[image: image1.jpg]\
A
"
\

&l

<
¢\\4\16\9
O\l A4
OA\\N
A \
“‘n\‘





Participation & voting behaviour
What is politics?

· Politics is about how we are governed. Ways in which decisions are made about government, state and public affairs: where power lies, how governments and states work, and different theories and practices such as democracy, equality, tyranny and violence.

What is the difference between political power and authority?  

· Power is ability to get things done even if forcing people to – reward and punish people. 

· Authority is ability of governments and individuals to direct others and achieve their goals because majority of people accept that government right to tell them what to do.
What is democracy?

· Democracy means ‘people power’ with government resting on consent of governed. Lincoln said ‘government of the people, by the people and for the people’. 

· In UK democracy, a few govern and the mass of people follow. The electors cast their vote every few years at an elect time. 

· Limited democracy – voters are giving away the right of decision making to a small number of elected representatives who make decisions on their behalf – political elitism (few acting on behalf of the many).

What are the differences between direct and indirect democracy?

	Direct democracy
	Indirect democracy

	In ancient Athens – every qualified citizen (not women, slaves or non-Athenians) had opportunity to participate in political decision making. Citizens gathered together and voted directly on issues of current interest and concern.
	Not possible to all come together to discuss and vote on issues in large and more industrialised societies. Therefore elect representatives to act on their behalf. In UK MPs in Parliament for their specific constituency.


To what extent is Britain a democracy?

	Britain is democratic
	Britain is not democratic

	Open and organised opposition.

Political equality.

Increased use of referendums from 1997

Wide range of political parties and pressure groups – avenues for political participation and representation.

Protection of basic rights and liberties under the rule of law. Civil liberties and rights.

System of free and fair elections – wide franchise and secret ballot.

Free and open media

Independent judiciary

Open government

Checks and limitations on power of government. 
	Low levels of turnouts at general elections and other forms of participation.

Rise of (often extreme) single-issue pressure groups.

Transfer of government power from elected bodies towards unelected quangos.

Absence of bill of rights incorporated within constitution.

Lords reform stalled and no significant reform of House of Commons.

Erosion of civil liberties since attacks in USA and UK.

Use of first past the post system.


What are the main forms of political participation?

Political participation relates range of activities by which individuals attempt to influence who should govern and decisions made. Can be voluntary participation or forced participation (forced to vote in Australia).

· Voting

· Referendums

· Contact local politician.

· Member of political party.

· Wearing a party badge or putting up campaign poster

· Seeking election to parliament

· Membership of pressure groups

· Attending meeting, canvassing, distributing leaflets

· Television or radio phone-in programme

· Participating opinion polls or focus groups.

· Taking direct action – protest, march, graffiti, demonstration.

· Political violence.

· Political discussion.
Why is there less participation in politics today?

· Voting most usual form of political participation. Turnout varied considerably and level of decline identified by POWER inquiry.  In 1979 (76% turnout), 2001 (59.4% turnout), 2005 (61.3% turnout), 2010 (65.1%)
· Disillusionment with the performance of parties in office and with the politicians who represent them. All as bad as each other.
· Party differences have narrowed – distinctions between party programmes are not fundamental ones.
· Significant population that forms an under-class, uninformed about, uninterested in and alienated from the political system.
· Scepticism about politicians and what they promise and deliver.
· Many alienated and feel that politics has nothing to offer them and is irrelevant. Least well off feel alienated. 
· Social disengagement has damaging consequences for political life. Social participation declining with people not talking as much and less engaged in public affairs as a community.
· People see involvement in pressure groups and environmental and community issues as more important.
· May reflect contentment – general satisfaction with the conduct of affairs.
Who participates and to what extent?

· In most democracies, level of participation fallen. Little participation beyond voting. Only small minority participate in other ways – even among more educated and well off. 

· 67% voted 2001 election but only 4% a party member and only 20% contacted a politician. People more involved in cause –oriented participation (36% signed a petition and 29% bought a product for political reason).
· Many voters ill-informed about political issues. Surveys show lack of knowledge and understanding in many voters. Large number unable name their MPs, MEPs or local councillors.  Crewe’s survey of young people in US and UK (1996) found 80% British pupils engaged in very little or no discussion of politics.

· Milbrath and Goel (1977) compared participation of population to Roman gladiatorial contests: Gladiators, Spectators (limited involvement but watch) and Apathetics (do not even watch)

· Parry et al. (1992) surveyed 1,500 people. Concluded not everyone participates, and those that do do not participate at same rate or in same way. Only 25% involved in any significant activity.  75% active to some degree and rest inactive (25%).

	
	Most likely to participate
	Least likely to participate

	Age
	Middle-aged and older people and more interested in supporting parties and pressure groups
	Young people (the under 35s) less interested traditional outlets – more likely direct action.

	Ethnic origin
	Jewish population and Asians
	Afro-Caribbean’s

	Gender
	Men traditionally more likely vote and join organisations, but in recent years women more active.
	

	Location
	More likely in urban areas
	Less likely rural as problems with transport.

Turnout in inner cities very low.

	Socialisation and personality
	Those families who politically active and children involved in discussion and if more outgoing
	Those who family not politically active and shy.

	Social class
	Professional and business people with better education and higher income. Much activity associated organising, talking and writing – need education.
	Uneducated and lower classes.


Does participation really matter?

Popular involvement is seen to be essence of democracy. A number of people have argued importance of participation.

· Edmund Burke: Late 18th century MP said that if people didn’t participate then ‘evil would triumph’.

· John Stuart Mill (1806-73): believed the more people debate issues, the more likely it will be that the truth will emerge. Political discussion makes people more informed and better able to hold government to account for their actions. Decision making be improved if those making decisions know their choices will be scrutinised. 

	Participation does matter
	Participation does not matter

	· In a democracy, it is people who hold MPs to account. Democracy requires control of the government by those who are governed. 

· If people are participating, informed, politically aware and active they will be better able to see through governmental deception or mismanagement. 

· If no opportunities for participation then some social groups may be alienated or excluded.

· If the moderate majority participate then it stops the rise of political extremism. If people sit back and do nothing then committed extremists will succeed.

· Participation counters apathy, alienation and ignorance. If people get involved it makes the democratic system and process work.

· If everyone votes they will express their views. If they have no vote, they have no say. Important to have voice in decisions which shape lives.

· People have fought and died for right to vote. Voting should be highly valued.

· Voting is the symbol of citizenship. As good citizens, it is our duty as well as our right to vote. In return for rights and freedoms we should play part in democratic duty.
	· People have different priorities now. Use time to pursue their dreams and enjoy themselves.
· Register their views through different forms of action, such as environmental campaigns and protests: ‘new forms’ of participation to express their views directly.
· People only participate in high numbers at times of crisis when they want to protest. When people do not participate it may suggest they are relaxed and contented about how society is operating. Sign of contentment: hapathy.
· Little can do to make people participate.  New ideas have not had much of an effect – people are just not interested.


Theories about voting behaviour

Voting behaviour concerned with how people vote and why they vote as they do. Psephologists (specialists in study of elections and voting behaviour) developed various models to explain changes. None a complete and adequate explanation but do each have their merits.

	The party identification theory

Emphasis on political socialisation – people learn their political attitudes and behaviour as they grow up, in settings like their family and schools. Influenced by parents’ leanings and developed political loyalties. Physiological attachment to their parties, a sense of identify often referred to as partisan alignment.

Period of partisan dealignment – ‘very strong’ identification levels with Lab or Cons sampled in 1964 was 45% and by 1979 was 21% and 13% by 2001.
	The sociological theory

People’s social characteristics influence their participation in politics. In particular, social class was seen as important in shaping political attitudes. Pulzer wrote in 1967 ‘Class is the basis of British politics, all else is embellishment and detail’. Class alignment. Large extent party system mirrored class system. MC vote Con, WC vote Labour. Always many people who deviated. 

Other characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, region and religion linked to voting behaviour.

Been period of class dealignment. Class mobility increased so concepts of class solidarity been undermined.

	The rational choice theory

In 1980s emphasis shifted from psychological and sociological approaches. Instead focus on individual making rational judgement in a calculated and deliberate way. Himmelweit (1981) said may be judgement based on past performance or related to prospects for the individual under alternative. Based on self-interest. In effect, voters like consumers in a market place selecting best product for them. 

Sanders (1996) focused on the importance of the economy in helping people decide.

Due to this parties had to begin to alter what they offered the electorate in line with what they think they wanted. Parties needed to sell their potential and achievements. Focus on leader and media management. 

Some in 1980s and 1990s doubted this theory believing no individuals decision can be completely independent as exposed to biased presentation of news in media.
	Dominant ideology theory

Dunleavy and Husbands (1985) argued that individual choices influenced by media misrepresentation. Believed media distort process of political communication, they decide the agenda for debate and provide a biased coverage of news. 

Believed in absence of traditional factors such as class and party loyalties, people more likely be swayed by what see, hear and read.

Media seen to reflect a dominant prevailing ideology. Voters influenced to vote for parties that advance policies which conform to thinking of that media branch (whether it be newspapers or television programme).

Question about whether people do succumb to barrage of media.


What are the main determinants of voting behaviour?

	Short Term Influences
	Long Term Influences

	Issue voting (the economy)

Personal qualities and appeal of the party leaders.

The impact of the mass media

The style and effectiveness of party campaigning

The events leading up to the election (e.g. Iraq War, Recession)
	Social class

Party identification and loyalty

Age

Gender

Region

Ethnicity

Religion.


Broadly, long-term influences become less important in British politics and short-term influences become more significant. Parties can no longer count on the support they once took for granted.

Past determinants of voting behaviour

Two claims about the social characteristics of voters in the period 1945-70:

Class voting: Strong link between social class and voting. Most voted for their ‘natural’ class party: that is, the party that best represented the interests of their social group. WC voted Labour Party whilst most of MC backed Conservatives. However, were some exceptions and fluctuations. 

In 1963 86% of social class A/B voted Cons while 75% D/E voted Labour.

Pulzer said ‘class is the basis of British party politics; all else is embellishment and detail’)

Partisanship: Most voters stable, long-term feelings of positive attachment to one of main parities. Developed through socialisation or social learning in the home, school, workplace and neighbourhood. Most voted same as parents. 

Punnett said in 1971 ‘For most people, voting behaviour is habitual and ingrained’.
Voting behaviour in recent years

Class dealignment relates to the breakdown of a long-term association of a social class with support for a particular party. Distinctions between social classes have been eroded by greater affluence, improved access to higher education and changes in the labour market.

Partisan dealignment is the breakdown of long-term allegiance of voters to a particular party. In 1964 43% of voters were ‘very strong supporters’ of one of the main parties, but by 2005% only 13% were. Seen in fact that in 1950s 90% population voted either Conservative or Labour whereas only 65% did in 2010 – led to growth of third parties.
Crewe’s publication Decade of de-alignment (1983) showed extent to which two parties steadily lost their once-reliable support. 

Demographic changes in size and distribution population also having an effect. Old working class-communities being destroyed by redevelopment schemes. Workers moving to new towns and expanding small towns less likely to vote Labour. Areas of population decline traditionally Labour while growth areas strongly Conservative. Labour’s electoral base being eroded. 

Kellner said ‘sense of class solidarity which propelled Labour to power in 1945 has all but evaporated’. Crewe spoke of skilled ‘new’ working classes who had aspirations to become more like the middle classes in their social class and voting behaviour (embourgeoisement) – won over by Conservatives.

Therefore Labour had to attract more skilled workers. Under Blair position improved dramatically. Aim to attract ‘Middle England’ and moved its political image to attract a wider group of social categories. New Labour was a ‘catch-all’ party with a cross-class appeal.
Social class and voting today

· Social class relates to the hierarchical distinctions between individuals or groups in society. In UK class determined by occupation, background, education, income and wealth.

· In spite of greater volatility in voting behaviour, class remains an important, if declining, factor in influencing voting behaviour.

· In 2005 social class divide arguably weaker than ever. Conservative lead in the A/B vote down to 9% (was 32% in 1992) but Cons still got  main support from this group. Labour now got 28% of A/B vote. New Labour well ahead in C2 support (Lab 40% compared to 33% Cons) and D/E (Lab 48% compared to 25% Cons).

· In 2010 Cons gained 39% ABC1 vote, 37% C2 vote and gained 31% DE vote, up 6%.

· Labour gained 27% ABC1 vote, 29% C2 vote (down 11%) and 40% in DE vote (down 8%)

Impact of Age, Gender, Region and Ethnicity

	Age

In 2005 Lab and Lib Dem fared better among young people. Conservatives only having lead among those who are over 55. (2010 Cons gained 44% over 65 vote and 38% over 55 vote)

However, Labour’s policy on tuition fees seen to alienate some of the youngest voters, particularly in those constituencies containing a university.

Usual explanation is that young people more idealistic, wanting a better and more peaceful world. Older people more responsibilities and would be alarmed by high taxation of reckless public spending.
	Gender

In early surveys women usually found to be more pro Conservative than men across all social classes.

In 1980s gender gap was reversed and women were becoming more inclined to vote Labour, perhaps due to its commitment to family matters.

Still case in 2010 that Labour more support from women than men (31% women vote, 28% male),  although Conservatives overtook Labour in terms of overall support from women voters.

	Region

Important regional variations. A ‘north-south divide’ is evident. However not as strong as been in the past – divide narrowing.

Conservatives highest in southern England, the suburbs and rural areas.

Cons gain 50% of votes in South East but only 24% in North East in 2010.

Labour strongest in the north of England, Scotland and Wales, in large urban areas and on council estates.

Labour gain 44% of votes in North East but only 15% of votes in South West in 2010.

Regional patterns of support partly explained by distribution of social classes.

Many rivalries in regions between Conservatives and Lib Dems in southwest and Labour and Lib Dems in the North. Only London, Midlands, Northwest and Yorkshire seen to have real Lab-Con rivalry.

Variations in party support across individual constituencies, reflecting the importance of local factors in some contests.
	Ethnicity

Traditionally been more likely to vote Labour than Conservative, particularly among Afro-Caribbean’s. However, turnout generally low.

Saggar in 2000 suggested 89% black and 81% of Asians opted for labour. Several within these catergories be in poorer WC areas so maybe unsurprising.

Also Conservatives seen to be more restrictive on immigration and race relations.

In 2005 Labour lost ground in constituencies with high Muslim population due to Iraq war. Many of these supporters went Lib Dem.


Issue Voting

· Voting is now much influenced by the opinions and judgements of the voters as developed into dealigned society, what Denver calls ‘judgemental voting’. Can be judgements about issues, ideologies, images, personal economic prospects, party leaders.

· Economy still seen to be the most important issue as reflected in opinions polls. David Sanders claims that if economy functioning well people are happy (if their mortgage interest and inflation levels low) More happy to re-elect. Case in 2001 with strong economy and feel good factor. However, 2010 with recession people deeply unhappy. 29% voters felt Conservatives had best economic policy.
· However, not always the case that economy most important as in 1997 no alarm over economy but Conservatives still lost so other ‘issues’ can be relevant in each election.

· Particular issues in a general election which cause much controversy and interest. E.g. poor unemployment statistics, issues such as immigration, crime, defence, education, health, pensions or other event. Greater coverage of politics and these issues today compared to past so population more aware of issues.

· Ivor Crewe said an issue is significant but also very important is how voters feel about the ability of the politicians to tackle that issue. In 1980s Labour not seen as credible alternative to Conservatives to tackle problems. 

· David Denver says issues becoming more important at election time. Says voters carefully weight up every party policy before making decision – one off judgement on how they have performed and how they might perform in the future.

· Due to this party image is now very important – for advisers and consultants who determine election strategy, the task is to create trust in their own side and doubts about the capacity or integrity of their opponents. Parties need to focus on most popular ‘issues’ to population. In 2001 Conservatives didn’t – focused on Europe and asylum rather than law and order, the economy and taxation.

	Key Issues 1997
	‘Sleaze’ in Conservative MP personal lives

Tax rises

Conservative party divided over Europe

	Key Issues 2001
	Disappointed Labour lack of change in public services but give Government another chance due to divisions in Conservatives.


	Key Issues 2005
	Iraq War ‘War on Terror’

Immigration

‘Loans for Peerages’

Tuition Fees.
However Labour seen to more likely to deliver sound economy and good quality public services than the Conservatives.

	Key Issues 2010
	The recession and employment

Terrorist threats

Immigration.
However, decline in economic pessimism maybe denied the Conservatives a parliamentary majority as emerged from recession.


Party leaders

· In current media age, many people more interested in the personalities of those who aspire to lead them. Opinion polls showed that a parties leader was just as important as a parties policy in the 2010 election.

· Tony Blair quoted 317 on TV and radio news in the 2005 campaign, 23% more than the totals for all other Labour politicians combined.

· Parties conscious of the image of any candidate for the leadership. Like to find personable individuals who are likely to charm voters and who appear relaxed and genial on television – even more important with television debates.

· Need to present image of confidence if not charm e.g. Margaret Thatcher recognised for her remarkable qualities of leadership whereas Michael Foot seen to be eccentric and aloof. 

· Labour’s decision to choose Tony Blair as leader in 1994 very successful one. Seen as young, dynamic and charismatic and was effective on television. Very skilful political communicators and very popular in opinion polls until ‘loans for peerages’ scandal and Iraq War.

· Even at time of handover to Gordon Brown he was more popular than him.

· Conservatives choice of Cameron in 2006 seen to be very important. Chosen as he could appeal to those outside of party. He was seen to lead the party away from its divisions to unity. Detoxifying the Conservative brand, moving it to the centre and challenging the idea of the Conservatives being the ‘nasty party’. 
Election Campaigns

· Usually four weeks leading up to general election. Activity becomes more intense and much effort, political skill and professionalism used to convey the party message. £40 million spent in 2005.

· Consist of leader setting out manifesto and focusing on it during visits and interviews, canvassing, organising postal voting, posters, TV broadcasts, TV debates, visiting different areas of the country, interviews, photo opportunities which portrayed their concerns (hospitals, schools etc.) and leaflets.

· Aim to reinforce the views of those committed and target ‘floating voters’ – especially those in marginal constituencies.  Butler and Kavanagh (2005) said ‘there are 7.4 million voters in the target seats, but it will be 838,000 who decide the election’.
· Aim to set agenda by promoting issues on which they are favoured by voters and negative campaigning by rubbishing the policies and leaders of their rivals.

· Some question what impact they really have but seen to be becoming more important as high number of voters make up their minds late or change their minds. Denver said in 1992 only 63% definitely made up their mind at beginning of campaign, 21% last week and 6% on last day.

· Have been cases where very important:1979 Conservative’s ‘Labour isn’t working’ campaign focusing on unemployment successful. Also in 1992 Conservative’s ‘Labour tax bombshell’ campaign very successful campaign. Also, 1997 Labour’s use of ‘Things can only get better’ promoted their image as a new and upcoming party who would bring change after 18 years of Conservative rule. 
	2001 Election Campaign
	Very little interest. Little enthusiasm among voters or in media. Reflected in poor level of turnout and lowest viewing figures for election nigh coverage. 70% of viewers expressed little or no interest in coverage of the results. ‘A campaign that changed nothing’. Events such as John Prescott throwing a punch at someone who threw an egg at him had little effect on Labour support. Support for the parties remained stable during the weeks of the campaign. Only small increase for Lib Dems

	2005 Election Campaign
	Campaign alleged to be dreary. Complained it was trivial, nasty or both. Again there was little shift in support. Saatchi prepared Conservative campaign and it was heavily criticised for making unrealistic promises. Conservatives focused on possibility that the UK might join the Euro-zone ‘ seven days to save the pound’ but provoked little support and unsuccessful campaign.

	2010 Election Campaign
	Campaign seen to be more important than past as  "unprecedented number of people who still have to make up their minds". From billboard posters clear focus on criticising the other. Conservatives focus on economic failure and promise to fix ‘broken Britain’. Brown’s mistake to call Gillian Duffy a ‘bigot’ not seen to have a major impact on support.  TV debates seen to play biggest role in changing voter’s opinions as part of campaign. Cameron campaign through the night stating that he took ‘no vote for granted’ and recognised so many people undecided.  He said "This is the vital time. You need to go door to door, street to street, house to house. We have a huge amount of work to do, a lot of people left to convince. Conservatives party broadcast focused on idea of change in Britain whilst Labour focused on ‘finishing’ off the journey the country was on to safety.


The mass media and its impact on popular attitudes and voting

· Mass media: newspapers, periodicals, magazines, posters, cinema, radio, television and video, e-mail and internet.

· Massive role in society – nearly 60% of people over age 15 read morning newspaper, 97% homes have television, 50% homes have internet.

· BBC and ITV required to be impartial in coverage and display balance but accused of not being and Lib Dems feel do not normally get fair coverage. Inevitably, party in power tend to get more coverage: this can be good or bad thing.

· Newspapers more clearly biased. Typically seen to support Conservatives but 1997 many switched – 11 now in support of Labour. The Sun seen to play key role – moved support to Labour in 1997,2001 and 2005 and in 2010. Tony Blair thanked The Sun for ‘its magnificent support’ and said it ‘really did make a difference’.  However it switched support back to Conservatives – ‘2010 – Cameron our only hope’ and many other papers backed the Conservatives too.

· The Sun claimed to be the reason why the Conservatives won the 1992 election due to their campaign against the Labour leader Neil Kinnock ‘It’s the Sun wot won it’.

	The media has large influence
	The media has little influence

	· In the 1970s GUMG stressed that television and newspapers set agenda. Determine what is seen and heard.

· Journalists hidden bias in way they present the news and focus on more moderate attitudes and policies.

· Independent effects theory more important today as television watched for so long. 

· Saturation coverage of politics at elections means cannot escape barrage of news and views. At least expands our knowledge

· Some more open to persuasion than others – voting behaviour is today more volatile than in the past. 

· Over a longer period cumulative exposure may make a more lasting impression.

· Parties clearly feel important as employ spin doctors (Alastair Campbell) to ensure positive portrayal in the news and media management. Parties also attempt to develop strong links with the press.

· Even more important 2010 with TV debates – media play key role.  1 in 4 say changed mind on how to vote after the first debate.
	· Lazarsfeld in the US (1950s) suggested that television and newspapers only reinforce held views and do not change them.

· Birch claimed that people expose themselves to communications which they already agree with.


Opinion Polls

· Began in 1938 and since 1950s been carried out on a regular basis.

· Two main methods: random sampling (based on Electoral register) and quote sampling (based face-to-face interviews). Random more common. Carried out by companies such as MORI, Yougov

· In 1950/60s very successful due to more stability however since 1970s more volatility so harder to pinpoint. Big difference in 1992 – polls predicted hung parliament in which Labour largest party but Cons win.

· 1997 successful but was clear Labour majority anyway. Similar in 2001. However, vast variation in predicting Labour lead ranging from 11% to 17%.

· 2005 differed on how much Labour majority would be reduced but collectively most accurate predictions made – all within 2% of result for each party.

	Opinion Polls are helpful
	Opinion Polls are a bad thing

	Useful to politicians and parties – enable them to find out which issues are causing the greatest concern, which voters should target and strategies they should devise to maximise appeal

PM’s can use them to decide when to call an election – when polls show public esteem.
	Banned in some countries in case influence way people vote e.g. Germany

Bandwagon effect – people want to vote for the winning party or Boomerang effect – motivate to change sides to support the underdog behind in the polls.

However, no consistent evidence of impact so no strong case to ban them. Not right to in a liberal country and may be leaked anyway.


Voting patterns in second-order elections

· Second-order elections are contests other than general elections. 
· Main parties campaign less vigorously and media not very enthusiastic.
· Some voters see them as less important and use them as opportunity to punish the current governing parties.

· May choose not to vote or vote for a different party.

· Usual characteristics are low turnout, anti-government swing and relatively high support for small parties.
	By-elections
Election held between elections to fill a seat that has become vacant.

Long history of volatility in by-election voting: many do not vote or vote for opposition.

By-elections seen as opportunity to show dissatisfaction to government.

Wider choice of candidates and particularly small or unusual parties.

Lower turnouts, more emphasis on personality and performance of the candidate and more tactical voting.

E.g. Bromely and Chislehurst May 2006. Cons and Lab lose high percentage of vote (26.7% between them) and Lib Dem (17.5%) and UKIP gain votes. Turnout only 40.8% compared to 64.8 in 2005 election.
	Local elections

Local councils steadily lost powers to central government.

Voters think outcome of local elections not make difference to everyday lives.

Less likely to vote and if do they see local elections as reflection of national politics – don’t focus on local issues.

Typical turnout of around 30%.

	Devolved elections

Lower turnout than Westminster: Scottish parliament (58% 1999, 49% 2003 and 51.8% 2007) and Welsh National Assembly (46% 1999, 38% 2003 and 43.7% 2007).

Variety of parties stand and use of semi-proportional electoral system gives minority parties representation. Also voters react differently in their choices for constituency and party list (2 votes) – feel free to vote for one of smaller parties.

Three main British parties and nationalist parties do well.
	European elections

Electorate see as opportunity to cast vote on performance of national parties or show antipathy to the European Union.

Turnout in elections usually low. In 1999 less than 24%, 2004 39% due to ‘Super Thursday’ (could vote for London Assembly at same time) and in 2009 34%).

Many do not vote as uninformed about Strasbourg Parliament, feel no prospect of change of administration and small campaigns and little media interest.


Electoral systems

Why do we have elections?

· Political recruitment: give citizens chance to relect representatives

· Accountability: enable citizens to hold government to account

· Legitimisation: lend legitimacy to government by providing it with an electoral mandate

· Elections are …“the cogs which keep the wheels of democracy turning” (D.Farrell)

· Essential component of democracy, e.g. South Africa (1994)

What types of elections exist in UK?

· General elections

· Local elections

· European

· Devolved assemblies

· Other elections, e.g. by-elections, TU elections, party leadership elections

What are the two main types of electoral systems?

Majoritarian: one elected candidate per constituency; not proportional; designed to produce clear winner; examples include Supplementary  Vote; one type of majoritarian is plurality – winning candidate gets more votes than nearest rival, but not necessarily a majority, e.g. FPTP
Proportional: multi-member constituencies; seats in an elected assembly are inn proportion to total share of vote; examples include List System & STV

Why does the choice of system matter?

· Shapes body politic, e.g. type of parliament

· Effects party systems, e.g. 2 party politics

· Leads to coalitions

· Reflects voters’ wishes

· Caters for minority views

· Indicates swings in public opinion

· Produces strong government

FPTP

What are the advantages of FPTP?

· Creates strong government, strong, single-party govt.; compare with other systems in Europe, e.g. Germany where PR used, 2 months of indecision over outcome & coalition govt.

· Links between MP and constituents. Small single-party constituencies means that local people know their MP and know who to contact for redress

· Easy to understand. Candidate with most votes win. Electorate need only put one cross on ballot paper.

· Provides a mandate. Winning party has a clear mandate to carry out its programme of reform. Govt. isn’t decided by undemocratic coalitions.

· Govt. is more accountable because they can be voted out for not fulfilling their manifesto pledges
What are disadvantages of FPTP?

· Wasted votes (up to 70% of votes cast); no. of seats won is not proportional to no. of votes cast (e.g. 2005 Labour won 355 seats with only 36% of vote; 64.8& of those who voted, didn’t vote for New Labour)

· Minority’s choice – only 2 occasions when single party has won 50%+ of vote. More people voted against it than for it.

· Regional imbalance. 2001 GE not a single Cons. MP elected to Wales, although party attracted 21% of vote. Parties with even geographical spread are disadvantaged.

· Over importance of marginal. Around 500 seats safe. C. 65 seats changed hands in last GE. Votes in these constituencies determine outcome of GE.

· Lack of representation in constituencies. Can’t represent everyone in the community.

Alternative systems

Majoritarian – Supplementary Vote
	Brief description
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	Recommended by Plant Report for use in British GEs. Used in London Mayoral Elections. Mix between alternative vote & second ballot – voters have second preference
	Second preferences counted – limits wasted votes.

Leads to majority governments and avoids weak preferences, e.g. extra choices which electorate hasn’t thought through.


	Not PR, but produces a fairer result to smaller parties

Rewards parties with high concentration of support


Proportional: closed list system

	Brief description
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	Elector chooses several candidates. No. of votes won by a party determines no. of seats. Some countries use open lists, to enable choice of candidates, too. 75 multi-member constituencies in European Elections. Helps smaller parties
	Proportionality

Fairer to smaller parties

Broadens representation
	Creates coalitions

Extremism, e.g. UKIP won 12 seats (2004)

Lose link with constituency


Proportional: Single Transferable Vote

	Brief description
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	Used in NI for local, devolved and EU elections. Favoured by electoral reform and Lib Dems

Candidates need to achieve a quota to get elected (usually around 20% in a 5 seat constituency), once achieved quota, votes from the winning candidate are redistributed
	Connection between votes and seats

Fairer to small parties

Voter can choose between candidates

Produces coalitions

Wider representation
	More complex system

Coalitions

No close link between MP and constituency




Hybrid: Additional Member System

	Brief description
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	Combination of PR & FPTP. Introduced in Germany after WWII, voter has 2 votes for candidate and for party. Used in devolved assemblies.
	Produces fairly PR results

Fairer to smaller parties

Retains degree of MP-constituency link

Broadens representation
	Doubts over status of top-up members

Not as PR as other systems, e.g. STV

Makes coalitions more likely


Electoral reform
How could the electoral system be reformed?

Jenkins Report

·  Constituency borders redrawn, reducing 659 to between 530 & 560 seats in HoC

· The Alternative Vote system for general elections

· Two votes per voter: constituency and top-up MP

· Constituency MP with 50% or more wins (otherwise least popular eliminated and votes redistributed)

· 15-20% of MPs ‘top-ups’
Cons-Lib-Dem Coalition, 2010

· Electoral reform made a condition of coalition

· Referendum in May 2011 on adoption of AV

Where has electoral reform been used and what has been the impact?

Devolved assemblies, Scotland

· Electoral system used: AMS (hybrid), 57% FPTP, 43% using PR (d’Hondt Formula)

· 1999 & 2003 Lab largest single party; formed coalitions with Lib-Dems

· Last election 2007: 47 SNP, 46 Lab, 16 Cons MSPs

· Policy achievements: free long-term nursing, abolish top-up fees, more effective Freedom of Information Act

Devolved assemblies, Wales

· Electoral system used: AMS (hybrid), 66% FPTP, 33% PR (d’Hondt Formula)

· 1999 & 2003 Lab largest single party, initially formed minority govt & then coalition with Lib-Dems

· Last election 2007:  Lab 26 members, Plaid Cymru 14, Cons 13

· Current govt: Lab-Plaid Cymru coalition

· Policy achievements: regional development aid, raising status of Welsh language

Greater London Assembly

· Electoral system: AMS, 57% FPTP, 43% PR (d’Hondt Formula)

· Threshold of 5% - keeps put extremists, e.g. BNP

· Last elections: 2008, Cons 11, Lab 8, Lib-Dems 3

European Parliament

· Electoral system used: PR (closed list); STV in Northern Ireland

· Previous electoral system: FPTP when UK only member state not to use PR; changed under New Labour

· Last elections 2009: 72 MEPs; Lab 13, Lib-Dems 11, UKIP 13, Cons + Unionists 26

Northern Ireland Assembly

· Electoral system: STV, 108 members; Droop quota requires 14.3% vote to be achieved before can be elected

· Set up following 1998 Good Friday Peace Agreement

· Last election 2007: Ulster Unionists 36, Sinn Fein 27, Democratic Unionists 17, SDLP 16

· Regular suspensions, notably 2002-7

Directly elected mayors
· Electoral system used: SV in 11 local authorities

· Mayor of London: currently Boris Johnson (previously Ken Livingstone 2000 & 2004)

· Last election 2008

· Johnson won 42% of overall vote & 10% of 2nd preference votes

· Problems: low turnouts, association with local issues or protest voting

Single party (majority), minority & coalition governments
What are the advantages of single-party governments?

· Pinpoints responsibility - accountability

· Leads to strong, stable & lasting govt.

· Quick and clear results

· Coalitions lead to division and compromise by comparison
Why can’t governments always claim they have a mandate?

· Electorate don’t support every manifesto pledge

· Manifestos are deliberately vague, e.g. ‘committed to reducing public spending’

· Events change manifesto pledges, e.g. 9/11, Credit Crunch etc.

· Lack of clear majority, e.g. 2005 Labour enjoyed 32.5% of popular vote

What are the strengths of coalitions?
· Coalitions are common in Europe, in countries with strong stable governments, e.g. Germany

· Governments with large majorities can ignore the will of Parliament or the people, e.g. Conservatives in 1980s & unpopular Poll Tax; New Labour in 2003 over Iraq War

· Fewer lurches to left or right

· Keep extremist tendencies in check

· Coalitions are about parties working together, e.g. Cons & Lib-Dems in 2010 to resolve UK deficit crisis

What are the problems with coalitions?

· Forming coalitions can be difficult & slow, e.g. UK 2010 coalition took 5 days to form

· Instable

· Lead to behind-scenes bargaining for ministerial posts

· Lack mandate – people don’t vote for coalitions, politicians form them

· Compromise over policy

· Consensual politics creates policies that lack a radical approach to problems

· Difficult to reach decisions – ‘immobilisme’

· Give disproportionate significance to 3rd parties or minor parties, which may hold balance of power
Direct & indirect democracy

Reasons for decline in direct democracy
· Direct democracy was practised in small city-states in Ancient Greece, 40,000 citizens

· Later centuries afraid of ‘people power’

· Thomas Paine, ‘Rights of Man’ (1791), thought Athenian democracy possible only in small communities

· Modern societies combine mix of direct & indirect democracy

What is direct democracy and what are examples of this?

· People power or the self-govt of the people

· USA – town meetings, e.g. Maine, New England, 440 towns use town meetings as form of govt

· USA – referendums, initiatives, recall elections

· Switzerland & Italy – regular referendums

· Problems: poor attendance; not very socially representative; dominated by ideological extremists

What is representative democracy?
· Indirect democracy where those elected represent the views of their constituents

· Representative democracy in UK: House of Commons, 646 MPs elected every 5 years (max)

· Characteristics: MPs directly represent the interests of their constituents; represent views as best they can; socially representative
Referendums

Where have referendums been used historically?

· Plebiscites (referendums) popular method for demonstrating support for Fascist regimes – instruments of ‘demagogues and dictators’

· Associated with authoritarian democratic regimes, e.g. De Gaulle’s 5th Republic

Why are referendums more common in Europe?

· Sensitive or complex ethical issues, e.g. abortion, assisted suicide

· Parties use referendums to avoid damaging internal party splits

· Referendum on key constitutional issues, e.g. new EU constitution

What is the attitude to referendums in the UK?

· Associated with European style politics

· Threaten to undermine parliamentary democracy

· Commitment to adhere to result

When & how successfully have referendums been used in the UK?

· 1973, Northern Ireland – govt. did not agree to be bound by results

· 1975, membership of EU –criticism over wording of question, debate favoured govt view

· 1979, devolution Scotland & Wales – 40%+ support of electorate

· 1997, devolution for Scotland and Wales – Labour had a manifesto commitment to devolution, no threshold required, two different questions in Scot. & Wales

· 1998, Northern Ireland – intended to gather support for Peace Process above the heads of troublesome political leaders in NI

· 1998, London Mayor – positive result, low turnout (45%)

· 2004, regional assembly, NE – decisive ‘No’ (78%)

· Single currency / EU constitution – promised referendums

Why have referendums become more popular in recent years?

· Official recognition, e.g. Electoral Commission (2000) responsible for regulating their conduct

· Need for direct democracy

· Political participation between general elections

· Offer judgements on specific policies

· Avoid party divisions

· Required for constitutional reforms, e.g. devolution

· Popular with New Labour

What are the advantages of referendums?

· Essential element of democracy

· Encourage participation

· Help improve understanding of key issues

· Provide greater clarity than general election results

· Strengthen the hand of the government if they get the result they are seeking

· Good for tackling issues which could be politically divisive

· Allow MPs to defer to public on sensitive or complex ethical issues

What are the disadvantages of referendums?

· Issues cannot always be reduced to simple yes/no responses, e.g. Europe

· They reflect public opinion at the time, which may change, e.g. Europe

· Much depends on the question asked

· Good for constitutional issues but not for sensitive social ones, e.g. capital punishment, assisted suicide etc

· People might vote for the wrong reasons, e.g. protest voting

· Campaigns are expensive and favour well-funded groups

Political parties

What are the main functions of parties?
· They sift ideas & organise opinion

· Source of political knowledge

· Act as a link between individual & party system

· Mobilise and recruit activists

· Provide an organisational structure

· They serve as a source of opposition
What different types of party system are there?
· One-party – authoritarian regimes, e.g. China

· Two-party systems – 2 major parties, e.g. Republicans & Democrats; typical of FPTP

· Dominant party system – one party tends to win in elections, e.g. African National Congress (SA) or in UK Cons in 1979-97 and New Labour 1997-2010

· Multi-party systems – coalitions; characteristics of PR

What evidence is there that the UK has a two-party system?

· Historic evidence: UK has been a 2-party system, e.g. Whigs & Tories (C18th); Liberals & Tories (C19th; Labour & Tories (C20th)

· Rare that a party fails to win outright: only 2 occasions since 1945 - 1974, 2010

· Most people vote for major parties: in 1951, 98.6% voted either Cons or Lab
What evidence is there the UK is moving away from a 2-party system?

· Growth of 3rd parties: SDP in 1980s; Lib-Dems gained 62 seats in 2005

· Decline in support for 2 main parties: Lab won 35% of popular vote in 2005; 2010 Lab & Cons gained 65% of popular vote

· Growth of independent & nationalist parties: e.g. SNP & Plaid Cymru; 2010 Green Party won 1st seat in Parliament (Caroline Lucas)
Why does the UK have a 2 party system

· Natural tendency to adopt ‘for’ or ‘against’ view

· FPTP – ‘winner takes all’

· Catch-all parties & movement towards centre-ground in British politics

· Adversary nature of UK politics – either in or out of government; PMQs

· Historic lack of diversity

· Weaknesses of 3rd parties
Advantages of 2 party politics
· Effective, stable & string government

· Simplifies voter choice

· Government is clearly accountable

· Moderation is encouraged

Disadvantages of 2 party politics
· Restricts voter choice

· Characterised by adversary politics

· Growing dissatisfaction with performance of main parties

Why are parties decreasing in popularity?
· Apathy

· Growth in pressure group activity

· Declining need for party activists with new forms of campaigning, e.g. media, internet

· Increase in relative prosperity

· Declining TU membership

Where do parties get their funding from?
· State funding, e.g. Germany ¼ of party funding

· Subscriptions

· Donations

· Contributions, e.g. businesses, TUs
Why do parties need funding?
· Party HQs

· Reserve funds

· Campaign costs: GE, local elections, Europe & devolved assemblies

· Local constituency surgeries

· Legal limits to donations - £30,000 per constituency & £5000+ donations must be publicly declared

Should parties be state funded? – points for
· Party activity is central to democratic government – democracy depends on parties competing and engaging in the process of educating the public. With state funding they would be better able to carry this out

· Reduces party dependence on backers – e.g. unions and big business

· Parties of the centre-left suffer a disadvantage – compared with Conservatives whose membership is drawn from more affluent members of society. Conservatives can spend more at a time when media and image are very important

· Difficulties over funding are aggravated by the popularity of elections and referendums – limited resources are overstretched, e.g. in 1997 there was a general election , 2 referendums on devolution and local elections

· It would help minority parties and eliminate the criticism that elections can be bought

· Many feel the Opposition is unable to hold the government to account because it is poorly funded

· There is some public funding already, but it is inconsistent, e.g. the leader of the Opposition is paid but his shadow cabinet is not

Should parties be state funded? - evidence against
· There is nothing wrong with institutional backing – the process is open to every one and is an essential part of a fair and free society

· Politics is a voluntary activity – no one should find their money, via taxation being used to finance a party they do not favour. If parties cannot raise sufficient funds it suggests they lack popularity
· At a time of public disillusionment with politics, the public should not be asked to bail out parties – members of the public may feel there money would be better spent on other areas, e.g public sector improvements rather than political campaigns which may not live out to the promises in the manifestoes

· State funding may lead to greater corruption – this has been the case in some European countries, e.g. Italy

· The time is not ripe – the UK economy cannot afford it presently
· In theory, public money could go to extremist groups

What is an ideology?
· Broad principles around which parties are governed

· ‘Theory about the world and about society, and of the place of you and your group within it’ (I.Budge)

· Strengths: help to influence policy and to identify support

· Weaknesses: constantly changing; overlap between ideologies; conflicts over aims & methods

Key differences between ideologies

Unrestrained free market forces inevitably lead to exploitation, especially of the underprivileged in society such as the working classes (Socialism)

They favour greater co-operation between people in society and believe in greater equality and social justice (Socialism)

State intervention is necessary to promote a fairer society (Socialism)

The supporters of this ideology believe in the rights of the individual to exercise freedom of speech, movement and assembly (Liberalism)

They favour laissez-faire or free market economic principles (Liberalism)

Institutions of government such as an independent judiciary, an elected legislature and an accountable government are essential to a free and fair society (Liberalism)

They generally oppose innovation and change (Conservatism)

You believe there are natural imbalances in society, but that it is the job of politicians to ensure the weakest are still looked after for the sake of political stability (Conservatism)

A political creed often associated with Mussolini or Hitler in the 1930s and 40s (Fascism)

Authoritarian, militaristic and extremely right wing (Fascism)

Supporters of the thinking of Karl Marx (Marxism)

An extreme form of Socialism, in which there is common ownership of property and the means of production  (Marxism)

How similar or different are the main political parties?
	
	Labour
	Conservative
	Lib-Dems

	Origins
	· Labour party formed from a variety of socialist organisations including: Independent Labour Party, Fabians & Trade Union Congress (TUC)

· Formed to represent working classes at a time when they did not have the vote – all men over age of 21 only given vote in 1918


	· Opposed to radical reform & violent change, e.g. opposed French Revolution, Edmund Burke – father of modern conservatism

· Supported national institutions & traditions, e.g. monarchy & parliament

· Belief in firm government and law & order

· Pragmatic – need to win elections by appealing to broad range of people led to 66 years in power in C20th 


	· Liber – means ‘free’

· Nineteenth century Liberalism – associated with freedom of individual, equality, govt by popular consent & tolerance

· Modern day Lib-Dem Party – formed in 1988 with merger of Liberal Party & Social Democratic Party (SDP)



	Party ideology
	· Labour Party Constitution written in 1918

· Clause IV of Constitution provided clear commitment to public ownership of key industries and redistribution of wealth

· Decline in far left-wing ideas with fall of Communism & rise of alternative ideologies, e.g. Thatcherism

· Neil Kinnock attempted to modernise the party, e.g. move away from nationalisation towards social justice

· Tony Blair reinvented party – New Labour, rewrote Clause IV, spoke of ‘hand-up rather than hand out’


	· One Nation Conservatism – origins Disraeli; preservation of NHS & Welfare State; consensus politics

· Economic liberalism – free market economics; ‘rolling back the frontiers of the state’; growth of New Right in USA (Reagan)

· Thatcherism – anti-trades unions; privatisation of state-owned industries; anti-communist (Cold War)

· Thatcherite legacy – successors struggled to move away from her influence, including John Major, Hague, IDS & Michael Howard 


	· Early C20th – Labour adopted Liberal reforms, e.g. on National Insurance as part of Welfare State

· Later C20th – New Right adopted Liberal principles on economy – promoting laissez faire and freedom from state intervention in business

· Pro-European – supporters of Euro & closer integration



	Recent developments
	· 1994-2007 Tony Blair  modernised party - ‘New Labour’, ‘Third Way’, ‘hand up rather than hand-out’, public-private partnerships, equality of opportunity not income AND ALSO – minimum wage, NHS, constitutional reform

· 1997 landslide victory, 43.2% (179 seat majority)

· 2005 GE victory 35% (66 seat majority)

· 2010 Ed Miliband – ‘Red Ed’ won through TU support, suggesting move back to left


	· Compassionate Conservatism – Cameron’s ‘hug a hoody’ & green credentials

· Repositioning – move towards centre ground, ‘heir to Blair’, support for frontline public services, e.g NHS, pupil premium

· Big Society – reduction in size of state; ‘broken society’ rhetoric


	· Lib-Lab Pact – 1976-8, Liberal spokesmen consulted by Labour ministers on key legislation

· Lib-Dems, 1988 - new party formed with members of Labour right (SDP)

· Growth in support – distinctive policies, e.g. anti-war, tuition fees & pro-Europe, e.g. 2005 won 22% vote (62 MPs)

· Move to right – embracing market principles, traditional Conservative territory

· Move to left – championing abolition of tuition fees & civil liberties issues, e.g. opposition to Anti-Terrorism legislation

· Pragmatism – adoption of middle way in UK politics

· Coalition government – criticism over compromises to manifesto pledges, allegations they lack mandate, e.g. increases to tuition top up fees




How are the parties organised?
	
	Labour
	Conservative

	Organisation


	Labour developed outside of Westminster & so party structures are less centralised. 1918 Constitution, stipulated that the Parliamentary Party should be accountable to the Party outside of Westminster

Federal structure

Less focus on the figure of the leader of the party than under the Tories

Several tiers of participation – local, regional & national

Different levels of participation, e.g. Labour has affiliated organisations including trade unions, socialist societies, young socialists etc.

Party members have say in selection of parliamentary candidates

Policy forums & citizens’ forums in every constituency designed to ensure the party remains in touch with popular opinion
	Central Office  acts as headquarters of the Party, controlling activities of constituency parties

Influence of leadership over party is very strong

Increasing use of internal referendums, e.g. over leadership of party. These can be interpreted either as ways to enhance power of leadership, e.g. gain backing for a particular policy (for example Hague used this to gain support for his stance on Europe) or genuine democracy

Several tiers of participation – local, regional & national

Party members have say in selection of parliamentary candidates

	Choosing the candidate

	Individuals do not put their names forward – they have to be nominated

Nomination process traditionally dominated by trade unionists and party activists

One Person One Vote (OMOV) introduced for selection process in 1992. Leadership also tried to introduce a screening system to weed out ‘undesirables’

Experiment with ‘all women’ shortlists has been replaced by balanced lists of men and women


	Local Conservative associations have protected the right to choose their local candidate

Central Office keeps a national list of prospective candidates, carefully screened

Central Office retains right to veto

Cameron has promoted the idea of an ‘A List’ positive discrimination to include more women and ethnic minorities, but there were criticisms over the preponderance of candidates from SE



	Party conferences


	1918 Constitution set out the importance of the Conference in directing party affairs and policy

Decisions made by 2/3 majority should be binding

Historically trade unions had great deal of influence, esp. with block voting

National Executive Committee is the administrative organisation that presides over conferences

Recent reforms, including reduction in power of TUs and centre-left direction of Labour policy means conferences are less important to leadership

Growth of National Policy Forum has diminished powers of conference

The prestige of the leader (whilst Labour have been in office) his office, the importance of media spin have also eroded power of conferences


	Annual party conference is main forum for expression of opinion. Opportunity for members to vent feelings and rally for party faithful

Representatives of constituencies are not delegates and can vote according to their own judgement

Debates lack passion and are merely advisory – no need for leadership to adopt resolutions

Revolts are increasingly rare, and need to support leadership prevails




How powerful are the leaders?
	Conservative
	Labour

	Robert McKenzie, described Conservative Party leader as having more power and being subject to less constraint than any leader in a similar Western democracy

Austin Ranney (US commentator) described leadership on Cons Party as ‘one of autocracy tempered by advice and information’

Gillian Peele, ‘The traditional Cons Party has frequently celebrated strong leadership, creating icons of Winston Churchill, Harold Macmillan and Margaret Thatcher’

Exclusive responsibility for writing manifesto and formulating Tory policy

Doesn’t have to attend meetings of 1922 Committee

Enormous control over Central Office

Appoints party chairman, vice-chairman and treasurer

Chooses cabinet or shadow cabinet

Powers grow from the fact the party originated from within Parliament

Govern by consent, which can be withdrawn, e.g. under Margaret Thatcher in 1990 & John Major 1995

Cons leaders frequently become scapegoats if fail to win elections, e.g. William Hague (2001), IDS (2003) & Michael Howard (2005)


	Originally Labour Party had chairman of Labour MPs in HoC but no leader (since it didn’t have enough seats)

Strong traditional of wanting to make leadership more accountable

1918 Labour Party Constitution sets out subservience of leader to the party in parliament and the membership outside Westminster, e.g. leaders must:

Attend back-bench meetings of PLP, work with a shadow cabinet elected by MPs, implement policies in line with conference decisions, attend party conference, give an annual report of their stewardship

Labour leaders lack the control over party affairs that Conservative Party leaders enjoy

Recent party reforms have strengthened powers of leadership, e.g. weeding out opposition, centralising power, loosening TU ties, watering down Clause IV

Labour Party less severe on its leaders, many enjoy lengthy service

Since 1945, Cons have had 11 leaders compared with Labour’s 9


Do parties matter any more? No, they don’t
· Single issue politics seem more relevant & exciting, e.g. anti-War campaign

· Traditional parties have been tainted by sleaze

· Globalisation has made politics more complex

· Media has undermined public confidence in politicians

· Alternative methods of influencing policy, e.g. online petitions, social networking sites, media campaigns, e.g. Ghurkhas

Do parties matter any more? Yes, they do
· Recruiting representatives
· Best way of ensuring competition in elections

· Educating the electorate

· Providing opportunities for popular participation

· Holding government to account, e.g. Opposition

Pressure groups and protest movements
What are pressure groups?
· Organised bodies that seek to influence government and the development of public policy by defending their common interest or promoting a cause.

· A number of different types covering spectrum of policy issues. Some long-lived, others short, some national, others local. Some more well known than others. 

· Most now tend to be focused, single-issue groups rather than larger, more traditional sectional and cause groups.

· Can have opposing views of one issue E.g. Action on Smoking and Health want tighter restrictions on smoking whereas FOREST (Freedom Organisation for the Right to Enjoy Smoking Tobacco) want more relaxed line.

Why do people join pressure groups?

· People act together to secure introduction, prevention, continuation or abolition or what important to them. 

· Alexis De Tocqueville in the 1830s highlighted human beings are naturally social creatures – natural to form groups. Groups represent civic society – area of social life above the family but beneath the state (organisations and associations).

Why have pressure groups grown in number

· Growth in government activity in second half twentieth century – particularly areas such as education, health and housing. Pressure groups opportunity to improve them and influence government.
· Complexity and specialism of modern life. People likely to identify with at least one group.
· Surge of interest in single-issue campaigns.

· Growth multi-ethnic and multicultural society. Represented by bodies – promote and defend interests.

· Emergence of new issues and onset post-materialism (search for better quality of life). Issues such as environment, nuclear energy and social and political empowerment become important.

· Improvements in communication made organisation easier and development quicker.

Pressure groups and political parties

	Similarities
	Differences

	· Vehicles to express opinion.
· Outlets for popular participation.
· Both role in workings of government 
· May be close relationship – TU’s affiliated to the Labour Party.
· Some pressure groups within parties – Tory Reform Club, Bruges Club and Tribune Group.
· Think tanks which share outlook party but operate outside. Institute for Public Policy Research (Lab) and Centre for Policy Studies (Cons)
· Some groups put up candidates in an election. E.g. Pro Life Alliance 1997 and 2001
	· Do not typically seek to win elections to gain political office.
· Goals are narrower in that they do not attempt to advance ideas covering all public policy.
· Some aspirations may be non-political.
· More pressure groups because they fragment opinions; political parties tend to accommodate wider range of views.


Social Movements

· Movement is a large body of people interested in a common theme and central ideas. Made up of various individuals and groups.

· Less structured and cohesive than pressure groups. Tend to have core group that provides general direction and a loosely organised network of supporters.

· Individuals may have own specific interests and differing views about strategies.

· In 19th century concerned hard working conditions.

· Since 1960s New Social Movement – new issues. Want fundamental change to the status quo and dominant ideas in society. E.g. environment and animal rights, globalisation, international peace, equality for women and ethnic minorities.

Classifying pressure groups

	Protective groups
	Promotional groups

	· Try to defend rights of people in society.

· Tend to be peak or umbrella organisations – coordinate broad activities and interests of business and labour. Bring together range of other bodies. 

· Usually well organised, well connected, well resourced and well financed.

· Often closed membership – only those in industry. E.g. Teacher’s union NASUWT only practicising teachers.
· E.g. CBI, National Farmers Union, doctors lawyers, teachers, TUC (66 individual unions) defend wages and working conditions. British Retail Consortium represents 11,000 stores.


	· Seek advance particular cause and ideas not of immediate benefit to themselves. Selfless rather than self-interested.
· Open to people throughout society who share same values. 

· Often short life span – disappear when cause tackled. E.g. Snowdrop – campaign to ban handguns.

· E.g. RSPCA, Friends of the Earth, Amnesty International.

· Often limited funds, limited access to government and few full time staff.
Three types:

(a) Attitude cause groups: Aim to change people’s attitude on an issue e.g. Greenpeace

(b) Political cause groups: Aim to achieve political goals e.g. Charter 88

(c) Sectional cause groups: Protect a section of society. E.g. Shelter protect homeless.



	(d) Problem with classification as some hybrid groups. RADAR (Royal Association for Disability and Rehabilitation) defends interests of members but works for betterment. British Medical Association (BMA) defends rights but campaigns issues such as diet and smoking.
(e) Problem that most assume protective stronger than promotional.
(f) Problem that most believe promotional of greater benefit to society than protective groups as focus on general good.


New classification developed by Wyn Grant in 1980s. Focused on relationship of groups with government. ‘In order to understand pressure groups, one needs to look not just at the behaviour of the groups but also at the behaviour of government’.
	Insider groups
	Outsider groups

	· Regularly consulted by government.

· Largely protective groups but some exceptions (Howard League for Penal Reform/Royal Society for the Protection of Birds – promotional groups but in contact).
(a) Core insiders – two-way relationship with policy makers over various issues (e.g. BMA, NFU)

(b) Specialist insiders  - narrow areas of expertise (e.g. WWF)

(c) Peripheral insiders – Insider but rarely needed by government. (e.g. the Canine Defence League
	· Either do not want or unable to attain recognition of government.
· Typically promotional groups.
Three types:

(a) Potential insiders – outside due to nature of their cause or inexperience (e.g. Charter 88, before 1997)

(b) Outsiders by necessity – Must work outside and unlikely achieve high status (E.g. Fathers4Justice)

(c) Ideological outsiders – Those who prefer to remain outside (e.g. Amnesty International)




	(d) Problem with classification – some groups pursue insider and outsider strategies at the same time. E.g. Friends of the Earth – dialogue government and direct action.
(e) Problem that many groups consulted by government but very little influence. Consultation is no longer a special privilege.

(f) Problem that new forms of politics arisen since the 1990s. More middle-class involvement and new arenas that pressure groups pursue – European Union.


Pressure Group Access Points
Formal parts of governmental structure accessible to group influence.
The Executive

Ministers/senior civil servants in various departments e.g. Health, Education, Environment.  Tend to be accessed by larger long established protective groups

How can this access point help pressure groups?

· Contact with higher civil servants – make decisions on many routine and less important decisions which are of great interest to pressure groups. 

· If they able to get regular consultation with these individuals they can learn the department’s current thinking, offer advice in line with their beliefs and hope to influence its decisions and get bills drawn up in line with their recommendations. 

· Contact can be on government-established committees, circulation of government documents and formal and informal consultations. 

· Examples: National Farmers Union/ Confederation of British Industry frequently consulted. Operates normally in quiet behind the scenes way unless disagreements occur.

The Legislature

Members of Parliament.  Regularly contacted by both protective and promotional groups. In Rush’s study (1990) 75% groups claim regular or frequent contact with MPs.

How can this access point help pressure groups?
· Can attempt to gain support for their cause as MPs and Parliament can influence public policy. Vote on key issues and can put forward a Private Member’s Bill where raise profile of an issue and create publicity. Opportunity to influence discussion of issues and move legislation in their favour.

· Pressure groups can try to contact MPs who they are aware support their beliefs. E.g. pro-life campaigners.

· Become more popular since 1980s due to growth of ‘select committee system’. Every MP on committee related to specific issue so all MPs play role in some area. Pressure groups target MPs on committee’s related to their cause. 

· Work on back-benchers in hope persuading them to oppose what ministers are forcing through Parliament. Aim to gain parliamentary backing for their causes.

· Also, lobby the House of Lords. Lords key role in finalising legislation. Pressure group’s contact peers in Lords in hope of strengthening their resolve in stopping or changing government proposals.

· However, strong system of party discipline means MPs are likely to be less responsive to group persuasions. Governments also more wary of pressure groups.
The Courts

· Supreme Courts and Senior Courts lobbied– take legal route. Equal Opportunities Commission and Greenpeace focus on the courts when feel rights/legislation are broken.

Local Authorities

· Lobbying of local councils increased. Pressure groups able to participate and consult on forums and joint committees and attend public meetings to put forward their case.
· Formation of Nimby (Not In My Back Yard) groups use local media-orientated tactics to try and raise awareness of local issues which they disapprove of e.g. building on green-belt land or other changes which may have a bad affect on their own house or land.
Devolved Level

· New opportunities for pressure group activity in Scotland and Wales. Since devolution numbers increase a great deal. Pressure groups often now have separate branches in order to lobby more effectively in different countries.

· Close communication between Scottish/Welsh ministers/MPs and pressure groups. Encourage campaigners to petition parliament and liaise with its committees. 

The International Level

· Many British groups lobby at international level – particularly if focused on trade and overseas development issues. May contact United Nations, World Bank and the G8.

How can this access point help pressure groups?
· Alternative option if national government unsympathetic to their cause or cause is supernational.
· EU particularly sympathetic to environmental groups – committed to environmental protection.
· Many decisions affecting UK are now made in Brussels due to European Communities Act (1972). Laws derive from EU laws and directives – handed down here and must be implemented in UK e.g. rules on food hygiene, fishing and movement of animals. Therefore, now important pressure groups focus Europe too.

Members of European Parliament and their party groupings regularly contacted as well as European Court of Justice. Pressure groups have established offices in Brussels as a means of contacting them and closely monitoring European legislation.

· Able to join wider movements which support their ideas and beliefs throughout Europe to develop a stronger movement. Formation of Eurogroups’s. E.g. TUC is a member of ETUC – represents 81 national organisations, National Farmers Union has permanent office in Brussels and member of COPA-COGECA. In 2005 represented 69 member organisations.

· Environmental groups great success as international issues and EU committed environmental protection. Surfers Against Sewage received great support from EU as EU wanted British beaches improving.
The Public

Attempts to influence the general public who will vote in the next election. Background campaign to public for extended periods of time to present a favourable image and to raise support and interest. Most groups now recognise the importance of gaining public support for cause.

How can this access point help pressure groups?

· Lobbying at public level far more important. Television provides opportunities for publicity and to raise awareness and support. By persuading voters to take an issue on board they can hope to generate public interest and raise awareness.

· If public clearly interested in and issue and mass support it is more likely MPs and government ministers will take notice.

· Television also very important in giving publicity when using direct action. Fathers4Justice and Plane Stupid really on public support and to be publicised in news.

· Examples: Snowdrop campaign 1996-7 to end private ownership of handguns use ‘blitz’ approach of gaining support to have an effect. Also used by local action groups.
Pressure group resources and success

· Success seen to be gaining access to a centre of decision making and exerting influence over the development of policy.
· Membership – Size and density (does it represent most of a profession?)

· Aims – Are they realistically achievable (e.g. renovating a children’s play area compared to securing a global ban on nuclear power) 
· Leadership and staffing – Are they charismatic, creative, efficient and energetic?

· Esteem – Are the members well respected with a high social status? (Doctors compared to NACRO (ex-offenders) and Release (drug addicts).

· Funding – Money helps organise. Enables to spend on leadership, staffing and media.

· Organisation – Number of staff but can also be small but highly centralised and professional (RSPB).

· Public Support – Campaigns need to be in tune with popular mood.

· Strategic Alliances – Cooperate with other activists.

· Connections with Government – Ability to offer expertise to government (BMA, NFU and RSPB). Also, some promotional groups. Shelter (campaigns to end homelessness and bad housing) involved in drawing up Homelessness Act 2002 due to expertise.

· Political Circumstances – Are their aims compatible with the aims and outlook of ruling party? (TUs ties to Labour and big business to Cons).

· Political Climate – How much of a majority does the government have in Parliament? If lack dominance more likely to listen – need votes and support. With election looming more likely to be sensitive to group and public pressure.

· Baggott emphasised in 2000 that ‘anti-group philosophy’ within government. Some leaders/government/ministers more reluctant to involve pressure groups. Blair: ‘We should resist the tyranny of pressure groups.

The role of the media
· Media become very important and pressure groups focus on mobilising public support. No longer entirely true that ‘least noise equals most success’. NFU recognise this by developing more activist Farmers for Action.
· Television opportunities for publicity and some organisations campaign via it. Hope to generate public interest and raise awareness. Plan to create more favourable climate of opinion.

· Also use of newspapers, television, radio stations and advertising.

· Modern mailshorts, advertising and marketing techniques become vital. However, campaigns expensive, time-consuming and unpredictable.

· Particularly important in emotive issues such as Making Poverty History, export of live animals, GM foods, hunting and the war in Iraq.

· Surfers against Sewage particularly effective. Baggot said successful in ‘highlighting the pollution of beaches and coastal waters by attracting media attention’. Strong visuals. 

· Various other examples, ‘Save the Valley’ campaign and examples of where direct action been widely publicised. 
· When Greenpeace took over Brent Spar they flew in reports to film Shell’’s attempts to remove activists, organised parallel boycotts and protests and issue press releases on the residues inside the Spar. Shell decided to shelve plans to dump the platform.

What is direct action?
· Direct action attempt to force those in authority into changing their viewpoint through use of ‘action taken outside the constitutional and legal framework’ (Baggot, 1995). Group ‘takes matters into its own hands, rather than relying on established methods of decision making, to resolve a problem.

· Always been use of marches and demonstrations but massive upsurge in last few decades. 

· Use of demonstrations, ‘sit in’ protests, squatting, striking, non-payment of taxes, hijacking and other more extreme methods (removing bodies from graves).
· Can be violent (threatening and breaking) or passive (obstruction, non-payment of taxes and trespass). 

· Campaigns of direct action may start as peaceful protests but can become violent. Passions often become inflamed so disorder creeps in. E.g. Student protests 2010.

· 1995 Greenpeace protestors took over Brent Spar oil platform in protest.

Why has it become more popular?

· Used as additional tool due to growth in media and television.

· Growing recognition that protests means of getting concerns on national agenda.

· Growth of interest in environment. Mass of local, national and international action – informal and locally organised. Willing to resort to less traditional methods of campaigning. Ecotage – direct action in environmental field.

· In Conservative years (1979-97) limited consultation so as distanced resort to more extreme actions.

· Disillusionment with Labour government – pressure groups had expected ‘progressive’ government to bring change. Disappointment.

· Easier due to improvement in communication. Assisted protestors in organising and publicising events.

· Seen by some as last result when other options been exhausted – last resort.

Why have popular protests increased?

· In recent year development of wider populist movements – single issue captures most of public imagination e.g. fuel protests, Make Poverty History.

· Tend to emerge quickly, based on issues which arouse an emotional response, use direct action to draw attention, get a swift governmental response.

· Rely on implied threat that government lose votes in next election – don’t use normal methods.

· Cannot be easily described as protective or promotional – features of both. Represent those that have been threatened but evolve to incorporate those with no personal interest.

· Some see as positive as mobilise interest and encourage participation of many people who otherwise uninvolved.

· Some see as negative as coercive and have an implied threat that government be punished at ballot box.
Relationship of pressure groups to government

· Protective groups seek close relationship with government. Sometimes deal with ministers directly or senior officials in the various departments of state (Treasury, Trade and Industry) In departments that decisions are made and legislation finalised. Groups able to understand department’s current thinking and try influence decisions.
· Also, government, ministers and civil servants find groups such as CBI, TUC, BMA and NFU useful to them:

· Help to make hard decisions. Government able to consult widely, dealing with representatives of all significant groups.

· Government able to obtain views of members of the groups – help develop plans and monitor success of measures.

· Government able to get technical information and advice.

· Government can gain assistance in carrying out policy – research and practical.

· Government able to pass on information to those would be interested in it.

· Some insider promotional groups such as RSPB and RSPCA also offer knowledge and expertise. Others contacted if cases well argued and methods of campaigning non-provocative and responsible.

· Contact can be formal or informal. Committees of enquiry, documents or may just be discussion phone, email or lunch.

· Business groups tend be in regular contact with government as play pivotal role in economy as producers and employers. 

· In 1960s and 1970s (age of corporatism) fashionable for leading bodies in business and trade to work with government in management of economy. Each side contributed views and ministers sought to get agreement on price rises and wage increases. Government became more consensual – no open conflict and harmony developed. Social partners – key role of trade unions.
· Governments since 190s moved towards free market competition. Less links and greater use competition and deregulation. Thatcher hostile to influence of pressure groups – particularly Trade Unions. Big business distanced from government.

· Today dialogue between ministers and representatives manufacturing and workers but less close, organised and regular. New Labour less links with trade unions and no longer special favours.

Who is involved in policy making?
· Concept of policy networks. Relationship between groups and government.

· Decision makers and lobbyists working together to develop effective policy which benefit country.
· May be close and continual (policy communities) or loose and wide (issue networks).

· Policy communities in areas such as food and drink policy and agricultural policy.

· Since 1980s communities given way to broader consultation and discussion of issue networks. Secret deals less frequent or effective.

· Impact particular group vary depending on expertise of group.

· E.g. DEFRA meet with European civil servants, NFU, other pressure groups, food manufactures, academic and research specialists, consumer organisations.
What role do pressure groups play in political life?

· Different opinions of relationship with government and balance of power. Hague and Harrop say ‘Pluralists see society dominating the state: corporatists view the state as leading society’. Different opinion of role of pressure groups.
	· Pluralist approach – originally developed in the US by David Truman in 1951. Believe pressure groups beneficial to political system.

· Idea that power dispersed in society and diversity encouraged in democracy.

· Political system open to everyone – all put forward their case. Competitive market.

· Believe pressure groups natural and healthy feature of political life.

· Groups compete for influence over government – government may take advice.

· Pressure groups reflected concerns of ordinary people.

· Provided informed views and specialist expertise to government.

· Allow minority voices (e.g. ethnic groups) to be advanced.

· Prevent single group from exercising disproportionate influence. No group get special favours.
	· Corporatist approach – Bringing organised interests (pressure groups) into process of government. Focus on close links between groups and the state in industrialised countries.
· Manufacturing groups have access to the government and assist in shaping and implementing policy.

· Critics believe it is unhealthy and a threat to representative democracy. Dislike that decisions made behind closed doors beyond public scrutiny.
· In 1960s and 1970s strong corporatism – governments sough to achieve agreement between employers and employees on prices and incomes policy. (1966-1979)

· Also weaker version involving bargaining between state, employers and employees about economic and social policy – known as tripartism. Not as strong/formal connections with government.



	· New Right Approach developed in 1970s and 1980s.
· Question value of pressure groups in democratic society – see groups as selfish and not representative of society at large.
· Concern about role and power of some groups. Dominance of producer interests (employers and employees) and access to government.
· Believe consumers, tax payers and promotional groups neglected.
· Believe distort and corrupt rule of Executive and legislature. Ministers and officials unable to resist consulted groups and act in the general good.
· Make more difficult for MPs to represent all viewpoints.
	· Marxist approach – See control being exercised by ruling economic group – make decisions to serve own interests.
· As control productive wealth, control political power. Pressure groups therefore have no real influence.

· Believe business interests have excessive influence. Control economic resources and possess access to government.

· Workers organisations do not have power, status and access.
· Leaves pressure groups as relatively insignificant unless powerful economically.



Do pressure groups benefit British democracy?
Each group different in aims, composition and method. Some more of a benefit to democracy than others and some more damaging. Only generalised comments to assess if good for democracy.
	Yes
	No

	· They allow people to band together and express their views. Allow to express views and vent– essential to democracy.

· Defend minority interests – particularly ethnic and gender. Allow express distinctive point of views.

· Encourage wider participation in public life and decision making. Allow to express opinion on individual issues.
· Act as a link between people and those who govern. Outlet for people with little interest in party politics. 

· Check upon those who exercise political power. Help to expose information – publicise and leak information.

· Provide valuable information to government in specialist areas.

· R Baggot ‘Democracy would not exist without them. As a channel of communication, they are as legitimate as the ballot box’.


	· Sectional interest – only represent a group of people instead of the nation. Only the voice of powerful large interests. 

· Better resourced and organised sections are at an advantage. Not level playing field for influence. 

· Too much goes on in secret, with lobbying behind closed doors. Too many MPs tied to outside groups and business commitments. Finer’s asked for ‘Light, more light’ in political dealing.

· Groups often not representative. Represent views of leadership and many ignored. Few groups have well-developed electoral arrangements. Michels says groups have ‘ruling oligarchy’. E.g. Greenpeace very centralised despite large membership – small people in control of organisation. Rank and file excluded decisions
· Use of threatening methods. Holding country to ransom. Have potential to disrupt industry or cause havoc in hospitals/schools. Could have appalling repercussions – E.g. 2010 firemen threatened strike Bonfire night.

· Slow down decision making and barrier to social progress. Home Secretaries in past said they slow introduction of legislation (e.g. asylum seekers and terrorism) which they feel for protection of society or for benefit of the community at large. Conservative Home secretary Douglas Hurd, called them ‘strangling serpents’.

· M Dobbs: ‘Militant pressure groups undermine both balanced decision-making and parliamentary democracy’.
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