By 1912, 18 financial institutions sat on the boards of 134 corporations. Of 

these 18 institutions, five banks were dominant: J.P. Morgan & Co., First National Bank, 

National City Bank, Guaranty Trust Co., and Bankers’ Trust sat on the boards of 64 financial 

                                                            
5 The case was U.S. v. E. C. Knight, 156 U.S. I (1895). 
6 See Chicago Conference on Trusts (1900, 202–18). The tendency of railroads, especially after 1900, to build up a 

few favoured enterprises at the expense of others is described in Ripley (1981, 185–92). 
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institutions and 68 non-financial corporations. Together, these five banks controlled industrial 

assets (on behalf of others), representing 56 per cent of the country’s GNP (Simon, 1998). 

  

Blue sky laws 

During the first decade of the twentieth century, Kansas along with other Middle Western farm 

states enjoyed a period of unprecedented prosperity. Between 1900 and 1910, the total estimated 

value of farm land and buildings in the United States more than doubled, while the index of 

wholesale prices for all farm products rose approximately 50 per cent (Carosso, 1970: 163). 

Many farmers paid off their debts and accumulated cash savings. This prosperity attracted to 

Kansas numerous promoters, swindlers, and “blue sky merchants” determined to separate the 

affluent farmer from his savings by enticing him to invest in fraudulent, financially unsound, or 

highly speculative enterprises. The problem was particularly acute in the West, where 

questionable mining and oil stocks were aggressively marketed to the public. Suffering heavy 

losses during the Panic of 1907, the victims of these frauds agitated for legislation, resulting in 

the passage of the first blue sky law in Kansas in 1911. Laws of this type came to be called “blue 

sky” because their purpose was to prevent fast-talking swindlers from selling a piece of sky to 

the gullible. 

 

 The Kansas state legislature rejected the old caveat “let the buyer beware” and instead, 

designated a commission to certify the soundness of all securities sold in the state. In addition to 

requiring full disclosure, licenses, and monthly reports from brokers, the commission was 

empowered to determine whether the security seeking a permit “promises a fair return”. Initially, 

the standards set by the commission were so high that less than 100 out of 1,500 applicants were 

granted permission to sell their securities in Kansas in the first year. Three-fourths of the 

applications were rejected as fraudulent propositions and another 12.5 per cent were declared to 

be too risky (Cowing, 1965: 67–68).  

 

 Because of its comprehensiveness, effective enforcement procedures, and widespread 

impact, the Kansas blue sky law is generally regarded as inaugurating the modern era of 

securities regulation. The law went far beyond the fraud and disclosure principles incorporated in 

the British Companies Act or earlier state statutes regulating securities (Carosso, 1970: 164). 
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Arizona, Louisiana and South Carolina enacted similar laws in 1912; 20 other states followed in 

1913. Generally speaking, the former Populist strongholds acted more swiftly and were more 

inclined to imitate the severity of Kansas. In Arizona and Idaho, where fraudulent mining stocks 

were abundant, penalties were especially harsh (Governors’ Conference Proceedings, 1911: 245–

47; Sykstra, 1913; Reed and Washburn, 1921). 

 

 The commercial East was hostile to the Kansas statute and its imitators. Opponents, led 

by the Investment Bankers Association, charged that the blue sky laws were “foolish, crude, and 

unconstitutional”, and complained of the nuisance and expense of having to conform to different 

laws in different states (Cowing, 1965: 69). The East did not pass any general security laws until 

after World War I, and those that they did ultimately enact were much weaker than the Western 

blue sky statutes (The Nation, 1913).  

 

Pujo Committee Hearings 

Farmers’ complaints against futures markets, monopoly prices due to the consolidation and 

control of railroads, as well as the lack of securities regulations led to an outcry for investigations 

following the Panic of 1907. The Pujo Committee Hearings of 1912 were the result. The 

investigation of the “Money Trust” was wide-ranging, delving into nefarious dealings on the 

New York Stock Exchange as well as the manipulative, anticompetitive practices of New York’s 

largest banks. The investigation revealed the structure of the financial and industrial empire 

controlled by the directors of a half dozen New York and Boston banks, principally, J. P. 

Morgan, John D. Rockefeller, and George F. Baker (Willis, 1975: 90–115; Sheldon, 1983).  

 

The 1912 Democratic platform, written by William Jennings Bryan (the famous defender 

of farmers’ interests and the Cross of Gold speech) drew on the early revelations of the Pujo 

hearings and argued for “such additional legislation as may be necessary to make it impossible 

for a private monopoly to exist in the United States”. The platform specifically called for “the 

prevention of holding companies, of interlocking directorates, of stock watering, of 

discrimination in price, and the control by any one corporation of so large a proportion of any 

industry as to make it a menace to competitive conditions” (Johnson and Porter, 1973: 169).7 
                                                            
7 On Bryan’s authorship, see Coletta (1964–69, 2: 62). 
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 Brandeis (1914) echoed these ideas in his book, Other People’s Money and How Bankers 

Use It. His impact was enormous both because he became a leading Supreme Court Justice, and 

because New Deal reformers such as Ferdinand Pecora and Adolpe Berle openly espoused 

Brandeis’s ideas. He argued that banks controlling industrial corporations encourage wasteful 

monopolies: “More serious, however, is the effect of the Money Trust in directly suppressing 

competition. That suppression enables the monopolist to extort excessive profits …” In his view, 

the social and political costs of monopoly and the concentration of power are so onerous that 

interlocking directorates should be forbidden (Brandeis, 1914: 33).  

 

 Brandeis also challenged the premise that banker control is the most efficient form of 

economic organization. He argued that a banker-director can force management to take actions 

that are detrimental to minority shareholders. This point was illustrated with the case of the New 

Haven railroad, a Morgan-controlled firm. It was blamed for several serious accidents that 

occurred between 1911 and 1913 (Chernow, 1990: 174–81); it had also recently skipped 

dividends and was under severe financial pressure. Brandeis (1914: 90–91) argued that the New 

Haven was driven to such a state by the bank, which saddled the firm with a huge debt and 

extracted large underwriting fees:  

 

Was there ever a more be-bankered railroad than the New Haven? […] Six years 

before the fall of that great system, the hidden dangers were pointed out to those 

banker-experts. Proof was furnished of the rotting timbers. The bankers took no 

action. […] Of the New Haven stockholders 10,222 were of such modest means 

that their holdings were from one to ten shares only. The investors were sorely in 

need of protection. […] But who, connected with those New England and New 

York banking houses (with stock in the railroad) […] raised their voice or pen 

against the continuous mismanagement of that great trust property or warned the 

public of the impending disaster? 
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 Brandeis urged for the government to ban interlocking directorates, that banks should not 

be on the board of directors of any industrial firm, and that there should more stringent 

disclosure rules about bankers’ activities and fees. 

 

 In early 1913, the Pujo Committee recommended a range of legislation to diminish elite 

domination of the financial system. 8 As a result, the Clayton Act was passed in 1914, which 

banned interlocking bank directorates and prohibited banks and corporations from purchasing 

stock in competing firms where the effect might be to substantially lessen competition. To get 

the bill passed, agrarian antitrust advocates struck a deal to appease their pro-labour colleagues 

who did not see any particular advantage in anti-trust laws (Sanders, 1999: 287–97). But because 

of Pujo’s retirement, opposition by Senator Glass and core Republicans, and the perceived 

exigencies of the European war, the committee’s major recommendations for the regulation of 

banking practices and securities transactions were set aside.  

 

The 1930s 

During the 1920s, an agricultural depression ensued at the same time that urban areas prospered, 

leading to an agrarian backlash following the crash of 1929. The Pecora Commission Hearings 

were launched to investigate wrongdoing on Wall Street, and they provided the ammunition for 

the subsequent legislative battles, including the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933, the Securities Act of 

1933, the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934, the Public Utilities Holding Company Act of 

1935, and the Revenue Act of 1935. These are discussed in turn below. 

 

As the historical antecedents suggest, the main political battles over securities regulation 

occurred between agrarian interests and big business and financial institutions (particularly 

investment bankers). Labour did not figure prominently in these debates for five reasons: (1) few 

non-agricultural workers belonged to trade unions, making labour weak politically (Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 1976); (2) workers did not have a substantial stake (in terms of their savings and 

income) invested in equities markets; (3) their interest in the topic was overwhelmed by the 

intensity of corporate and financial interests who were located in the same urban areas and 

                                                            
8 The Commercial and Financial Chronicle, 5 April 1913, 975, held the Pujo investigations indirectly responsible 

for Morgan’s death a few months later. 
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represented by the same members of Congress; (4) trusts generally located their facilities in 

urban areas and these offered more stable employment arrangements than competitive inter-firm 

rivalry would likely permit, thereby dampening labour’s desire to join farmers in cracking down 

on financial institutions and large corporations; and (5) the Democratic Party primarily served 

the export-oriented agricultural producers whose economic interests differed fundamentally from 

that of industrial workers who were more protectionist (Sanders, 1999). 

 

Pecora Commission Hearings 

The Pecora Hearings began exactly one year prior to FDR’s swearing in as President on 4 March 

1933. As a result of public anger that had been building up with the committee’s revelations, 

FDR was able to sign into law both the Securities Act and the Glass-Steagall Act within his first 

100 days in office (on May 27 and June 16, respectively). To identify the main political impetus 

for these and subsequent acts, it is useful to review some key details of the Pecora Hearings. 

 

To many, the hearings were a vivid reminder of the excesses of the markets that had been 

left unaddressed in the wake of the Pujo Hearings a generation earlier. But this time, not only 

were the railroads again forming huge conglomerates, utilities companies now constituted the 

primary threat. Leading the charge was Peter Norbeck, the Republican Senator from South 

Dakota. 

 

Norbeck was known as a champion of the farmers and his career reflected the agricultural 

discontent prevalent in the Great Plains states after 1915. When his party bungled the farm 

problem during the 1920s, he, as United States senator, became a spokesman of popular rebellion 

against existing economic conditions (Fite, 1948). Norbeck was also one of the earliest and 

strongest advocates of federal legislation to control and regulate stock markets. He declared that 

more simple corporate structures were necessary and that more straightforward accounting and 

auditing systems were needed. He also argued that directors and officials of the stock market 

should be held responsible for fraud and deceptions, and that a federal license to sell securities in 

interstate commerce was needed.9 

 
                                                            
9 Congressional Record, 73 Cong., 1 Sess., May 11, 1933, pp. 3223–33. 
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 According to John T. Flynn, a contemporary Wall Street critic, “It was Norbeck, big, 

honest, calm, filled with common sense, who made this an investigation of Wall Street, who kept 

doggedly at the probe, who finally engaged Ferdinand Pecora ... and who more than any other 

man gave the investigation its tone, its character, and direction. He must come first in any 

distribution of awards for the results” (Flynn, 1934: 149–50). 

 

Norbeck pressed for an investigation into Samuel Insull and his utilities empire. Many of 

his constituents in South Dakota had suffered heavy losses as a result of Insull’s collapse, and 

they expected the Senator, as Chair of the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, to do 

something about it. For three days, Pecora questioned witnesses on the many operating firms, 

holding companies, and super-holding companies that Insull had created, and the methods that 

Halsey, Stuart & Co., an investment banking firm, had employed in selling the securities of these 

corporations (Carrosso, 1970: 328). Under Pecora’s intense scrutiny, Stuart the head of Halsey 

admitted that their promotions of Insull’s stocks were tainted by many conflicting interests and 

he revealed that they had hired an economics professor from the University of Chicago to 

“boom” Insull’s shares on what was supposedly an unbiased, educational radio show (Burk, 

1985: 1023). 

 

 The Insull revelations so shocked the country that Norbeck then instructed Pecora to look 

into the affairs of the National City Co., the nation’s largest investment banking house, and the 

security affiliate of the National City Bank of New York, the world’s second largest bank. 

Witnesses disclosed a wide variety of abuses. Investors were lured into buying issues sponsored 

by the National City Co. and were told few, if any, pertinent facts concerning the quality of the 

securities recommended. It was also learnt that National City Co. engaged in various other 

ethically dubious activities such as speculating on the stock exchange and participating in pool 

operations (Carrosso, 1970: 330–2). The climax of the hearings came with the revelation that two 

giants of the New York banking world, Charles E. Mitchell of the National City Bank and Albert 

H. Wiggin of the Chase National Bank, had, for years, successfully evaded the payment of 

income taxes. Disclosures concerning the activities of other bankers soon followed. Public 

reaction was vehement (Burns, 1974: 78).  

 



 

20 
 

Pecora then turned his attention to the private bankers, whose sins he regarded as being of 

a more subtle nature. Like Untermeyer a generation earlier (the lead investigator in the Pujo 

Hearings), Pecora and the more progressively minded members of the subcommittee were 

greatly disturbed by the concentration of financial power in a small number of firms in New 

York City. He was concerned about the many close, continuing ties that existed between a few 

Wall Street private investment houses and most of the country’s largest railroads and industrial 

corporations, and the great influence these bankers exercised over the securities markets 

generally. For example, in 1930, 90 per cent of all operating companies were controlled by 19 

holding companies. The strength of the holding companies was intensified by the existence of 

interlocking directorates. The Federal Power Commission (1933) commented that “48 major 

projects fall under the control of 10 groups which service 12,487 communities with a population 

of more than 42 million. The community of interest between the 10 groups is evidenced by the 

fact that 19 directors or officers were directors in at least 2 groups”. To Pecora, the “Money 

Trust” seemed just as entrenched as it had been in Pujo’s day.10  

 

Pecora accused Morgan and the other interrogated bankers of refusing to compete with 

one another, using directorships to control the corporations they financed, and fighting 

competitive bidding in order to protect their own profits (Carrosso, 1970: 340). The most 

disturbing revelations concerning the House of Morgan arose out its role in launching three great 

holding companies, all organized in 1929: the United Corporation, a super-holding company in 

the electric power industry; the Alleghany Corporation, which brought under its control various 

railroad properties; and Standard Brands, Inc., a merger of four large food companies (Pecora, 

1939; McDonald, 1962: 249–50). Each of these transactions involved issuing a large amount of 

common stock, a type of security Morgan had never offered before. The firm arranged to offer 

them privately, at cost, to a select list of customers —people “whom we know”, George 

Whitney, a Morgan partner, testified.11 To Pecora, a majority of the subcommittee and the 

public, the lists appeared to be a form of polite bribery, a way of providing certain favoured 

individuals and banking firms with a convenient way to make some money without much risk. 

                                                            
10 Stock Exchange Practices: Hearings, 73d Cong., pt. 2, 904–07, 940–42. See also U.S. v. Henry S. Morgan et al., 

“Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 112” (9 November 1948), pp. 266–70. 
11 Stock Exchange Practices: Hearings, ibid., p. 401. 
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The uproar resulting from the hearings led Winthrop W. Aldrich, the new chairman of the 

governing board of the Chase National Bank, to state that “the spirit of speculation should be 

eradicated from the management of commercial banks”. Aldrich noted that “commercial banks 

should not be permitted to underwrite securities, except securities of the United State 

Government and of the states, territories, municipalities and certain other public bodies in the 

United States” (Aldrich, 1933: 6–7). This statement helped to break the political resistance to the 

separation of commercial and investment banking activities, as proposed in the Glass-Steagall 

Act. 

Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 

Norbeck, as head of the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, turned the drafting of new 

banking legislation over to Senator Glass, who in 1931 headed a five-man committee responsible 

for investigating the operation of the national banking system. The two leaders were in 

substantial agreement that the misuse of credit must be prevented, that commercial and 

investment banking should be separated, and that a more efficient system of bank receiverships 

should be developed. But they disagreed sharply over the extension of branch, group, and chain 

banking. Siding with his Eastern colleagues, Glass favoured greater development of centralized 

banking; reflecting the views of his rural counterparts, Norbeck argued that the control of credit 

by a few was dangerous (Fite, 1948: 171). 

 

In his speech accepting his party’s nomination, Franklin Roosevelt supported radical 

reforms to the nation’s banks. Later in the campaign, in an address delivered at Columbus, Ohio, 

he reasserted his support of those planks directly pertaining to banking when, in enumerating 

needed reforms, he advocated the following: “Investment banking is a legitimate business. 

Commercial banking is another wholly separate and distinct business. Their consolidation and 

mingling are contrary to public policy. I propose their separation” (Rosenman, 1969: 682–83). 

 

Congress’s decision to separate investment banking from commercial banking was 

strengthened and made easier by Pecora’s disclosure of the National City Co.’s affairs and 

Winthrop Aldrich’s statement, in March 1933. This step followed closely upon similar steps 

taken by the National City Bank under the leadership of its new president, James Perkins. The 
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action taken by these two banks did much to undermine the resistance of the banking community 

to the divorcement of security affiliates (Burns, 1974: 85; Sisson, 1933: 253–55).  

 

With a popular mandate to reform the financial system upon winning the presidential 

election (with 57 per cent of the popular vote and carrying all but six states), FDR signed the 

Glass-Steagall Act into law on 6 June 1933. Compared to subsequent financial legislation, the 

resistance in the Senate and House was relatively tepid, although scholars have since questioned 

the conclusions reached by the Pecora Hearings that led to the act (White, 1986; Benston, 1990; 

Kroszner and Rajan, 1994).  

 

Securities Act of 1933 

After his inauguration, Roosevelt immediately sought to pass a Federal Securities Act. A bill was 

first introduced to the Senate through the Committee on Banking and Currency under 

Democratic Senator Duncan Fletcher’s chairmanship, who had replaced Norbeck.12 It was 

introduced simultaneously in the House by Democrat Sam Rayburn of Texas. The new bill 

would require full disclosure in prospectuses and registration statements for new securities sold 

in interestate commerce (Carosso, 1970: 356). 

 

 As a young Florida liberal in 1892, Fletcher took his seat in the state legislature from 

Duval County, in the northeastern corner of the state. Presaging the advent of the Populist Party, 

the Ocala convention of the Farmers’ Alliance in 1890 had called for means to get credit to the 

hard-pressed farmers and to halt the speculative trading in commodity futures (Proctor, 1950: 

161). The cotton economy of northern Florida differed in no respect from that of neighbouring 

Southern states, and membership in the Farmers’ Alliance, which militantly opposed the 

financial domination of agriculture, composed nearly half the voting population of Florida 

(Knauss, 1926: 304). Although not a member of the Alliance, Fletcher sympathized with and 

backed their views on commodity speculation. 

 

 Sam Rayburn was from the rural red-clay area of northeastern Texas, an area tinged with 

Populist thought. His main interests were in railroad and transportation legislation, and he had 
                                                            
12 Congressional Record, 73 Cong., 1 Sess., LXXVII, Part I, pp. 1019–20. 
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attempted, unsuccessfully some years before, to introduce legislation regulating the securities 

issues of railroads through the Interstate Commerce Commission.  

 

The most strident opposition to the bill came from segments of the investment banking 

community. Telegrams of instruction to their members stated that while the intent of Federal 

legislation was to be approved, both bills as drafted were unworkable and constituted “a serious 

menace to industry” (De Bedts, 1964: 38–39). An organization issuing similar instructions was 

the United States Chamber of Commerce. As read on the Senate floor, a communication from 

this group prescribed the language in which objections to Congress should be couched: “You are 

in sympathy with the intent of Congress to regulate the issuance of securities but believe both 

bills (giving their numbers), as drafted, are unworkable and also are a serious menace to industry 

and business generally.”13 Due to the public’s strong desire for some form of federal securities 

regulation following the 1929 crash as well as the recent disclosures from the Pecora Hearings, 

the legislation passed both chambers by wide margins: the Senate voted 62 to 18 in favour of the 

bill and it was passed by a voice vote in the House. 

  

Securities Exchange Act of 1934   

With the furore over the Pecora hearings revelations subsiding, the Securities Exchange Act of 

1934 was far more bitterly contested. The bill embodied the Brandeisian philosophy of 

disclosure rather than the regulatory one common to most state blue sky laws (Loss, 1961; March 

1933, 514–15). Bills were again introduced into the Senate by Duncan Fletcher of Florida and 

into the House by Sam Rayburn of Texas immediately following Roosevelt’s message of 9 

February 1934, asking for legislation regulating the exchanges and eliminating “so far as it may 

be possible … unnecessary, unwise and destructive speculation”.14 The bills contained stringent 

prohibitions against manipulation of prices, segregated the functions of broker, specialist, and 

dealer, provided for 40-per cent-margin requirements, and referred to the Federal Trade 

Commission as the administrating agency.  

 

                                                            
13 Congressional Record, LXXVII, Part IV, 3801. 
14 Rosenman (1970, Vol. III, 91); U.S. Senate, Committee on Banking and Currency, 73d Cong., 2d Sess., Federal 

Securities Exchange Act of 1934: Report … (Washington, 1934), pp. 1–11. 
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Opposition to the bill was intense. Corporate executives and stock exchange officials 

raised the greatest outcry. The former disapproved of the registration and listing requirements 

(see the end of the subsection for details); the latter strongly opposed regulation of any kind. 

Richard Whitney, president of the NYSE, who had told Pecora that “the Exchange is a perfect 

institution” quite capable of regulating itself, predicted that if the bill were enacted, “the security 

markets of the Nation will dry up”. Many other business and financial leaders joined him in 

denouncing the measure as entirely unnecessary, unworkable, impractical, deflationary, 

unconstitutional, and even Communist-inspired.15 

 

 Rayburn told his colleagues that no bill ever introduced in all his years in Congress had 

ever been attacked “as viciously and in many instances as senselessly as this legislation”. 

Referring repeatedly to “the most vicious and persistent lobby ever known”, Rayburn read letter 

after letter from brokers’ employees forced to sign petitions against the bill and even compelled 

to contribute fifty cents each for lawyers’ fees to oppose it (De Bedts, 1964: 72). The campaign 

carried on by financial and industrial leaders seemed to have an effect on public opinion, 

bolstering resistance to the legislation. The White House prepared a comprehensive tally that 

reflected the shifting of opinion. Data compiled from 219 papers showed a dramatic decline in 

support for the proposed legislation from January through April, 1934. As of the latter month, 

those 77 journals that still favoured regulation tended to discount the need for stringent measures 

(De Bedts, 1964: 70). More and more emphasis in the financial journals advocated the creation 

of a new agency to take over the problem of stock exchange regulation.16 Cynical views 

suggested that such an agency would be more sensitive to, and easily influenced by, Wall Street 

interests than one administered by the Federal Trade Commission (De Bedts, 1964: 56–77). 

 

 On March 26, Roosevelt made it clear that he intended no further delays or concessions. 

“I am certain”, he wrote Fletcher, that “the country as a whole will not be satisfied with 

legislation unless such legislation has teeth in it”. The revised bill, he said, “seems to meet the 

                                                            
15 Schlesinger (1958, 457–60); Sobel (1965, 298–300). See also “Stock Exchange: ‘Kill the Bill’ Becomes Rallying 

Cry” Newsweek, III (7 April 1934), pp. 29–30. 
16 Business Week, 17 March 1934, p. 33. 
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minimum requirements. I do not see how any of us can afford to have it weakened in any shape, 

manner or form.”17 

 

 As enacted on 6 June 1934, the SEC Act contained many provisions that had been 

endorsed by investment bankers. The law established an independent commission composed of 

five members— no more than three of whom could belong to the same party— and entrusted it 

with wide discretionary authority, just as Kinnicutt and other investment bankers had 

recommended (Carosso, 1970: 379). 

 

 Certain manipulative devices of the stock exchanges were prohibited, such as wash sales 

and matched orders, both of which had been commonly used to give false pictures of stock 

activity. Effective measures were taken to prohibit planted stock tips, even though the 

information might prove true, if they originated with brokers, dealers, or stock exchange 

employees. False and misleading statements by brokers, dealers, sellers or buyers became a penal 

offense. 

 

 The act also addressed corrupt practices of corporate insiders. Any officer, director, or 

stockholder holding more than 10 per cent of any class of a corporation’s stock was required to 

file a report of his holdings, plus monthly reports reflecting any changes that took place. Any 

profit made by selling the stock of one’s own company within six months of the purchase date 

reverted to the company itself, and any stockholder might bring suit to recover such profit for the 

company. All directors, officers, and major stockholders were expressly forbidden to sell short 

the stock of their own company.18 Prevention of abuses of one’s official position were fondly 

termed by the Pecora staff as “anti-Wiggin” provisions, to commemorate the exploits of the 

Chase National Bank’s former president (Pecora, 1939: 268–9). 

 Furnishing misleading information through deceptive balance sheets was stopped by 

requiring certified periodical audits for any corporation listing its securities on a national 

exchange, with discretionary power over the form and details of such reports vested in the new 

commission. Stock watering became impossible under the strict accounting standards required by 

                                                            
17 Rosenman (1970, Vol. III, 170). 
18 U.S. Statutes at Large, XLVIII, Part I, 881 ff. 
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the act; and additional explanatory details were to be furnished if deemed by the Commission to 

be in the public interest.19 Administration and enforcement of the 1934 Securities Exchange Act 

as well as the 1933 Securities Act were brought under the jurisdiction of the newly created 

Securities and Exchange Commission.  

  

Public Utilities Holding Company Act of 1935  

While the SEC Act of 1934 faced fierce opposition, the PUHC Act is generally regarded as one 

of the most bitterly contested pieces of New Deal legislation (De Bedts, 1964; Funigiello, 1968; 

Krikun, 1971). Before 1914, holding companies such as Electric Bond and Stone and Webster 

fulfilled a useful role in dealing with financial, technical and managerial problems peculiar to the 

power industry (Buchanan, 1936). The primary impetus behind the creation and rapid expansion 

of holding companies in the 1920s, however, was the desire for quick profits by investment 

bankers. In 1920, only 23 holding companies existed in the industry; in the following decade, 

another 46 were created (Clemens, 1950: 491). But of greater significance was the growth of a 

few giant holding companies. By 1929 the 13 largest holding companies controlled over three-

fourths of the entire privately owned industry, and more than 45 per cent was concentrated in the 

hands of the three largest groups—United Corporation, Electric Bond and Share Corporation 

(created by General Electric in 1905), and Insull (with origins going back to 1882, three years 

after Edison developed a practical light bulb). The United Corporation, created in 1927 by J.P. 

Morgan, was the largest multi-billion dollar utility holding company, and in 1929, it controlled 

over 20 per cent of the generating power within the United States (McDonald, 1962: 245–92). 

 

 The growth of these interstate utility holding companies alarmed a number of public 

power advocates such as Gifford Pinchot, Governor of Pennsylvania, and George Norris, Senator 

from Nebraska, who believed a “Power Trust” menaced the nation. Since holding companies 

were not legally considered public utilities, neither State Commissions nor the Federal Power 

Commission could regulate their issuing of securities, accounting methods, or service fees 

(Krikun, 1971: 45). Utility economists likewise argued that state commission regulations proved 

increasingly inadequate when confronting these abuses.  

 
                                                            
19 U.S. Statutes at Large, XLVIII, Part I, 881 ff. 
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As a newly elected governor of New York in 1928, FDR quickly identified himself with 

this critique of utilities and commission regulations, and rapidly became one of its leading 

spokesmen. Committed to the belief that utility rates in farm and rural areas were too high, 

Roosevelt, throughout his governorship, advocated and fought vigorously for the development of 

public power on the St. Lawrence River and for strengthening the regulation of utilities (Bellush, 

1955: 208–68). 

 

The collapse of the Insull empire in April 1932 was one of the largest corporate failures 

in American business history at the time. Not only did Insull lose a fortune estimated between 

100 million and 150 million 1932 US Dollars (between 1.4 billion and 2.2 billion 2010 US 

Dollars) but all the investments of thousands of stockholders, many of whom had responded to 

Insull’s incessant customer-ownership campaigns. Estimated losses amounted to 700 million 

dollars (about 10.3 billion 2010 dollars). Universally acknowledged as one of the most creative 

utility magnates, Samuel Insull was intimately identified with the rapid and successful growth of 

electrical utilities for over three decades (Wasik, 2006). Starting in 1881 as a special secretary to 

Thomas A. Edison, Insull moved to the Midwest to become President of the Chicago Edison 

company, and thereafter proceeded to build an enormous utility empire. At its height, it consisted 

of five major properties: Middle West Utilities (111 subsidiaries), People’s Gas Light and Coke 

Company (8 subsidiaries), Commonwealth Edison Company (6 subsidiaries), Public Service 

Company of Northern Illinois (1 subsidiary), and Midland United Company (30 subsidiaries). 

The empire spread over 32 states, served over 4.5 million people, and contained assets of more 

than 2.5 billion dollars (McDonald, 1962: 75–304). 

 

 When Insull collapsed, the FTC was in the midst of an eight-year investigation of utility 

holding companies that was completed in 1935, and embodied in 96 volumes (70,062 pages). It 

was a massive indictment of utility holding companies, cataloguing in detail innumerable abuses. 

“It is not easy”, the Commission stated, “to choose words which will adequately characterize 

various ethical aspects of the situation without an appearance of undue severity. Nevertheless the 

use of words such as fraud, deceit, misrepresentation, dishonesty, breach of trust, and oppression 
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are the only suitable terms to apply if one seeks to form an ethical judgment on many practices 

which have taken sums beyond calculation from the rate paying and investing public.”20  

 

Pyramiding, stock watering, write-ups, and excessive service fees to subsidiaries all 

contributed to the problem. The rapid and extremely complex financial growth of these holding 

companies, not subject to direct commission regulation, created innumerable opportunities for 

their managers to engage in a host of illicit activities profitable to top holding companies rather 

than their subsidiaries (Ripley, 1926). Indeed, the National Power Policy Committee reported: 

“Fundamentally, the holding company problem always has been, and still is, as much a problem 

of regulating investment bankers as a problem of regulating the power industry.”21 

 

Because the struggle over the bill promised to be bitter and long, Roosevelt chose two of 

the most influential and powerful Congressional leaders to lead the fight: Sam Rayburn, who had 

already demonstrated considerable political skill in fighting for the passage of the Securities Acts 

of 1933 and 1934, and Senator Burton K. Wheeler, a public power advocate from Montana who 

had attacked the growing power of utilities throughout the 1920s (Krikun, 1971: 95). 

 

A bill was introduced simultaneously on 6 February 1935 in the House and Senate.22 It 

proposed the gradual extinction of holding companies with its (in)famous “death sentence” 

clause. According to Corcoran, who worked for the Reconstruction Finance Corporation (which 

made loans to banks, railroads, and other businesses as well as state and local governments), 

prior to joining FDR’s administration, the concentration of economic power and wealth was the 

“outstanding problem facing the continuation of a democratic form of Government and a 

democratic form of economic organization in this country”.23 Many southern congressmen joined 

in support of the bill as their constituents stood to benefit from the improvements and lower 
                                                            
20 Federal Trade Commission. (1935). Summary Report, 63. 
21 Quoted in Loss (1961, Vol. I, 389). 
22 H.R. 5423 and S. 1725 (Congressional Record, 74 Cong., 1 Sess., 1935, LXXIX, Part II, 1624, 1513). 
23 U.S. Congress, Senate. Hearing Before the Committee on Interstate Commerce, pursuant to S. 1725: To Provide 

for the Control and Elimination of Public Utility Holding Companies operating, or marketing Securities, in Interstate 

and foreign Commerce and Through the Mails, To Regulate the Transmission and Sale of Electric Energy in 

interstate Commerce, To Amend the Federal Power Act, and For other Purposes (74th Cong., 1st Sess.), p. 179. 



 

29 
 

electric rates at hand in the valley of the Tennessee River. And the entire state legislature of 

Texas, Rayburn’s home state, quickly put itself on record with a joint resolution addressed to the 

U.S. Congress approving the national Democratic administration’s assault on the public utilities 

holding companies. Control of these giants, the Texans said, had become impossible, “and under 

Republican rule little or nothing was being done”.24 

  

 When introducing the bill in the Senate, Wheeler bluntly stated that it was “intended to 

whittle down and eventually eliminate the public utilities holding companies.” He went on to 

espouse “a Federal tax on bigness, i.e. a tax on corporations based on their size”25, which would 

become a core feature of the Revenue Act of 1935. 

 

Three days after the public utility holding company bill was introduced, the New York 

Stock Exchange released a statement that it had leased a large residence at 2416 Tracy Place, 

Washington D.C., for maintaining close contact with the nation’s capitol. Queried as to its 

reasons, Exchange officials cryptically replied, “Economy, and freedom from interruptions.”26 

However, the “Wall Street Embassy”, as the large two-story brick mansion came to be known, 

represented a viewpoint and influence parallel yet definitely subordinate to the enormous 

resources of the nation’s public utilities companies (De Bedts, 1964: 124). 

 

The major opposition to the bill in the Senate was led by Daniel Hastings, Republican of 

Delaware, and William Dietrich, Democrat of Illinois (Krikun, 1971: 152). Interest groups 

opposed to the bill, such as the Chamber of Commerce, argued that it was aimed at eventual 

nationalization of the nation’s entire capitalist structure (Krikun, 1971: 117–8). Once the utilities 

industry was mastered, Forbes editorialized, “then logically … the President would proceed to 

attack all industrial organizations having far-flung properties.” Obviously the ambition of the 

administration was “to tear our most useful corporate enterprises limb from limb”.27  

 

                                                            
24 Congressional Record, LXXIX, Part III, p. 3324. 
25 Congressional Record, LXXIX, Part II, p. 1525. 
26 New York Times, 9 February 1935. 
27 Forbes, 1 March 1935, p. 7; 1 May 1935, p. 8. 
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 Correspondence received by congressmen was very similar to the previous year’s 

Securities Exchange Act. Senator Wheeler explained that many of these letters were the result of 

tactics of firms such as Electric Bond and Share, which required its employees to write cards of 

protest either to the House or to the Senate committee handling the bill. But an even larger 

number of letters strongly opposed to the “destruction” of holding companies came from 

stockholders. A group of telegrams to the President from Columbus, Ohio denounced the bill as 

“unamerican” and a “step toward” communism.28  

 

 After one of the most bitter legislative battles the capitol had seen in decades, the bill was 

signed into law on 26 August 1935. Its purpose was to break up the huge utility holding company 

empires that had been built in the 1920s and place the industry under “local management and 

local regulation” (Loss, 1961, Vol. I, 135). To achieve these ends, the law required electric 

holding companies and their subsidiaries to register with the SEC. It was authorized to enforce 

the statute’s famous “death sentence” provision, limiting utility holding companies to “a single, 

integrated … system”. The SEC also was to review and pass upon their new security issues, 

determine their type, price, and methods to be employed in offering them, and supervise their 

relations with investment bankers. These and the act’s provisions with respect to reporting, 

proxies, insider trading, accounting standards, and many other matters made it the most 

regulatory of all federal securities laws and gave the SEC sweeping new regulatory powers 

(Loss, 1961). These powers were extended beyond the utilities industry with the Revenue Act of 

1935. 

 

Revenue Act of 1935  

President Roosevelt, in a special message to Congress on 19 June 1935, declared: “Our revenue 

laws have operated in many ways to the unfair advantage of the few and they have done little to 

prevent an unjust concentration of wealth and economic power" (Blakey and Blakey, 1935). He 

then made several tax recommendations, including taxes on intercorporate dividends as a 

measure to “prevent the evasion through affiliates” of the corporate income tax; graduated taxes 

on corporation incomes; heavier surtaxes on large individual incomes; inheritance and gift taxes, 

                                                            
28 Telegrams to F.D.R. from Columbus, Ohio, regarding the Public Utility Holding Company Act, 17 April 1935, 

Roosevelt Papers. 
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earmarked for national debt reduction, in addition to existing estate and gift taxes; and the 

submission of a constitutional amendment authorizing the general taxation of income from 

federal, state and local government securities. The latter two were not included in the final 

version of the bill.  

 

Robert Jackson, Assistant General Counsel to the Treasury Department, presenting the 

reforms to the Senate Finance Committee, “stressed the secondary effects of such taxes on 

dividends in discouraging undesirable practices of holding companies” (pyramidal groups), and 

gave some examples of the problem:  

 

The tax problems arising out of systems of holding companies, subholding 

companies, operating companies, and mixed companies, are very serious. For 

example, one such system as of December 31, 1933, contained approximately 270 

companies of which 128 were public utility operating companies located in 

several and widely separated states, and at least 31 of which would be classed as 

subholding companies. The corporation filed consolidated returns showing no tax 

due in any of the years 1929 through 1933. The system was not so modest about 

its profits in its reports to stockholders, and the Bureau began the task of audit. 

The auditing to date has required the services of 108 field agents for an aggregate 

period of 11,488 days, the service of 16 auditors for a period of 2,640 days, as 

well as the services of the supervising staff. The task is not yet nearing 

satisfactory completion. The investigation is complicated by the great volume of 

security transactions among the different companies of the group. In some 

instances securities were transferred through as many as 10 intermediary 

companies on the way from starting point to destination. A dollar of earnings 

would likewise run through several companies before reaching a resting place. 

Some of these holding companies have imposed charges upon underlying 

operating utilities for the income-tax liability which the operating companies 

would have paid if they had filed a separate return. Then by eliminating the profit 

through the consolidated return, no tax was paid to the government. The holding 

company had collected the tax and kept it for itself. One company collected from 
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its subsidiaries between 1926 and 1929 in excess of one and one-half million 

dollars on this basis.29 

 

Those opposed to the bill—corporate executives and Wall Streeters—claimed that it was 

a “soak-the-rich” program and based upon "social control" fantasies (Blakey and Blakey, 1935). 

The House rejected the initial proposal for an intercorporate dividends tax rate of 15 per cent of 

the regular rate, and settled on a compromise rate of 10 per cent. However, Blakey and Blakey 

(1936) record that the 15 per cent figure was implemented in 1936. 

 

Blakey and Blakey (1935) summarize the Roosevelt administration’s taxation objectives 

in this way: “There can be no denying that the President’s message was an attack upon wealth; 

he and his followers would say, not upon innocent wealth, but upon concentrated, monopolistic, 

tax evading, unsocial wealth, and particularly upon that taken from the masses by the vicious, 

pyramided, consciousless holding companies.” That this accurately reflected the view from the 

White House is also clear. Roosevelt (1942) writes in the American Economic Review, “Tax 

policies should be devised to give affirmative encouragement to competitive enterprise. 

Attention might be directed to increasing the intercorporate dividend tax to discourage holding 

companies …” Roosevelt (1942) clarifies his views:  

 

Close financial control, through interlocking spheres of influence over channels of 

investment, and through the use of financial devices like holding companies and 

strategic minority interests, creates close control of the business policies of 

enterprises which masquerade as independent units. … Private enterprise is 

ceasing to be free enterprise and is becoming a cluster of private collectivisms; 

masking itself as a system of free enterprise after the American model, it is in fact 

becoming a concealed cartel system after the European model. (italics mine) 

 

In summary, an important purpose of the Revenue Act of 1935 was to subject dividends 

passed through layers of firms in pyramidal groups to multiple taxation, and thereby render such 

groups unviable. It was signed into law on 30 August 1935, four days after the PUHC Act. 
                                                            
29 Senate Finance Committee Hearings, pp. 223–224. 
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Quantitative Analysis 

Table 1 demonstrates votes by section of the United States for the three most hotly contested 

bills: the SEC Act of 1934, the PUHC Act of 1935, and the Revenue Act of 1935. To assess 

regionally specific voting patterns, and whether they correspond to the Hatch Bill of 1893, the 

votes are listed according to Cowing’s (1965) sectional categories. One general pattern is clear: 

the changing levels of support for the three bills compared to the Hatch Bill of 1893 mirror the 

industrialization of the American economy; overall, there is less support for the 1930s acts, and 

this decline is clearest in the region that experienced the most rapid industrial growth—the East 

Central Midwest. 

 

 Opposition to the 1930s legislation was centred in the Mid-Atlantic and Northern New 

England sections. Lawmakers from the remaining section generally supported the bills, with 

those representing the Anti-Speculator (Great Plains) states exhibiting the strongest support. 

Aside from the Senate’s slim majority favouring the PUHC Act in the South, the legislators from 

the South and West also gave solid support. Lawmakers from the East Central Midwest provided 

more tepid support for the bills, corresponding to the industrialization and urbanization of the 

region since the 1890s. Overall, the House, more closely reflecting popular sentiment, was more 

inclined to pass the bills than the Senate. Levels of support for the three bills also reflects the 

importance of agriculture to each section, but are these patterns robust when considering the 

influence of party identification? 

 

Cross-country analysis (Roe, 2003) and work on American politics (Cox and McCubbins, 

1993) suggest that partisanship (or party affiliation in the United States.) matters most. The 

following statistical tests will demonstrate that farmers were nevertheless critical to passage of 

these bills. For the tests conducted here, the dependent variable is the legislator’s “yes” vote for a 

bill (coded as 1 or 0 otherwise), obtained from the Congressional Record. As a basic measure of 

the importance of farmers in each state, the total value of agricultural production as a fraction of 

state income is used.30 Workers’ influence is measured by the proportion of a state’s total 

                                                            
30 Data for the value of farm production are from the Yearbook of Agriculture 1931: Gross income of crops and 

livestock combined, 1929, p. 977. This value is then divided by total state income; data for state income is from 

State Personal Income: 1929–1987, US Department of Commerce. 
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population that works in the manufacturing sector.31 Owners of capital (business owners and 

financial institutions) are seen as having greater influence (and importance to a state’s economy) 

relative to workers (and farmers), as the proportion of capital used in the manufacturing process 

increases; thus, their influence is measured by the level of manufacturing value added minus 

total wages as a fraction of the state’s total income.32 Congressional members are also identified 

as Democrat or Republican, a common identifier for voting patterns on financial legislation. 

Table 2 presents the results from probit estimations for the House and the Senate votes on these 

three pieces of legislation.  

 

In all of the tests, the signs of the coefficients for agriculture are opposite to those for the 

manufacturing population and the importance of capital. However, only the agriculture variable 

displays a consistently robust correlation in the presence of the Democratic Party identification 

variable, suggesting that it may account for those Republicans who voted for the acts. And recall 

that Democrats derived much, if not most, of their support from agricultural areas.  

 

Turning to an examination of each individual act, it is clear from an analysis of the votes 

that the SEC Act of 1934 had enough Democratic support in the House without the need to rely 

on their Republican colleagues, though 24 Republicans did vote in favour, and the results suggest 

that agriculture may account for these changes. In the Senate, however, Democrats lacked a 

majority (45 “yes” votes for the SEC Act), and 15 Republicans voted with Democrats; the 

statistical significance of the agriculture variable suggests that the importance of agriculture to 

Republicans’ home state may account for their votes.  

 

 

 

 

                                                            
31 Data measuring states’ manufacturing population are drawn from the US 15th Census, 1930; state population data 

are from the same source. The 16th Census corresponds to 1940, so the 15th Census provides more accurate measures 

for these variables. 
32  Data on Capital’s Value Added by Manufacture comes from the 15th Census of the US: Manufactures, Reports 

by States (1930). Wages data are from the same source. 
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Table 2 

Interests and U.S. Securities Legislation: Probit Tests 

 Panel A. DV: “Yes” vote for the Securities Exchange Act, 1934 

 House Senate 

Value of farm 

production 

0.03*** 

(6.77) 
  

0.01** 

(1.88) 

0.02*** 

(2.72) 
  

0.03** 

(2.19) 

Capital value 

added 
 

-0.03*** 

(-4.63) 
 

-0.009 

(-0.89) 
 

-0.01 

(-1.04) 
 

0.03 

(1.46) 

Manufacturing 

population 

proportion 

  
-0.12*** 

(-7.64) 

-0.02 

(-0.61) 
  

-0.08*** 

(-2.88) 

-0.1 

(-0.27) 

Democrat    
1.6*** 

(9.44) 
   

0.97*** 

(2.92) 

Pseudo-R2 0.09 0.039 0.11 0.29 0.07 0 0.07 0.16 

N 428 428 428 427 94 94 94 94 

Log-

Likelihood 
-250.23 -266.34 -244.85 -194.43 -57.2 -60.97 -57.16 -51.13 

 Panel B. DV: “Yes” vote for the PUHC Act, 1935 

 House Senate 

Value of farm 

production 

0.03*** 

(5.44) 
  

0.028*** 

(2.61) 

0.02*** 

(2.83) 
  

0.02 

(1.43) 

Capital value 

added 
 

-0.028*** 

(-3.83) 
 

0.05 

(1.5) 
 

-0.039*** 

(-2.74) 
 

-0.02 

(-0.89) 

Manufacturing 

population 

proportion 

  
-0.098*** 

(-5.83) 

-0.02** 

(-2.01) 
  

-0.09*** 

(-3.31) 

-0.012 

(-0.24) 

Democrat    
1.8*** 

(10.47) 
   

0.86** 

(2.44) 

Pseudo-R2 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.34 0.075 0.06 0.094 0.15 

N 425 425 425 424 92 92 92 92 

Log-

Likelihood 
-221.24 -231.28 -219.91 -157.12 -57.68 -58.45 -56.46 -52.84 
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 Panel C. DV: “Yes” vote for the Revenue Act, 1935 

 House Senate 

Value of farm 

production 

0.02*** 

(4.74) 
  

0.01 

(1.25) 

0.024*** 

(2.81) 
  

0.02** 

(2.0) 

Capital value 

added 
 

-0.02*** 

(-3.51) 
 

-0.008 

(-0.88) 
 

-0.02 

(-1.46) 
 

0.02 

(1.06) 

Manufacturing 

population 

proportion 

  
-0.08*** 

(-5.61) 

-0.008 

(-0.27) 
  

-0.1*** 

(-3.35) 

-0.04 

(-0.8) 

Democrat    
1.4*** 

(9.01) 
   

1.1*** 

(3.0) 

Pseudo-R2 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.22 0.072 0.01 0.095 0.18 

N 426 426 426 425 94 94 94 94 

Log-

Likelihood 
-262.43 -268.29 -257.84 -213.55 -58.85 -62.35 -57.35 -51.75 

*** statistical significance at the 1% level; ** statistical significance at the 5% level. 

Z-statistics are shown in parentheses. 

 

With regard to the PUHC Act of 1935, Democrats again had enough votes to pass the 

legislation in the House without Republican support, though some Republicans did vote in 

favour and appear to have done so in line with the importance of agriculture to their home state. 

Senate voting occurred primarily along party lines so it is not clear how important agriculture 

was. The same can be said for the passage of the Revenue Act in the House. In the Senate, 

however, the Democrats relied on Republican support (Democrats only had 46 “yes” votes), 

which appears to be influenced by the importance of agriculture to the Senator’s state (eight 

Republicans voted “yes”) since the agriculture variable again displays statistically significant 

results at the five per cent level. 

 

Overall, the Senate votes were much closer than those in the House. Indeed, two of the 

acts would not have been passed without some Republican support. Close investigation of the 

voting record reveals that a core group of eight Republican Senators voted in favour of each of 

these acts, making their support particularly critical to the establishment of modern securities 
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regulations. Table 3 lists these Senators and their backgrounds; it is clear that farming is a 

common link. 

Table 3 

Republican Senators Who Voted for Securities Regulations 

Senator 

State and 

Senate 

Term 

Background 

Borah, W. 

E. 

1865–1940 

Idaho 

1907–1940 

Born to farmers.  Borah’s visibility soared when the Populist 

crusade and the Free Silver issue shattered party lines in the mid-

1890s. He was a superb orator, especially adept at playing upon 

popular emotion against the “interests”. He joined the Silver 

Republicans in deserting the party in 1896, supporting Democratic 

presidential candidate William Jennings Bryan and mounting his 

own unsuccessful campaign for election to the U.S. House of 

Representatives. In 1902, Borah returned to the Republican party 

and ran for the U.S. Senate. He was blocked by the party regulars, 

however, who remembered his defection and disliked his 

identification with the rising tide of progressivism. 

Capper, A. 

1865–1951 

Kansas 

1918–1949 

Son of a tinner and hardware merchant. In 1893, he bought a 

newspaper, the North Topeka Mail. Capper’s early reputation was 

based on his editorial opposition to railroad domination of Kansas 

politics. He was a leader in the Farm Bloc, a bipartisan group of 

Senators devoted to farmers’ interests that lasted from 1921 to 

1933.  

Frazier, L. J. 

1874–1947 

North 

Dakota 

1922–1940 

Son of farmers. Frazier was an early supporter of the Non-Partisan 

League, a farmers’ organization founded in North Dakota. The 

league’s programme promised farmers freedom from the exactions 

of railroads, bankers, millers and other middlemen.  

Johnson, H. 

W. 

California 

1916–1945 

Son of a politician. As governor, he approved regulation of 

railroads and other public utility corporations. He helped create the 
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1866–1945 Progressive party in 1912 as a vehicle for Roosevelt to seek the 

presidency, and the new party nominated him for vice president. 

With the collapse of the national Progressive party in 1916, Johnson 

returned to the Republican Party to run for the Senate. He 

characterized the campaign as a struggle that pitted “rotten big 

business and crooked politics against the very essence of 

democracy”.  

La Follette, 

R. M., Jr. 

1895–1953 

Wisconsin 

1925–1946 

Son of Wisconsin governor and senator. La Follette championed 

many of the causes of his father, such as trust-busting and 

progressive taxation. He was a champion for farmers and industrial 

workers, and criticized Roosevelt for not going far enough to 

combat the depression or to curb the maldistribution of wealth. 

Norbeck, P. 

1870–1936 

South 

Dakota 

1920–1938 

See Pecora Commission Hearings subsection. 

Norris, G. 

W. 

1861–1944 

Nebraska 

1912–1942 

Born to farmers in Ohio. Norris attacked the privileged positions of 

urban big business and finance and battled on behalf of western 

farmers. In the 1920s, Norris gained greatest attention for his long 

and persistent political efforts to convert the federal government’s 

World War I Muscle Shoals facilities in Alabama into a public 

power programme, which was accomplished with FDR’s support 

during his “One Hundred Day’s” special session in 1933, despite 

the direct confrontation with powerful private utility companies. 

Nye, G. P. 

1892–1971 

North 

Dakota 

1925–1944 

Son of a newspaper publisher. He was active in the agrarian radical 

Non-Partisan League. Both in his role as a newspaper editor and as 

a U.S. Senator, Nye spoke out aggressively for reforms beneficial to 

rural America. He disapproved of special privileges showered upon 

urban business interests. 

Sources: American Political Leaders, 1789–1994 (1994); Garraty and Carnes (1999) 
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In summary, the evidence demonstrates that farmers played an important role in 

weakening bankers’ control over corporations, and that farmers were critical to the creation and 

remit of the SEC, which was charged with protecting the individual investor and minority 

shareholder. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Two clear conclusions stand out. One, different spheres of the capitalist system may change at 

different times. The institutional origins for the distribution and redistribution of wealth, for 

example, may be found in the late nineteenth century (Iversen and Soskice, 2009), but the 

findings in this paper point to the 1930s as the critical moment marking the origins of modern 

American finance capitalism. 

 

 A second conclusion is that farmers, rather than workers, were clearly responsible for 

modern American securities regulations. They should not be combined into a single “populist” 

category. Clearly specifying these actors’ preferences, and accounting for their differing political 

power neatly fills Roe’s “two holes” and remains consistent with his broader argument. The first 

“hole” about politics being important to corporate finance, but not to labour-management 

relations is easily answered from this perspective. Farmers were politically powerful, and they 

were focused primarily on dismantling and regulating trusts and securities markets. Farmers care 

little about labour-management relations. The second “hole” about the failure of pyramids to 

emerge is also consistent with distinguishing between politically powerful farmers and politically 

weak labour. In other countries where labour is strong (e.g. Austria and France), pyramids do 

exist. Left-wing parties (and their labour union counterparts) view them as useful for 

implementing labour-oriented policies across a wide range of enterprises. But farmers would not 

benefit from such concentrated financial and economic might. Indeed, such arrangements would 

be to their detriment as such oligopolistic power would almost inevitably lead to higher 

transportation and other business services costs. 

 

Thus, farmers have been instrumental to the development of modern American capitalism 

by establishing federal regulations that would break up and guard against a return to the 

concentration of power wielded by industry and financial institutions. Indeed, it is because of 
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farmers that the United States established strong protections for minority shareholders, that large 

pyramidal corporate groups are illegal, and that the Securities and Exchange Commission was 

created.  

 

North and Weingast (1989) demonstrate how restrictions on the power of the English 

king enabled the British to borrow more than before because lenders were more confident that 

their loans would be repaid. In the same way, farmers created more confidence in equities 

markets as a safe place for individual investors, and thereby contributed to its remarkable growth 

in the ensuing decades. Indeed, the core rules of the New York Stock Exchange have served as a 

template for other countries’ exchanges and liberalizing financial reforms. As a consequence, in 

seeking to protect their local communities from predatory industrial and financial titans, the 

humble American farmer inadvertently contributed to the financialization of the global economy 

and enabled the rise of financial institutions that dwarf those of the 1920s. 

 

By considering the importance of farmers to capitalist outcomes among today’s wealthy 

economies, we can understand better the influence they have on developing countries. Indeed, 

many of today’s developing countries are at a point in their development that resembles the 

process many wealthy countries went through at the beginning of the twentieth century. And in 

these countries, the agricultural workforce often comprises a large fraction of the population. Are 

these countries likely to comply sincerely with the standards advocated by the leading 

institutions with influence over the global financial system? This paper points to two key 

features: (1) strong democratic institutions; and (2) politically mobilized agricultural interests. 

Most developing countries lack the former, making the second irrelevant. However, India stands 

out as a possibility. 

 

India’s democratic institutions and decentralized federal political structure grants 

considerable power to local agricultural interests. Indeed, industrial development is heavily 

influenced by the political power that the rural sector wields (Varshney, 1998). This, in 

combination with the inheritance of legal and other institutions from its British colonial past, 

makes it strikingly similar to the United States. However, some important differences must be 

kept in mind; labour has a much stronger political tradition, and India has far greater cultural 



 

41 
 

heterogeneity. Nevertheless, does India possess the necessary ingredients to implement, and 

comply with, strong securities regulations? This is one question for future research. What about 

other developing, or middle-income, nations? 



 

42 

REFERENCES 
 
Aldrich, Winthrop W. (1933). Suggestions for Improving the Banking System. New York: 
Chase National Bank. 
 
Almeida, Heitor and Daniel Wolfenzon. (2006). “A Theory of Pyramidal Ownership and 
Family Business Groups," Journal of Finance, Vol. 61, No. 6: 2637-2681. 
 
American Political Leaders, 1789-1994. (1994). Washington, DC: CQ Press. 
 
Aoki, Masahiko and Hugh Patrick. (1994). The Japanese Main Bank System: an 
introductory overview. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
 
Becht, Marco and Bradford J. DeLong. (2005). “Why Has There Been So Little Block 
Holding in America?” In Randall K. Morck (ed.), A History of Corporate Governance 
Around the World: Family Business Groups to Professional Managers. Chicago: Chicago 
University Press. 
 
Bellush, Bernard. (1955). Franklin D. Roosevelt as Governor of New York. New York: 
Columbia University Press.  
 
Benston, G.J. (1990). The Separation of Commercial and Investment Banking: The 
Glass-Steagall Act Revisited and Reconsidered. Norwell: Kluwer Academic. 
 
Blakey, Roy G. and Gladys C. Blakey. (1935). “The Revenue Act of 1935,” The 
American Economic Review, Vol. 25, No. 4: 673-690. 
 
Blakey, Roy G. And Gladys C. Blakey. (1936). “The Revenue Act of 1936,” The 
American Economic Review, Vol. 26, No. 3: 466-482. 
 
Brandeis, Louis. (1914). Other People’s Money and How Bankers Use It. New York: 
Jacket Library. 
 
Buck, Solon. (1963). The Granger Movement; a study of agricultural organization and 
its political, economic, and social manifestations, 1870-1880. Lincoln, Nebraska: 
University of Nebraska Press.  
 
Buchanan, Norman “The Origins and Development of the Public Utility Holding 
Company,” Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 44, No. 1: 31-53. 
 
Burk, James. (1985). “The Origins of Federal Securities Regulation: A Case Study in the 
Social Control of Finance,” Social Forces, Vol. 63, No. 4: 1010-1029. 
 
Burns, Helen M. (1974). The American Banking Community and New Deal Banking 
Reform. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press. 
 



 

43 

Carosso, Vincent. (1970). Investment Banking in America, A History. Cambridge, Mass: 
Harvard University Press. 
 
Chandler, A. D. (1977). The Visible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in American 
Business. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press. 
 
Chernow, Ron. (1990). The House of Morgan: An American banking dynasty and the rise 
of modern finance. New York: Touchstone. 
 
Chicago Conference on Trusts. (1900). Chicago Conference on Trusts. Chicago: Civic 
Federation of Chicago. 

Clemens, Eli. (1950). Economics and Public Utilities. New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts. 
 
Coletta, Paolo. (1964-69). William Jennings Bryan, 3 vols. Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press. 
 
Conference of the Governors of the States of the Union (United States of America). 
(1911). Proceedings of the Fourth [etc.] Meeting of the Governors of the States of the 
Union. Lakewood, N.J., 245-47. 

Cowing, Cedric. (1965). Populists, Plungers, and Progressives: a social history of stock 
and commodity speculation, 1890-1936. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Cox, Gary W. and Mathew McCubbins. (1993). Legislative Leviathan: party government 
in the House. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
 
Cusack, Thomas, Torben Iversen and David Soskice. (2007). “Economic Interests and the 
Origins of Electoral Systems,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 101, No. 3: 373-
391. 
 
De Bedts, Ralph. (1964). The New Deal’s SEC: the formative years. New York: 
Columbia University Press. 
 
DeLong, J. Bradford. (1991). “Did Morgan’s Men Add Value?” in P. Temin, ed., Inside 
business enterprise: Historical perspectives on the use of information. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1991: 205-49. 
 
Dore, Ronald. (2000). Stock Market Capitalism: Welfare Capitalism: Japan and 
Germany versus the Anglo-Saxons. New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Federal Trade Commission. (1935). Utility Corporations. Senate Doc. 92, 70th Cong., 1st 
sess. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
 



 

44 

Fite, Gilbert Courtland. (1948). “Peter Norbeck: Prairie Statesman,” The University of 
Missouri Studies, Vol. 22, No. 2: 1-204. 
 
Flynn, John T. “The Marines Land in Wall Street,” Harper’s Magazine, Vol. 169, 150. 
 
Funigiello, Philip Joseph. (1968). A political and legislative history of the Public utility 
holding company act of 1935. Dissertation. 
 
Garraty, John A. and Mark C. Carnes (eds.). (1999). American National Biography. New 
York: Oxford University Press.  
 
Gourevitch, P. and Shinn, J. (2005). Political Power and Corporate Control, Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Hall, Peter, and Soskice, David, eds. (2001). Varieties of Capitalism: the institutional  
foundations of comparative advantage. New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Hatch, William H. (1892). U.S. Congress, Fictitious Dealing in Agricultural Products. 
Committee on Agriculture, House of Representatives, 52 Cong., 3rd sess., Washington. 
 
Högfeldt, Peter. (2005). “The History and Politics of Corporate Ownership in Sweden. In 
Randall Morck, ed., A History of Corporate Governance around the World. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 
 
Iversen, Torben and David Soskice. (2009). “Distribution and Redistribution: The 
Shadow of the Nineteenth Century,” World Politics, Vol. 61, No. 3: 438-486. 
 
Johnson, Simon, Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, and Andrei Shleifer. 
(2000). “Tunneling,” American Economic Review, Vol. 90, No. 2: 22-27. 
 
Johnson, Donald Bruce and Kirk H. Porter. (1973). National Party Platforms, 1840-1972. 
Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 
 
Khanna, Tarun. (2000). “Business Groups and Social Welfare in Emerging Markets: 
Existing Evidence and Unanswered Questions,” European Economic Review, Vol. 44, 
Nos. 4-6: 748-61. 
 
Khanna, Tarun, Krishna Palepu. (2000). “Is Group Affiliation Profitable in Emerging 
Markets? An Analysis of Diversified Indian Business Groups,” Journal of Finance, Vol. 
55, No. 2: 867-91. 
 
Khanna, Tarun and Krishna Palepu. (2005). “The Evolution of Concentrated Ownership 
in India: Broad Patterns and a History of the Indian Software Industry,” In Randall 
Morck, ed., A History of Corporate Governance Around the World. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press: 283-320. 
 



 

45 

Khanna, Tarun and Yishay Yafeh. (2007). “Business Groups in Emerging Markets: 
Paragons or Parasites?” Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 45, No. 2: 331-72. 
 
Knauss, James I. (1926). “The Farmers Alliance in Florida,” South Atlantic Quarterly, 
Vol. 25, No. 3: 300-315. 
 
Krikun, David. (1971). An Economic and Political History of the Public Utility Act of 
1935. Dissertation. 
 
Kroszner, Randall and Raghuram Rajan. (1994). “Is the Glass-Steagall Act Justified? A 
Study of the U.S. 
 
Experience with Universal Banking before 1933,” American Economic Review, Vol. 84, 
No. 4: 810-32. 
 
La Porta, R., Lopez-De-Silanes, F., and Shleifer, A. (1999) “Corporate Ownership 
Around the World,”Journal of Finance, Vol. 54, No. 2: 471-517. 
 
La Porta, Rafael, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, Andrei Shleifer, Robert W. Vishny. 
(1998). “Law and Finance,” Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 106, No. 6: 1113–1155. 
 
Letwin, William. (1965). Law and Economic Policy in America; the evolution of the 
Sherman Antitrust act. New York: Random House. 
 
Loss, Louis. (1961). Securities Regulation. Boston: Little, Brown. 
 
March, Charles H. (1933).  “Uncle Same Safeguards the Investor,” The Magazine of Wall 
Street, Vol. 22: 514-15. 
 
Martin, Cathie Jo and Duane Swank. (2008). “The Political Origins of Coordinated 
Capitalism: Business Organizations, Party Systems, and State Structure in the Age of 
Innocence,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 102, No. 2: 181-198. 
 
McDonald, Forrest. (1962). Insull: The Rise and Fall of a Billionaire Utility Tycoon. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Miller, George H. (1971). Railroads and the Granger Laws. Madison, WI: University of 
Wisconsin Press. 
 
Morck, Randall. (2009). “The Riddle of the Great Pyramids,” NBER Working Paper 
Series, Working Paper 14858. 
 
Morck, Randall and Masao Makamura. (2007). “Business Groups and the Big Push: 
Meiji Japan’s Mass Privatization and Subsequent Growth,” Enterprise and Society, Vol. 
8, No. 3: 543-601. 
 



 

46 

Mosley, Layne and David A. Singer. (2009). “The Global Financial Crisis: Lessons and 
Opportunities for International Political Economy,” International Interactions, Vol. 3, 
No. 4: 420-429.  
 
Mowry, George E. (1958). The Era of Theodore Roosevelt. New York: Harper and Row. 
 
The Nation. (1913). “Blue Sky Laws,” Vol. 96, April 3: 343-345. 

Neale, A.D.  and D.G. Goyder. (1980). The Antitrust Laws of the United States of 
America. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
North, Douglass C. and Barry Y. Weingast. 1989. “Constitutions and Commitment: The 
Evolution of Institutions Governing Public Choice in Seventeenth-Century England,” The 
Journal of Economic History, Vol. 49, No. 4: 803-32. 
 
Pagano, Marco and Paolo F. Volpin. (2005). “The Political Economy of Corporate 
Governance,” American Economic Review, Vol. 95, No. 3: 1005-1030. 
 
Parker, Carl. (1911). “Government Regulation of the Exchanges,” Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, Vol. 38: 444-457. 
 
Pecora, Ferdinand. (1939). Wall Street under Oath; the story of our modern money 
changers. New York: A. M. Kelley. 
 
Philips, Charles F. (1984). The Regulation of Public Utilities: Theory and Practice. 
Arlington, VA: Public Utilities Reports. 
 
Proctor, Samuel. “The National Farmers’ Alliance Convention of 1890 and Its ‘Ocala 
Demands,’” Florida Historical Quarterly, Vol. 28, No. 3: 161-181. 
 
Rajan, Raghuram and Luigi Zingales. (2003). “The Great Reversals: The Politics of 
Financial 
Development in the Twentieth Century,” Vol. 69, No. 1: 5-50. 
 
Reed, Robert R. and Lester H. Washburn. (1921). Blue Sky Laws. New York: Clark 
Boardman Co. 
 
Ripley, William. (1981). Railroads: finance and organization. New York: Arno Press. 
 
Ripley, William. (1926). “More Light – And Power Too,”Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 138: 
159-75. 
 
Roe, Mark. (1994). Strong Managers, Weak Owners: The Political Roots of American 
Corporate Finance. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Roe, Mark. (2003) Political Determinants of Corporate Governance. New York: 
OxfordUniversity Press. 



 

47 

 
Roosevelt, Franklin D. (1942). “Message from the President of the United States 
Transmitting Recommendations Relative to the Strengthening of Anti-trust Laws,” 
American Economic Review, Vol. 32, No. 2: 119-128. 
 
Rosenman, Samuel I. (ed.). (1969). The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. New York: Russell & Russell. 
 
Sanders, M. Elizabeth. (1999). Roots of Reform: farmers, workers, and the American 
state, 1877-1917. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Schlesinger, Arthur M. (1958). Coming of the New Deal. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.  
 
Seager, Henry and Charles Adams Gulick. (1929). Trust and Corporation Problems. 
New York: Harper. 
 
Sheldon, Richard N.  (1983). “The Pujo Committee 1912,” in Congress Investigates: A 
Documentary History, 1792-1974, vol. 3, ed. Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. and Roger Bruns. 
New York: Chelsea House: 287-350. 
 
Simon, M. C. (1998). “The Rise and Fall of Bank Control in the United States: 1890-
1939,” The American Economic Review, Vol. 88, No. 5: 1077-1093. 
 
Sisson, Francis H. (1933). “Investment Restrictions in Glass Bill,” The Bankers’ 
Magazine, Vol. 126: 253-55. 
 
Sykstra, Clarence A. (1913). “Blue Sky Legislation,” American Political Science Review, 
Vol. 7: 230-34. 
 
Thorelli, Hans Birger. (1955). The Federal Antitrust Policy: origination of an American 
tradition. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
 
United States, Bureau of Labor Statistics. (1976). Brief History of the American Labor 
Movement. Washington, DC: The Bureau. 

U.S. House of Representatives (1914). Committee on the Judiciary, Bills and Decates in 
Congress Relating to Trusts (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1914), vol. 1. 

Varshney, A. (1998). Democracy, Development, and the Countryside: Urban-Rural 
Struggles in India. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Walter, Andrew. (2008). Governing Finance: East Asia’s adoption of international 
standards. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 
 
Wasik, John F. (2006). The Mercant of Power: Sam Insull, Thomas Edison, and the 
Creation of the Modern Metropolis. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 



 

48 

White, E.N. (1986). “Before the Glass-Steagall Act. An Analysis of the Investment 
Banking Activities of National Banks,” Explorations in Economic History, Vol. 23, No. 
1: 33-55. 
 
Willis, Henry Parker. (1975). Federal Reserve System. New York: Arno Press. 



 

 

RSIS Working Paper Series 

1. Vietnam-China Relations Since The End of The Cold War 
Ang Cheng Guan 
 

(1998) 

2. Multilateral Security Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific Region: Prospects and Possibilities 
Desmond Ball 
 

(1999) 

3. Reordering Asia: “Cooperative Security” or Concert of Powers? 
Amitav Acharya 
 

(1999) 

4. The South China Sea Dispute re-visited  
Ang Cheng Guan 
 

(1999) 

5. Continuity and Change In Malaysian Politics:  Assessing the Buildup to the 1999-2000 
General Elections 
Joseph Liow Chin Yong 
 

(1999) 

6. ‘Humanitarian Intervention in Kosovo’ as Justified, Executed and Mediated by NATO: 
Strategic Lessons for Singapore 
Kumar Ramakrishna 
 

(2000) 

7. Taiwan’s Future: Mongolia or Tibet? 
Chien-peng (C.P.) Chung 
 

(2001) 

8. Asia-Pacific Diplomacies: Reading Discontinuity in Late-Modern Diplomatic Practice  
Tan See Seng 
 

(2001) 

9. Framing “South Asia”: Whose Imagined Region? 
Sinderpal Singh 
 

(2001) 

10. Explaining Indonesia's Relations with Singapore During the New Order Period: The Case of 
Regime Maintenance and Foreign Policy 
Terence Lee Chek Liang 
 

(2001) 

11. Human Security: Discourse, Statecraft, Emancipation  
Tan See Seng 
 

(2001) 

12. Globalization and its Implications for Southeast Asian Security: A Vietnamese Perspective 
Nguyen Phuong Binh 
 

(2001) 

13. Framework for Autonomy in Southeast Asia’s Plural Societies  
Miriam Coronel Ferrer 
 

(2001) 

14. Burma: Protracted Conflict, Governance and Non-Traditional Security Issues 
Ananda Rajah 
 

(2001) 

15. Natural Resources Management and Environmental Security in Southeast Asia: Case Study 
of Clean Water Supplies in Singapore 
Kog Yue Choong 
 

(2001) 

16. Crisis and Transformation: ASEAN in the New Era  
Etel Solingen 
 

(2001) 

17. Human Security: East Versus West? 
Amitav Acharya 

(2001) 



 

 

18. Asian Developing Countries and the Next Round of WTO Negotiations 
Barry Desker 
 

(2001) 

19. Multilateralism, Neo-liberalism and Security in Asia: The Role of the Asia Pacific 
Economic Co-operation Forum 
Ian Taylor 
 

(2001) 

20. Humanitarian Intervention and Peacekeeping as Issues for Asia-Pacific Security 
Derek McDougall 
 

(2001) 

21. Comprehensive Security: The South Asian Case 
S.D. Muni 
 

(2002) 

22. The Evolution of China’s Maritime Combat Doctrines and Models: 1949-2001 
You Ji 
 

(2002) 

23. The Concept of Security Before and After September 11 
a. The Contested Concept of Security 
Steve Smith 
b. Security and Security Studies After September 11: Some Preliminary Reflections 
Amitav Acharya 
 

(2002) 

24. Democratisation In South Korea And Taiwan: The Effect Of Social Division On Inter-
Korean and Cross-Strait Relations 
Chien-peng (C.P.) Chung 
 

(2002) 

25. Understanding Financial Globalisation 
Andrew Walter 
 

(2002) 

26. 911, American Praetorian Unilateralism and the Impact on State-Society Relations in 
Southeast Asia 
Kumar Ramakrishna 
 

(2002) 

27. Great Power Politics in Contemporary East Asia: Negotiating Multipolarity or Hegemony? 
Tan See Seng 
 

(2002) 

28. What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of “America” 
Tan See Seng 
 

(2002) 

29. International Responses to Terrorism: The Limits and Possibilities of Legal Control of 
Terrorism by Regional Arrangement with Particular Reference to ASEAN 
Ong Yen Nee 
 

(2002) 

30. Reconceptualizing the PLA Navy in Post – Mao China: Functions, Warfare, Arms, and 
Organization 
Nan Li 
 

(2002) 

31. Attempting Developmental Regionalism Through AFTA: The Domestics Politics – 
Domestic Capital Nexus 
Helen E S Nesadurai 
 

(2002) 

32. 11 September and China: Opportunities, Challenges, and Warfighting 
Nan Li 
 

(2002) 



 

 

33. Islam and Society in Southeast Asia after September 11 
Barry Desker 
 

(2002) 

34. Hegemonic Constraints: The Implications of September 11 For American Power 
Evelyn Goh 
 

(2002) 

35. Not Yet All Aboard…But Already All At Sea Over Container Security Initiative 
Irvin Lim 
 

(2002) 

36. Financial Liberalization and Prudential Regulation in East Asia: Still Perverse? 
Andrew Walter 
 

(2002) 

37. Indonesia and The Washington Consensus 
Premjith Sadasivan 
 

(2002) 

38. The Political Economy of FDI Location: Why Don’t Political Checks and Balances and 
Treaty Constraints Matter? 
Andrew Walter 
 

(2002) 

39. The Securitization of Transnational Crime in ASEAN  
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2002) 

40. Liquidity Support and The Financial Crisis: The Indonesian Experience 
J Soedradjad Djiwandono 
 

(2002) 

41. A UK Perspective on Defence Equipment Acquisition 
David Kirkpatrick 
 

(2003) 

42. Regionalisation of Peace in Asia: Experiences and Prospects of ASEAN, ARF and UN 
Partnership  
Mely C. Anthony 
 

(2003) 

43. The WTO In 2003: Structural Shifts, State-Of-Play And Prospects For The Doha Round 
Razeen Sally 
 

(2003) 

44. Seeking Security In The Dragon’s Shadow: China and Southeast Asia In The Emerging 
Asian Order 
Amitav Acharya 
 

(2003) 

45. Deconstructing Political Islam In Malaysia: UMNO’S Response To PAS’ Religio-Political 
Dialectic 
Joseph Liow 
 

(2003) 

46. The War On Terror And The Future of Indonesian Democracy 
Tatik S. Hafidz 
 

(2003) 

47. Examining The Role of Foreign Assistance in Security Sector Reforms: The Indonesian 
Case 
Eduardo Lachica 
 

(2003) 

48. Sovereignty and The Politics of Identity in International Relations 
Adrian Kuah 
 

(2003) 

49. Deconstructing Jihad; Southeast Asia Contexts 
Patricia Martinez 
 

(2003) 



 

 

50. The Correlates of Nationalism in Beijing Public Opinion 
Alastair Iain Johnston 
 

(2003) 

51. In Search of Suitable Positions’ in the Asia Pacific: Negotiating the US-China Relationship 
and Regional Security 
Evelyn Goh 
 

(2003) 

52. American Unilaterism, Foreign Economic Policy and the ‘Securitisation’ of Globalisation 
Richard Higgott 
 

(2003) 

53. Fireball on the Water: Naval Force Protection-Projection, Coast Guarding, Customs Border 
Security & Multilateral Cooperation in Rolling Back the Global Waves of Terror from the 
Sea 
Irvin Lim 
 

(2003) 

54. Revisiting Responses To Power Preponderance: Going Beyond The Balancing-
Bandwagoning Dichotomy 
Chong Ja Ian 
 

(2003) 

55. Pre-emption and Prevention: An Ethical and Legal Critique of the Bush Doctrine and 
Anticipatory Use of Force In Defence of the State 
Malcolm Brailey 
 

(2003) 

56. The Indo-Chinese Enlargement of ASEAN: Implications for Regional Economic Integration 
Helen E S Nesadurai 
 

(2003) 

57. The Advent of a New Way of War: Theory and Practice of Effects Based Operation 
Joshua Ho 
 

(2003) 

58. Critical Mass: Weighing in on Force Transformation & Speed Kills Post-Operation Iraqi 
Freedom 
Irvin Lim 
 

(2004) 

59. Force Modernisation Trends in Southeast Asia  
Andrew Tan 
 

(2004) 

60. Testing Alternative Responses to Power Preponderance: Buffering, Binding, Bonding and 
Beleaguering in the Real World 
Chong Ja Ian 
 

(2004) 

61. Outlook on the Indonesian Parliamentary Election 2004 
Irman G. Lanti 
 

(2004) 

62. Globalization and Non-Traditional Security Issues: A Study of Human and Drug 
Trafficking in East Asia 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2004) 

63. Outlook for Malaysia’s 11th General Election 
Joseph Liow 
 

(2004) 

64. Not Many Jobs Take a Whole Army: Special Operations Forces and The Revolution in 
Military Affairs. 
Malcolm Brailey 
 

(2004) 



 

 

65. Technological Globalisation and Regional Security in East Asia 
J.D. Kenneth Boutin 
 

(2004) 

66. UAVs/UCAVS – Missions, Challenges, and Strategic Implications for Small and Medium 
Powers 
Manjeet Singh Pardesi 
 

(2004) 

67. Singapore’s Reaction to Rising China: Deep Engagement and Strategic Adjustment 
Evelyn Goh 
 

(2004) 

68. The Shifting Of Maritime Power And The Implications For Maritime Security In East Asia 
Joshua Ho 
 

(2004) 

69. China In The Mekong River Basin: The Regional Security Implications of Resource 
Development On The Lancang Jiang 
Evelyn Goh 
 

(2004) 

70. Examining the Defence Industrialization-Economic Growth Relationship: The Case of 
Singapore 
Adrian Kuah and Bernard Loo 
 

(2004) 

71. “Constructing” The Jemaah Islamiyah Terrorist: A Preliminary Inquiry 
Kumar Ramakrishna 
 

(2004) 

72. Malaysia and The United States: Rejecting Dominance, Embracing Engagement 
Helen E S Nesadurai 
 

(2004) 

73. The Indonesian Military as a Professional Organization: Criteria and Ramifications for 
Reform 
John Bradford 
 

(2005) 

74. Martime Terrorism in Southeast Asia: A Risk Assessment 
Catherine Zara Raymond 
 

(2005) 

75. Southeast Asian Maritime Security In The Age Of Terror: Threats, Opportunity, And 
Charting The Course Forward 
John Bradford 
 

(2005) 

76. Deducing India’s Grand Strategy of Regional Hegemony from Historical and Conceptual 
Perspectives 
Manjeet Singh Pardesi 
 

(2005) 

77. Towards Better Peace Processes: A Comparative Study of Attempts to Broker Peace with 
MNLF and GAM 
S P Harish 
 

(2005) 

78. Multilateralism, Sovereignty and Normative Change in World Politics 
Amitav Acharya 
 

(2005) 

79. The State and Religious Institutions in Muslim Societies 
Riaz Hassan 
 

(2005) 

80. On Being Religious: Patterns of Religious Commitment in Muslim Societies 
Riaz Hassan 
 

(2005) 



 

 

81. The Security of Regional Sea Lanes 
Joshua Ho 
 

(2005) 

82. Civil-Military Relationship and Reform in the Defence Industry 
Arthur S Ding 
 

(2005) 

83. How Bargaining Alters Outcomes: Bilateral Trade Negotiations and Bargaining Strategies 
Deborah Elms 
 

(2005) 

84. Great Powers and Southeast Asian Regional Security Strategies: Omni-enmeshment, 
Balancing and Hierarchical Order 
Evelyn Goh 
 

(2005) 

85. Global Jihad, Sectarianism and The Madrassahs in Pakistan 
Ali Riaz 
 

(2005) 

86. Autobiography, Politics and Ideology in Sayyid Qutb’s Reading of the Qur’an 
Umej Bhatia 
 

(2005) 

87. Maritime Disputes in the South China Sea: Strategic and Diplomatic Status Quo 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2005) 

88. China’s Political Commissars and Commanders: Trends & Dynamics 
Srikanth Kondapalli 
 

(2005) 

89. Piracy in Southeast Asia New Trends, Issues and Responses 
Catherine Zara Raymond 
 

(2005) 

90. Geopolitics, Grand Strategy and the Bush Doctrine 
Simon Dalby 
 

(2005) 

91. Local Elections and Democracy in Indonesia: The Case of the Riau Archipelago 
Nankyung Choi 
 

(2005) 

92. The Impact of RMA on Conventional Deterrence: A Theoretical Analysis 
Manjeet Singh Pardesi 
 

(2005) 

93. Africa and the Challenge of Globalisation 
Jeffrey Herbst 
 

(2005) 

94. The East Asian Experience: The Poverty of 'Picking Winners 
Barry Desker and Deborah Elms  
 

(2005) 

95. Bandung And The Political Economy Of North-South Relations: Sowing The Seeds For 
Revisioning International Society 
Helen E S Nesadurai 
 

(2005) 

96. Re-conceptualising the Military-Industrial Complex: A General Systems Theory Approach 
Adrian Kuah 
 

(2005) 

97. Food Security and the Threat From Within: Rice Policy Reforms in the Philippines 
Bruce Tolentino 
 

(2006) 

98. Non-Traditional Security Issues: Securitisation of Transnational Crime in Asia 
James Laki 
 

(2006) 



 

 

99. Securitizing/Desecuritizing the Filipinos’ ‘Outward Migration Issue’in the Philippines’ 
Relations with Other Asian Governments 
José N. Franco, Jr. 
 

(2006) 

100. Securitization Of Illegal Migration of Bangladeshis To India 
Josy Joseph 
 

(2006) 

101. Environmental Management and Conflict in Southeast Asia – Land Reclamation and its 
Political Impact 
Kog Yue-Choong 
 

(2006) 

102. Securitizing border-crossing: The case of marginalized stateless minorities in the Thai-
Burma Borderlands 
Mika Toyota 
 

(2006) 

103. The Incidence of Corruption in India: Is the Neglect of Governance Endangering Human 
Security in South Asia? 
Shabnam Mallick and Rajarshi Sen 
 

(2006) 

104. The LTTE’s Online Network and its Implications for Regional Security 
Shyam Tekwani 
 

(2006) 

105. The Korean War June-October 1950: Inchon and Stalin In The “Trigger Vs Justification” 
Debate 
Tan Kwoh Jack 
 

(2006) 

106. International Regime Building in Southeast Asia: ASEAN Cooperation against the Illicit 
Trafficking and Abuse of Drugs 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2006) 

107. Changing Conflict Identities: The case of the Southern Thailand Discord 
S P Harish 
 

(2006) 

108. Myanmar and the Argument for Engagement: A Clash of Contending Moralities? 
Christopher B Roberts 
 

(2006) 

109. TEMPORAL DOMINANCE 
Military Transformation and the Time Dimension of Strategy 
Edwin Seah 
 

(2006) 

110. Globalization and Military-Industrial Transformation in South Asia: An Historical 
Perspective 
Emrys Chew 
 

(2006) 

111. UNCLOS and its Limitations as the Foundation for a Regional Maritime Security Regime 
Sam Bateman 
 

(2006) 

112. Freedom and Control Networks in Military Environments 
Paul T Mitchell 
 

(2006) 

113. Rewriting Indonesian History The Future in Indonesia’s Past 
Kwa Chong Guan 
 

(2006) 

114. Twelver Shi’ite Islam: Conceptual and Practical Aspects 
Christoph Marcinkowski 
 

(2006) 



 

 

115. Islam, State and Modernity : Muslim Political Discourse in Late 19th and Early 20th century 
India 
Iqbal Singh Sevea 
 

(2006) 

116. ‘Voice of the Malayan Revolution’: The Communist Party of Malaya’s Struggle for Hearts 
and Minds in the ‘Second Malayan Emergency’ 
(1969-1975) 
Ong Wei Chong 
 

(2006) 

117. “From Counter-Society to Counter-State: Jemaah Islamiyah According to PUPJI”  
Elena Pavlova 
 

(2006) 

118. The Terrorist Threat to Singapore’s Land Transportation Infrastructure: A Preliminary 
Enquiry 
Adam Dolnik 
 

(2006) 

119. The Many Faces of Political Islam 
Mohammed Ayoob 
 

(2006) 

120. Facets of Shi’ite Islam in Contemporary Southeast Asia (I): Thailand and Indonesia 
Christoph Marcinkowski 
 

(2006) 

121. Facets of Shi’ite Islam in Contemporary Southeast Asia (II): Malaysia and Singapore 
Christoph Marcinkowski 
 

(2006) 

122. Towards a History of Malaysian Ulama 
Mohamed Nawab 
 

(2007) 

123. Islam and Violence in Malaysia 
Ahmad Fauzi Abdul Hamid 

(2007) 

124. Between Greater Iran and Shi’ite Crescent: Some Thoughts on the Nature of Iran’s 
Ambitions in the Middle East  
Christoph Marcinkowski 
 

(2007) 

125. Thinking Ahead: Shi’ite Islam in Iraq and its Seminaries (hawzah ‘ilmiyyah) 
Christoph Marcinkowski 
 

(2007) 

126. The China Syndrome: Chinese Military Modernization and the Rearming of Southeast Asia 
Richard A. Bitzinger 
 

(2007) 

127. Contested Capitalism: Financial Politics and Implications for China 
Richard Carney 
 

(2007) 

128. Sentinels of Afghan Democracy: The Afghan National Army 
Samuel Chan 
 

(2007) 

129. The De-escalation of the Spratly Dispute in Sino-Southeast Asian Relations 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2007) 

130. War, Peace or Neutrality:An Overview of Islamic Polity’s Basis of Inter-State Relations 
Muhammad Haniff Hassan 
 

(2007) 

131. Mission Not So Impossible: The AMM and the Transition from Conflict to Peace  in Aceh, 
2005–2006 
Kirsten E. Schulze 

(2007) 



 

 

132. Comprehensive Security and Resilience in Southeast Asia: ASEAN’s Approach to 
Terrorism and Sea Piracy 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2007) 

133. The Ulama in Pakistani Politics 
Mohamed Nawab  
 

(2007) 

134. China’s Proactive Engagement in Asia: Economics, Politics and Interactions 
Li Mingjiang 
 

(2007) 

135. The PLA’s Role in China’s Regional Security Strategy 
Qi Dapeng 
 

(2007) 

136. War As They Knew It: Revolutionary War and Counterinsurgency in Southeast Asia 
Ong Wei Chong 
 

(2007) 

137. Indonesia’s Direct Local Elections: Background and Institutional Framework 
Nankyung Choi 
 

(2007) 

138. Contextualizing Political Islam for Minority Muslims 
Muhammad Haniff bin Hassan 
 

(2007) 

139. Ngruki Revisited: Modernity and Its Discontents at the Pondok Pesantren al-Mukmin of 
Ngruki, Surakarta 
Farish A. Noor 
 

(2007) 

140. Globalization: Implications of and for the Modern / Post-modern Navies of the Asia Pacific 
Geoffrey Till  
 

(2007) 

141. Comprehensive Maritime Domain Awareness: An Idea Whose Time Has Come? 
Irvin Lim Fang Jau 
 

(2007) 

142. Sulawesi: Aspirations of Local Muslims 
Rohaiza Ahmad Asi 

(2007) 

143. Islamic Militancy, Sharia, and Democratic Consolidation in Post-Suharto Indonesia 
Noorhaidi Hasan 
 

(2007) 

144. Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon: The Indian Ocean and The Maritime Balance of Power in 
Historical Perspective 
Emrys Chew 
 

(2007) 

145. New Security Dimensions in the Asia Pacific 
Barry Desker 
 

(2007) 

146. Japan’s Economic Diplomacy towards East Asia: Fragmented Realism and Naïve 
Liberalism 
Hidetaka Yoshimatsu 
 

(2007) 

147. U.S. Primacy, Eurasia’s New Strategic Landscape,and the Emerging Asian Order 
Alexander L. Vuving 
 

(2007) 

148. The Asian Financial Crisis and ASEAN’s Concept of Security 
Yongwook RYU 
 

(2008) 



 

 

149. Security in the South China Sea: China’s Balancing Act and New Regional Dynamics 
Li Mingjiang 
 

(2008) 

150. The Defence Industry in the Post-Transformational World: Implications for the United 
States and Singapore 
Richard A Bitzinger 
 

(2008) 

151. The Islamic Opposition in Malaysia:New Trajectories and Directions 
Mohamed Fauz Abdul Hamid  
 

(2008) 

152. Thinking the Unthinkable: The Modernization and Reform of Islamic Higher Education in 
Indonesia 
Farish A Noor 
 

(2008) 

153. Outlook for Malaysia’s 12th General Elections 
Mohamed Nawab Mohamed Osman, Shahirah Mahmood and Joseph Chinyong Liow 
 

(2008) 

154. The use of SOLAS Ship Security Alert Systems 
Thomas Timlen 
 

(2008) 

155. Thai-Chinese Relations:Security and Strategic Partnership 
Chulacheeb Chinwanno 
 

(2008) 

156. Sovereignty In ASEAN and The Problem of Maritime Cooperation in the South China Sea 
JN Mak 
 

(2008) 

157. Sino-U.S. Competition in Strategic Arms 
Arthur S. Ding 
 

(2008) 

158. Roots of Radical Sunni Traditionalism 
Karim Douglas Crow 
 

(2008) 

159. Interpreting Islam On Plural Society 
Muhammad Haniff Hassan 
 

(2008) 

160. Towards a Middle Way Islam in Southeast Asia: Contributions of the Gülen Movement 
Mohamed Nawab Mohamed Osman 
 

(2008) 

161. Spoilers, Partners and Pawns: Military Organizational Behaviour and Civil-Military 
Relations in Indonesia 
Evan A. Laksmana 
 

(2008) 

162. The Securitization of Human Trafficking in Indonesia 
Rizal Sukma 
 

(2008) 

163. The Hindu Rights Action Force (HINDRAF) of Malaysia: Communitarianism Across 
Borders? 
Farish A. Noor 
 

(2008) 

164. A Merlion at the Edge of an Afrasian Sea: Singapore’s Strategic Involvement in the Indian 
Ocean 
Emrys Chew 
 

(2008) 

165. Soft Power in Chinese Discourse: Popularity and Prospect 
Li Mingjiang 
 

(2008) 
 



 

 

166. Singapore’s Sovereign Wealth Funds: The Politcal Risk of Overseas Investments 
Friedrich Wu 
 

(2008) 

167. The Internet in Indonesia: Development and Impact of Radical Websites 
Jennifer Yang Hui 
 

(2008) 

168. Beibu Gulf: Emerging Sub-regional Integration between China and ASEAN 
Gu Xiaosong and Li Mingjiang 
 

(2009) 

169. Islamic Law In Contemporary Malaysia: Prospects and Problems 
Ahmad Fauzi Abdul Hamid 
 

(2009) 

170. “Indonesia’s Salafist Sufis” 
Julia Day Howell 
 

(2009) 

171. Reviving the Caliphate in the Nusantara: Hizbut Tahrir Indonesia’s Mobilization Strategy 
and Its Impact in Indonesia 
Mohamed Nawab Mohamed Osman 
 

(2009) 

172. Islamizing Formal Education: Integrated Islamic School and a New Trend in Formal 
Education Institution in Indonesia 
Noorhaidi Hasan 
 

(2009) 

173. The Implementation of Vietnam-China Land Border Treaty: Bilateral and Regional 
Implications 
Do Thi Thuy 
 

(2009) 

174. The Tablighi Jama’at Movement in the Southern Provinces of Thailand Today: Networks 
and Modalities 
Farish A. Noor 
 

(2009) 

175. The Spread of the Tablighi Jama’at Across Western, Central and Eastern Java and the role 
of the Indian Muslim Diaspora 
Farish A. Noor 
 

(2009) 

176. Significance of Abu Dujana and Zarkasih’s Verdict 
Nurfarahislinda Binte Mohamed Ismail, V. Arianti and Jennifer Yang Hui 
 

(2009) 

177. The Perils of Consensus: How ASEAN’s Meta-Regime Undermines Economic and 
Environmental Cooperation 
Vinod K. Aggarwal and Jonathan T. Chow 
 

(2009) 

178. The Capacities of Coast Guards to deal with Maritime Challenges in Southeast Asia 
Prabhakaran Paleri 
 

(2009) 

179. China and Asian Regionalism: Pragmatism Hinders Leadership 
Li Mingjiang 
 

(2009) 

180. Livelihood Strategies Amongst Indigenous Peoples in the Central Cardamom Protected 
Forest, Cambodia 
Long Sarou 
 

(2009) 

181. Human Trafficking in Cambodia: Reintegration of the Cambodian illegal migrants from 
Vietnam and Thailand 
Neth Naro 
 

(2009) 



 

 

182. The Philippines as an Archipelagic and Maritime Nation: Interests, Challenges, and 
Perspectives 
Mary Ann Palma 
 

(2009) 

183. The Changing Power Distribution in the South China Sea: Implications for Conflict 
Management and Avoidance 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2009) 

184. Islamist Party, Electoral Politics and Da‘wa Mobilization among Youth: The Prosperous 
Justice Party (PKS) in Indonesia 
Noorhaidi Hasan 
 

(2009) 

185. U.S. Foreign Policy and Southeast Asia: From Manifest Destiny to Shared Destiny 
Emrys Chew 
 

(2009) 

186. Different Lenses on the Future: U.S. and Singaporean Approaches to Strategic Planning 
Justin Zorn 
 

(2009) 

187. Converging Peril : Climate Change and Conflict in the Southern Philippines 
J. Jackson Ewing 
 

(2009) 

188. Informal Caucuses within the WTO: Singapore in the “Invisibles Group” 
Barry Desker 
 

(2009) 

189. The ASEAN Regional Forum and Preventive Diplomacy: A Failure in Practice 
Ralf Emmers and See Seng Tan 
 

(2009) 

190. How Geography Makes Democracy Work 
Richard W. Carney 
 

(2009) 

191. The Arrival and Spread of the Tablighi Jama’at In West Papua (Irian Jaya), Indonesia 
Farish A. Noor 
 

(2010) 

192. The Korean Peninsula in China’s Grand Strategy: China’s Role in dealing with North 
Korea’s Nuclear Quandary 
Chung Chong Wook  
 

(2010) 

193. Asian Regionalism and US Policy: The Case for Creative Adaptation 
Donald K. Emmerson 
 

(2010) 

194. Jemaah Islamiyah:Of Kin and Kind 
Sulastri Osman 
 

(2010) 

195. The Role of the Five Power Defence Arrangements in the Southeast Asian Security 
Architecture 
Ralf Emmers 
 

(2010) 

196. The Domestic Political Origins of Global Financial Standards: 
Agrarian Influence and the Creation of U.S. Securities Regulations 
Richard W. Carney 
 

(2010) 

 


