June 2014

[Pressure Groups] “To what extent are pressure groups now more important than political parties in US politics?”

Judgement:  Pressure groups are now more important than political parties in the US.  This is because Pressure Groups can often influence the political agenda, they also provide funding, and have larger membership - which perhaps suggests that the electorate see Pressure Groups as more important that political parties.    Political parties do still retain some power, as they ultimately have power over legislation.  But overall, Pressure Groups are more important than political parties in US politics. 

P1.  -  Important in shaping policy of Congress 
Pressure groups have become a major force in driving a lot of legislation through Congress.  And as a result have taken an important role in shaping the policies of political parties.  
· AIPAC:  This pro-Israel group have influenced both political party’s agenda on Israel.  So much so that both Obama and Romney gave speeches at their annual convention in the build up to the 2012 Presidential election.  AIPAC’s influence has resulted in Israel receives $3 billion of US foreign aid a year, making it America’s biggest receiver of foreign aid.  
· NRA:  The NRA are a gun right’s group that are arguably the most powerful interest group in Washington.  They have huge say in legislation related to guns - even where you wouldn’t expect it.  In Obama’s 2009 Obamacare bill there is a little provision that bans doctors from asking patients whether they have a firearm or not as lobbied by the NRA.   They also fund candidates, so they can exert influence in lawmaking e.g. funded 261 candidates, with over 80 percent of the candidates funded by the NRA winning their House or Senate races.
Counter:  However, it could be argued that political parties ultimately have the final say over legislation.  
· Iran Deal 2015:  Despite AIPAC having a lot of influence in both parties, this was not enough to sway the Democrats away from pushing through the Iran Deal.  AIPAC and J Street (a Jewish interest group) desperately lobbied Democrats in order to try and get them to override the Iran nuclear deal that Obama made with Iran. They failed and the deal went through.  Thus showing that political parties do have some final say in legislative process. 
· Obamacare 2010:  This was a fight between the two political parties rather than between interest groups.  In the end the Democrat whips were able to get all their Senators to vote for it, and 2 independents.  Whilst groups such as AMA did endorse the bill, it was more down to the Whips of the parties to make sure they voted with their party.  
Return to judgment:  As a whole, interest groups have a lot of influence over bills and how they are shaped.  They have achieved huge amounts of success in terms of passing legislation as evident by AIPAC and the NRA.  Whilst on some occasions the actual political parties have an important role, the interest groups tend to be more important as Congressmen are reliant upon their funding for re-election.  

P2.   More important because of larger membership
Larger membership of interest groups arguably makes them more important because it highlights the fact that the American public are more focused on single issues, and so less bothered about the party.  They will vote for the party candidate that best represents their issue as promoted by their pressure group.  
· AARP:  This group represents retired persons and has a membership of 37 million.   The reason why it is more important than a political party is because it better represents older persons in Congress than the two political parties.  Therefore, because they are better representatives then it is clear that they are more important.  
· Emily’s list:  This group represents women’s interests.  And has a membership of 3 million.  It is important because it seeks to represent women in Congress, and because it focuses on this alone it is arguably more important than political parties in representing minorities because parties have to focus on other issues. 
Counter:  However, it could be said that whilst these groups do perhaps better represent different groups of society, it is arguable that political parties are now so polarised that it is easy to tell which group better represents minorities. 
· Minorities:  59 percent of House Democrats elected to the 114th Congress were women, minorities or LGBT.   Therefore, it could be said that the Democrat party has come to better represent minority groups, and therefore the need for groups such as Emily’s list have become more void. 
· Economics:  The need for Pressure Groups standing for economic issues is now pretty much void.  Club for Growth may be useful in endorsing candidates, but most voters know that the Republican party are typically fiscally conservative, and that the Democrat party is more fiscally loose. 

P3.  More important because of their influence over Supreme Court 
A final reason as to why Pressure Groups are more important that Political Parties is that Pressure Groups have influence not only in Congress and the Executive, but also in the Supreme Court (where’as political parties have very limited influence over Supreme Court decisions).  
· Black rights:    Brown Vs Board of Education was famously sponsored by the NARAL.   Therefore, more important in landmark decisions.  
· Nomination:  Pressure groups put huge pressure upon the Senate confirmation process for Robert Bork in 1989.  The NAACP sponsored advertisements, as well as lobbied Senators to try and reject his nomination thus showing their influence upon the Supreme Court  
Counter:  However, it could be argued that political parties do have large amounts of influence upon the Supreme Court because the court is now very politically activist.  
· Nominations:  Obama’s nominations of Elena Kagan and Sonia Sotomayor show that political parties do influence the court because both justices were clearly liberal with Kagan being an advisor in the Clinton administration.  
· Parties can fight decisions:  Certain Republican held states have implemented laws that have limited the effects of Obergefell v Hodges by allowing officials to not give out marriage licenses if it goes against their religious beliefs.  
Return to Judgment:  However, much of a political party’s power only really comes whether or not it is in power or not.  Where’as Pressure Groups often hold importance and power whether or not they are in power.  


[Racial and Ethnic]  “‘Race has ceased to be a significant issue in US politics.’ Discuss.”

Judgment:  Race is no longer a significant issue in the US.  There has a decline in the membership of Pressure Groups that promote Black issues.  Ballots relating to race based issues have declined.  Black and Latino representation in Congress is rising, and there has been a black president as well as minority Supreme Court Justices.   

P1.  Decline of race issues by voters 
Interest groups that promote Black Issues have been declining, which suggests voters no longer see race as an important issue.  
· NAACP:  Now only has a membership of 300,000.  Not that influential.
Voter priorities also do not suggest much interest for race based issues:
· Priorities:  In most polls, the Economy comes first in the biggest issue that voters think is facing the US government.  For instance, in a CBS poll the Economy as the biggest issue polled at 19% whereas race polled at just 4%.  
These two factors suggest that voters do not see race problems as an issue anymore.  
Counter:  However, there has been a rise in movements such as Black Lives Matter, which has recently drawn attention to race issues.  
· Black Lives Matter:  Following the death of Trayvon Martin the Black Lives Matter movement has been formed.  It has since made it into the political realm with Democratic candidates such as Bernie Sanders openly supporting it in a Democratic debate.  As well as the Democratic National Committee supporting the movement in the June of last year.  
Therefore, perhaps race as an issue has recently come back into the political sphere.  

Return to judgment:  Whilst the Black Lives Matter has put race back in the social sphere, it has not really become a political issue.  The Republican party have not acknowledged it, and many voters whilst initially supporting the group have become less sympathetic as the group’s actions have often turned violent.   Therefore, it is perhaps not as big a political issue in the United States.  

P2.  Representation in Government/SC  has reduced the significance 
The increase in representation of Ethnic minorities in the branches of government has meant that it is no longer a significant issue.  
· 17% of 114th Congress are African American 
· There has been a Black President (before there has been a female president)
· Clarence Thomas and Sonia Sotomayor are ethnic minorities in the Supreme Court, and there are also 3 justices of Jewish descent.  
· Ted Cruz and Marco Rubio were both from Hispanic descent 
Therefore, because they are better represented in government, race is no longer that significant an issue.  
Counter:  However, there still needs to be progress made
· Senators:  There is only 1 black senator, and only 9 in all time.  
· Gerrymandering:  In 2011, North Carolina officials redrew districts so that African American voters were predominantly placed into 2 districts. Whilst a 2016 federal court case ruled this gerrymandering unconstitutional, it still highlights that racial issues are still very much occurring in the US. 
Return to Judgment:  However, for the most part racial divides are no longer that prominent in the political area and therefore Race has ceased to be a significant issue.  

P3.  Affirmative action dying out 
A final reason as to why Race is no longer a significant issue in US politics is because Racial social and economic differences are not as significant as they were.  As a result, some states have got rid of their affirmative action programmes.   
· California Proposition 209 (1996):  Got rid of affirmative action in California 
· Michigan Proposition 2 (2006):  The state had had two previous Supreme Court cases (Gratz v Bollinger and Grutter v Bollinger) about Affirmative Action in the state.  The proposition added to them and made Affirmative Action illegal in the state. 
Counter:  However, some would argue that race is still a significant issue because of the differences in wealth of minorities. 
· Wealth:  The typical black household now has just 6% of the wealth of the typical white household; the typical Latino household has just 8%.  Seventy-three percent of whites own a home, compared to 47% of Latinos and 45% of blacks  
Return to Judgment:  However, much has been achieved in terms of minorities receiving an education which implies that in the future wealth of minorities should increase, and this is why it is no longer a significant issue - it’s just an issue facing a time lag. 
· Education:  The number of Hispanics dropping out of high-school, has fallen in recent years to a current 10% -compared to a 27.5% dropout rate in 1993-  which shows some signs of improvement.  The Black fallout rate has also dropped from 14% in 2000, to a 7.3% in 2014. 


[Party]  “To what extent has the Obama administration departed from traditional Democratic values and policies?”

Judgement:  
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[Pressure Groups]  ‘Membership size is the crucial factor in determining pressure group success.’ Discuss.

Judgement:  Membership size is not crucial to success, but is an important factor.  Often large pressure groups are quite successful, but money is also an important factor in achieving success.  Therefore, it will be judged that membership size is not a crucial factor in determining a pressure group’s success but rather an important factor. 

P1.  Membership size is important as politicians want votes
Firstly, it will be discussed that membership size is an important factor in determining a pressure group's success. 
· The AARP has a membership of over 37 million, this means that they represent a significant voting group.  This puts pressure upon congress, who, with the frequency of elections, have to maintain the support of pressure groups who have large memberships.  The AARP in particular have great influence upon Health Care bills for example, AARP's public stances influenced the United States Congress' passage of the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement, and Modernization Act, which authorized the creation of Medicare Part D (2003).  
· Likewise the NRA has a large membership of 5 million persons, and the support of more who are not members.  This large membership often turns into success because again politicians will pander to them in order to gain voters.   This is evident by the fact that some 222 candidates in the 2014 midterms were endorsed by the NRA.  

Counter:  However, membership does not always mean success:
· Whilst large Sierra Club, which is environmental pressure group, has some 2.8 million members.  This has not always resulted in success for them.  They have faced significant opposition from big oil firms who can spend lots more money on lobbying and can often pressure government more than a large pressure group can.  In 2008, the Climate Security Act, which aimed to reduce ‘greenhouse gas emissions’ was filibustered by a group of Republicans following an effort by oil and energy lobbyists such as ‘Exxonmobil’ and the ‘American Petroleum Institute’.

Counter to the counter:  But, as said before, often if a pressure group has a large membership such as the NRA or AARP, then the Pressure group will have large amounts of power and thus achieve its aims.  Therefore, size is important in success.  

P2.  Money is also a more important factor and sometimes diminishes the importance of membership size.  
Money is an important factor in the success of pressure groups.
· AIPAC:  This pressure group only has a membership of 100,000, far smaller than groups such as the NRA or AARP.  But they are a hugely successful group.  They use their money to pay for trips to Israel for legislators and other opinion-makers, all expenses paid for by AIPAC's charitable arm.  In 2005 alone, more than 100 members of Congress visited Israel, some multiple times.  This helps to build up their support in Congress because candidates know that if they support them then they’ll receive a fair amount of money.  
· Club for Growth:   This group only has a few thousand members and supports particularly capitalist economic policies e.g. low spending.  But it is very influential.  It is known for supporting only a few candidates but spending huge amounts of money on their campaigns.  In the 2014 Congressional elections they funded 20 Congressmen (14 House Reps, 6 Senators), and spent an average of $65,00 on each.  One candidate recieved $500,000 alone.   All those they funded were successful in getting into Congress.  
Counter:  However, it can quite often be the case that group with large memberships tend to have large amounts of money at their disposal.  So perhaps membership size is predominantly an important factor if a pressure group wants to achieve success.
· NRA:  This group has a large membership, but also has huge funds at its disposal, with Revenue of $350 million in 2013.   This allowed them to spend $3.3 million on lobbying alone in 2014.  This gave them 222 endorsed candidates in Congress which can be seen hugely successful.    
Return to Judgement: Whilst it is clear that membership size can be a factor in determining the amount of money that a pressure group has, it is clear that lack of  membership size does not always mean lack of money nor lack of success.  Therefore, whilst membership size is an important factor in the success of a pressure group, it is not a crucial factor.  

P3.  Membership size is not always as important as status 
A pressure groups status can mean guarantee it success, even though it might not have that many members:
· AMA:  This pressure group represents medical personnel, and only has a membership of 200,000 so is quite a small pressure groups in comparison to the likes of AARP.   This group, however, have a lot of influence and thus success because the US government sees them as a respectable group whose expertise is valued highly.   Their support and lobby of the  Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act as a step toward providing coverage to all Americans, was a great help to the Democrat party, and the fact it was passed means that they have seen great success in the bills that they have lobbied for. 
· NAACP:  This group’s membership has declined over the years, but because of its impact in the past it has become quite a respected pressure group.  
Counter:  However, membership can play a role in status:
· Emily’s list:  This group is a pro-abortion and women’s right group in the US.  It as formally endorsed Hillary Clinton for the 2016 Presidential elections and she is well known for speaking at their conferences.  Because of their close ties to Democrat congressmen and presidential candidates they can be seen as quite successful.  Therefore, perhaps membership attracts importance.  
· NAARP:  They are listened to and have such a good relationship with government because they have a membership of like 37 million.  
· NRA:  Same with the NRA
Return to judgment:  Therefore, whilst sometimes interest groups can have influence without membership, it does tend to be the larger groups that receive more attention and thus have more success. 

Conclusion:
Therefore, membership size is an important factor in the success of pressure groups but not a crucial factor.  As shown above there are ways in which pressure groups can gain success without having large memberships.    

[Political Parties]  To what extent do fiscal conservatives now dominate the Republican Party?

Judgement:  Fiscal conservatism is a political opinion that calls for lower levels of public spending, lower taxes and lower government debt.  The Republican party has seen a rise in fiscal conservatives in recent years, and the ideas of these groups do largely dominate the Republican party.  

P1.  Republicans have voted against Obama’s economic policies 
The most clear cut evidence that the Republican party is now more fiscally conservative than ever is its recent voting record on Democrat economic policy.  
· Economic Stimulus Package 2009:  This $900bn economic stimulus package was not voted for by any Republican congressmen.  
· Government shutdown 2013:  In 2013, the US government shutdown because the House rejected certain aspects of the Fiscal Budget for the following year.  They wanted to see sections about Obamacare taken out, and more measures taken to reduce the debt ceiling.   Obama had to Bypass the House in order for funding to go through.  
These two factors clearly show that the Republican party has become more fiscally conservative based on the way it has voted in Congress whilst the Democrats have been in power.  

Counter:  However, there have been occasions where some Republicans have voted with the Democrats on economic issues. 
· Potential Economic Shutdown 2015:  In 2015 it was thought that like in 2013 the Congress might reject certain measures of the budget for that coming year.  But in the end only 112 House Republicans voted against the bill, which meant that it passed.  - Ted Cruz opposed the bill. 
Counter to the counter: However, whilst the economic budget bill was passed, it did leave out measures that would have funded parts of Obamacare, which meant that fiscal conservatives compromised a little in order to prevent a shutdown, but large numbers were still not that supportive of the bill.  Therefore, whilst sometimes Fiscally Conservative members of the Republican party will compromise, as a whole the party is dominated by those who are fiscally conservative.  

P2.   Rise of the Tea Party Caucus 
The rise of the Tea party caucus shows just how dominate the fiscal conservatives are in the Republican party. 
· Congress:  In Congress the Tea Party Caucus have control of 48 seats in the House and 4 in the Senate.  That might not seem like a lot, but considering it is only 6 years old, that’s quite an impressive amount of seats to control, especially in the House.  
· Presidential candidates:  Two of the prominent Republican candidates in the 2016 presidential elections are members of the Tea Party caucus: Ted Cruz and Marco Rubio.  Both of whom have significant support within the party, which suggests that fiscal conservatives do dominate the party.  
Counter:  However, perhaps the fiscally conservatives are losing their dominance as seen by the rise of Donald Trump the man himself.   
· The TRUMP impact:  Trump has been a democrat for most his life, and is certainly not that fiscally conservative.  He has support rising taxes in the past, and he does not seem to have an issue with spending once he gets into power - especially in terms of preventing immigration.  Therefore, perhaps the fiscally conservative fraction might be put back a bit by the rise of the great Trump.  
Counter to the counter:  Whilst Trump has been nominated as presidential candidate, he has struggled to get the support of many in the Party itself.  Therefore, perhaps he is not quite as influential upon the party as the fiscally conservative factions are.  

P3.  Growth of Pressure Groups supporting fiscally conservative candidates 
Another factor as to why Fiscally Conservatives dominate the Republican party is because more and more PACs are endorsing them. 
· Club for Growth:  The Club for Growth is a conservative organization founded in 2009 with an agenda focused on cutting taxes and other economic issues.  It supported 43 candidates in the 2014 Congressional elections, giving them each an average of $64,000.  
· Senate Conservative Fund:   This PAC aligns itself with the Tea Party Movement.  They spent some $16 million in the 2014 congressional elections ONLY on 20 candidates.  This suggests that there is a lot money behind fiscally conservative PACs.  
Counter:  However, one could argue that they don’t support that many members so perhaps some candidates either don’t fit their criteria or simply do not want to be associate with the group.  
· Furthermore, under Bush’s Republican Government (the last time Republicans were in charge) there were actually increases in spending.  Which suggests a bit of hypocrisy and that Republicans are often not as fiscally conservative as they pretend to be when they’re not in power.
Counter to the Counter:  Overall, however, Republicans have tended to align themselves to the fiscal conservative name badge.  And the growth of PACs supporting fiscally conservative candidates has grown, suggesting that there is a dominance of the fiscally conservative in the Republican party.  
  









[Elections]  ‘The system for nominating presidential candidates is in need of reform.’ Discuss. 

The system for nomination presidential candidate is indeed in need of some reform, but not completely.   Caucuses and primaries often see a tiny proportion of the population turnout.  Another fault with the nomination process is there is a focus upon certain states such as Iowa as they front load, this can mean that some states can be overlooked as not as important.  The final and most significant problem is the amount of money involved in the nomination process, and how that favours the rich.  

P1.  Turnout.  
The first problem associated with the nomination process of a presidential candidate, and why it is thus in need of some reform, is the turnout for the primaries and caucuses. 
· 2016 caucuses:  In the Kansas caucus for both parties, the total turnout was a tiny 5.5%.   The largest caucus turnout was the Democrat caucus in Idaho, which was still only 21.9%.  
· 2016 primaries:  Primaries see a slightly larger turnout than caucuses, but they are still incredibly low.  The Louisiana 2016 primary saw a turnout of just 18.2%.  The only primary with a turnout of over 50% was New Hampshire.  
This clearly shows that there is need for some sort of reform in order to increase the voter turnout for presidential elections.  

Counter:  However, some would argue that the low turnout for the nomination process is not that much of an issue.  This is because the primaries and caucuses are focused on letting the party faithful deciding who should be the leader of the party, which shows democracy working well.  Furthermore, voters tend to come out more when there is actually a clear choice between candidates, and this can encourage turnout.  
· 2008 Democratic Election:  In this election there was a strong competition between Obama and Clinton, this meant that turnout for the Democratic primaries was high at 19.5%, which was more than double the 9.5% in 2004.  
· 2016 Primary Election:  The Republican primaries of 2016 are an excellent example of increased debate.  There were at least 3 strong candidates for the presidential nomination: Trump, Cruz and Rubio.  This meant that Republican caucuses often were close, such as in Iowa where Cruz won 27% of the vote, Trump 24% and Rubio 23%.  This clearly shows debate was clear and this can help to improve people’s education on politics.  Because of the number of candidates presented by the GOP there has been more debate, which has stirred up more voters to participate.  The GOP primaries have seen more than 60% more than their 2012 primaries. 
Therefore, it could argued that voter turnout in previous primaries and caucuses could be down to a lack of choice for voters and therefore a disinterest.  But if a party was to actually make the primaries and caucuses more diverse this might encourage voter turnout.  

Counter to the counter:  Therefore, whilst turnout can be an issue, there is clearly a trend that if the political parties produce a contest between candidates then they can increase turnout.  But sadly this does not always happen.  The 2012 Republican primaries were not that contestable, with a mere 9.8% turnout, 2% lower than the 2008 ones.  Therefore, parties need to consistently produce voters with different options.  As a result, it is not so much in need of reform than in need for parties to produce what voters want consistently.  

P2.  Focus on certain states.
Another problem with caucuses and primaries is the way in which some states are given more importance than others.  
· 2016:  In 2016, 25 states held their primaries before the 5th of February.  This is done to try and make their states seem more important than others.  
· 2000:  The 2000 primaries also show the effect of frontloading, on Super Tuesday, approximately 81% of Democratic delegates were up for grabs.  This meant that Al Gore was effectively the nominee as early as March.  
This clearly shows that the process is in need for reform as the results are made far before the party’s national conventions, and too much focus is given to certain states.  

Counter:  However, perhaps such days such as Super Tuesday are a positive to the nomination process.  This is because it is a step towards getting all the states to vote on the same day.   And therefore, perhaps that is a good step forward.  
· 2016:  10 Republican caucuses/primaries were held on Super Tuesday, this narrowed down the contest to being effectively between Trump and Cruz.  This can be seen as a plus because it means that states after this date do not have to put as many candidates on the ballot and voters can chose between just 2 candidates really.  

Counter to the counter:  However, whilst Super Tuesday is not a terrible idea, it would be better if all states had their primaries on the same day.  This would make the contest a bit more fairer and less importance is put on certain states.  Therefore, the nomination process is still in need of reform even if it is making some right steps forward.  

P3.  Money 
The final problem with the nomination process is the amount of money that is spent by candidates.  This means that only really candidates with large amounts of funding can really achieve anything.  This is unfair to those who are poorer, but perhaps better qualified.  
· 2016:  Clinton in the 2016 presidential primaries has spent some $215 million, likewise, Bernie Sanders has spent some $212 million.  This is a huge amount of money to spend, and shows how money dominated the process is.  Trump has not spent nearly as much (60$), but all but 1 million of that has come from his own pocket which shows how much the rich dominate the nomination process.  Which shows it is need for reform. 

Counter:  However, some people point towards reforms made in order to limit funding.  
· Bipartisan Reform Act 2002:  This act abolished soft money in elections and sought to limit the amount that PACs and Parties could contribute towards candidates.  This arguably has made money less of a problem.  
· Sanders:  Bernie has only spent money that has been donated by citizens, none of it is his own money or raised from PACs.  Therefore, perhaps the little man can make it in the tough world.  

Counter to the counter:  In response to the BRA (2002) Super PACs and 527s set up which has pretty much made the act redundant.  Plus candidates do a lot of self funding, even if Bernie is an exception.  Therefore there is clearly still a need for reform in order to limit the excessive money spent in the nomination process.  
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[Pressure Groups]  How influential are US pressure groups?

Judgement:  US pressure groups have quite a large influence in US politics.  This essay will address the way in which it is influential in the different branches of government.  The conclusion will be that is is very influential in the Congress, quite influential in the executive, and not very influential in the Judiciary.  But as a whole, they are quite influential.  

P1.  Congress 
Pressure Groups are most influential in the Congress.  This is shown by their money and by the revolving down syndrome.
· Money:  Pressure Groups are influential because they are the main funders of Congressmen.  The NRA funded 222 Candidates in the 2014 elections.  This helps to exert their influence in the Congress as they are able to help pro second amendment congressmen have a seat in Congress.  This influence resulted in the Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act (2005) whereby Gun manufacturers are protected in the case of crime being committed with their weapons. 
   Pressure groups are also influential on Congress because of the revolving door syndrome which makes lobbying in Congress easier.  This syndrome is when ex-congressmen leave Congress and set up lobbying firms because they have easy access to Congress.  
· John Ashcroft: Served for 6 years in the Senate and 4 years as the US Attorney General.  He set up the Ashcroft Group upon leaving office.  In 2005, less than a month after collecting $22,000 from the Oracle Corporation, Ashcroft used his contacts to secure a multibillion-dollar acquisition contract for Oracle with the Department of Justice. 

Counter:  However, there have been some measures to prevent pressure groups from influencing Congress to much and thus prevent the reliance upon Pressure Groups by Congressmen. 
· Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act 2002: Tightened the restrictions from the previous act by regulating soft money and introducing advertising restrictions. 
· Honest Leadership and Open Government Act 2007:  Attempted to close the revolving door by introducing a ‘cooling-off’ period after leaving office, while also extending the ban on gifts and requirements for full disclosure of lobbying activities.
Counter to the counter:  Whilst there have been some measures introduced in order to try to limit their influence, it is still not been enough.  The Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act has been made more or less redundant by the forming of Super Pacs and 527s.  And whilst there is a cooling off period, the fact that 464 current lobbyists used to be Congressmen shows that their influence is still dominant.  Therefore, Pressure Groups can be seen as very influential in the Congress. 

P2.  Pressure group influence upon the executive 
Pressure Group influence upon the executive is also quite significant.  Firstly, because large Pressure Groups have large numbers of members and thus a large potential voting base, Presidential Candidates often try to align themselves to certain pressure groups in order to gain their support and thus gain more voters.  
· AARP:  This group has been particularly influential in the Obama presidency.  They represent 37 million older persons, and the older vote traditionally vote with the Republican party.  But Obama’s health care programs appealed to them, and they were able to help him pass the controversial Obamacare health reform in 2009.  Therefore, this group can be seen as quite influential because of the huge membership they draw with them.  
· AIPAC:  This group have a significant hold upon the executive branch.  At their 2012 annual conference both Obama and Romney went to give speeches.  And in 2016 both Clinton and Trump spoke. This shows how they are seen a group to be aligned with in order to pull support, mainly due to the fact that a large proportion of American voters have strong feelings about Israel relations.  They are the main advisors on Israeli issues to Congressmen and to the Executive branch.  

Counter:  However, perhaps pressure groups as a whole are not that influential because it tends to be the more wealthy and larger groups that achieve success.  Smaller groups perhaps do not influence much of the executive at all.  
· NAACP:  This group was perhaps quite influential in the past, but due to declining members and less money it was become less influential.  George Bush Jnr rejected an invitation from them to speak at their annual conference in 2004 because he said they were “name-callers”.  

Return to Judgment:  Whilst perhaps it is only the larger and more wealthy pressure groups that often gain influence upon the executive branch, this still shows that certain Pressure Groups are still very influential upon the President. 



P3.  Influence upon the Supreme Court 
Pressure Group influence upon the Supreme Court is fairly low.  This is because the Supreme Court is not politically aligned.  But there is one or two ways in which pressure groups try and influence to court. 
· Nomination process:  Pressure Groups can have some influence upon the nomination and thus selection process of Supreme Court justices.  For example, in Robert Bork’s nomination process, TV ads were produced by People For the American Way which  attacked Bork as an extremist.  This helped to put pressure upon Senate members to vote against confirming Bork as a Supreme Court justice.  Considering he was rejected it could be argued that Pressure Group activity did play some role in the rejection .  
· Taking cases to the Supreme Court:  Pressure groups can influence the Supreme Court by taking court cases to the Supreme Court.  For instance, in Roe v Wade, pro-abortion pressure groups were the driving force behind the Roe side.  Furthermore, Pressure Groups such as Citizens United have been involved in Supreme Court cases such as Citizen United V FEC.  
Therefore, to some extent they do have so influence over Supreme Court decisions. 

Counter:  Whilst they can influence the nomination process and take cases to the Supreme Court, Pressure Groups can do very little in terms of actually lobbying Supreme Court justices.  This can mean that despite them taking cases to the SC they might not actually receive success in these decisions, furthermore, it is very rare for a Pressure Group to take a case to court because of how expensive it is.   They also do not involve themselves in presidential nomination processes, Bork seems to be an exception because of how extreme he was.  

Counter to the Counter:  Whilst pressure groups do not often take cases to court, they do still help to fund cases such as Roe v Wade, and NAACP funded Brown v Board (1954).  So they can be seen as having a fair amount of influence, but not a huge amount. 
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[Parties]  Which of the two major parties is more ideologically divided?

Judgement:  Both parties have some different fractions within them, but neither party are particularly divided over ideology.  Only recently has the Republican party become slightly more divided.  In the past, it would be clear to judge the Democrats as more divided but the rise of the Tea Party faction and the rise of Trump show how the GOP is slowly becoming more divided.  



[Elections]  ‘The Electoral College should be replaced by a national popular vote’ Discuss.



