
June 2014

[Racical] ‘To what extent are different groups of minority voters concerned about the same political issues?’

P1. Shared concern 
Latino and black minorities tend to be poorer than the majority white households.  The typical Black household (on average) has just 6% of the wealth of a white household, and Hispanics have just 8% of the wealth of a white household.  As a result, both minorities tend to be in support of measures that promote greater equality.  For example, the Affordable Care Act of 2010 has the support of 77% of blacks, while only 18% disapprove.  Whilst support from Hispanics is slightly lower, at 52%, this is still significantly more support than white majorities (33%).  Thus, when it comes equality programs, there is relative shared concern.  They also share concern over gun ownership, with 71% of Blacks and 63% of Hispanics supporting greater gun control.
P2.  Individual Issues
However, Hispanics tend to be more concerned about immigration issues than African Americans.  More than nine-in-ten (91%) Latinos support the Development, Relief and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act, a proposal to grant legal status to unauthorized immigrant children if they attend college or serve in the U.S. military for two years.  Thus showing significant support over immigration issues.  Where’as Blacks tend to be more concerned about affirmative action programmes for minorities.  74% of Blacks support race based affirmative action programmes, where’as only 52% of Hispanics support such programmes.  
P3.  Shared Concerns
As a whole, though, most minorities tend to share the same concerns.  For example, over education, where 86% of Hispanic parents and 79% of black parents with children under 18 say it is either extremely or very important that their children earn a college degree. By comparison, about two-thirds (67%) of white parents say the same.  They also prefer a larger government, which is perhaps linked to their support of government based social security programmes etc.  Hispanic Catholics (72%) and black Protestants (65%) prefer a bigger government.

[PGS] “Why has the role of professional lobbyists been controversial? 

P1.  Revolving door Syndrome 
Their role has become controversial because the lobbyists tend to be former politicians, or those connected closely with politicians.  This is controversial because it means the same people dominate public policy.  There are 464 former members of Congress who are currently lobbyists.  They include John Ashcroft who served for 6 years in the Senate and 4 years as US Attorney General.  He set up the Ashcroft group after leaving Office, he used his contacts to gain a multi-billion dollar contract with Oracle and the Justice Department.  
P2.  Iron Triangles
They concentrate power in a wealthy elite through promoting corporate interests, rather than seeking to promote the interests of the population.  In particular, the formations of Iron Triangles which occurs when a Lobbyist (working for a firm or pressure group), Congressional Committee and the Federal Bureaucracy have shared aims.  This gives them an iron grip on policy.  The MIC Iron Triangle between Defense Department, Armed Forces Committee and weapon manufacturers is especially criticised.  In 2010 this Iron Triangle secured the controversial $726bn Defense Authorization Bill, which contained funding for unwanted projects.  Thus their role is controversial because they promote big businesses.  
P3. Cost of lobbyists
The cost of lobbyists makes them controversial because it means that only the wealthiest pressure groups can afford to hire them and thus only the wealthiest groups benefit.  The average lobbyist salary in Washington is $100,000, which is a staggering sum for just one person and a great cost to a PG.  The bigger pressure groups can spend millions a year on lobbying e.g. the NRA hired 20 lobbyists in 2015 and paid each of them $150,000. Considering that the NRA funded 261 Congressmen in 2012 this suggests that the lobbyists have the ear of at least this number.  Thus it is controversial because only richer PGs gain by lobbyists 






[Elections] “To what extent do initiatives and propositions promote democracy?”

P1.  Promote Democracy by expanding involvement in issues 
Propositions are often in relation to social issues, often social issues that politicians don’t always feel comfortable making decisions on.  So propositions are are a form of direct democracy that allows the people of a state to make that decision.  For example, Amendment 6 in Florida in 2012 was an proposition that sought to defund abortion programmes in Florida.  It was rejected 55-45%.   Thus, propositions can help promote democracy as it gets the population to make decisions on controversial social issues.  They can also promote education of issues, in 2016 there are to be 53 separate propositions on the topic of marijuana, the focus on this issue helps to educate the population on the pros and cons of potentially legalising the ganja.  

P2.  Don’t promote democracy because minorities lose out
However, the cost of campaigns means they are mostly promoted by interest groups/corporations who have the necessary funds.  This can mean that minority groups can lose out, thus not promoting democracy. For example, for Proposition 8 in California in 2008 which saw the banning of Gay Marriages in California (until it was repealed in 2012) saw the Mormon Church Donate a huge $20 million alone.  This shows that propositions don’t always promote democracy because in this case the gay minorities were discriminated against.  

P3.  They might promote democracy, but more for self gain 
Propositions allow for direct democracy, but this can often see people voting to protect their own self interests rather than for the benefit of the state as a whole.  For example, in 1978, Proposition 13 was approved, which limited the tax on a property to not going beyond 2%.  Whilst this may be great for individuals, for the state as a whole it has meant less tax receipts.  Therefore, perhaps representative democracy is a better form of democracy than the kind of democracy offered by propositions.   




[Party] “Explain the main ideas and policies of the Republican Party”

Whilst there are several different factions to the Republican party, there are some underlying themes that are associated with the Republican party’s policy platform. 
P1. Abortion - Social Conservatism 
The official Republican party policy platform on abortion is that it is rejected in all forms.  This is backed up by their recent attempts to defund Planned Parenthood programmes - which links to their support over reduced government spending.  At a National level the Republican party in 2011 they passed a bill in the House that defunded Planned Parenthood by a vote of 240-185 with only seven Republicans voting against the amendment.  
At a state level, in Republican controlled Texas, lawmakers reduced funds for family planning from $111M to $37M. Thus it’s quite clear that on the issue of abortion the Republican party are against programmes supporting it. 

P2. 2nd Amendment - Social Conservatism 
The GOP are very keen on gun rights, and thus upholding the 2nd Amendment.  This is evident in December 2015, just one day after two shooters in San Bernardino, Calif., killed 14 people and wounded 21, the Senate once again voted on an amendment that would have expanded background checks for purchasers of firearms.  50 out of 54 Republicans voted against the amendment, and the amendment was rejected by 50-45.  All the Republican presidential nominees are for Gun rights as well with Trump announcing that any executive order taken by Obama over gun control he would repeal as soon as he took office.  

P3. - Assertive Foreign Policy
Republicans take a more hawkish approach to foreign policy, meaning that they take a more aggressive foreign policy direction.  Donald Trump has made comments on how he would build a war on the Mexican border if he became Republican president.  You could argue that this isn’t widely supported within the Republican party but the other candidates take a similar hawkish approach.  There is relative agreement that they would seek to increase air strikes upon ISIS territory, and redraw the 2015 nuclear agreement that Obama made with Iran.  This clearly a hawkish FP approach.

[Elections]  “Why are congressional elections so often uncompetitive?”

P1.   Incumbent advantage 
Incumbency is the first reason as to why congressional elections are often so uncompetitive.  In the last 6 Congressional House elections only once has the incumbent advantage been below 90% (2010 when it was 85%

P2.  Gerrymandering 
Gerrymandering refers to the redrawing of political boundaries to gain a political advantage.  In 2012 the seven states where Republicans had complete control over the redistricting process, Republican House candidates received 16.7 million votes and Democratic House candidates received 16.4 million votes. The redistricting resulted in Republican victories in 73 out of the 107 affected seats; in those 7 states, Republicans received 50.4% of the votes but won in over 68% of the congressional districts.  This clearly shows that elections are uncompetitive.  

P3.  Incumbent money advantage
Incumbents have a money advantage over their counterparts because they are seen as safer candidates by PACs and Pressure groups because they can see their track record on specific issues.  In the 2008 midterms, incumbents received three times the amount of money that their counterparts did.  And more recently, in the 2014 Congressional elections, the average raised by an Incumbent in the House was $1.5 million, where’as the average for a challenger was a mere $250,000. 
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[Party] “Explain the main values and policies of the Democratic Party.”

P1.   Big government
The Democratic Party are supporters of a large government, meaning that they believe government has an extensive role in the managing of the economy, and in providing welfare to the poorer members of society.  This is evident by the recent Obama administration whereby in 2010 the Affordable Healthcare Act was passed with the support of all 58 Democrats in the Senate, and all but 34 Democrats in the House.  This Bill sought to increase the number of people who had health insurance.  Another aspect of the Obama administration that clearly supports their big government policy is Obama’s economic stimulus package of 2009 where all but 11 Democratic Congressmen voted against the policy.  

P2.   The value of Social Liberalism 
Democrats tend to be more in favour of rights such as Abortion Rights, Gay Rights and the promotion of gun control.  The Democrats repealed the controversial ‘Don’t ask, don’t tell’ act in 2010, which had barred open homosexuals from joining the Military services.  This value was furthered in Obama openly supporting gay marriage firstly in 2012, then again in 2015 whilst Obergefell v. Hodges was taking place. Democrats also have sought to protect abortion rights as seen by the actions of President Obama in 2016 where he vetoed a bill put forward by the Republican Congress to defund Planned Parenthood.  And lastly, their opposition against gun control has seen by the fact that 85% of Democrats support there being a database to track gun sales.

P3.  Foreign Policy
Democrats also have a more lenient view on foreign policy, taking a more ‘dovish’ approach towards it.  This is evident by the Obama commitment in 2009 to creating talks with Iran, with him famously saying there should be no “preconditions”.   He then set a deadline of 2014 for the withdrawal of American forces from Afghanistan and Iraq.  This reflecting the Democratic Party Policy that government should not seek to get too involved in the affairs of other nations.  
[Elections] “How significant are presidential debates for election campaigns and outcomes?”

P1.  Allow the Public to see how they perform under pressure 
It could be argued that Presidential debates are significant because they let the public see how well the candidate copes with being under pressure, and thus can have an impact upon who the voters vote for.  For example, in four out of the last seven presidential debates, the winner has been the one who has gone on to win the presidential election.  Furthermore, in the 2012 presidential elections a poll by CNN found that 48% believed Obama won the Debates whilst only 40% believed that Romney did (12% were undecided).  These figures suggest that the debates do play a part in deciding the outcome of an election.  

P2.  Voters are already decided 
Presidential debates might be seen as relatively insignificant because of how many people watch the debates.  This is partly because of how polarised the country already is so voters have already made up their minds.  Nielsen data show that the percent of U.S. TV households viewing the debates has declined from 60 percent in 1960 to about 38 percent in 2012.  This is probably because nowadays those in the South will vote for a Republican, and the large cities will tend to vote for Democrats.  It could be argued that it matters for swing states, but in the 2012 election in Florida Obama and Romney held the Independent vote 50-50, it was the African American vote that swayed Florida in Obama’s favour with 95% of them voting for him.  Thus the Debate might not be that important.  











[Racial] “To what extent are Latinos a significant voting group?” 

P1.   Political Parties have sought to entice them over the years 
Political parties have recognised how important this fast growing population is, and have sought to try and gain their support.   Presidents of both parties have made efforts to court the Latino vote, e.g. President Bush made Mexico his first foreign visit in 2001, and President Obama nominated Sonia Sotomayor to the Supreme Court in 2009.   Potential candidates for presidency have been Hispanic, for example Marco Rubio and Ted Cruz.   This has been a strategy of the Republican party to increase their latino support after Mitt Romney only drew 27% of the Latino vote in 2012.   

P2.  Whilst population is increasing, turnout is low
Latino vote may not be that significant because of how low their turnout is, even though their population growth is significant.   The share of the population that considers itself Hispanic grew by nearly 49 percent between 2000 and 2012, according to census data.  But in 2012, only 48 percent of eligible Hispanic voters went to the polls.   So whilst they are a large potential voting group, they are not necessarily in practice a significant voting group.

P3.  Latino’s often live in swing state.  
Latinos are a major presence in four swing states: Colorado, Florida, Nevada and New Mexico.  This makes them incredibly valuable to political parties.  
For example, in Florida in the 2004 Presidential election, President Bush won both the Hispanic vote and the state. But in 2008 more Latinos were registered as Democrats than Republicans, this has led to the growing influence of Democrats among the state’s Hispanic voters in 2008 and 2012, two presidential elections in which Barack Obama carried both Hispanics and the state.  This clearly shows that the Latino vote is key to the gaining of a swing state, and might indicate that Democrats might be able to secure a dominance in the state in coming years. 





[Pressure Groups]  “Assess the role of pressure groups in election campaigns.”

P1.   Campaign Donations 
US elections are very costly, and Pressure Groups help to fund these costs.  In the 2014 midterms, $345 million was spent by PACS.  This means that Congressmen are very reliant upon the money of Pressure Groups in order to fund their campaigns, with the average House REP incumbent spending a whopping $1.5 million.  Even though campaign donations were limited by FECA 1974, Pressure Groups have gotten around this by setting up as Super Pacs or even as 527s which are not party affiliated so could spend however much they liked.  

P2.   Promoting issue voting 
Pressure groups are able to promote issue voting by their publishing of voter guides and endorsing candidates, encouraging their members to vote for them.    For example, the League of Conservation Voters releases  a ‘dirty dozen’ list of candidates who are seen as not supporting environmentally friendly  legislation.   The NRA also promotes a list called the ‘Political Victory Fund’  of candidates that it supports based on their voting records.   They don’t support an individual party but rather candidates who promote the 2nd amendment.  In 2014 they gave 4.3% of their total donations to Democrats.  However, their success rate is debateable because lots of their funding goes to Republican incumbents in southern states, where it is likely that pro-gun candidates would win without NRA funding.  

P3.  Helping getting people to register to vote 
Pressure groups can try to impact an election campaign by trying to encourage people to vote.  The biggest Pressure Group that seeks to do this is ‘Rock the Vote’ which targets getting young people to vote.  In 2008, it’s estimated that they helped to register 2.8 million young voters.  The group has the support of various different celebrities, and attracts a fair amount of attention.  




[Racial] “Explain the main reasons why affirmative action has failed to end racial inequality.”

P1.  Creates a reliance upon the state
Affirmative Action has been argued as allowing people to become reliant upon the state providing for their needs.  This is argued by the Conservative faction of society, and they often point towards the education system as evidence of this.   The Texas 10 Percent plan allows a significant number of minorities to enter the Texas University, but the graduation rates for black students at university stands at a mere 40% for African Americans.  This is because as a whole black students are gifted a place that they are not motivated or capable enough to study in.   

P2.  Supreme Court cases 
The supreme court has watered down AA which is another reason as to why it has failed to end racial inequality.  Gratz v Bollinger (2003) declared that Uni of Michigan’s racial quota system of admissions was unconstitutional as it was too ‘mechanistic’ in awarding all minorities 20 of the 150 points needed for admission.  Likewise in Fisher v Texas (2013) there were calls by the SC that race based affirmative action did need to be reviewed but was not unconstitutional.  Therefore, AA can be seen as not being that effective as a result of SC cases.  

P3.  Lack of support for it  
Another reason why it has failed is because there is not widespread support for it, with some states even banning it such as California in proposition 209 in 1996.   Proposition 209 amended the California Constitution to prohibit public institutions from discriminating on the basis of race, sex, or ethnicity.   Similarly, in Nebraska in 2008 Proposition 424 banned discrimination by gender, race and colour.  Furthermore, even President Obama has given his support to a more income based affirmative action initiative rather than a race one.   Therefore a lack of support has resulted in it failing to end racial inequality.  
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[Parties]  “Explain the issues that have created the deepest divisions between the two major parties since 2008.”
P1.  Obamacare
Republicans in Congress were united in their opposition to the passage of ‘Obamacare’ and the Republican-controlled House of the 112th Congress passed legislation 33 times trying  repealing it.  In October 2013, House Republicans, supported by Senators Rand Paul, Ted Cruz, Mike Lee, and Marco Rubio, refused to fund the federal government unless accompanied with a delay in implementation of the Obamacare.  After Congress failed to pass a continuing funding resolution by midnight on October 1, a government shutdown ensued.  

P2.   Govt Spending
There has also been dives over the level of federal spending and taxation – Republicans opposed the stimulus package passed in 2009 with  177 out of 178 Republicans voting against it (1 Republican wasn’t present for the vote).   There have been a series of confrontations subsequently over the raising of the debt ceiling such as in 2013, where the Democrats tried to raise the debt ceiling but Republicans opposed it and this led to the government shutdown.   House Republicans also oppose the extension of the Bush Tax cuts in 2012, which retained high tax rates on the rich.  Clearly there have been big divides over govt spending between the two parties thus leading to government shutdowns.  

P3.  Gay Rights 
There has also been disagreement over gay rights.  Republicans were opposed to the repeal of ‘don’t ask, don’t tell’ in December 2010 and the intention of the Democratic administration announced in February 2011 to stop defending the constitutionality of the Defense of Marriage Act.  Senior members of the Republican party oppose the Obergefell v. Hodges  in 2015 that legalised gay marriage including former presidential candidate Mitt Romney, and current potential presidential candidate Ted Cruz.  On the other hand, both Obama and Biden came out in support of gay marriage in 2012, and Clinton whilst having taken an opposing view on gay marriage whilst her husband was president has now changed her mind. 
[Elections]  “To what extent do the major party conventions continue to have a meaningful role?”

The party conventions role is to formally select the presidential nominee through a vote of pledged delegates and unpledged superdelegates.   It has the informal roles of: restoring party unity, enthusing grassroot support, and giving a campaign a ‘bounce’. 

P1.  Un-meaningful role 
The formal function of the NPC to choose a presidential candidate has been made relatively void since the increased use of primaries since the Mcgovern-Fraser Commission following the 1968 Democratic convention.  This has meant that the Presidential candidate for a party is known before the convention, with the in 2008 the final primaries being on the 3rd of June, but the Democrat National Convention being in August of that year.   So it has pretty much lost its formal role.  

P2.  Meaningful role 
Some of its informal roles are arguably meaningful.  They can try and restore party unity after a fierce primary battle, for instance in 2008 the Democratic candidate race was very tense between Obama and Clinton, so that when it came to the Convention  it was important that Hillary gave a speech announcing her support for Obama, even her Husband gave a speech.  So it can be used to renewal unity.  It can also be used to boost moral for the party, for instance in 2008 at the Republican NPC McCain announced Sarah Palin as his running mate in order to draw support from the more conservative members of the party: the result was a 6% jump in poll ratings.  

P3.  Meaningful role
The role of Television has helped to make the conventions retain their meaning.   The Presidential candidate’s speech is an opportunity for him to make a good impression upon not only his own party but upon the nation.  Obama’s acceptance speech in 2008 was watched by 38 million people, such a huge number of people, not all of whom would’ve been Democrat voters.  Thus the influence of the TV has perhaps helped to retain the role of the National Party Convention.  It also helps to put forward a party platform, as Bush did in 2004 when he talked of the ‘war on terror’ and other foreign policy positions in relation to the middle east.  
[Pressure Groups]  “How and why do pressure groups attempt to influence the Senate?”

P1.  Supreme Court nominations 
Why:Pressure Groups seek to influence the Senate because of its exclusive powers.  The Senate has the power to nominate Supreme Court Justices, and this power has been targeted in a strong way by pressure groups.  How: In 1987, the nomination of Robert Bork was met by efforts by Pressure groups to influence the Senate in the confirmation process.  Television ads were produced by the ‘People for America’s Way’, and the NAACP also announced that they were against his nomination.    The American Civil Liberties Union used lobbyists to try and influence the Senate in the nomination process, they oppose him because of his views on Women’s rights.  The result was that Bork’s nomination was rejected by the Senate, clearly showing that they have a fair amount of influence.  

P2.  Foreign policy 
Why:  Another reason why is because of the exclusive power that the US senate has over ratifying treaties.  Furthermore, presidential candidates tend to come from the Senate, so Pressure Groups try to target Senators with potential to become presidents.   How:  The American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) is one such group to try and influence foreign policy.  At AIPAC’s 2008 Annual Convention then Senator Obama gave an address, as well as Senator McCain (the Republican nominee).   This then reflects when Obama became president as he allocated $3.1 billion in military aid to Israel.

P3.   Filibusters 
Senators are notorious for their filibusters of bills, so pressure groups try and influence this by lobbying senators.   This was the case in 2008 when the Republican Senators successfully filibustered the Climate Security Act which aimed to reduce greenhouse emissions.   This was following pressure from lobbyists from groups such as the American Petroleum Institute. 


[Parties]  “What are the aims of social conservatives and how far have they been achieved?”

P1.   Same-sex marriage.
Aim: A federal constitutional amendment defining marriage as between a man and a woman.
Success:  For a long time the Social Conservatives had their way with same-sex marriage.  They saw the success of the Defense of Marriage Act in 1996, and Proposition 8 in California which banned the right of same sex marriage to take place.  HOWEVER, in 2015 in the Supreme Court case of Obergefell v. Hodges it was declared the same sex marriage is a constitutional right in a 5-4 decision.  As a result, whilst they have seen success in the past, in recent times they have had absolutely no success. 

P2.  Abortion 
Aim:  To overturn the ruling in Roe v Wade (1973)
Success:  They’ve had some success, most notable was the Partial-Birth Abortion Act 2003 which prohibited late term abortions, which was then upheld in Gonzales v Carhart in 2007.  Furthermore, 10 states have defunded Planned Parenthood, the latest being in Ohio where Presidential Candidate John Kasich, as governor, signed the bill to defund it.  Whilst Roe v Wade still is still in place, social conservatives have had more success over limiting abortion than they have had over gay marriage and it is possible that if the Supreme Court takes a social conservative stance in the future then abortion may well be banned. 

P3.  Support for Israel 
Aim:  To fund Israel and support it as an independent country.  
Success:  Even with a Democrat President the social conservatives have still seen a lot of success in terms of funding to Israel.   When Obama became president as he allocated $3.1 billion in military aid to Israel.  Further still since 1985, it has provided nearly US$3 billion in grants annually to Israel.  Obama also announced in 2011 that he would veto any attempt by Palestine to join the UN.   Therefore, on matters to do with Israel social conservatives have seen greater success than they have with abortion and same-sex marriage. 

[Parties] “Why are black voters so loyal to the Democratic Party?”

Black voters have become more loyal to the Democratic Party since the 1960s after the widespread support from the Democratic Party over Civil Rights issues, exemplified in the Civil Right’s Act of 1964.  
P1.   Pull Reasons 
Black voters are drawn to the Democrat party over their big government policies to try and reduce poverty and affirmative action policies to try place more minorities in college and the workplace.   In the 1960s the Democratic President Johnson launched a War on Poverty, his proposed the Social Security Act of 1965 which initiated Medicaid, which provided poorer persons with basic healthcare.  This was then furthered in 2010 when Obama passed the controversial Affordable Healthcare Act, which has increased healthcare provision further still.  As a result, black voters are loyal to the Democrat party because they are more in favour of welfare initiatives.  

P2.    Push Reasons 
Black voters are pushed towards the Democratic party because the alternative Republican party as less appealing to Black voters - partly because of their opposition to the civil right’s act of 1965 most notably President Reagan’s opposition to the civil rights acts of the 1960s.   Furthermore, Bush’s response to Hurricane Katrina which effected largely black areas was seen as unsympathetic.  

P3.  Pull Reasons 
 The federal government is one the main employers of African Americans, African Americans make up 17.4 percent of the federal workforce.   Jobs are more likely to be protected under a Democratic president than under a Republican one.   Because black voters tend to be poor then, they tend to be attracted to the Democrat party because they provide more jobs for the poor groups of society.  
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[PGS] “Why have the activities of US pressure groups been criticised?”

[Parties]  “Which groups of voters support the Democratic Party, and why?”

[Racial]  “Why have attempts at immigration reform since 2000 been criticised?”

[PGS]  “Explain the factors which give pressure groups such a significant role in US politics.”

[Election]  “Why has campaign finance reform proved difficult to achieve?” 


