AP US Government       Homework Due December 23, 2011   Name ______________________

Political Participation (Chapter 8)  Read and annotate the summaries.  Answer the questions on the homework page.

 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Important Terms

	activist
	Person who tends to participate in all forms of politics

	Australian ballot
	A government-printed ballot of uniform dimensions to be cast in secret that many states adopted around 1890 to reduce voting fraud associated with party-printed ballots cast in public

	grandfather clause
	A clause in registration laws allowing a person who does not meet registration requirements to vote if he or his ancestor voted before 1867

	literacy test
	A requirement that citizens prove that they can read before registering to vote

	poll tax
	A requirement that citizens pay a tax in order to register to vote

	registered voters
	People who are registered to vote

	voting-age population
	Citizens who are eligible to vote after reaching the minimum age requirement

	white primary
	The practice of keeping blacks from voting in southern states primaries through arbitrary use of registration requirements and intimidation


 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Overview

The popular view that Americans do not vote because of apathy is not quite right. It would be much closer to the truth to state that Americans don’t register to vote—but once registered, Americans vote at about the same rate as citizens in other nations. Many other factors—having nothing to do with apathy—also shape participation rates. These include age, race, party organization, barriers to registration, and popular views about the significance of elections.

The most powerful determinants of participation are schooling and information, and the next most powerful is age. Race makes a difference, but black participation rates approximate white rates when controls are in place for socio-economic status.

Compared with citizens of other nations, Americans vote at lower rates, but more frequently and for many more offices. For these reasons, elections make a bigger difference in the conduct of public affairs in the United States than elsewhere. Americans also engage somewhat more frequently in various nonelectoral forms of participation, such as writing letters to officeholders, attending meetings, and other political activities.

 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

It is a fallacy that fewer Americans than Europeans, in proportional terms, vote. However, voting rates in the United States have declined in recent decades. The reasons for this decline are complex. First, the United States has an almost bewildering number of elective offices, an estimated 521,000 positions. Voters’ enthusiasm for elections is surely deflated by the sheer volume of names with which they must familiarize themselves. Too much democracy, in terms of either selecting government offices or making policy, is exhausting.

A second explanation for the poor turnout rate involves the mechanics of voting procedures. It is common in other countries for voting to be compulsory by law and for registration to be carried out automatically by the government. Mandatory voting would probably fail to survive a constitutional challenge in this country on First Amendment grounds; just as people have a right not to speak (for example, refusing to salute the flag), it would seem to follow that they have a right to refrain from voting—a form of speech—as well. Simplifying registration is a different matter. Congress passed the motor-voter reform legislation to make voter registration easier. By 2001–2002, over 40 percent of all voter registrations were submitted at state motor-vehicle offices. However, subsequent research has shown that the turnout among those who register at motor-vehicle offices was lower than those who registered using other methods. 

The weakness of political parties must also be considered. In contrast to political parties of the past, parties today lack the patronage and other resources to mobilize voting blocs. Moreover, the impact of progressive reforms—such as the Australian ballot and stricter registration requirements for voting—has contributed to the loss of party influence over the electorate.

Despite the lack of voting participation by many Americans, it is an important hallmark of our democratic system that so many people are considered eligible to vote. Although the electorate once was restricted to white male property owners, it has since been expanded to include citizens of all economic means, minorities, women, and young adults. Only noncitizens and felons are routinely denied the right to vote. 

1.  Why do the authors claim that U.S. voters are not apathetic? (include their evidence)

2.  In November 2006, Arizona citizens rejected a ballot measure that would have made residents eligible to win a $1 million cash prize simply by voting on Election Day. Are there potential drawbacks to offering financial incentives to encourage voter participation? Would the prospects of winning money in a random drawing (with odds much greater than the typical state lottery) entice you to vote? Would you have voted in favor of this proposal?

 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

Americans can participate in politics in many ways, ranging from voting, which a majority do with some regularity, to belonging to a political club or organization, which only a few do. In an elaborate analysis of the ways people participate, Verba and Nie discovered six different kinds of citizens. SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Inactives participate little if at all (22 percent).

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Parochial participants neither vote nor engage in campaigns or community activity, but they do contact officials about specific, often personal, problems.

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Communalists engage in community activities of a nonpartisan nature.

4

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Voting specialists regularly vote but do little else.

5

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Campaigners vote and also participate in conflicting political activities, such as campaigns.

6

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Complete activists participate in all forms of political activity (11 percent).

Considering how few tangible rewards participation offers, it is not surprising that over 40 percent of Americans either do not participate at all or limit their participation to voting. Compared with citizens of other democracies, Americans vote less but engage more in communal activity. If voter turnout has decreased over the past twenty years, however, it seems that other forms of participation, such as writing letters to public officials and engaging in demonstrations, have increased.

Who participates in politics is an important issue, because those who do are likely to have more political influence than those who do not. Research underscores the significance of personal characteristics in a person’s decision to participate on Election Day. Higher education is the single most important variable in determining participation. As their educational level increases, individuals develop a stronger sense of civic duty and a greater interest in, and knowledge of, politics. But education alone is not a sufficient explanation, because voting rates have continued to decline despite the proliferation of college degrees in recent decades. Another characteristic that correlates with voting is age; older voters are more likely to participate. But here again, overall voting rates have decreased while the population has aged. Overall, minorities participate less than whites; however, after adjusting for income, researchers found that blacks participate more frequently than whites.

The absence of citizen involvement in other countries carries a cost in that governments have a freer hand to operate without much public scrutiny. As levels of participation escalate, governments come under greater pressure to be more open about their decision-making processes and outcomes. B. Guy Peters has found this pattern in contemporary Great Britain: “The increasingly participative nature of British citizens . . . is making them increasingly resentful of their lack of involvement in government, and there is now a need to reexamine the secrecy and limited democracy of British government.” In the United States, the consistently participative character of Americans has arguably compelled the government to be more responsive to public concerns.

1.  Do the unequal levels of participation found among groups of American voters affect the outcomes of elections? Do they alter the types of policies that are ultimately adopted? If you were a candidate, which group would you be more likely to actively court: a middle-aged, college-educated woman or a nineteen-year-old male high school graduate? Why?

Elections and Campaigns (Chapter 10) - Read and annotate the summaries.  Answer the questions on the homework page.
 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Important Terms

	527 organization
	Organization that, under Section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code, raises and spends money to advance political causes

	blanket primary
	A primary election in which each voter may vote for candidates from both parties

	closed primary
	A primary election in which voting is limited to already registered party members

	coattails
	The alleged tendency of candidates to win more votes in an election because of the presence at the top of the ticket of a better-known candidate, such as the president

	general election
	An election held to choose candidates to hold office

	gerrymandering
	Drawing the boundaries of legislative districts in bizarre or unusual shapes to favor one party

	incumbent
	Person currently holding an elective office

	independent expenditure
	Spending by political action committees, corporations, or labor unions that is done to help a party or candidate but is done independently of them

	malapportionment
	Drawing the boundaries of legislative districts so that they are unequal in population

	open primary
	A primary election in which voters may choose for which party to vote as they enter the polling place

	political action committee
	A committee, set up by a corporation, labor union, or interest group, that raises and spends campaign money from voluntary donations

	position issue
	An issue about which the public is divided and on which rival candidates or political parties adopt different policy positions

	primary election
	An election held to choose candidates for office

	prospective voting
	Voting for a candidate because the voter favors his or her ideas for handling issues

	retrospective voting
	Voting for a candidate because the voter likes his or her past actions in office

	runoff primary
	A second primary election held when no candidate wins a majority of the votes in the first primary

	soft money
	Funds obtained by political parties that are spent on party activities, such as get-out-the-vote drives, but not on behalf of a specific candidate

	sophomore surge
	An increase in the votes congressional candidate usually enjoy when they first run for reelection

	valence issue
	An issue about which the public is united and on which rival candidates or political parties adopt similar positions in hopes that each will be thought to best represent those widely shared beliefs


In the U.S., Political campaigns have become increasingly personalized, with little or no connection to formal party organizations. Party influence has decayed as a result of the widespread adoption of the direct primary, the increasing influence of the media, and the workings of campaign finance law. Today, candidates face the problem of creating a temporary organization that can raise money from large numbers of small donors and mobilize enthusiastic supporters; they must win the nomination by appealing to the party faithful while not losing their ability to recruit moderate and independent voters in the general election.

Election outcomes can have important effects on public policy, especially during critical, or realigning, elections. On these occasions, new voters enter the electorate in large numbers, old party loyalties weaken, and/or a crucial issue splits the majority party.

How Campaigns Are Conducted

 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

Several developments have led to the rise of candidate-centered campaigns. The decline of parties is the most important factor. The primary election has taken from party leaders the power to select the party’s nominee for office; therefore, they have little reason to work hard to help that person win the general election. Political funds and political jobs are increasingly under the control of candidates and officeholders, not party leaders. Public financing funds go to the individual candidate, not the party. And the decline in party identification among voters means that candidates have less incentive to stress party ties. In addition, the increased use of mass media for campaigning encourages the building of an image based on personal qualities.

Any campaign tends to be composed of four distinct types of workers. First, the paid professionals may be either members of the incumbent’s office staff (when the campaign season is over) or outside “hired-gun” specialists. Second, unpaid senior advisers are usually old and trusted acquaintances of the candidate. Third, citizen volunteers are a diverse group who are given routine and boring tasks. Finally, issue consultants define issues and write position papers. Other professional consultants include media personnel, organizers of computerized direct-mail campaigns, and pollsters. Modern political consultants, unlike their party counterparts of the past, usually do not participate in governing after the election is won.

After assembling a campaign staff, the candidate must make a series of important decisions about campaign strategy. The primaries present the first problem. A candidate may take strong ideological positions on the issues and attract the support of ideological activists who loom large in the primary electorate. As George McGovern found in 1972, this makes it difficult to appeal to independents and members of the party in the general election. The candidate must also decide whether to run a positive or negative campaign, how to time the campaign (peaking early or late), what groups to appeal to, and how money should be spent. Sometimes choices are restricted: an incumbent will necessarily be judged on past votes and policies, and a member of the president’s party will be saddled with the record of the incumbent president. Finally, a candidate must guard against making a blunder—such as Carter’s Playboy interview, Reagan’s claim that trees are a major source of pollution, or Clinton’s claim not to have inhaled marijuana—that could cost the election.

Television is an important factor in modern campaigns. Paid advertisements, called spots, can be useful, especially in primary elections in which voters do not have large amounts of information from other sources. Visuals are segments on television newscasts. To get this exposure, a candidate must contrive to do something visually interesting at a time and place convenient for TV camera crews. Ironically, television newscasts are rarely informative, focusing as they do on campaign hoopla. Paid spots, on the other hand, contain a good deal of issue information that the public sees, remembers, and intelligently evaluates. Conversely, television debates between presidential candidates can sometimes sway an election outcome (as did the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon debate). However, their total effect on an election may frequently appear uncertain or mixed (as the Clinton-Bush-Perot 1992 debates illustrate).

One undisputed effect of campaigns is that they allow the passage of time so that partisan loyalties can reassert themselves. People who identify themselves as Republicans are substantially outnumbered by people who self-identify as Democrats. This does not prevent presidential races from being highly competitive, however, because: (1) independents historically have leaned toward the Republicans; (2) Republicans have been less likely to defect to the opposing party than have Democrats; and (3) a higher percentage of Republicans than Democrats turn out to vote in elections.

1. In today’s media-intensive style of campaigning, candidates must learn how to condense their policy ideas into thirty-second, or even fifteen-second, sound bites in order to get their message through to viewers and listeners. What possible implications does this raise for the candidates’ campaigns? 

Do candidates need to formulate detailed positions on complicated issues before getting elected? Or will a short explanation suffice? 

How does the use of sound-bite explanations affect our expectations of candidates once elected? Are all policy issues explainable in thirty seconds or less?

Money in Electoral Campaigns

 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

Political campaigns cost a lot. This has been particularly true in recent years. Political machines can no longer supply battalions of precinct workers, and expensive media (such as television and direct mail) have become more important. But can money buy elections? In twenty-nine presidential elections between 1860 and 1972, the winner outspent the loser twenty-one times. This does not necessarily mean that money can buy votes, because popular candidates who look like winners can raise more money than others can. Richard Nixon outspent George McGovern in 1972 but almost certainly would have won even if he had spent less.

The best studies on the effect of money in elections have been done on congressional races. It seems that how much an incumbent spends is of little importance, whereas higher spending by the challenger produces more votes. Such spending can overcome the advantages enjoyed by incumbents.

Campaign money comes from several sources: SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The candidates themselves. The Supreme Court has held that spending one’s own money in campaign activity is a form of free speech protected by the First Amendment. However, this spending can be regulated if the candidate receives public funds.

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Other well-to-do people. Usually they give for ideological reasons, or out of ambition for prestige or power. Traditionally, however, some high federal appointments, especially ambassadorships, went to campaign contributors. The 1974 campaign-finance reform law limited to $1,000 the amount any individual could contribute to any single candidate in any one federal election. The Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform Act raised this ceiling to $2,000 per candidate. Under particular circumstances (as when a candidate’s opponent has spent more than a certain amount of his or her own money), individuals may contribute even more. 

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Organizations and interest groups. These may be motivated by either a material interest in a policy area (for example, milk producers or schoolteachers) or by a liberal or conservative ideology. Political action committees (PACS) can be set up to solicit contributions from donors and contribute sums of up to $5,000 per candidate per election. The Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform Act maintained this ceiling. PACs have produced a great increase in the total amount that business and labor spend on elections, with business spending more than labor. Because PACs favor incumbents in the majority party, however, Republicans did not fully benefit from corporate spending until 1994, when they became the majority party in both chambers of Congress for the first time in forty years.

4

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Small individual donors. Recent campaign-finance reform laws have given candidates a strong incentive to solicit small contributions.

5

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The federal government. In presidential primaries, the federal government will match the money a candidate raises from individuals in amounts of $250 or less, up to a limit of $5 million. In the presidential general election, candidates of major parties get full federal support. A candidate who accepts federal funding cannot accept private donations. Minor parties, if they obtain at least 5 percent of the vote, also get federal money. (However, loopholes remain in the campaign finance law, so more money can be spent.)

Campaign-finance reform laws have effects that are not yet entirely clear. However, the following seem likely: 

1. Candidates who are personally wealthy have an advantage, as do candidates who can successfully appeal to many small donors. 

2. Candidates have to spend much more time on fund-raising to appeal to a large group of small donors. 

3. Incumbents will continue to enjoy a substantial advantage in fund-raising. 

4. Late starters will be at a disadvantage, because the raising of money from many small donors must begin far in advance of an election. 

5. The political parties are weakened because funding goes to the presidential candidate and not to the party. (However, laws have been amended to allow the party congressional committees to spend more money on congressional candidates.) 

6. Celebrities will continue to play a role in politics, because they can host fund-raising events to generate more money for the candidates. 

Suppose we consider campaign-finance reform as an attempt to redistribute political influence: The excessive influence that is usually associated with big donors is reduced, and the influence of small donors is concomitantly increased. Consider the groups listed below. Judge whether each has gained or lost influence as the result of campaign-finance reform, or whether reform has made no difference. Then judge whether each group should have more influence in American politics.

	Organization
	Gained influence
	Lost influence
	No difference
	Should have more or less influence because…

	Labor unions
	
	
	
	

	Large corporations
	
	
	
	

	Incumbent politicians
	
	
	
	

	Impoverished people
	
	
	
	

	Issue oriented members of the middle class
	
	
	
	

	Media managers
	
	
	
	

	Average workers
	
	
	
	

	Rich individuals
	
	
	
	

	Poplar entertainers
	
	
	
	

	Political party officials
	
	
	
	


 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

When political scientists look at election outcomes, they are interested in broad trends in winning and losing and in what these trends imply about the attitudes of voters, the operation of the electoral system, and the fate of the political parties. Looking at the historical record, we note several eras in American elections divided by critical, or realigning, periods. During such periods a sharp, lasting shift occurs in the popular coalition supporting one or both parties. This may occur at the time of an election, when voters choose sides in new patterns, or just after an election, when the new administration creates, by its policies, a new supporting coalition. The five realigning periods in American history have been: SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
1800—when the Jeffersonian Republicans defeated the Federalists, whose power steadily declined until they later disappeared as an organized party.

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
1828—when the Jacksonian Democrats came to power.

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
1860—when the Whig party collapsed and the Republicans (a “minor” or “third” party) rose to replace them.

4

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
1896—when, reacting to economic discontent in the country, the Democrats nominated the populist William Jennings Bryan and adopted a Populist Party platform. This alienated urban Catholic workers in the Northeast, leaving the Republicans in control of the industrial states and the Democrats strong in the farm states of the South and Midwest.

5

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
1932—when, amid an economic depression, Franklin Roosevelt gained office on the basis of popular dissatisfaction and proceeded to implement policies that drew urban workers, blacks, and Jews away from the Republicans to form a new majority coalition.

Thus, realignments occur when a highly salient new issue (slavery, the economy) appears and cuts across existing party divisions. A party may try to straddle the issue, as the Whigs did with slavery in 1860. Alternatively, it may take a distinct position, as the Republicans did in 1860 and as both parties did in 1896 and 1932. Either way, the salient new issue creates a new alignment of voters, both by converting existing voters and by recruiting new voters into the dominant party.

Some people feel that the United States is overdue for another realigning period. Indeed, some think the 1980 election signaled the breakup of the New Deal coalition and replaced it with a Republican-centered conservative coalition. Yet neither the 1980 nor the 1984 elections per se signaled a realigning shift among voters. Apparently, economic issues and personalities affected the voters more than any fundamental repudiation of the entire New Deal political philosophy.

Perhaps, however, the party system has lost so much of its meaning for voters that parties will decay rather than they can realign. Evidence of this is found in the decreasing proportion of voters who identify themselves with one or another party and in the consequent increase in split-ticket voting. This phenomenon is referred to as dealignment.

Even at the peak of the New Deal realignment, the Democratic Party never had a dependable winning coalition in every election. The groups most loyal to the Democratic Party—African Americans and Jews—are small and have given the party only a small fraction of the votes it needs to win an election. The nation’s African Americans have been the most loyal. The groups that make up the largest part of the Democratic vote—Catholics, union members, and southerners—are also the least dependable parts of the coalition. In fact, the South has experienced an extraordinary realignment among its white voters, most of whom now vote Republican.

Realigning periods often bring substantial changes in public policy. The election of 1860 resulted in a chain of events that ended slavery; that of 1896 produced Republican dominance and high tariffs, a strong currency, urban growth, and business prosperity; the 1932 election produced a vast enlargement of federal authority. The election of 1964 allowed the Democrats to implement the Great Society programs; and the 1980 election brought into office a Republican administration committed to reversing the growth of government over the preceding half-century. Between such elections are periods of consolidation and continuity. 

Why is a crisis often required to produce major policy changes? Does the fact that a crisis is required to produce major policy changes suggest that the American political system is excessively biased against change? 

On the other hand, does the system produce changes only when clear majorities want a change, which is likely to occur during a crisis?

Interest Groups (Chapter 11) Read and annotate the summaries.  Answer the questions on the homework page.
 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Important Terms

	501(c)(3) organization
	Nonprofit group that may legally address political matters but may not lobby or campaign; donations to it are tax deductible

	501(c)(4) organization
	Nonprofit group that is permitted to lobby and campaign; donations to it are not tax deductible

	ideological interest group
	Political organization that attracts members by appealing to their political convictions or principles

	incentive
	Something of value one cannot get without joining an organization

	interest group
	Organization of people sharing a common interest or goal that seeks to influence the making of public policy

	material incentive
	Money or a thing valued in monetary terms 

	political cue
	Signal telling a legislator what values are at stake in a vote, and how that issue fits with his or her own political views or party agenda

	public-interest lobby
	Interest group whose efforts significantly benefit nonmembers

	purposive incentive
	 Benefit that comes from serving a cause or principle

	rating
	Assessment of a representative’s voting record on issues important to an interest group

	social movement
	A widely shared demand for change in some aspect of the social or political order

	solidary incentive
	One of several social rewards (sense of pleasure, status, or companionship) that lead people to join political organizations


 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

An interest group is any organization that seeks to influence public policy. Interest groups are found in many societies, but there is an unusually large number of them in the United States. This proliferation is a result of: SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The great number of social cleavages along income, occupational, religious, racial, and cultural lines.

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The U.S. constitutional system, which stimulates political activity, including interest group activity. Because of federalism and the separation of powers, many different centers exist in which important decisions are made. Therefore, many different interest groups can exercise some power. In Great Britain, on the other hand, groups are fewer in number and larger in scale to match the centralized governmental structure.

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The decline of political parties, which has made the wielding of power by interest groups more practical (because the system is more fragmented) and seemingly more needed. In European countries with strong parties, interest groups—such as labor unions and professional societies—tend to work through the parties.

There are two kinds of interest groups: institutional and membership. The former are organizations representing other groups. Typical institutional interests are business, governments, foundations, and universities. Membership groups are supported by the activities and contributions of individual citizens.

Since the 1960s, the number of interest groups has increased rapidly. Other historical eras of interest-group proliferation include the 1770s (pro-independence groups), the 1830s and 1840s (religious and antislavery groups), the 1860s (trade unions, the Grange, and fraternal organizations), the 1880s and 1890s (business organizations), the 1900s and 1910s (a vast array of organizations), and the 1960s (environmental, consumer, and political reform organizations). Interest groups, therefore, do not arise spontaneously or automatically out of natural social processes. Rather, the rise of interest groups can be explained by at least four factors: SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Broad economic developments. For example, the rise of mass-production industry encouraged the rise of mass-membership labor unions.

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Government policy. Public programs create constituencies with an incentive to organize to maintain their benefits. Veterans’ benefits create veterans’ groups; the licensing of professionals by state governments gives societies of doctors and lawyers a strong reason to exist. Sometimes the government supports the formation of organizations (the American Farm Bureau Federation is an example) by providing benefits to their members. Sometimes government policies are designed to make private interest-group formation easier, as was the case with the passage of laws in the 1930s to aid labor.

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Religious and moralistic movements. These produce people, frequently young people, who are willing to form organizations, often at large personal cost. The religious revivals of the 1830s and 1840s thus fed the antislavery crusade. The civil rights and antiwar movements of the 1960s likewise produced an organizational explosion.

4

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The more activities government undertakes, the more interest groups form as a response to those activities. Accordingly, public-interest lobbies have increased since 1970, when government became active in civil rights, social welfare, and consumer rights.

Consider what the U.S.  system of government would look like if there were no interest groups lobbying for change. Would the U.S. democratic system be the same? 

Are interest groups necessary for the political system? If so, what purpose do they serve? 

Do you think the government is more responsive to the individual or to the interest groups? Why?

Bias in the Group Process and Kinds of Organizations
 seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary

If it is true that America has more interest groups than other nations, does it follow that more Americans belong to groups? The answer is “no” for unions and for business, professional, and charitable organizations. It is “yes” for civil and political organizations and religious associations. Americans’ willingness to join civic or political organizations probably reflects a greater sense of civic duty and political efficacy than in other countries.

Interest-group joiners tend to be high-status individuals. They have the income, the free time, and the wide range of interests necessary for group activity. Some believe that interest-group activity therefore has an upper-class bias. However, this bias must be considered in light of political outputs (who wins and who loses in particular issues at particular times) and internal divisions within groups (farmers, for example). There are major opinion cleavages among elites. Furthermore, some organizations of otherwise disadvantaged people have considerable political influence (the NAACP or consumer groups, for example), whereas others (taxpayer associations or pro–gun control groups) are relatively poorly organized and ineffective. However, interest groups representing business and the professions seem more influential and better financed than groups representing the poor, consumers, and minorities.

Furthermore, we cannot assume that what an interest group does in the political arena is simply the expression of the interests of its members. Every political organization has an external political strategy and an internal recruitment strategy. These may be different or even in conflict. The active support of labor unions for civil rights legislation in spite of the opposition or skepticism of union members, and the consistently leftist positions of the National Council of Churches of Christ, which represents a number of fairly conservative Protestants (many of them southerners), are examples. Whether an organization’s political position will represent its members’ interests will depend on at least four factors: SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The homogeneity of the group. The United States Chamber of Commerce consists of many different types of businesses and thus can say little or nothing about tariffs.

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
People’s motives for joining. As long as union members are satisfied with the union’s performance on bread-and-butter issues, and as long as Protestant churchgoers receive spiritual or social satisfaction in local congregations, the national AFL-CIO and the National Council of Churches of Christ can do pretty much as they please. Thus members motivated by solidary or material incentives will give great discretion to the staff to pursue its own purposive goals.

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The size of the staff. Organizations with large staffs are more likely to take political positions in accordance with staff beliefs. Furthermore, staffs will tend to have distinct views, either liberal/left (National Council of Churches of Christ) or conservative/right (American Farm Bureau Federation).

4

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
The level of militance and activity of the membership. Members of some organizations, such as the John Birch Society or Greenpeace, tend to be passionately convinced of the rightness of particular policies. Leaders of these organizations will not find members indifferent or easily satisfied, and they will be forced to take strong stands—perhaps even stands they would prefer to avoid. Social movements also create dedicated interest groups, as exemplified by civil rights, feminist, and environmental groups.

Groups do not necessarily represent the views of their members, and large constituencies (consumers, or women, or taxpayers) are particularly hard to organize. This is not because such people are apathetic but because of the free-rider problem. No single individual’s membership perceptibly affects the likelihood that the group will succeed in achieving its goals. Y et if the group does achieve its goals, every person in the class represented will share in the benefits, regardless of whether he or she was actually a member. The average individual has virtually no incentive to join.

Organizations may overcome this problem by supplying services to individual members, in addition to engaging in political activity. The Illinois Farm Bureau and the AARP follow this strategy. Groups such as Common Cause or Ralph Nader’s Public Citizen may raise large amounts of money through direct mail. (Organizations that make their appeals to broad, controversial principles are termed ideological interest groups.)

Which incentive—material, purposive, solidary—is routinely most important in your decisions to join an interest group? Why? 

Does this lead you to pay greater attention to the group’s external political strategy or to its internal recruitment strategy?
Political observers can attest that not all interest groups are created equal; some special interests have more influence with lawmakers than others. Which do you think is more important to lawmakers: an interest group with more members—and thus more potential voters—or an interest group with more money to donate to campaigns? 
Interest Groups in Action -   seq NL1 \r 0 \h Summary
Interest groups attempt to influence policy by supplying public officials with things they want. These things include: SEQ NL1 \r 0 \h 
1

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Credible information. This may include policy information to allow a legislator to take a position on an issue or technical information needed to implement a policy. When the Federal Energy Administration was trying to allocate scarce oil and gasoline supplies, it discovered that the information it needed was possessed only by the oil companies. An interest group is most powerful when the issue is narrow and technical and there are no competing interest groups to supply competing information. Finally, supplying information may involve political cues that will allow a public official to line up on the liberal or conservative side of an issue.

2

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Public support. Grassroots mobilization is a tactic chosen by an increasing number of interest groups. For example, environmental interest groups have successfully mobilized support for and against legislators with the “Dirty Dozen” campaign. Also known as “indirect lobbying” or “outsider lobbying,” this tactic works best when issues carry great emotional significance. Otherwise, members of Congress generally hear what they want to hear and deal with interest groups that agree with them.

3

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Money. Interest groups can establish political action committees to finance political campaigns, they can lobby Congress to reduce or increase the appropriations for government agencies, and they can provide jobs for former government officials (the revolving door). To obtain money beyond member dues, interest groups have turned to foundation grants (such as from the Ford Foundation), federal grants and contracts, and direct-mail solicitation.

4

 seq NL_a \r 0 \h .
Direct action. Tactics such as protest marches, sit-ins, picketing, and violence have always been part of politics, used by both the left and the right. The object is to disrupt the workings of some institution to force it to negotiate with you, to enlist the support of third parties (for example, the media), or to provoke attacks and arrests so that martyrs are created.

Many policies have been enacted or proposed to regulate interest groups; all must deal with the fact that interest-group activity is a form of political speech protected by the First Amendment. For example, the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act of 1946 required interest groups to register with the secretary of the Senate and the clerk of the House of Representatives, as well as filing quarterly financial reports. The Supreme Court upheld the law but limited its impact to groups whose “principal purpose” is to influence legislation. Both the 1946 law and the subsequent Supreme Court ruling, therefore, left significant loopholes for interest groups to exploit.

It was not until 1995 that Congress responded to popular concerns with the passage of tighter regulatory legislation. The new law broadened the definition of a lobbyist, thereby requiring more advocates to register with the House and the Senate, and obliged lobbyists to disclose more information about their clients. Lobbyists must now register if they spend at least 20 percent of their time lobbying and/or are paid $5,000 or more for lobbying in any six-month period. Corporations and groups must register if they spend more than $20,000 on their lobbying staff in any six-month period. Having registered, lobbyists must submit biannual reports that list the names of their clients, their income and expenditures, and the issues on which they worked. Although the law did not establish a new enforcement agency, violations may be referred to the Justice Department for investigation. Fines for breaking the law could amount to $50,000. In addition, a controversial provision barred those tax-exempt nonprofit groups currently receiving federal funds from lobbying. Additional reforms enacted in 2007 now restrict lawmakers from accepting any gift, including free lunches and dinners, or travel reimbursements, from registered lobbyists or the firms that employ them.

Ultimately, the most effective restraints on interest-group activity may result from the tax code (which threatens to revoke a group’s tax-exempt status if it engages in substantial amounts of lobbying) and campaign-finance laws. Yet interest groups have discovered ways to evade even these restraints. Consider the restriction on campaign contributions. These spending limits can be circumvented by bundling. Bundling occurs when a PAC solicits funds for a candidate and individual donors each write a check for that candidate. All of these checks are then delivered as a “bundle.” Federal campaign records reflect a series of individual donations, and the PAC’s role is not in evidence. 

Bundling has become one of the most common PAC practices and has been used with considerable success. An outstanding practitioner is EMILY’s List, a PAC that supports pro-choice, Democratic women candidates. (The PAC name is an acronym: “Early Money Is Like Yeast.” To complete the phrase, “it makes the dough rise.”) In the 1992 election cycle, EMILY’s List spokespersons claimed to have contributed or bundled $6.2 million. Thus, even the best regulations may be ineffective barriers against the power of interest groups and PACs.

1.  Information is the primary tactic employed by interest groups. A substantial proportion of the legislation introduced into Congress is written either entirely or in part by interest groups. Why would members of Congress introduce such legislation? 

Is the public vulnerable to exploitation by powerful groups due to their monopoly over information? 

2.  PACs have been called collection agencies for interest groups. They were created to evade laws that forbid corporations and labor unions to give money directly to federal candidates. Why does Congress permit the law to be trampled by allowing the existence of PACs? Do PACs threaten the constitutional order?
3. How has the ease of communication facilitated by the Internet and e-mail made grassroots organizing activity more effective than ever? 

How might the ability of interest groups to harness public opinion affect legislators’ ability to lead public opinion rather than just following it?
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