Past Paper questions for unit 3C Government and Politics
Elections 
Does public participation in the presidential nomination process advance or hinder democracy?

Intro: 
Widespread public participation in the presidential nomination process has only been the norm since the 1970s, following the recommendations of the McGovern-Fraser commission for the Democratic Party, which the Republican Party effectively adopted as well. These led to the use of primaries by most states and caucuses in a minority. 

Arguments for:
• Widespread use of primaries replaced a largely covert process controlled by party leaders, with relatively little public involvement. 
e.g. accusation of ‘party bosses’ making decisions in ‘smoke-filled rooms’ came to a head in the 1968 Democratic National Party Convention where Vice-President Humphrey was chosen as their presidential candidate despite not entering any primaries at all.
• There is a significant increase in the choice of candidates
e.g. In 1968, there were just five presidential candidates to choose from – three Democrats and two Republicans. In 2008, there were 15 candidates – eight Democrats and seven Republicans. 
• The process is opened up to outsiders – politicians who do not initially have a national reputation.
		e.g. Jimmy Carter (1976), Bill Clinton (1992) and Barack Obama (2008)

Arguments against: 
• There is often widespread apathy and boredom. Turnout in primaries and especially caucuses is often very low, especially when an incumbent president is running for re-election and therefore only one party has a genuine nomination contest.
e.g. Turnout in 1996, when President Clinton was running for re-election, was only 17.5% and 17.2% when George W. Bush did in 2004.
• Campaigns have become very expensive 
e.g. In 2000 Al Gore raised $33.8 million and received a further $15.3 million in matching funds and George W. Bush raised $91.3 million. Elizabeth Dole pulled out of the 2000 Republican race before the primaries complaining; “the money has become the message.”
• Primary voters and caucus participants are unrepresentative of the population. They tend to be older, better educated and wealthier. As a result certain types of candidates, especially more ideological candidates, tend to do better than they should.
e.g. Ron Paul, a libertarian Republican, won at least 10% of the vote in 14 primaries and caucuses.





To what extent did the 2008 presidential election prove that campaign finance regulations are effective? 

Intro: 
There are at least three purposes of campaign finance regulations: 1) Through limiting the size of donations, preventing candidate becoming beholden to donors, 2) Bringing transparency into campaigns by making donors’ identities public 3) Through limiting spending, keeping overall expenditure down, and ensuring there is at least approximate parity between candidates. The existing framework of regulation was created by the legislation of 1971 and 1974, which was significantly amended by Supreme Court cases, especially Buckley v Valeo, and the BCRA of 2002, supplemented by later FEC rulings.

Arguments that regulations are effective:
• Obama reportedly raised half of his total amount in donations of $250 or less.
e.g. Through internet donations he was able to forego the federal matching funds – worth $84 million – and not limit himself to that as a cap for his general election spending. In September 2008 alone he raised $150 million, mainly in small donations.
• The donation limits to candidates and parties were still largely intact. 
e.g. McCain took the federal money and in doing so limited his spending in the campaign compared to Obama. McCain was likened ‘to someone trying to have a conversation win a man with a megaphone’.
• 527s, which had played a significant role in the 2004 election, only spent about half of what was spent in 2004. 
e.g. New FEC regulations required 50% of 527 expenditure to be paid for through ‘hard money’ donations. 

Arguments that regulations are not effective:
• Overall expenditure was up from previous elections. 
e.g. $2.5 billion was spent by twenty candidates over two years, twice the amount spent in 2004, three times 2000 and 25 times the amount spent in 1988.
• The McCain campaign was limited in theory to $84 million of matching funds, although this amount was significantly supplemented by the Republican Party campaign. 
e.g. McCain was outspent by Obama by at least 2:1 which was probably a crucial factor in his defeat.
• The two main parties raised more in 2008 than in 2000 when soft money was legal.
e.g. The Republican party raised $920 million in 2008 compared with $894 million in 2000.











To what extent are mid-term elections merely a referendum on the performanceof the President?

Intro:
Mid-term elections are the elections for the House of Representatives and the Senate which occur half-way through the president’s four year term.

Arguments for:
• The president’s party has lost congressional seats in all but three mid-terms in the last 100 years.
e.g. since the Senate became directly elected the president’s party has lost an average of 29 House seats and four Senate seats in mid-term elections.
• Since 1994, mid-terms have arguably become ‘nationalised.’ 
e.g. Elections such as 1994, 2006 and 2010 were all elections in which the president’s record was a factor in his party’s loss of seats.
•This works not only when are approval ratings are low but also when they are high.
e.g. In 2002, when the Republicans won seats, the response of President Bush to the attacks on New York and Washington, and his domestic agenda of tax cuts, was also arguably a factor.

Arguments against:
• Losses by the president’s party may be attributable to the absence of the presidential ‘coattails’ which had won the party seats two years before.
e.g. in 2008 there was a democrat gain of 21 seats in the House and 8 in the Senate whereas two years later the Republicans made a gain of 69 members of Congress, where the lack of a coattails effect probably influenced the result.
• The record of the congressional leadership may be a significant factor.
e.g. the Republicans’ campaigns against the ‘Pelosi-Reid’ agenda in 2010; in 1998 the strategy of the congressional Republican leadership in pursuing impeachment proceedings against the president may have been a factor in Democratic gains.
• Individual candidates’ campaigns may have a significant impact on the result.
e.g. George Allen in Virginia in 2006 and Christine O’Donnell in Delaware in 2010
