
perceptions and calculations and second-
arily on ordinary citizens’ expectations and
frustrations. But he highlighted the inde-
terminate trajectories and unexpected out-
comes of decisions and the coincidental
sequences and improbable conjunctions of
events. And he stressed that these clusters
of factors constantly interacted and fre-
quently clashed.

In Daniels’s view, crucial specifics were
the personal hostility between Gorbachev
and Yeltsin, which Yeltsin initiated and
escalated to undermine Gorbachev’s left-
ist “moderate revolutionary revival”; the
“Soviet tolerance of the overthrow of Com-
munist rule in Eastern Europe,” which
unfettered national independence aspira-
tions in the Russian, Ukrainian, and Bal-
tic republics; and the need for “more
statesmanship in all quarters,” which
might have established a “democratized
Union” based on federal principles. He
noted, “the breakup of the Soviet Union
was above all a failure of federalism.”

Sovietologists “were remarkably accu-
rate and insightful in defining the ele-
ments of the crisis that overtook the Soviet
Union,” Daniels opined. “Their judg-
ments went as far as any social science
scholarship could responsibly go without
resorting to wild guesswork. What could
not be accurately foreseen, in the nature
of the matter, was how these elements of
crisis would play out at the political level
where decisions by leading personalities
and the effects of chance events could be
decisive.”

The totalitarian model “distorted the
appraisal of Soviet reality” and embraced
the axioms of anti-Soviet ideology, Dan-
iels underscored. “Perhaps the greatest
fault that can be retroactively attributed to
Sovietology was to overestimate grossly the
strength of the Soviet bloc, in its physical
and economic capabilities as well as in its
political cohesion and its psychological
stamina. Much of this error resides in the
unhistorical totalitarian model and its ideo-
logical corollaries.”

Daniels concluded that the “collapses”
of the Soviet Union and the Soviet bloc
“could not have been closely predicted from
any model or precedent. Historians should
be able to understand this truth better than
those social scientists who try too hard to
make events appear to be law-governed.
What happened was just as surprising to
all the political actors in the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe as it was to observers
in the outside world.”

Kudos
For more than six decades, Daniels ana-
lyzed the causes, contents, and conse-
quences of Soviet political development
and enriched Western comprehension of
the inner workings of the Communist
Party. He contributed to and benefited from
theoretical, comparative, interdisciplin-
ary, and historical studies on many signif-
icant themes. One need not agree with all
of Daniels’s conclusions to appreciate his
original concepts, abundant insights,
cogent arguments, fresh evidence, and lucid
writing. His legacy includes seminal schol-
arship, which is synthesized in The Rise and
Fall of Communism in Russia.

In a word, Bill Daniels was an excep-
tionally inquisitive, innovative, and inci-
sive Sovietologist—one of the best of the
best.

Erik P. Hoffmann
State University of New York at Albany

MELVIN J. HINICH

Mel Hinich, professor of political science
and economics at the University of Texas
at Austin and Mike Hogg Professor of
Local Government, died in a tragic fall the
evening of September 6, 2010.

Melvin J. Hinich achieved an inter-
national reputation in four academic dis-
ciplines: economics, engineering, political
science, and statistics. He published path-
breaking contributions in seven books and
more than four hundred journal articles,
ranging over 40 years, with an endless
energy for work and a childlike curiosity
about the science of almost everything.
Hinich’s scholarship blended technical vir-
tuosity, theoretical depth, interdisciplin-
ary sweep, and a keen eye for the main
chance in terms of substantive importance.
But Mel was not simply a bright but easily
distracted scholar with many interests.
Rather, he was a scientist, a scholar who
found most problems interesting, and he
was capable of making connections across
fields because so many problems share a
deep logical and mathematical structure.

Mel received a BS and an MS in math-
ematics from the Carnegie Institute of
Technology in 1959 and 1960, respectively.
He earned his Ph.D. in statistics from Stan-
ford University in 1963, working under Dr.
Herman Chernoff. His thesis project
involved the problem of estimating the
properties of a recurring but unknown

waveform in Gaussian data, and it proved
useful enough to have the central theoret-
ical result serve as the basis for a variety of
civilian and military applications in signal
processing.

Hinich began his academic career with
the Graduate School of Industrial Admin-
istration at the Carnegie Institute of Tech-
nology in September 1963. He then
circulated between academic teaching,
research posts, and stints in settings where
he could apply his knowledge to industrial
and governmental uses. He held positions
at the Bell Laboratories, the Columbia
University–Hudson Laboratories, the Cen-
ter for Naval Analyses, and the Naval
Coastal Systems Center. His academic
appointments have been at Carnegie Mel-
lon University in the Graduate School of
Industrial Administration, the School of
Urban and Public Affairs, and the depart-
ment of statistics. He moved to Virginia
Polytechnic Institute as a professor of eco-
nomics in 1974 and then to the University
of Texas as a professor of government and
economics in 1983. He also served as a
research professor in the Applied Research
Laboratories at UT–Austin, a position he
loved because he was in close contact with
scholars from different disciplines.

Mel’s impact is easily illustrated both
quantitatively and qualitatively. His work
has been cited more than five thousand
times in the professional literature, with
20 different papers and books in econom-
ics, political science, signal processing, and
statistics all having received more than one
hundred references. No one paper and, in
fact, no one disciplinary contribution are
the “main” result. Mel’s contributions were
broad and deep.

Qualitatively, Mel colleagues recognized
his work by naming him to numerous
honors and memberships in honorary
societies. He was named Fellow of the Insti-
tute of Mathematical Statistics in 1973,
appointed the Sherman-Fairchild Distin-
guished Scholar at the California Institute
of Technology in 1975, named a Fellow of
the Public Choice Society in 1988, elected
president of that society in 1992, and
named a Fellow of the American Statisti-
cal Association in 2002. Most recently, in
2008, Mel was named one of the 21 origi-
nal Fellows of the Society for Political
Methodology.

Scholarly Works
Mel’s scientific contributions were so
sweeping that we can only summarize
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them briefly. In political science, Mel made
seminal contributions to the use of spatial
analysis in analyzing politics and public
policy. In collaboration with economist
Otto A. Davis, Mel formalized a general
model of the spatial theory of voting and
elections. Although earlier researchers
qualitatively identified the perspectives of
that model, it was Mel’s conviction that if
a model or idea was to yield scientifically
testable propositions, it required formal-
ization. Today, thanks to that effort, spa-
tial voting choice theory occupies a role in
political science that is as central as con-
sumer choice is in economics.

Mel, however, didn’t formalize for the
sake of displaying his considerable math-
ematical talents. What made him unusual
was his insistence on staying close to the
data in modeling exercises. He had scant
patience with top-down modelers who had
little appreciation for the data that Mel
thought was required to give flesh and
blood to the bones of an abstract model.
No model was right, wrong, or beautiful to
Mel; the only criterion was whether or not
it was useful. And utility to Mel meant one
thing: did it lead to further insights and
more interesting work?

As the methods field splintered into
“theory modelers” and “statistical model-
ers,” Mel resolutely bridged the gap and
continued to use formal models as a way of
understanding data and the underlying pro-
cessesofpolitics.Asaconsequence,hiswork
exhibited careful attention to the methods
of statistical analysis and deftness in apply-
ing these skills to the analysis of empirical
data. In a field often admired for its abstract
models and arcane mathematics but con-
demned for its failure to connect to the real
world, Mel had a special talent for linking
theories to data. He was not only a pioneer
of the spatial choice revolution, but he
remains one of the most productive and
innovative members of the field.

The Spatial Theory of Electoral
Competition
Hinich was not merely one of the central
figures in the early development of “spa-
tial theory,” he was the central figure, the
nexus of all important early collabora-
tions. Spatial theory is a predictive and
descriptive model based on the premise
that the actors being studied prefer poli-
cies “closer” to their own goals and princi-
ples. Mel’s initial contribution here was the
construction of mathematically explicit,
empirically focused models. More impor-

tant, Mel did not see that initial contribu-
tion as an endpoint of research, but only
as a beginning. Mel had little interest in
producing an endless series of discon-
nected, mathematically elegant papers that
lengthened his vita but offered nothing
except empirically vacuous technical refor-
mulations that would do little to advance
a clear understanding of science. His core
motivation was to develop a science of pol-
itics and to give its study an empirically
connected theoretically grounded base.

The Davis-Hinich collaboration on the
development of the multidimensional spa-
tial theory of the electoral process uses a
conception of voter utility that is propor-
tional to the “distance” between the candi-
date or party being considered, and the
voter’s most preferred set of policies. The
Davis-Hinich model makes the concept of
distance mathematically precise by defin-
ing the weighted Euclidean distance met-
ric and allowing for both differences in
salience and connected or “nonseparable”
preferences on different dimensions. In
later work, the nature of the dimensions
themselves was extended to take into
account the (empirically demonstrable)
latency of ideological or values-based
dimensions that are linked, both in the
political rhetoric of campaigns and in vot-
ers’ minds, to real political issues.

Although spatial theory has its roots in
the early writings of Anthony Downs and
Duncan Black, it was really Hinich, with
his coauthors Otto Davis and Peter Orde-
shook, who developed the formal model
on which spatial theory today rests. By
inserting a matrix of weights into the
Downsian model, and by demonstrating
the ability of the extended model to test
more general claims about politics, spatial
theory was given a much-needed general-
ity and a mathematical life. In the process,
Davis, Hinich, and Ordeshook transformed
the model from a curiosity into a practical
and powerful modeling tool.

The publication of Davis, Hinich, and
Ordeshook’s 1970 article, “An Expository
Development of a Mathematical Model of
the Electoral Process,” like the publication
of The American Voter (1960), was a defin-
ing moment for contemporary political sci-
ence. It was a tour de force statement of
the state of the field as of 1970—and was
required reading for many years afterward,
not replaced until the appearance of
Enelow and Hinich’s Spatial Theory of Vot-
ing in 1984, which has itself become a cen-
tral work in the field.

All of this research not only carries the
common name of “Hinich,” but it was all
also collaborative. Mel was not engaged on
some academic ego trip. His views of sci-
ence included the argument that the most
fruitful research requires collaborative
efforts wherein coauthors test each other’s
ideas while contributing new ones in a con-
text wherein true scientific advances occur
as the product of the give and take of intel-
lectual argument. And Mel was a scientist!
A true scientist is one who attempts to
understand real-world empirical phenom-
ena. Unsurprisingly, then, his work in spa-
tial theory directly led to issues of how one
detects and statistically estimates spatial
structure in voting data. In collaboration
with Lawrence Cahoon, one of his Ph.D.
students in the department of statistics at
Carnegie Mellon, in 1978, Mel developed a
metric multidimensional scaling method-
ology that is based on the parametric
weighted utility model for voting choice.

This methodology was further devel-
oped by Hinich over many years and is now
called the Cahoon-Hinich MAP Method.
The MAP program takes information
about voter preferences (thermometer
scores) and constructs a latent “space”
where the number and location of dimen-
sions is determined by the data themselves.
The output of the estimation is analogous
to the results of the Poole-Rosenthal
“space” of political conflict in the Con-
gress in the sense that it estimates the con-
tours of the space and the location of the
political actors in that space. The dif-
ference is that the MAP constructs the
spatial configurations based on stated
preferences, rather than reconstructing
those spaces from observable actions (for
Poole and Rosenthal, voting). The Cahoon-
Hinich methodology is a statistical
method—one that provides statistical esti-
mates of parameters along with the means
for testing their statistical significance.
Once again, as a scientist, Mel saw meth-
odologies not as a path to producing “num-
bers,” but as a route to testing hypotheses.

Throughout the process, Mel thought of
any idea or development as nothing more
or less than a place to stand to develop more
insights, theories, and tests of theories. His
work was a springboard for Jones’ develop-
mentofaspatialapproachtoagenda-setting
in which the salience measures (the ele-
ments on the main diagonal of the A
matrix) could vary over time, shifting pref-
erence orderings in unexpected ways.When
Jones tentatively presented his perhaps
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harebrained idea at a seminar run by
Mel at the University of Texas in the mid-
1990s, Mel, far from being critical, was
enthusiastic—appreciating the underlying
idea as an explanation, even though it could
not be used in an ex ante predictive model.

Everything Is Linked
Mel’s early work centering on signal pro-
cessing addressed a problem that the Navy
otherwise found intractable. The Navy had
to decide between two alternative anti-
submarine warfare (ASW) systems for
detecting and locating enemy submarines.
One alternative was a system of sonar
devices scattered about the ocean that pro-
vided range-only data (distance from a
detected object). The second, more expen-
sive alternative provides both direction and
range data. For a given cost, the first alter-
native allowed the ocean to be covered with
many more units. As a result, it was not so
clear which system was more capable. Such
a problem presented a myriad of statisti-
cal and modeling problems, not least
because the acoustic properties of the ocean
are confounded by innumerable nonlinear-
ities, thereby rendering any simplistic
approach worthless. For Mel, the problem
was like red meat before a hungry lion.

At the same time, Mel, in his inimita-
ble style at Carnegie, would hold conver-
sations with anyone about anything,
provided that there was intellectual con-
tent to the conversation. And it was in
some of those lunchtime conversations
with Otto Davis that Mel saw the connec-
tion between his work in ASW and the
problem of statistically estimating the posi-
tions of candidates in a multidimensional
issue space when surveys provided “range-
only” data in the form of thermometer
scores.

The Cahoon-Hinich methodology of
spatial analysis was a large additional step
in estimating position using range-only
data. This work made it possible for the
spatial theory of elections to be empiri-
cally studied and tested in a wide variety
of contexts. Since the publication of The
Spatial Theory of Voting, which documents
the methodology in detail, the Cahoon-
Hinich methodology has been applied to
elections in many countries, including
Chile, Germany, Korea, Russia, Taiwan,
Turkey, Ukraine, and the United States.

Mel loved working with co-authors. In
addition to Davis and Ordeshook, Hinich
began a long and fruitful collaboration with
James Enelow in 1978 regarding both theo-

retical expansions of spatial theory and
using the Cahoon-Hinich MAP program
to estimate spatial maps of candidates in
American politics using the thermometer
scores from Inter-University Consortium
for Political and Social Research (ICPSR)
surveys. This collaboration produced the
first book on the modern spatial theory of
elections: The Spatial Theory of Voting in
1984. Then they produced an edited vol-
ume on spatial theory, Advances in the Spa-
tial Theory of Voting in 1990.

After Hinich moved to the University
of Texas’s department of government, he
began a collaboration with Michael
Munger, an assistant professor in the
department whose doctorate was in eco-
nomics. Their extension of the spatial
theory of elections resulted in several
papers and three books: Ideology and the
Theory of Political Choice (University of
Michigan Press, 1994), Analytical Politics
(Cambridge University Press, 1997), and
Empirical Studies in Comparative Politics
(Kluwer Academic, 1999).

In 1977, Hinich published a paper in the
Journal of Economic Theory that introduced
a model of probabilistic voting. The model
has both theoretical and empirical impli-
cations, but one of the most interesting is
that it illustrates how democratic systems
can be stable and avoid the cycling that
the open agendas spatial theory predicts.
This model was an outgrowth of a simpler
probabilistic voting model that Hinich had
developed with Peter Ordeshook and John
Ledyard several years before. This paper is
still widely cited by political economy
scholars. Hinich and Munger used this
probabilistic voting theory to develop a
type of general equilibrium model in Ide-
ology and the Theory of Political Choice. This
book unites three streams of thought in
Hinich’s work, because it is based on the
idea of a latent, constructed dimension but
rests on a model of campaign contribu-
tions as the vector through which elites can
influence politics. The third theoretical
connection with Mel’s earlier work is equi-
librium concept, based on probabilistic vot-
ing. By uniting these three separate bodies
of theory, the book illustrates the predic-
tions of a more general model of political
competition in which elites are an impor-
tant moving part but social construction
of political belief and rhetoric continues to
play a key role.

Mel’s work influenced many genera-
tions of scholars and students in several
fields. Howard Rosenthal writes, “Most of

my empirical work owes its inspiration to
Mel’s awakening my interest in models and
the spatial model in particular.” Much of
Theo Panagiotidis work is based on Mel’s
studies with Doug Patterson on nonlinear-
ities in stock market returns; Theo notes,
“I have followed his writing and his work
appears in most of my papers.” These are
the human faces of the many scholarly cita-
tions his work has received over the years.

Hinich supervised a total of 16 Ph.D.
students at Texas, several of whom have
contributed to the theoretical and empiri-
cal development of spatial theory. His most
recent and last student was Chih-Cheng
(Almond) Meng, who finished his disser-
tation in the spring of 2010. Mel influ-
enced many more UT students thorough
his courses and service on their commit-
tees. Jan Box-Steffensmeier, a government
department student in the 1990s, com-
mented, “I knew right away that Mel was
a scholar with incredible reach when my
spouse, who was a grad student in the elec-
trical engineering department, was also
reading work by Mel Hinich.”

Work outside Political Science
In addition to his work in political science
on spatial theory and estimation, Mel has
a very serious presence in the statistical
study of signal processing and time series
and nonlinear dynamics. We will simply
relay an anecdote. When Jones was head
of political science at Texas A&M, he got a
call from Manny Parzen, the distinguished
statistician. Manny said that the statistics
department was inviting Mel over to give
a presentation on his time-series work and
wanted to know if political science wanted
to invite him for a talk. Jones said sure,
that he had meant to do that beforehand.
“Bryan, does Mel have a reputation in polit-
ical science?” Manny asked. He was quite
surprised to hear that the answer was yes.

Mel’s early development of important,
straightforward ideas about stationarity
and regime shift in data lie at the core of
many key results in time series, even today.
He invented bispectral and trispectral tests
for nonlinearities in stationary stochastic
processes. His article, “Testing for Gauss-
ianity and Linearity of a Stationary Time
Series,” published in the Journal of Time
Series Analysis in 1982, remains Mel’s sin-
gle most-cited article (only his “Spatial
Theory of Voting” with Enelow has been
cited more). He and Professor Douglas Pat-
terson used his bispectrum method to dis-
cover nonlinearities in daily stock returns,
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which meant that the efficient market the-
sis based on Gaussian returns could not be
correct. Their paper in the Journal of Busi-
ness and Economic Statistics has been cited
over four hundred times. Later, they used
the Hinich bicorrelation and cross bicorre-
lation tests to show that nonlinearities in
asset returns are episodic in nature. As
Doug Patterson explains, “On most days,
stock rates of return appeared to be draw-
ings from a Gaussian distribution. On other
days, the data was highly nonlinear.”

“Be Well, Mel”
Mel’s commitment to science and his appe-
tite for collaborators who could learn from
him and teach are the central themes of
his scholarly life. Moreover, when he was
wrong, he not only admitted it, but he was
quite capable of bringing on the individ-
ual pointing out the error as a co-author.
In a 1965 seminar at Rochester in which
Davis and Hinich presented their early
work, Ordeshook offered an alternate proof
to one of the theorems in the paper. Amaz-
ingly, after Davis had presented the main
ideas, someone in the audience asked about
that very theorem, whereupon Mel stepped
to the blackboard and filled it in thor-
oughly. Upon the conclusion of the semi-
nar, the graduate student approached
“Professor Hinich” and asked if he could
show him his alternative proof to see if
there was a flaw in the argument. After
writing it on the blackboard, Mel nodded
his head and said, “Yes, that’s better than
mine.” Three years later, when the student
entered the job market, Ordeshook learned
he had a “wired” offer from Carnegie Mel-
lon. Turns out, Mel remembered that Roch-
ester seminar, remembered that student
and his assessment that “we can do sci-
ence together,” and ensured that Carnegie
hired Peter Ordeshook when his Ph.D.
work was done.

Personally, Mel was warm and gener-
ous and loved a good conversation on
almost anything. A comment by one of his
friends, Patricia Murrieta, is so typical of
Mel. She commented,

I remember many hours of long and inter-
esting conversations with him, even when
we could have opposite ideas about politics
and migration. . . . I really enjoyed listening
about his trips, his life, his family, politics,
education and many other things he would
always be willing to discuss and share with
us; including what was going on with our
friends in Chile. Some of these wonderful

conversations took place with a good bot-
tle of tequila at our house in Mexico.

Boaz Golany summarized this complex-
ity perhaps best of all:

Ironically, Mel was a professor of “govern-
ment.” Instead, he should have been a
professor of “peoples.” For the most part,
he hated governments and was highly
critical of the incapable (often corrupt)
leaders who led them. But he really loved
people—regardless of their race, gender,
religion and any other dividing lines that
exist in our societies.

But Mel could as well be harsh and
acerbic, especially toward those whom he
considered academic inferiors (and this
invariably included almost any academic
administrator he had ever encountered). As
Harrison Wagner noted, Mel “had the
unusual ability to make me feel smaller and
less significant, without making me feel
any the worse about myself . . . [but he also]
was inclined to make dire forecasts of the
future of the world, or the U.S., or the Uni-
versity of Texas, or the UT government
department.” There was a bright, expan-
sive Mel, a man in whom every remark
seemed insightful and worthy of thought
and reaction. And there was the dark Mel,
who was capable of viewing the world
through lenses that left one depressed. Not
that Mel was wrong; he was almost always
right. But it was the extensiveness of the
negativity that could shock. The trick was
to move from the latter to the former,
engaging his intellectual curiosity and
boundless humanity.

Adrian Van Deeman provided a won-
derful anecdote. Mel visited him in The
Netherlands frequently. Adrian com-
mented, “He always was very warm and
gentle at my home, in particular towards
my children.” But once he took Mel to a
party full of academic political scientists:

Mel started to talk around with the people,
but he did not like it. His voice became
louder, and I observed that he started to
offend people. I never forgot what Mel said
when we were back in the car: “Well Ad,
that was wine, cheese and arrogance.” That
was my dear friend Mel: warm, gentle,
open, wholehearted, curious, eager to
know, easy going with people, but also
rough, offending, and disgusted by
arrogance.

Mel apparently had trouble with water.
Bob Molyneux, a student of Mel’s at Vir-

ginia Tech and a long-time friend and col-
league, wrote, “I picked him up at the
airport for my dissertation defense—he
had graciously agreed to serve on my
committee—and he came down the escala-
tor, dived for a water fountain and came
up like a cresting whale with water all over
his face—just so Mel, isn’t it?” Gary Free-
man supplied this anecdote.

Mel invited me over for a drink. Midway
through our first single malt Mel got up to
move the hose in his backyard. Mel was
gone for what seemed an inordinately long
time. Eventually I heard the back door
open. Mel came in drenched from head to
toe. Without a word, he sat down and
reached for his glass as if nothing had
happened. Mel had wrestled that garden
hose and the hose had won.

His friends know that with Mel, alcohol
andgreatthoughts intertwinedlikethedou-
ble helix. Howard Rosenthal commented,

The 60s and 70s were leisurely times when
scholars could think creatively as opposed
to publishing large numbers of little pa-
pers. [At Carnegie Mellon] once every
week or two, Mel, Peter Ordeshook, Jim
Laing, I, and a few others would congre-
gate one evening in someone’s home to
talk social science and drink a couple cases
of Iron City, one case for Mel and the other
for the rest of us.

Since the mid-1990s, Jones would some-
times drop by Mel’s house in Austin with
a six-pack of beer or would drive with Mel
to a watering hole, which always led to a
two- or three-hour discussion of all sorts
of fascinating topics. With Mel, that was
standard operating procedure. As all his
friends and colleagues know, neither the
quality of the drinks nor the quality of the
food mattered—but the price mattered! It
was the conversation that was critical. The
week before he died and right after Mel
had returned from Italy, Australia, and
Chile, where he was working with collab-
orators, the two dropped by Jorge’s for a
drink or two and two hours of conversa-
tion. He seemed frail, leaning on Jones’ arm
for support as they entered Jorge’s, but was
immediately animated and excited with
whatever ideas the two pursued.

On the day before he died, Mel talked
with Bob Molyneux about their next visit
and called up Munger to talk about a new
chapter for the revised edition of Analyti-
cal Politics (Cambridge University Press).
That revised edition should be finished
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soon and published at the end of 2011, a
posthumous testimony to Melvin Hin-
ich’s continuing influence and focus on the
development of a science of politics.

On the day he died, Mel sent Jones an
e-mail with the classic Hinich sign-off: “Are
you back in Austin? I am at home today. I
teach tomorrow. Be well, Mel.”

Mel never quite felt fully appreciated;
perhaps because his work spanned so many
fields that none of us came anywhere close
to grasping it, or perhaps more likely,
because he was such a poor self-promoter.
He would rather fume a little and then turn
to the next interesting idea. The over sev-
enty (as of October 10) of Mel’s many
friends, colleagues, and students from all
over the world who have shared their rec-
ollections on a website that the govern-
ment department at the University of Texas
has established show that indeed he was
appreciated as a scholar, colleague, men-
tor, and human being. Please share your
insights into this fascinating, complex per-
son at http://sites.la.utexas.edu/melhinich/.

The department of government has
also established the Melvin Hinich Fund
to support graduate student research.
Members of the UT government depart-
ment have donated more than $12,500 to
this fund and have been joined by several
other of Mel’s friends and colleagues.
Please join us in this effort. Contact Stu-
art Tendler (smtendler@austin.utexas.
edu) for information or go to https://
utdirect.utexas.edu/nlogon/vip/ogp.WBX?
menu�LAGV. Be sure to note that the
donation is for Mel Hinich and the depart-
ment of government.

Mel is survived by his wife, Sonje; their
daughter, Amy Leksana; and two grand-
daughters, Catlin and Rachel Leksana. Our
condolences to them.

Michael Munger
Duke University

Peter Ordeshook
California Institute of Technology

Bryan Jones
University of Texas at Austin

Tse-min Lin
University of Texas at Austin

STANLEY A. KOCHANEK

Stanley A. Kochanek, professor emeritus
of political science at the Pennsylvania
State University (University Park), died
May 2 of complications following heart
surgery.

Professor Kochanek was born in Bay-
onne, New Jersey, on May 10, 1934. He
inherited a strong work ethic and faith in
the opportunities associated with educa-
tion from his immigrant parents, who oper-
ated a bakery for many years in Bayonne.
He received a bachelor’s and master’s
degree in political science from Rutgers
University. Having participated in the
Army R.O.T.C. program as a student, he
was commissioned as a second lieutenant
in the United States Army in 1956. He com-
pleted his active duty and returned to aca-
demia at the University of Pennsylvania,
where he received his Ph.D. in political sci-
ence in 1963. He was appointed assistant
professor of political science at Pennsylva-
nia State University in 1963 and spent his
entire career there until he retired in 2001.

Stan quickly became one of the leading
experts in the field of South Asian politics.
He published six books and approximately
40 articles and book chapters. His works
on India, including The Congress Party of
India: The Dynamic of One-Party Democ-
racy (Princeton University Press, 1968) and
Business and Politics in India (University of
California Press, 1974) were groundbreak-
ing. Both works resulted from extensive
field work in India, where he interviewed
numerous political and business leaders.
His analyses not only employed method-
ology associated with area studies, but also
demonstrated a keen understanding of the
literature on interest groups in the United
States. His article “Group Formation and
Interest Group Theory” (Political Science
Review, vol. 19, no. 1) attests to this grasp.
In 1983, he published Interest Groups and
Development: Business and Politics in Paki-
stan (Oxford University Press), and in 1993,
he published Patron-Client Politics and Busi-
ness in Bangladesh (Sage). Both of these
works paralleled his earlier work in India.
Stan’s co-authored textbook India: Govern-
ment and Politics in a Developing Nation
(Harcourt Brace Jovanovich) is in its fifth
edition and continues to be widely used.

Stan received numerous grants, awards,
and honors during his career. Although he
spent considerable time doing research in
South Asia, he was also a major contribu-
tor to the welfare of his political science
department at Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity. He was a taskmaster to his students,
his colleagues, and himself, dedicated to
his teaching responsibilities, and an active
participant in departmental and university-
wide affairs. He served admirably as
departmental graduate officer both during

my tenure as department head and again
in later years. Stan also served effectively
as acting department head during my sab-
batical leave.

Stanley Kochanek, the hard worked and
“hard-nosed taskmaster” was basically a
“softie” who was a devoted son, husband,
father, and friend. During the 40-plus years
that I knew him, I admired not only his
professional achievements, but also his
family commitments. He did a remarkable
job raising his two sons Christopher and
Kevin, as a single parent during much of
their childhood. I know from my conver-
sations with him that, along with his twin
brother Tony, he was also devoted to his
mother until her death.

Like most of us, Stan experienced both
sadness and joy in his life. But joy was an
important motivator—he enjoyed good
food and travel with his family. His plan to
marry and embark on a new life with a
lovely woman was cut short by the fatal
complications of his cardiac surgery.

Robert S. Friedman
Pennsylvania State University

JUDITH MERKLE RILEY

Judith Merkle Riley, longtime professor of
government at Claremont McKenna Col-
lege and bestselling novelist under her
married name, Judith Merkle Riley, died
at her home in Claremont, California, on
September 12, 2010, of cancer. She was 68.

She taught under her maiden name,
Judith Merkle, in the Claremont McKenna
College government department from 1982
to 2005. She joined the college, formerly
Claremont Men’s College, in 1982, the year
after it became fully coeducational and
changed its name to Claremont McKenna
College. She became the department’s first
tenured woman member. She is remem-
bered as one of its most consummately
attentive and successful teachers. Profes-
sor Merkle was one of a small cohort of
women faculty hired in the 1980s who men-
tored the rapidly rising number of female
undergraduates. She also championed the
needs and interests of newly hired, youn-
ger female faculty. She taught organization
and management, public and comparative
administration, political ideologies, and
health care and public policy courses.

Professor Merkle’s magnum opus in
political science was Management and Ide-
ology: The Legacy of the International Scien-
tific Management Movement (University of
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