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Why Do You Need This New Edition!?

If you're wondering why you should buy this new edition of
The Struggle for Democracy, here are five good reasons!

@ The 2012 Election Edition features the most current
analysis of American government and politics, including
recent Supreme Court rulings on the Affordable Care
Act, affirmative action, and immigration; the cause and
consequences of the Great Recession; the effect of
partisan bitterness on government's ability to get things
done; the impact of economic and technological trends
on politics; foreign and national defense affairs like the
ongoing war in Afghanistan, the Arab Spring and the
status of democracy in the Middle East, and the rise of
China as a formidable economic and military power;
and of course, the 2012 national elections.

@ A new feature—Can Government Do Anything
Well?—focuses on the divide that separates those
who believe that “government is always the solution”
and those who believe that “government is always the
problem.” Focusing on important national problems,
each feature looks at whether government or the
market is better at solving them.

© Over 30% of the photos in this edition are new and
capture major political events from the last few years.
Also, the data in all of the figures and tables have been
updated throughout.

O This new edition works better than ever with
MyPoliScilLab!

e A new design facilitates print and digital reading
experiences and turns this book’s learning objectives
into a clear learning path through each chapter.

e Videos help you engage each chapter. The authors

© The new MyPoliScilab is an immersive online
experience that supports your success.

of this book introduce the chapter topics, and
interviews with political scientists look at interesting
aspects of the topics.

Infographics demonstrate how political scientists
use data to answer questions like “What Influences
a President’s Public Approval?”

The Pearson eText offers a full digital version

of the print book and is readable on Apple iPad
and Android tablets with the Pearson eText app.
Highlight relevant passages and add notes, and with
chapter audio, listen to the full text of this book.
Practice tests help you achieve this book’s

learning objectives by creating personalized study
plans, which suggest readings and multimedia to
strengthen your mastery of course concepts.

Explorer is a hands-on way to improve quantitative
literacy. Jump off from infographics in the book

to interactive exercises that help you use data to
answer guestions in politics.

The MyPoliScilLab Video Series plays the videos
referenced in the text. Watch this book’s authors
and top scholars discuss the big ideas in each
chapter and apply them to enduring political issues.
Reflect on theoretical cases with simulations, game-
like opportunities to play the role of a political actor

and to use course
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concepts to make realistic
political decisions.
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Why study American
government and

politics and why read this textbook to do it? Here’s why:
Only by understanding how our complex political system
operates and how government works can you play a role in
deciding what government does. Only by understanding
the obstacles that stand in your way as you enter the politi-
cal fray, as well as the abundant opportunities you have to
advance your ideas and values in the political process, can
you play an effective role.

You can learn this best, we believe, by studying what
political scientists have discovered about American poli-
tics and government. Political science is the systematic
study of the role that people and groups play in deter-
mining what government does, how government goes
about implementing its policy decisions, and what social,
economic, and political consequences flow from govern-
ment actions. The best political science research is test-
able, evidence-based, and peer-reviewed, as free as possible
from ideological and partisan bias as it can be.

The Struggle for Democracy not only introduces you to
that research, but it also helps you critically analyze the
American political system and identify opportunities to
make a difference. In 7he Struggle for Democracy, we pro-
vide a simple but powerful framework to help you see how
government, politics, and the larger society are intertwined
and how government policies are a product of the interac-
tions of actors and institutions in these domains. Our hope
and expectation is that using The Struggle for Democracy
will help you to succeed in your introduction to American
government and politics.

But we are interested in more than your classroom
success. We believe that knowing how politics and gov-
ernment work and how closely they conform to our demo-
cratic values gives you a head start in the real world of poli-
tics. But we are not naive. We do not believe that making
your mark on public policies is or will be an easy matter or
that all that you and like-minded individuals need to do
is vote (though that is important and is one reason why
we have included a voter registration card with this book).
After all, those who have gained the most from govern-
ment policies have substantial resources to make certain
that government treats them well.

But you have resources as well. Change you are
interested in may come from, in addition to voting, your
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involvement in political campaigns, using social media to
persuade others of your views or to organize meetings and
demonstrations, participating in social movement organi-
zations, contributing to groups and politicians who share
your views, interests, and more. So, much like waging war,
making your voice heard requires that you know the “lay
of the land,” including the weapons you have at your dis-
posal (we would call them political tools), and the weapons
of those arrayed against you. But, much like peacemak-
ing, you need to know how and when compromises can be
reached that serve the interests of all parties.

Lest all of the above seems too daunting, we also have
tried to make this book enjoyable and accessible so that
reading it and learning from it will be a great deal of fun
for you. We believe we have succeeded in this goal. We
only hope you have as much fun reading 7he Struggle for
Democracy as we had writing it for you.



We decided to write this book
becauseas INSTYUCLOXS in large

American government courses, we could not find a book that provided stu-
dents with usable tools for critically analyzing our political system and making
judgments about how well our government works. 7be Struggle for Democracy
does not simply present facts about government and politics, but it provides
several analytical and normative frameworks for putting the flood of facts we
ask our students to absorb into a more comprehensible form. By doing so, we
believe we have made it easier and more satisfying for instructors to teach the
introductory course.

Our goal, all along, has been to create a textbook that treats students
as adults, engages their intellectual and emotional attention, and encourages
them to be active learners. Every element in this text is designed to promote
the kind of critical thinking skills scholars and instructors believe students
need in order to become the engaged, active, and informed citizens that are so
vital to any democracy. Over the next several sections, we show the elements
we have created to meet these objectives.

New to This Edition

Key updates to this eleventh edition of 7he Struggle for Democracy include:

® Substantial coverage of the consequential 2012 national elections, with
special attention to these elections in Chapter 10 on elections, Chapter 11
on Congress, and Chapter 12 on the presidency.

® Coverage throughout, but especially in Chapters 3, 10, 14, 15, and 16, on
important rulings by the Supreme Court on immigration, affirmative action,
election financing, the commerce clause, and the Affordable Care Act.

® Consideration of the causes and consequences of the Great Recession
and the widespread unemployment that followed, particularly its effects
on the 2012 national elections and on the fortunes of the Republican and
Democratic parties.

® Increased attention to the growing partisan bitterness in Washington e—
and across much of the nation that affects how government addresses or
fails to address virtually every major problem facing the nation whether
it be energy, illegal immigration, budget deficits, or the shrinking middle
class (Chapters 9, 10, and 11).

® A focus in several chapters on the question of whether and to what degree
income and wealth inequality has increased, and if it has, with what politi-
cal and public policy consequences. We also look at globalization and its e—
impact on Americans.

® We also look at the ways economic and technological trends shape gov-
ernment action, including new legislation to regulate the financial indus-
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prosecution of government employees who leak confidential government
information to social media sites (Chapters 4, 6, 15,17, and 18).

We also have paid more attention to foreign and national defense affairs:
the ongoing war in Afghanistan and tensions with Pakistan; the debate
over climate change and what to do to ensure energy supplies; the rise of
China as a formidable economic and military power; nuclear weapons
programs in North Korea, Pakistan, and especially Iran; the Arab Spring
and the status of democracy in the Middle East; and the impact of a
newly resurgent Russia (Chapter 18).

A new feature—Can Government Do Anything Well>—appears in
every chapter; it asks whether government or the market or some com-
bination of the two is the most appropriate instrument for solving our
most important national problems. We highlight some important areas
of federal government activity that have functioned well over the years
and examine claims that the private sector can do a better job. In provid-
ing this feature, we hope we help bridge the deep divide that separates
those who believe that “government is always the solution” and those who
believe that “government is always the problem.”

Over 30% of the photos in this edition are new. They capture major events
from the last few years, of course, but to illustrate politics’ relevancy, they
show political actors and processes as well as people affected by politics,
creating a visual narrative that enhances rather than repeats the text. Also,

the data in all of the figures and tables have been updated throughout.

Finally, to create a tighter pedagogical connection between this book and
MyPoliSciLab, we integrated several new features that move students
from the book to online active learning opportunities. (NB: The icons listed
throughout the book lead to learning resources on MyPoliScilab.)

A new design simplifies the presentation of content to facilitate print and
digital reading experiences. It also focuses reading by turning our book’s
learning objectives into a clear learning path backed by personalized

study plans on MyPoliSciLab.

Videos now support the narrative in each chapter. We—the authors—
frame each chapter topic, and interviews with political scientists and
everyday citizens look at interesting aspects of each topic. The videos are
listed at each chapter’s start and can be watched on MyPoliScil.ab.

Infographics demonstrate how political scientists use data to answer
questions like “How Long Did it Take to Ratify the Constitution?” or
“What Influences a President’s Public Approval?” On MyPoliSciLab, stu-
dents can use interactive data to further investigate the same question.

In every chapter, On MyPoliSciLab helps students review what they just
read. In addition to a chapter summary, key term list, short quiz, and fur-
ther reading list, there are reminders to use the chapter audio, practice

tests, and flashcards on MyPoliScil.ab.

Features

APPROACH Tbe Struggle for Democracy provides several analytical and nor-
mative frameworks for putting the flood of facts we ask our students to ab-
sorb into a more comprehensible form. Although all topics that are common
and expected in the introductory American government and politics course
are covered in this textbook, our three main focal points—the analytical



framework for understanding how politics and government work and the
questions “How democratic are we?” and “Can government do anything
well?”—allow us to take a fresh look at traditional topics.

We pay great attention to structural factors—which include the American
economy, social change in the United States, technological innovations and
change, the American political culture, and changes in the global system—and
examine how they affect politics, government, and public policy. These factors
are introduced in Chapter 4—a chapter unique among introductory texts—
and they are brought to bear on a wide range of issues in subsequent chapters.

We attend very carefully to issues of democratic political theory. This follows
from our critical thinking objective, which asks students to assess the progress
of and prospects for democracy in the United States, and from our desire to
present American history as the history of the struggle for democracy. For
instance, we examine how the evolution of the party system has improved
democracy in some respects in the United States, but hurt it in others.

We also include more historical perspective because that is the best way to
evaluate the progress of democracy in the United States. We show, for exam-
ple, how the expansion of civil rights in the United States has been associated
with important historical events and trends.

We have integrated substantial comparative information because we believe
that a full understanding of government and politics and the effect of struc-
tural factors on them is possible only through a comparison of developments,
practices, and institutions in the United States with those in other nations. We
understand better how our system of social welfare works, for example, when
we see how other rich democratic countries deal with the problems of poverty,
unemployment, and old age.

COVERAGE Part 1 includes an introduction to the textbook, its themes, and
the critical thinking tools used throughout the book. Part 2 covers the struc-
tural foundations of American government and politics, addressing subjects
such as America’s economy, political culture, and place in the international
system; the constitutional framework of the American political system; and
the development of federalism. Part 3 focuses on what we call po/itical linkage
institutions, such as parties, elections, public opinion, social movements, and
interest groups that convey the wants, needs, and demands of individuals and
groups to public officials. Part 4 concentrates on the central institutions of the
national government, including the presidency, Congress, and the Supreme
Court. Part 5 describes the kinds of policies the national government pro-
duces and analyzes how effective government is at solving pressing social
and economic problems. Our approach also means that the subjects of civi/
liberties and civil rights are not treated in conjunction with the Constitution
in Part 2, which is the case with many introductory texts, but in Part 5, on
public policy. This is because we believe that the real-world status of civil
liberties and civil rights, while partly determined by specific provisions of the
Constitution, is better understood as the outcome of the interaction of struc-
tural, political, and governmental factors. Thus, the status of civil rights for
gays and lesbians depends not only on constitutional provisions but also on
the state of public opinion, degrees of support from elected political leaders,
and the decisions of the Supreme Court.

PEDAGOGY 7%e Struggle for Democracy offers unique features that help stu-
dents better understand, interpret, and critically evaluate American politics
and government.

¢ Using the Democracy Standard helps students to think about the
American political system as a whole using a normative democracy “yard-
stick” that measures the degree to which we have become more or less
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democratic. This yardstick is introduced at the beginning of each chapter
and revisited in the final section of each chapter, which asks students what
conclusions they have reached regarding “How democratic are we?”

Using the Framework is a unique visual tool that shows the many influ-
ences in the American political process and how they shape political deci-
sions and policies. This feature makes clear that government, politics, and
society are deeply intertwined in recognizable patterns; that what might
be called “deep structures”™—the economy, society, political culture, and
the constitutional rules—are particularly important for understanding
how our system works; and that understanding American politics requires
the holistic focus this feature encourages.

By the Numbers encourages students to understand the numbers and
statistical information on government, politics, economy, and society and
to distinguish between good and bad statistical information in a world
increasingly described by numbers. In each box, we describe a particular
statistic, telling why it is important, what the story behind the statistic is,
why the statistic was first calculated, and what assumptions are embedded
in it. We then show how the statistic is calculated, examine what critics
and supporters say about its usefulness and validity, and ask students what
they think about issues addressed by the statistic, whether it is an issue
like party identification or voting turnout.

Mapping American Politics features cartograms—maps that display
information organized on a geographical basis with each unit (e.g., a
county, state, or country) sized in proportion to the data being reported.
This helps students visualize politically consequential numeric informa-
tion. A broad range of issues—how the geographic bases of the political
parties are changing, where American economic and military assistance
dollars go, and more—are illuminated.

Timelines appear throughout this book to help students develop a sense
of historical context. Topics include federalism milestones, development
of the U.S. census, a history of the Internet, and the rise and fall of labor
unions.

Every chapter includes a marginal glossary to support students’ under-
standing of new and important concepts at first encounter. For easy refer-
ence, key terms from the marginal glossary are repeated at the end of each
chapter and in the end-of-book glossary.

MyPoliSciL.ab

MyPoliScillab is an online homework, tutorial, and assessment product that
improves results by helping students better master concepts and by provid-
ing educators a dynamic set of tools for gauging individual and class per-
formance. Its immersive experiences truly engage students in learning, help-
ing them to understand course material and improve their performance. And
MyPoliScilab comes from Pearson—your partner in providing the best digi-
tal learning experiences.

PERSONALIZE LEARNING. Reach every student at each stage of
learning, engage them in active rather than passive learning, and measure that
' —=learning. Refined after a decade of real-world use, MyPoliSciLab is compati-
ble with major learning management systems like Blackboard and can be cus-
tomized to support each individual student’s and educator’s success. You can
tully control what your students’ course looks like; homework, applications,


www.bea.gov/bea/regional/data.htm

and more can easily be turned on or off. You can also add your own original
material.

¢ 'The intuitive assignment calendar lets instructors drag and drop assign-
ments to the desired date and gives students a useful course organizer.

* Automatically graded assessment flows into the gradebook, which can be
used in MyPoliSciLab or exported.

EMPHASIZE OUTCOMES. Keep students focused on what they need

to master course COHCCptS.

® Practice tests help students achieve this book’s learning objectives by cre- e——
ating personalized study plans. Based on a pre-test diagnostic, the study
plan suggests reading and multimedia for practice and moves students
from comprehension to critical thinking.

¢ Students can study key terms and concepts with their own personal set of

flashcards.

a ENGAGE STUDENTS. Students—each one is different. Reach a// of
them with the new MyPoliSciLab Video Series, which features this book’s e—
authors and top scholars discussing the big ideas in each chapter and applying
them to enduring political issues. Each chapter is supported by six videos that

help students work through the material and retain its key lessons.

® The Big Picture. Understand how the topic fits into the American politi-
cal system. == S T e

® The Basics. Review the topic’s core learning objectives.
o In Context. Examine the historical background of the topic.

o Thinking Like a Political Scientist. Solve a political puzzle related to the —| 2=
topic.

® In the Real World. Consider different perspectives on a key issue in
American politics.

® So What? Connect the topic to what is at stake for American democracy.

£%) IMPROVE CRITICAL THINKING. Students get a lot of information

about politics; your challenge as an instructor is to turn them into critical

consumers of that information. Explorer is a hands-on way to develop quan-
titative literacy and to move students beyond punditry and opinion. In the
book, infographics introduce key questions about politics. On MyPoliSciLiab,
guided exercises ask students to read the data related to the questions and
then find connections among the data to answer the questions. Explorer in-
cludes data from the United States Census, General Social Survey, Statistical
Abstract of the United States, Gallup, American National Election Studies,
and Election Data Services with more data being regularly added.

@ Analyze current events. Prepare students for a lifetime of following po-
litical news. Coverage of the 2012 elections and more keeps politics relevant
and models how to analyze developments in the American political system.

® Get up-to-the-minute analysis by top scholars on MyPoliSciLab’s blogs,®—
take the weekly quiz, and register to vote.

® Or reflect on a theoretical case with the simulations in MyPoliScilab.*—
Easy to assign and complete in a week, each simulation is a game-like
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opportunity to play the role of a political actor and apply course concepts
to make realistic political decisions.

THE PEARSON ETEXT offers a full digital version of the print book
and is readable on Apple iPad and Android tablets with the Pearson eText
app. Like the printed text, students can highlight relevant passages and add
notes. The Pearson eText also includes primary sources like the Declaration
of Independence, Constitution of the United States, selected Federalist

Papers, key Supreme Court decisions, Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, and
Wiashington’s Farewell Address.

CHAPTER AUDIO lets students listen to the full text of this book.

Visit WWW.MYPOLISCILAB.COM to test drive MyPoliSciLab, set up a
class test of MyPoliScilab, and read about the efficacy of Pearson’s MyLabs.
You can also learn more from your local Pearson representative; find them at
www.pearsonhighered.com/replocator.

Supplements

Make more time for your students with instructor resources that offer effec-
tive learning assessments and classroom engagement. Pearson’s partnership
with educators does not end with the delivery of course materials; Pearson is
there with you on the first day of class and beyond. A dedicated team of local
Pearson representatives will work with you to not only choose course materials
but also integrate them into your class and assess their effectiveness. Our goal
is your goal—to improve instruction with each semester.

Pearson is pleased to offer the following resources to qualified adopters
of The Struggle for Democracy. Several of these supplements are available to
instantly download on the Instructor Resource Center (IRC); please visit the
IRC at www.pearsonhighered.com/irc to register for access.

TEST BANK. Evaluate learning at every level. Reviewed for clarity and ac-
curacy, the Test Bank measures this book’s learning objectives with multiple-
choice, true/false, fill-in-the-blank, short answer, and essay questions. You
can easily customize the assessment to work in any major learning manage-
ment system and to match what is covered in your course. Word, BlackBoard,
and WebCT versions available on the IRC and Respondus versions available
upon request from www.respondus.com.

PEARSON MYTEST. This powerful assessment generation program includes
all of the questions in the Test Bank. Quizzes and exams can be easily au-
thored and saved online and then printed for classroom use, giving you ulti-
mate flexibility to manage assessments anytime and anywhere. To learn more,
visit www.pearsonhighered.com/mytest.

INSTRUCTOR’S MANUAL. Create a comprehensive roadmap for teach-
ing classroom, online, or hybrid courses. Designed for new and experienced
instructors, the Instructor’s Manual includes a sample syllabus, lecture and
discussion suggestions, activities for in or out of class, essays on teaching

American Government, and suggestions for using MyPoliSciLab. Available
on the IRC.

INSTRUCTOR’S ETEXT. The instructor’s eText offers links to relevant in-

structor’s resources and student activities in MyPoliSciLab. You can access


WWW.MYPOLISCILAB.COM
www.pearsonhighered.com/replocator
www.pearsonhighered.com/irc
www.respondus.com
www.pearsonhighered.com/mytest

these resources by simply clicking on an icon at the start of each chapter.

Available on MyPoliScilLab.

POWERPOINT PRESENTATION WITH CLASSROOM RESPONSE
SYSTEM (CRS). Make lectures more enriching for students. The PowerPoint
Presentation includes a full lecture script, discussion questions, photos and
figures from the book, and links to MyPoliSciLab multimedia. With inte-
grated clicker questions, get immediate feedback on what your students are
learning during a lecture. Available on the IRC.

CLASS PREPARATION. Add multimedia, figures, photos, and lots more
from any of our political science books to your lectures. Available on
MyPoliSciLab.

ALTERNATE EDITIONS. Don't teach policy? Removing this book’s policy
chapters is easy with Pearson Custom Library. To learn more, visit www
.pearsoncustomlibrary.com.

TEXAS, CALIFORNIA, AND GEORGIA GOVERNMENT. Need coverage of
your state’s government? Add chapters from our bestselling Texas, California,
and Georgia government books with Pearson Custom Library. To learn more,
visit www.pearsoncustomlibrary.com.
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Democracy
and American
Politics

ROBERT MOSES AND THE STRUGGLE
FOR AFRICAN AMERICAN VOTING RIGHTS

he right to vote in elections is fundamental to democracy. But many Americans
won the right to vote only after long struggles. It took more than 30 years from

T the adoption of the Constitution, for instance, for most states to allow people

without property to vote. WWomen gained the right to vote in all U.S. elections

only in 1920, and young people ages 18 to 20 did so only beginning in 1971.
African Americans in the South were not able to vote in any numbers until after 1965, despite
the existence of the Fifteenth Amendment—which says the vote cannot be denied to American
citizens on the basis of race, color, or previous condition of servitude—adopted in 1870 after the
Civil War.

In Mississippi in the early 1960s, only 5 percent of African Americans were registered to
vote, and none held elective office, though they accounted for 43 percent of the population. In
Walthall County, Mississippi, not a single black was registered, although roughly 3,000 were
eligible to vote." What kept them away from the polls was a combination of exclusionary vot-
ing registration rules, economic pressures, and violence against those brave enough to defy
the prevailing political and social order. In Ruleville, Mississippi, civil rights activist Fannie Lou
Hamer was forced out of the house she was renting on a large plantation; fired from her job; and
arrested, jailed, and beaten by police after she tried to register to vote.?

The Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) launched its Voter Education Proj-
ect in 1961 with the aim of ending black political powerlessness in the Deep South. Composed

Explain the mean-

ing of democracy
and its use as a

standard to evalu-

ate American
government and
politics, p. 5

Outline a system-
atic framework
for thinking about
how government
and politics work,
p. 17

Think about ways
to analyze the
question: “Does
government
work?”, p. 21
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WORTH THE WAIT African American voters wait outside the
Haywood County court house in Tennessee to cast their ballots after
passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act.
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The Big Picture Author Edward S. Greenberg illustrates how almost every
social, economic, and technological development affects people and how the
resolution of problems related to these changes eventually bubbles up through
the political system.

The Basics What function does government serve? In this video, you will
analyze this question and explore the core values that shape our political system
and how the growing diversity of our population is changing—and reaffirming—
the definition of what it means to be American.

— A

. Who are Americans?

In Context Where did the basic principles of American government come from?
Boston University political scientist Neta C. Crawford uncovers the Greek,
Roman, and Iroquois roots of our political system. She also traces the expansion
of the concept of accountability since the birth of the nation.

Think Like a Political Scientist Find out how and why research on American
politics has shifted. Boston University political scientist Neta C. Crawford
discusses how scholars who once focused on voters and institutions are
now looking at deliberation as the primary indicator of the health of a
democratic system.

» &

In the Real World What is the government’s function in everyday life? Real
& people share their opinions on how involved the federal government should be
in education by evaluating the effectiveness of the No Child Left Behind Act,
which encourages standardized testing.

So What? Most people reading this book are part of the least politically
involved age group in the country. Author Edward S. Greenberg invites students
to make sense of the political processes and national debates that shape their
lives every day.




primarily of African American college students, SNCC worked to increase black voter reg-
istration, to challenge exclusionary rules like the poll tax and the literacy test, and to enter
African American candidates in local elections. Its first step was to create “freedom
schools” in some of the most segregated counties in Mississippi, Alabama, and Georgia
to teach black citizens about their rights under the law. Needless to say, SNCC volunteers
attracted the malevolent attention of police, local officials, and vigilantes.

The first of the freedom schools was founded in McComb, Mississippi, by a remarkable
young man named Robert Parris Moses. Despite repeated threats to his life and more than
a few physical attacks, Moses traveled the back roads of Amite and Walthall Counties, meet-
ing with small groups of black farmers and encouraging them to attend the freedom school.
At the school, he showed them not only how to fill out the registration forms, but also how
to read and interpret the constitution of Mississippi for the “literacy test” required to regis-
ter to vote. Once people in the school gathered the courage to journey to the county seat to
try to register, Moses accompanied them to lend support and encouragement.

Moses paid a price. Over a period of a few months in 1963, he was arrested several
times for purported traffic violations; attacked on the main street of Liberty, Mississippi,
by the county sheriff's cousin and beaten with the butt end of a knife; assaulted by a mob
behind the McComb County courthouse; hit by police while standing in line at the voting
registrar’s office with one of his students; and jailed for not paying fines connected with his
participation in civil rights demonstrations.

Despite the efforts of Moses and other SNCC volunteers, African American registration
barely increased in Mississippi in the early 1960s. Black Americans there and in other states
of the Deep South would have to await the passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act, which
provided powerful federal government protections for all American citizens wishing to exer
cise their right to vote.® The Voter Education Project was a key building block of a powerful
civil rights movement (see Chapters 8 and 16) that would eventually force federal action in
the 1960s to support the citizenship rights of African Americans in the South. Robert Moses
and many other African Americans were willing to risk all they had, including their lives, to
gain full and equal citizenship in the United States. They surely would have been gratified
by the election of African American Barack Obama in 2008 as the nation’s 44th president.

The struggle for democracy is happening in many countries today, where people fight
against all odds for the right to govern themselves and control their own destinies. The
many brave people who toppled dictators during the Arab Spring uprisings in 2011 attest to
this fact. Americans are participants in this drama, not only because American political ideas
and institutions have often provided inspiration for democratic movements in other coun-
tries, but also because the struggle for democracy continues in our own society. Although
honored and celebrated, democracy remains an unfinished project in the United States.
The continuing struggle to expand and perfect democracy is a major feature of American
history and a defining characteristic of our politics today. It is a central theme of this book.

Democracy

Explain the meaning of democracy and its use as a standard to evaluate American
government and politics

Why should there not be a patient confidence in the ultimate justice of the people? Is there any
better, or equal, hope in the world?

—ABRAHAM LINCOLN, FIRST INAUGURAL ADDRESS

ith the exception of anarchists who believe that people can live in har-
mony without any form of authority, it is generally recognized that when
people live together in groups and communities, an entity of some sort is
needed to provide law and order; to protect against external aggressors;
and to provide essential public goods such as roads, waste disposal, education, and
clean water. It is safe to say that most people do not want to live in places where there
is no government to speak of at all, as in Somalia, or where there is a failed state, as



in Haiti. If government is both necessary and inevitable, certain questions become
unavoidable: Who is to govern? How are those who govern to be encouraged to serve
the best interests of society? How can governments be induced to make policies and
laws that citizens consider legitimate and worth obeying? How can citizens ensure
that those who govern both carry out laws and policies the people want and do so
effectively? In short, what is the best form of government? For most Americans the
answer is clear: democracy.

Democracy’s central idea is that ordinary people want to rule themselves and are
capable of doing so.* This idea has proved enormously popular, not only with Americans,
but with people all over the world.” To be sure, some people would give top priority to
other things besides self-government as a requirement for the good society, including
such things as safety and security or the need to have religious law and values determine
what government does. Nevertheless, the appealing notion that ordinary people can and
should rule themselves has spread to all corners of the globe, and the number of people
living in democratic societies has increased significantly over the past two decades.®

It is no wonder that a form of government based on the notion that people are
capable of ruling themselves enjoys widespread popularity, especially compared with
government by the few (e.g., the Communist Party rule in China and Cuba) or by a
single person (e.g., the dictatorship of Kim Jong-un in North Korea). There are reasons
for its appeal. Some political thinkers think that democracy is the form of govern-
ment that best protects human rights because it is the only one based on a recognition
of the intrinsic worth and equality of human beings. Others believe that democracy is
the form of government most likely to produce rational policies because it can count
on the pooled knowledge and expertise of a society’s entire population: a political ver-
sion, if you will, of the wisdom of crowds, something like the Wiki phenomenon.” Still
others claim that democracies are more stable and long-lasting because their leaders,
elected by and answerable to voters, enjoy a strong sense of legitimacy among citizens.
Many others suggest that democracy is the form of government most conducive to
economic growth and material well-being, a claim with some scholarly support. (The
relative economic growth in the years ahead of India, a democracy, and China, a party-
state, will be a good, real-world test of this proposition.) Others, finally, believe that
democracy is the form of government under which human beings, because they are
free, are best able to develop their natural capacities and talents.® There are many com-
pelling reasons, then, why democracy has been preferred by so many people.

Americans have supported the idea of self-government and have helped make the
nation more democratic over the course of our history.” Nevertheless, democracy remains
an aspiration rather than a finished product. Our goal in this book is to help you think
carefully about the quality and progress of democracy in the United States. We want to
help you reach your own independent judgments about the degree to which politics and
government in the United States make our country more or less democratic. We want
to help you draw your own conclusions about which political practices and institutions
in the United States encourage and sustain popular self-rule and which ones discourage
and undermine it. To do this, we must be clear about the meaning of democracy.

O Democratic Origins

Many of our ideas about democracy originated with the ancient Greeks. The Greek
roots of the word democracy are demos, meaning “the people,” and 4ratein, meaning
“to rule.” Philosophers and rulers were not friendly to the idea that the many can and
should rule themselves. Most believed that governing was a difficult art, requiring the
greatest sophistication, intelligence, character, and training—certainly not the prov-
ince of ordinary people. Aristotle expressed this view in his classic work Po/itics, where
he observed that democracy “is a government in the hands of men of low birth, no
property, and vulgar employments.”

Instead, they preferred rule by a select few (such as an aristocracy, in which a
hereditary nobility rules, or a clerical establishment as in Iran today, where religious
leaders rule) or by an enlightened one, somewhat akin to the philosopher king



How Do You

. Explore on MyPoliSciLab

Measure Freedom?

wo common measures of freedom are the right to free speech and the right to privacy. History has shown
us that defense of these rights becomes even more important in the face of a foreign threat. Below, we look

at data that shows how committed Americans are to two ideals of freedom.

Free Speech Strengthens
in the United States

Between 1980 and 2010, more Americans support free speech for
more groups. The exceptions are for racists and radical Muslims.

Homosexual Atheist

66% in 1980 66% in 1980

Right to Privacy Weakens
in the United States

If the government suspects that a terrorist act is about to
happen, do you think the authorities should have the right to ...

... detain people for as long
as they want without putting

85% in 2010

Militarist

76% in 2010

Communist

them on trial?

55% in 1980

64% in 2010

Racist

62% in 1980

57% in 2010

Radical Muslim Cleric

not asked

41% in 2010

... tap people’s telephone
conversations?

55.9%

... stop and search people
in the street at random?

58.1%

41.3%

SOURCE: Data from General Social Survey, 1980, 2006, and 2010

Investigate F'urther

Concept How does support for
free speech and individual privacy measure
freedom? Protecting free speech ensures
that all ideas can be expressed and
debated, even if they are unpopular.
Likewise, protecting the privacy rights

of everyone, even those who appear to

be threatening, ensures that government
cannot intrude on the rights of citizens to
believe what they want to believe.

Connection How hasAmericans’

support for free speech changed between
1980 and 2010? Overall, Americans are more
tolerant of speech from “controversial”
groups. More Americans support free speech
for people who were previously marginal-
ized, particularly atheists and homosexuals.
Fewer are willing to tolerate racist speech.

Cause How did the threat of
terrorism change freedom in America?
Most Americans will still not tolerate
random public frisks of people who might
not be suspects. But after 9/11, Americans
don’t support speech by radical Muslim
clerics and they are willing to detain
potential terrorists indefinitely and wire-tap
suspects’ phones.



democracy

A system of government in which the
people rule; rule by the many.

oligarchy

Rule by the few, where a minority
holds power over a majority, as in an
aristocracy or a clerical establishment.

monarchy

Rule by the one, such as where power
rests in the hands of a king or queen.

direct democracy

A form of political decision making in
which policies are decided by the peo-
ple themselves, rather than by their
representatives, acting either in small
face-to-face assemblies or through the
electoral process as in initiatives and
referenda in the American states.

described by Plato in his Republic, or a hereditary monarch as in England in the time
of Elizabeth I. Democracy, then, is “rule by the people” or, to put it as the Greeks did,
self-government by the many, as opposed to oligarchy (rule by the few) or monarchy
(rule by the one). The idea that ordinary people might rule themselves represents an
important departure from most historical beliefs." In practice, throughout human his-
tory, most governments have been quite undemocratic.

Inherent in the idea of self-rule by ordinary people is an understanding that govern-
ment must serve 4/ its people and that ultimately none but the people themselves can be
relied on to know, and hence to act in accordance with, their own values and interests.!!

Interestingly, democracy in the sense described here is more a set of utopian ideas
than a description of real societies. Athens of the fifth century BCE is usually cited as the
purest form of democracy that ever existed. There, all public policies were decided upon
in periodic assemblies of Athenian citizens, though women, slaves, and immigrants were
excluded from participation.’? Nevertheless, the existence of a society in Athens where
“a substantial number of free, adult males were entitled as citizens to participate freely
in government”® proved to be a powerful example of what was possible for those who
believed that rule by the people was the best form of government. A handful of other
cases of popular rule kept the democratic idea alive across the centuries. Beginning in
the fifth century BcE, for example, India enjoyed long periods marked by spirited and
broadly inclusive public debate and discourse on public issues. In the Roman Republic,
male citizens elected the consuls, the chief magistrates of the powerful city-state. Also,
during the Middle Ages in Europe, some cities were governed directly by the people (at
least by men who owned property) rather than by nobles, church, or crown. During the
Renaissance, periods of popular control of government (again, limited to male property
holders) occurred in the city-states of Venice, Florence, and Milan.

O Direct Versus Representative Democracy

To the ancient Greeks, democracy meant rule by the common people exercised directly
in open assemblies. They believed that democracy implied face-to-face deliberation
and decision making about the public business. Direct democracy requires, however,

RULE BY THE FEW

President Mahmoud Ahmadinejab is the president of Iran despite the fact that his election in 2009 was
widely regarded as fraudulent. However, real power in the country is exercised by an unelected clergy and
the Revolutionary Guard. Here, the president receives a certificate of appreciation from Supreme Leader
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. Is a system that is responsive to the many in theory but run in reality by the few
likely to retain its legitimacy over the long term? How might the people of Iran move their system to one
where the majority rules rather than the few?



representative democracy
Indirect democracy, in which
the people rule through elected
representatives.

RULE BY THE MANY

In small towns throughout New England, local policies and budgets are decided upon at regular town
meetings, in which the entire town population is invited to participate. What are some advantages to
such a system? What might be the drawbacks? \What other kinds of forums might there be where direct
democracy is possible?

that all citizens be able to meet together regularly to debate and decide the issues
of the day. Such a thing was possible in fifth century Bce Athens, which was small
enough to allow all male citizens to gather in one place. In Athens, moreover, male
citizens had time to meet and to deliberate because women provided household labor
and slaves accounted for most production.

Because direct, participatory democracy is possible only in small communities
where citizens with abundant leisure time can meet on a face-to-face basis, it is an
unworkable arrangement for a large and widely dispersed society such as the United
States.' Democracy in large societies must take the representative form, since mil-
lions of citizens cannot meet in open assembly. By representative democracy we
mean a system in which the people select others, called representatives, to act on
their behalf.

Although representative (or indirect) democracy seems to be the only form
of democracy possible in large-scale societies, some political commentators argue
that the participatory aspects of direct democracy are worth preserving as an ideal
and that certain domains of everyday life—workplaces and schools, for instance—
could be enriched by more direct democratic practices. It is worth pointing out,
moreover, that direct democracy can and does flourish in some local communities
today. In many New England towns, for example, citizens make decisions directly
at town meetings. At the state level, the initiative process allows voters in many
states to bypass the legislature to make policies or amend state constitutions. Some
observers believe that the Internet is empowering people to become more directly
engaged and influential in the political process and that this process will accel-
erate in the future.’® Increasingly, the Internet, mobile devices, and social media
sites enable people to more easily gather information, deliberate with other citi-
zens about important issues, organize political meetings and demonstrations, and
directly communicate their interests and demands to political leaders at all levels
of government.'” These new forms of communication and mobilization were espe-
cially evident in the so-called Arab Spring in 2011 when popular uprisings drove
autocratic leaders from power in several countries and forced leaders in others to
pay attention to popular demands.
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popular sovereignty

The basic principle of democracy that
the people are the ultimate source
of government authority and of the
policies that government leaders
make.

O Benchmarks of Representative Democracy

In large societies such as our own, then, democracy means rule by the people, exer-
cised indirectly through representatives elected by the people. Still, this definition is
not sufficiently precise to use as a standard by which to evaluate the American politi-
cal system. It does not tell us what features indirect representative systems must have
to ensure that those who govern do so on behalf of and in the interest of the people.
You will see that this involves more than the existence of elections.'® To help further
clarify the definition of democracy, we add three additional benchmarks drawn from
both the scholarly literature and popular understandings of democracy. These bench-
marks are popular sovereignty, political equality, and political liberty, with the latter two
being necessary for the first (that is to say, for popular sovereignty to work political
equality and political liberty must exist). A society in which all three flourish, we
argue, is a healthy representative democracy. A society in which any of the three is
absent or impaired falls short of the representative democratic ideal. Let us see what
each of them means.

POPULAR SOVEREIGNTY Popular sovereignty means that people are the ulti-
mate source of government authority and that what the government does is deter-
mined by what the people want. If ultimate authority resides not in the hands of the
many but in the hands of the few (as in an aristocratic order), or of the one (whether
a benevolent sovereign or a ruthless dictator), democracy does not exist. Nor does it
exist if government consistently fails to follow the preferences and serve the inter-
ests of the people.

How can we recognize popular sovereignty when we see it? The following seven
conditions are especially important.

Government Leaders are Selected in Competitive Elections 'The existence of a
close match between what the people want and what government does, however, does
not necessarily prove that the people are sovereign. In a dictatorship, for example, the
will of the people can be consciously shaped to correspond to the wishes of the lead-
ership. For the direction of influence to flow from the people to the leadership, some
mechanism must exist for forcing leaders to be responsive to the people’s wishes and to
be responsible to them for their actions. The best mechanism ever invented to achieve
these goals is the contested election in which both existing and aspiring government
leaders must periodically face the people for judgment. (See the “Mapping American
Politics” feature on competition in U.S. presidential elections.)

Elections are Free and Fair If elections are to be useful as a way to keep govern-
ment leaders responsive and responsible, they must be conducted in a fashion that is
free and fair. By free, we mean that there is no coercion of voters or election officials
and that virtually all citizens are able to run for office and vote in elections. By fair, we
mean, among other things, that election rules do not favor some over others and that
ballots are accurately counted.

People Participate in the Political Process Although government leaders may be
elected in a balloting process that is free and fair, such a process is useful in convey-
ing the will of the people and keeping leaders responsive and responsible only if the
people participate. If elections and other forms of political participation only attract a
minority of the eligible population, they cannot serve as a way to understand what the
broad public wants or as an instrument forcing leaders to pay attention to it. Wide-
spread participation in politics—including voting in elections, contacting public of-
ficials, working with others to bring matters to public attention, joining associations
that work to shape government actions, and more—is necessary to ensure not only
that responsive representatives will be chosen, but that they will also have continuous
incentives to pay attention to the people. Because widespread participation is so cen-
tral to popular sovereignty, we can say that the less political participation there is in a
society, the weaker the democracy.



I
VOTING AT LONG LAST

Here the woman believed to be the oldest voter in the first democratic election in South Sudan rests

after casting her vote for independence in the city of Juba in 2011. Is voting a sufficient condition for the
existence of democracy or must other conditions exist to ensure that political leaders act as representatives
of the people?

High-Quality Information is Available 1f people are to form authentic and rational
attitudes about public policies and political leaders, they must have access to accurate
political information, insightful interpretations, and vigorous debate. These are the re-
sponsibility of government officials, opposition parties, opinion leaders, and the news
media. If false or biased information is provided, if policies are not challenged and
debated, or if misleading interpretations of the political world (or none at all) are of-
fered, the people cannot form opinions in accordance with their values and interests,
and popular sovereignty cannot be said to exist.

The Majority Rules How can the opinions and preferences of many individual citi-
zens be combined into a single binding decision? Because unanimity is unlikely—so
the insistence that new policies should require unanimous agreement for them to be
adopted would simply enshrine the status quo—reaching a decision requires a deci-
sion rule of some sort. If the actions of government are to respond to all citizens, each
citizen being counted equally, the only decision rule that makes sense is majority rule,
which means that the government adopts the policy that the mosz people want.'” The
only alternative to majority rule is minority rule, which would unacceptably elevate
the preferences and the interests of the few over the many.

majority rule

The form of political decision making
in which policies are decided on the
basis of what a majority of the people
want.

1
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Mapping American Politics

All the States Are Purple

Introduction

Voting in elections in which people can choose among
competing candidates and political parties is one of the
hallmarks of democratic political systems. As we suggest
in this chapter, democracy requires other things, such

as political equality, civil liberties, and a free press, but
competitive elections are essential. For the most part, at
all levels of government in the United States, the most
important public offices are filled by election, including
that of the president. Both the map and the cartogram
show the results from the 2008 presidential election won
by Democrat Barack Obama over Republican John
McCain, focusing on turnout and competition between
the candidates.

Different Maps; Different Stories

The standard geographic map of the United States on
this page shows states won by John McCain (in red) and
Barack Obama (in blue). Election maps like this are widely
distributed in newspapers, magazines, and on television.
However, they are misleading in a very fundamental way
because they emphasize geographical space over people
and overplay the partisan divisions in the country. They
take no account of the relative populations of the states
and exaggerate the political importance of large, underpop-
ulated spaces. This map suggests a country that is mostly
red, or Republican, yet we know that the Democratic can-
didate won a relatively decisive victory. So, is there a bet-
ter way to visualize who voted and for whom in 2008?

The second map on this page is called a cartogram.
We will be using cartograms throughout this book to
learn more about American politics. A cartogram is a way
to visually present information that is organized on a geo-
graphical basis, with each unit (in this case, state) sized in
proportion to the data being reported (in this case, num-
ber of voters). So rather than thinking of the cartogram as
a “map,” think of it as a figure displaying some aspect of
American politics in a geographical fashion. Sometimes
a cartogram shows geographical units in relation to one
another in direct proportion to some simple measure,
such as population size. Sometimes a cartogram shows
geographical units drawn to reflect some measure on a
per capita basis (such as the distribution of homeland se-
curity defense dollars to states divided by population size,
which we use in Chapter 17). Sometimes a cartogram
shows geographical units expanded or diminished from
their “normal” geographical scale using mathematical
transformations that enable the viewer to easily compare
units (such as states and countries) while preserving the
rough outlines of the normal shapes of these units. In
each “Mapping American Politics” feature in this book,
we will specify clearly what sort of cartogram we are
using.

The cartogram here uses a simple and direct propor
tion; each state is sized according to the number of votes
cast in the 2008 presidential election. By adjusting the
size of the states to reflect the number of citizens who
voted for president in 2008, this cartogram shows clearly
that California, Florida, New York, Texas, and Ohio have

B Obama
B McCain

NV

LN
a

Size of States Adjusted to Reflect Voter Turnout; Each State Is a Mixture
of Red and Blue, Reflecting the Percentage of Obama and McCain Voters

Standard U.S. Map

lots of voters and Idaho, VWyoming, Montana, Nebraska,
and Maine have relatively few.

Color is often used to convey additional information
in cartograms, as we do here. The proportions of blue
(for Democratic voters) and red (for Republican voters)
in each state reflect the proportions of Democratic and
Republican voters in that state. The result is a map with
various shades of purple, because all states contain a
mix of Democratic and Republican voters. The closer a
state comes to the blue end of the spectrum, the more
Democratic voters it has relative to Republicans; the
closer a state comes to the red end of the spectrum, the



(Continued)

more Republicans it has relative to Democrats. There are blue), such as California, have many Republican voters,
no pure red or blue states, no pure Republican or Demo- while states that are more red, such as Utah and Wyo-
cratic states. Even states that are deep purple (more ming, have many Democratic voters.

What Do You Think?

o How does the cartogram convey more information than the conventional map about competition in the 2008
election and where the most voters are located? Do you see anything interesting in either the map or the
cartogram that we have not mentioned here? How about your own state? What, if anything, about its portrayal
in the cartogram surprises you?

SOURCE: http://clerk.house.gov/members/electioninfo/2008/Table.htm. Details about methods for producing
such cartograms can be found in the pioneering publication by Michael T. Gastner and Mark E. J. Newman, “
Diffusion-Based Method for Producing Density-Equalizing Maps,” Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 101 (May 18, 2004), pp. 7499-7504.

Government Policies Reflect the Wishes of the People 'The most obvious sign of
popular sovereignty is the existence of a close correspondence between what govern-

political equality

The principle that each person carries
ment does and what the people want it to do. It is hard to imagine a situation in which equa{) weight in the COI:ldUCt of the

the people rule but government officials continuously make policies contrary to the  public business.
expressed wishes of the majority of the people; sovereign people would most likely
react by removing such officials from power.
But does the democratic ideal require that government officials always do exactly
what the people want, right away, responding to every whim and passing fancy of the
public? This question has troubled many democratic theorists, and most have answered
that democracy is best served when representatives and other public officials respond to
the people after the people have had the opportunity to deliberate among themselves
about the issues.” We might, then, want to speak of democracy as a system in which
government policies conform to what the people want over some period of time.

Government Policies are Effective Finally, for the people to rule, it is not sufficient
that government policies are put into place that reflect what the people want it to do. Ad-
ditionally, these policies must be carried out as intended and must eftectively address the
problems or concerns that led to the formation of these policies in the first place. Without
this seventh and last condition for popular sovereignty, the people might end up with poli-
cies in place that reflect their wishes in name only. Government policies must be turned into
government actions that work. Thus for example, if the government, in response to popular
pressures, institutes a program to provide student loans for higher education, that program
must be designed and carried out in such a way that funds for the program get to the in-
tended beneficiaries—they are not wasted or diverted to financial institutions—and access
to higher education is expanded. Anything less, and the people cannot be said to fully rule.

POLITICAL EQUALITY The second benchmark of representative democracy and a nec-
essary condition for popular sovereignty to exist is political equality, the idea that each
person, being of equal intrinsic value as other human beings, carries the same weight in
voting and other political decision making.?' Imagine, if you will, a society in which one
person could cast 100 votes in an election, another person 50 votes, and still another 25
votes, while many unlucky folks had only 1 vote each—or none at all. Democracy is a
way of making decisions in which each person has one, and only one, voice.

Most people know this intuitively. Our sense of what is proper is offended, for in-
stance, when some class of people is denied the right to vote in a society that boasts the
outer trappings of democracy. The denial of citizenship rights to African Americans in
the South before the passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act is such an example. We
count it as a victory for democracy when previously excluded groups win the right to vote.

Political equality also involves what the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitu-
tion calls “equal protection,” meaning that everyone in a democracy is treated the same
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civil rights
Guarantees by government of equal
citizenship to all social groups.

political liberty

The principle that citizens in a de-
mocracy are protected from govern-
ment interference in the exercise of a
range of basic freedoms, such as the
freedoms of speech, association, and
conscience.

social contract

The idea that government is the re-
sult of an agreement among people
to form one, and that people have the
right to create an entirely new govern-
ment if the terms of the contract have
been violated by the existing one.

by government. Government programs, for example, cannot favor one group over an-
other or deny benefits or protections to identifiable groups in the population, such as
racial and religious minorities. Nor should people be treated better or worse than oth-
ers by law enforcement agencies and the courts. Taken together, political equality and
equal treatment are sometimes called civil rights, a subject we will address in more
detail in Chapter 16.

But does political equality require that people be equal in ways that go beyond
having a voice in decision making and treatment by government? In particular, does
democracy require that inequalities in the distribution of income and wealth not be too
extreme? While many do not think this to be the case, thinkers as diverse as Aristotle,
Rousseau, and Jefferson thought so, believing that great inequalities in economic
circumstances are almost always translated into political inequality.?* Political scientist
Robert Dahl describes the problem in the following way:

If citizens are unequal in economic resources, so are they likely to be unequal in
political resources; and political equality will be impossible to achieve. In the ex-
treme case, a minority of rich will possess so much greater political resources than
other citizens that they will control the state, dominate the majority of citizens,
and empty the democratic process of all content.”®

In later chapters, we will see that income and wealth are distributed in a highly un-
equal way in the United States, that the scale of this inequality has become dramatically
more pronounced over the past two decades,? and that this inequality is sometimes
translated into great inequalities among people and groups in the political arena. We
will see for example, how powerful groups representing the most privileged sectors of
American society shape not only elections and legislation more than other Americans.
We will see how government agencies and leaders administer laws and regulations. In
such circumstances, the political equality benchmark is in danger of being violated.

POLITICAL LIBERTY A third benchmark of democracy in representative systems,
and a necessary condition for popular sovereignty to exist, is political liberty. Political
liberty refers to basic freedoms essential to the formation and expression of majority
opinion and its translation into public policies. These essential liberties include the
freedoms of speech, of conscience and religion, of the press, and of assembly and asso-
ciation embodied in the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Philosopher John
Locke thought that individual rights and liberties were so fundamental to the good
society that their preservation was the central responsibility of any legitimate govern-
ment and that their protection was the very reason people agreed to enter into a social
contract to form government in the first place.

Without these First Amendment freedoms, as well as those freedoms involving
protections against arbitrary arrest and imprisonment, the other fundamental prin-
ciples of democracy could not exist. Popular sovereignty cannot be guaranteed if peo-
ple are prevented from participating in politics or if opposition to the government
is crushed by the authorities. Popular sovereignty cannot prevail if the voice of the
people is silenced and if citizens are not free to argue and debate, based on their own
ideas, values, and personal beliefs, and to form and express their political opinions.?
Political equality is violated if some people can speak out but others cannot.

For most people today, democracy and liberty are inseparable. The concept of se/f~
government implies not only the right to vote and to run for public office, but also
the right to speak one’s mind; to petition the government; and to join with others in
political parties, interest groups, or social movements.

Over the years, a number of political philosophers and practitioners have viewed
liberty as threatened by democracy rather than as essential to it. We will have more to
say about this subject in the next section as we consider several possible objections to
democracy. But it is our position that self-government and political liberty are insepa-
rable, in the sense that the former is impossible without the latter.?® It follows that a
majority cannot deprive an individual or a minority group of its political liberty with-
out violating democracy itself.



0 Objections to Liberal Democracy

What we have been describing—a system of representative government charac-
terized by popular sovereignty, political equality, and liberty—commonly is called
liberal democracy. Not everyone is convinced that liberal democracy is the best form
of government. Following are the main criticisms that have been leveled against liberal
democracy as we have defined it.

“MAJORITY TYRANNY"” THREATENS LIBERTY James Madison and the other Found-
ers of the American republic feared that majority rule was bound to undermine free-
dom and threaten the rights of the individual. They created a constitutional system (as
you will see in Chapter 2) that was designed to protect certain liberties against the un-
welcome intrusions of the majority. The fears of the Founders were not without basis.
What they called the “popular passions” have sometimes stifled the freedoms of groups
and individuals who have dared to be different. In the 1950s, for example, many people
in the movie industry, publishing, and education lost their jobs because of the anti-
communist hysteria whipped up by Senator Joseph McCarthy and others.”” For a time
after the 9/11 attacks on the United States, Muslims in the United States became tar-
gets of popular hostility (see Chapter 15). As well, Mexican American immigrants have
become the object of popular disapproval in many places in the United States recently,
blamed for taking jobs from others in the midst of a period of high unemployment.
Although there have been instances during our history of majority tyranny, in
which the majority violated the citizenship rights of a minority—the chapter-opening
story is a good example—there is no evidence that the many consistently threaten lib-
erty more than the few or the one. To put it another way, the majority does not seem
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FEAR CAN UNDERMINE DEMOCRACY

Political hysteria has periodically blemished the record of American democracy. Fear of domestic communism,
and anarchism, captured in this editorial cartoon, was particularly potent in the twentieth century and led

to the suppression of political groups by federal and state authorities acting, in their view, in the name of a
majority of Americans. Why was such hysteria able to take hold in the United States? How likely is it that
political hysteria will emerge today in the United States given the current economic troubles?

liberal democracy
Representative democracy character-
ized by popular sovereignty, liberty,
and political equality.

majority tyranny
Suppression of the rights and liberties
of a minority by the majority.
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to be a special or unique threat to liberty. Violations of freedom seem as likely to come
from powerful individuals and groups or from government officials responding to
vocal and narrow interests as from the majority of the people.

Liberty is essential to self-government, and threats to liberty, whatever their ori-
gin, must be guarded against by all who value democracy. But we must firmly reject
the view that majority rule inevitably or uniquely threatens liberty. Majority rule is
unthinkable, in fact, without the existence of basic political liberties.?

THE PEOPLE ARE IRRATIONAL AND INCOMPETENT Political scientists have spent
decades studying the attitudes and behaviors of citizens in the United States, and
some of the findings are not encouraging. For the most part, the evidence shows that
individual Americans do not care a great deal about politics and are rather poorly
informed, unstable in their views, and not much interested in participating in the
political process.?’ These findings have led some observers to assert that citizens are
ill-equipped for the responsibility of self-governance and that public opinion (the will
of the majority) should not be the ultimate determinant of what government does.

This is a serious charge and bears a great deal of attention, something we shall ad-
dress in various places in this book. In Chapter 5, for example, we will see that much
of the evidence about individual opinions often has been misinterpreted and that the
American public is more informed, sophisticated, and stable in its views than it is
generally given credit for, though there remains considerable room for improvement
on this front.

MAJORITARIAN DEMOCRACY THREATENS MINORITIES We have suggested
that when rendering a decision in a democracy, the majority must prevail. In most
cases, the minority on the losing side of an issue need not worry unduly about its
well-being, because many of its members are likely to be on the winning side in future
decisions about other matters. Thus, people on the losing side of one issue, such as
welfare reform, may be part of the majority and winning side on another issue, such as
how much to spend on education. What prevents majority tyranny over a minority in
most policy decisions in a democracy is that the composition of the majority and the
minority is always shifting, depending on the issue.

However, what happens in cases that involve race, ethnicity, religion, or sexual
orientation, for example, where minority status is fixed? Does the majority pose a
threat to such minorities> Many people worry about that possibility.*° The worry
is that unbridled majority rule leaves no room for the claims of minorities. This
worry has some historical foundations, because majorities have trampled on minor-
ity rights with alarming frequency. Majorities long held, for example, that Native
Americans and African Americans were inferior to whites and undeserving of full
citizenship. Irish, Eastern European, Asian, and Latin American immigrants to our
shores, among others, have been subjected to periods of intolerance on the part of
the majority, as have Catholics and Jews. Gays and lesbians have been discrimi-
nated against in housing and jobs and have sometimes been violently victimized.

As Robert Dahl points out, however, there is no evidence to support the belief
that the rights of minorities are better protected under alternative forms of political
government, whether rule by the few (note the persecution of the Christian minority
in China by the Communist ruling party) or by the one (note the persecution of Shia
Muslims under the rule of Saddem Hussein in Iraq), and that given the other benefits
of majority rule democracy, it is to be preferred.™

In any case, democracy, as we have defined it, requires the protection of crucial
minority rights. Recall that majority rule is only one of the defining conditions of
popular sovereignty and that popular sovereignty is only one of the three basic bench-
marks of democracy, the others being political equality and political liberty. The posi-
tion of minorities is protected in a fully developed liberal democracy, in our view, by
the requirements of equal citizenship (the right to vote, to hold public office, to be
protected against violence, and to enjoy the equal protection of the law) and access
to the full range of civil liberties (speech, press, conscience, and association). To the



How Democratic Are We?

fter this discussion, it should be easy to see how and why the democratic ideal can be used as a

measuring rod with which to evaluate American politics. We have learned that the fundamental
attributes of a liberal representative democracy are popular sovereignty, political equality, and politi-
cal liberty. Each suggests a set of questions that will be raised throughout this book to encourage
critical thinking about American political life.

B Questions about popular sovereignty. Do : W AQuestions about political liberty. Are citi-
citizens participate in politics? Can citizens zens' rights and liberties universally avail-
be involved when they choose to be, and : able, protected, and used? Are people free
are political leaders responsive? Do political : to vote? Can they speak openly and form
linkage institutions, such as political parties, : groups freely to petition their government?
elections, interest groups, and social move- Do public authorities, private groups, or the
ments, effectively transmit what citizens : majority threaten liberty or the rights of

want to political leaders? What is the quality minorities?

of the public deliberation on the major public

policy issues of the day? Do the news media These questions will help us assess where we are
and political leaders provide accurate and i and where we are going as a democracy. They will help

S\?}I;nlslei::?zlnrforv?a;{coﬁi Dgei gDovernn:/.errl;_do us go past superficial evaluations based on the existence
at citizens wa © dor Loes gove or nonexistence of this institution or that institution—for
ment effectively carry out the policies they

have instituted in response to what the peo- ' example, an elected legislature—and allow us to raise
ple want? ¢ questions about the quality of democracy in the United

Questions about political equality. Do some States ahd Its pros_p_ects_. Popular sovereignty, politi-
individuals and groups have persistent and ;o cal _equgllty, and polltlcal liberty are _benchmarks to he!p
substantial advantages over other individuals : US in this evaluation. None are attainable, of course, in
and groups in the political process? Or is the : perfect form. They are, rather, ideals to which our nation
political game open to all equally? Do govern- : can aspire and standards against which we can measure
ment decisions and policies benefit some indi- : everyday reality.

viduals and groups more than others? H

extent that a majority violates the citizenship rights and liberties of minorities, society
falls short of the democratic ideal.

A Framework for Understanding
How American Politics Works

Outline a systematic framework for thinking about how government and politics work

n addition to helping you answer questions about the quality of de- on
mocracy in the United States, our goal in this textbook is to help you
understand how American government and politics work. To help you, You Are a Candidate for Congress

we describe in this section a simple way to organize information and to
think about how our political system works.

O Organizing the Main Factors of Political Life

If we are to understand why things happen in government and politics—for exam-
ple, the passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act that Robert Moses and his SNCC
colleagues did so much to bring about—we must begin with what biologists call
taxonomy: placing things in their proper categories. We believe that each and every
actor, institution, and process that influences what our politics are like and what our
national government does can be placed into four main categories: structure, political
linkage, government, and government action.
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Jim Crow

Popular term for the system of legally
sanctioned racial segregation that ex-
isted in the American South until the
middle of the twentieth century.

* Structure. Structural factors are enduring features of American life that play key
roles in determining what issues become important in politics and government,
how political power is distributed in the population, and what attitudes and be-
liefs guide the behavior of citizens and public officials. This category includes the
economy and society, the constitutional rules, the political culture, and the inter-
national system: the most fundamental and enduring factors that influence gov-
ernment and politics. They form the foundation upon which all else is built. They
are the most enduring parts of the American system, the slowest to change.*

* Political linkage. Political linkage factors are all of those political actors, institu-
tions, and processes that transmit the wants and demands of people and groups in
our society to government officials and that together help shape what government
officials do and what policies they adopt. These include public opinion, political
parties, interest groups, the news media, and elections. While not a formal part of
government, they directly influence what sorts of people are chosen to be govern-
ment officials and what these officials do once they are in office.

* Gowvernment. Government factors include all public officials and institutions
that have formal, legal responsibilities for making public policy for the United
States. These include Congress, the president and the executive branch, the federal
bureaucracy, and the federal courts, including the Supreme Court.

*  Government action. 'This is about what government does. This category includes
the wide range of actions carried out by government: making laws, issuing rules
and regulations, waging war and providing national defense, settling civil disputes,
providing order, and more.

O Connecting the Main Factors of Political Life

To understand passage of the landmark legislation, we might begin with government, focus-
ing our attention on Congress and its members; President Lyndon Johnson (who was the
most vigorous proponent of the voting rights legislation) and his advisers; and the Supreme
Court, which was becoming increasingly supportive of civil rights claims in the mid-1960s.

Knowing these things, however, would not tell us all that we needed to know. To
understand why Congress, the president, and the Court behaved as they did in 1965,
we would want to pay attention to the pressures brought to bear on them by po/itical
linkage actors and institutions: public opinion (increasingly supportive of civil rights),
the growing electoral power of African Americans in the states outside the South, and
most important, the moral power of the civil rights movement inspired by people like
Robert Moses and Martin Luther King.

Even knowing these things, however, would not tell us all that we needed to know
about why the 1965 Voting Rights Act happened. Our inquiry would have to go deeper
to include szructural factors: economic, cultural, and social change; constitutional rules;
and the international position of the United States. For example, economic changes
in the nation over the course of many decades triggered a “great migration” of African
Americans from the rural South to the urban North. Over the long run, this popula-
tion shift to states with large blocs of Electoral College votes, critical to the election
of presidents, increased the political power of African Americans. Cultural change
increased the number of Americans bothered by the second-class citizenship of
African Americans, even as combat service in World War II and the Korean War led
many black Americans to insist on full citizenship rights. Finally, the Cold War strug-
gle of the United States against the Soviet Union played an important role. Many Ameri-
can leaders, recognizing the contradiction between asking for the support of people
of color in Third World countries in the struggle against communism while treating
African Americans in the United States as second-class citizens, sought an end to the
system of official segregation in the South (known as Jim Crow).*

We see, then, that a full explanation of why the 1965 Voting Rights Act happened
(government action) requires that we take into account how governmental, political
linkage, and structural factors interact with one another to bring about significant
change in American politics.
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Government

Political Linkage

Structure
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FIGURE 1.1 THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

Various actors, institutions, and processes interact to influence what government does in the United States.
Structural factors such as the economy, the political culture, the international system, and constitutional
rules play a strong role in political events. They may influence the government directly, or, as is more often
the case, through political linkages such as elections, parties, and interest groups. In a democratic society,
the policies created by the government should reflect these influences.

O Understanding American Politics Holistically

'This way of looking at things—that what government does can only be understood
by considering structural, political linkage, and governmental factors—will be used
throughout this book and will help bring order to the information presented. We will
suggest throughout this book that action by public officials is the product not simply
of their personal dessires (although these are important), but also of the influences
and pressures brought to bear by other governmental institutions and by individuals,
groups, and classes at work in the political linkage sphere. Political linkage institutions
and processes, in turn, can often be understood only when we see how they are shaped
by the larger structural context, including such things as the national and global econ-
omies and the political culture. This way of understanding how American government
and politics work is illustrated in the “Using the Framework” feature on page 20. This
feature appears in each chapter to explore why particular government actions happen.

You should also keep in mind that, as in all complex systems, feedback also occurs.
'That is to say, influences sometimes flow in the opposite direction, from government to
political linkage actors and institutions to structural factors. For example, federal tax laws
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Using the FRAMEWORK

How was Southern resistance to political
participation by African Americans overcome?

Background: The Voting Rights Act of 1965 trans- and state and local government rules made political
formed the politics of the American South. Under fed- participation difficult if not impossible prior to 1965. We
eral government protection, the Act permitted African can understand how such a momentous transformation
Americans to vote and run for elected office in states happened by examining structural, political linkage, and
where a combination of violence, economic pressure, governmental factors.

The Voting Rights Act of 1965

Government Action

il rights = President Lyndon
Johnson pushed hard
for federal protection
of African American
voting rights.

-
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= Unions and
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rights legislation.
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Structure

influence the distribution of income and wealth in society, government regulations affect
the operations of corporations, and decisions by the courts may determine what interest
groups and political parties are able to do. We will want to pay attention, then, to these
sorts of influences in our effort to understand how the American political system works.

You need not worry about remembering exactly which actors and influences be-
long to which of the four categories. That will become obvious because the chapters
of the book are organized into sections corresponding to them. Nor do you need to
worry about exactly how the people and institutions in the different levels interact
with one another. This will become clear as materials are presented and learned and as

20 you become more familiar with the American political process.



Does Government Work?

Think about ways to analyze the question: “Does government work?”

e bring the democracy standard and the analytical framework together by
asking throughout this book about the extent to which government policies
reflect the wishes of the people and the degree to which government pro-
grams reflecting these wishes are carried out efficiently and effectively. We
will want to know, for example, what conditions and developments at the structural level
in the analytical model give rise to problems and issues that the American people want
addressed. We will want to know the degree to which people can transmit their concerns
and wishes to government leaders, and how responsive these leaders are to popular pres-
sures as compared to pressures brought by powerful private interests. As well, we will
want to examine how the various branches and levels of government work together in
tashioning and carrying out policies the people say they want. Do they cooperate most
of the time, for example, or are they at loggerheads and unable to fashion appropriate
policies? When government settles on a policy and government officials try to put a
policy into practice, is government always handicapped in its efforts either because of
obstacles created by political opponents and special interests, or because, as some believe,
government is inherently inefficient and ineffective compared to the private sector?

We will address these complex issues at various places in this book, particularly in
the feature “Can Government Do Anything Well?” In this feature, we will highlight
some important areas of federal government activity that seem to have functioned well
over the years, and we will examine claims that the private sector would have done
and can do a better job, providing supporting evidence for both positions. We then ask
you to weigh the claims and propose what you believe might be the optimal division
of labor between the public and private sectors in fulfilling the wishes and needs of the
American people regarding a particular area of activity, whether it be interstate high-
ways or overseeing the safety of the food supply. In providing this feature, we hope we
can help bridge the deep divide that separates those who believe that “government is
always the solution” and those who believe that “government is always the problem.”

The debate between pro—free market/anti-big government advocates and regu-
lated markets/pro—big government advocates is an old one in American politics. At
various times, one side has controlled the debate and held sway over government policy-
making. During the Great Depression, for example, Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal
mostly prevailed, with government doing more than most Americans had ever imag-
ined, mostly at the urging of the American people and many business and cultural
leaders. Beginning with Ronald Reagan’s administration in the early 1980s, however,
anti-big government proponents and political actors have steadily gained ground.

We are now deeply into a mostly anti-government moment in American history. The
conservative and Tea Party-dominated Republican Party national and state-level landslide
election victories in 2010 were an indicator of this trend. So too was the focus of Congress
and President Obama in 2011 and 2012 on the problem of budget deficits (which involves
deep cuts in government programs) rather than on the problem of stimulating job growth
(which often requires new government spending) during the most serious economic crisis
since the Great Depression in the 1930s. (The budget deficit debate tends to focus on cut-
ting back government; the stimulating jobs debate tends to center on new or expanded
government programs.) To be sure, many liberals also have been unhappy with govern-
ment recently as shown by the rapid spread across the nation of the “Occupy Wall Street”
movement, whose participants wanted government to do more to rein in the financial in-
dustry, create jobs, and make incomes more equal. It is of enduring interest and importance
whether anti-government or pro-government advocates and political leaders in the com-
ing years gain the upper hand in response to our present economic difficulties or whether
some mixed system of public sector and private sector partnership gains traction. This en-
during debate on the role of government will be highlighted throughout this textbook.

21



My Lab

22

Democracy

Explain the meaning of democracy and its use as a stand-
ard to evaluate American government and politics, p. 5

Democracy is a system of rule by the people, rooted in three
fundamental principles: popular sovereinty (meaning that the
people ultimately rule), political equality (meaning that each
person has an equal say in determining what government does),
and political liberty (meaning that the people are protected from
government interference in exercising their rights).

Ensuring that all three aspects of democracy are available
and practiced has played an important role in American his-
tory, and remains an important theme in our country—as
well as many other parts of the world—today.

The United States is a liberal representative democracy—
meaning that the people do not rule directly but through
elected representatives, and have broad civil and political
rights, but the majority does not always get its way.

Because democracy holds a very special place in Americans’
constellation of values and is particularly relevant to judging
political processes, it is the standard used throughout this text
to evaluate the quality of our politics and government.

democracy, p. 8

oligarchy, p. 8

monarchy, p. 8

direct democracy, p. 8
representative democracy, p. 9

majority rule, p. 11

civil rights, p. 14

Answer key begins on page T-1.

Explain the meaning of democracy and its use as a
standard to evaluate American government and politics.

1. Which of the following is the essence of democracy?

a. Economic well-being

b. Self-government

c. Promotion of moral values

d. Protection of human rights

e. Creation of rational public policies

popular sovereignty, p. 10
political equality, p. 13

political liberty, p. 14

Listen to Chapter | on MyPoliSciLab

A Framework for Understanding
How American Politics Works

Outline a systematic framework for thinking about how
government and politics work, p. 17

The organizing framework presented in this chapter visual-
izes the world of American politics as a set of interrelated
actors and influences—institutions, groups, and individuals—
that operate in three interconnected realms: the structural,
political linkage, and governmental sectors. This way of
looking at American political life as an ordered, intercon-
nected whole will be used throughout the remainder of the
book.

Does Government Work?

Think about ways to analyze the question: “Does
government work?”, p. 21

People often forget how effective many government pro-
grams have been.

We are now in a period of deep distrust of government and
what it does.

Study and Review the Flashcards

social contract, p. 14
liberal democracy, p. 15
majority tyranny, p. 15
Jim Crow, p. 18

Study and Review the Practice Tests

Outline a systematic framework for thinking about
how government and politics work.

2. These factors involve all of the political actors,
institutions, and processes that transmit the wants
and demands of people and groups in our society to
government officials.

Political linkage factors

. Public opinion factors
Structural factors

. Fundamental factors
Government action factors

o p TR



Think about ways to analyze the question: “Does
government work?”

3. Beginning with this president’s administration, anti—big
government proponents and political actors have steadily
gained ground.

a. George Washington
b. Ronald Reagan

c. Richard Nixon

d. Franklin Roosevelt
e. Bill Clinton

INTERNET SOURCES

Think Progress Blog thinkprogress.org/ A blog written by
liberals.

The Foundry blog.heritage.org/ A blog written by conservatives.

Top 100 Political Blogs technorati.com/blogs/directory/politics/
A list of the most popular political blogs.

CNN Politics (Political Blog) politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/
Political blog by CNN analysts.

New York Times, Politics Navigator www.nytimes.com/library/
politics/polpoints.html Internet portal that contains
information on a variety of political topics.

International Political Science Association, Top 300 Political
Science Websites ipsaportal.unina.it A portal to a broad array
of web sites on political systems around the world and scholarly
research about them.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

Bartels, Larry M. Unequal Democracy: The Political Economy of the
New Gilded Age. New York and Princeton, NJ: The Russell Sage
Foundation and Princeton University Press, 2008.

An examination of rising income inequality and how it undermines
several of the basic foundational requirements of political
democracy.

Dahl, Robert A. Democracy and Its Critics. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1989.

A sweeping defense of democracy against its critics by one of the
most brilliant political theorists of our time.

Dahl, Robert A. On Democracy. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1998.

A brief yet surprisingly thorough examination of classical and
contemporary democracy, real and theoretical.

Putnam, Robert D. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in
Modern Italy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993.

A brilliant and controversial argument that the success of
democratic government depends on the vitality of a
participatory and tolerant civic culture.

Wolfe, Alan. Does American Democracy Still Work? New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 2006.

A pessimistic reading of trends in American politics, society,
and economy that are diminishing the quality of American
democracy.

Zakaria, Fareed. The Future of Freedom. 1lliberal Democracy at Home
and Abroad. New York: Norton, 2004.

The author suggests that majority rule democracy can only happen
and be sustained in societies where individual freedom and the
rule of law already exist, suggesting that democracy is unlikely
to take hold in places such as Russia and Iraq.
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The
Constitution

DETAINEES, CHECKED AND BALANCED

enator John McCain (R-AZ)—who had spent five years as a prisoner of war in
Vietham—offered an amendment to the 2005 Defense Department Authoriza-
tion bill banning cruel, inhuman, and degrading treatment of detainees. President
Bush threatened to veto the bill if it contained the McCain “anti-torture” amend-
ment, but the Senate and House voted overwhelmingly for it. In supporting the
amendment, senators and representatives from both parties cited their concerns about prevail-
ing policies, noting the free-fall in America’s international reputation after revelations about harsh
treatment of detainees at U.S. prisons at Guantanamo Bay (Cuba) and Abu Ghraib (Irag) and their
sense that many of our detainee policies were at odds with basic American values. Seeing the
handwriting on the wall, the president signed the bill with the anti-torture amendment.’

End of the matter? According to most textbook expositions, a bill becomes law once it is
passed by both houses of Congress and signed by the president.? All citizens and government
officials are then obligated to abide by the law. Of course, in real life, the president and executive
branch officials sometimes carry out the provisions of a law with less enthusiasm than Congress
might like. In this case, President George W. Bush went much further, essentially nullifying his
bill-signing by issuing a signing statement stating that “the executive branch shall construe [the
law] in @ manner consistent with the constitutional authority of the President . . . as Commander-
in-Chief . . . [this] will assist in achieving the shared objective of the Congress and the President . . .
of protecting the American people from further terrorist attacks.”® The president was announcing
that he would not feel obliged to follow the provisions of the new law when he and he alone, act-
ing in his constitutional capacity as commander in chief, deemed it necessary for the protection
of the American people.*

Assess the en- Describe the gov- Analyze the devel- Evaluate the Explain the diffi- Identify three
during legacies ernmental system opments that led framework for culties of ratifying processes by
of the American established by our to the Constitu- government that the Constitution, which the
Revolution and first constitution, tional Convention, emerged from p. 49 Constitution
the Declaration p. 31 p. 32 the Constitutional changes, p. 51
of Independence, Convention, p. 36

p.28



HARSH CONFINEMENT President George W. Bush was heavily
criticized about the use of harsh interrogation techniques at Guantanamo
Bay and other prison facilities housing terrorism suspects. While he signed
a hill from Congress banning such techniques, he also issued a signing
statement saying he would ignore the new law when it endangered national
security. Here heavily guarded prisoners are escorted to their cells.
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The Big Picture Author Edward S. Greenberg discusses how the Constitution
provides the basic rules for how government operates in the United States and
how the rules affect the degree to which the American people are able to govern
themselves.

LO4

The Basics Whatis the purpose of a Constitution? In this video, you will discover
the reasons why the framers wrote the Constitution and how the Constitution sets
up checks and balances, the protection of liberties, and the framework we need for
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a functioning democracy. ;;‘« . ;
S
@ How doés the Constitution change?
T OV aee T L,

In Context Why is it unusual that the United States Constitution has governed so
long in its present form? Fordham University political scientist Costas Panagopolos
explains why the Constitution is such a rarity and how it has succeeded in an
evolving American society.

¥ L OJ

Think Like a Political Scientist How do the institutions created by the U.S.
Constitution operate and how has their role changed over time? Fordham
University political scientist Costas Panagopolos examines this and other
emerging issues in the research and in the study of the Constitution.

In the Real World How well does the system of checks and balances in the United
States work, and is it actually fair? Real people voice their opinions on whether

or not they believe it is constitutional for Congress to check the power of the
president—and vice versa.

Y4B

So What? How hard is it to change the Constitution? While some features of the
modern political process—such as political parties and lobbyists—developed
without being mentioned in the Constitution, author Edward S. Greenberg explains
how the constitution is structured to favor the status quo.

LOZ




President George W. Bush was not the first president to issue signing statements set-
ting out his thinking on the meaning of new statutes. But most presidents before him,
starting with James Monroe, used the device sparingly and rarely used it to contravene the
intent of Congress. President Bush, on the other hand, issued more than 1,200 of them
during his eight years in office—far more than all presidents had issued collectively during
the entire course of American history. A fair proportion of them fell into the category of
“will not” or “cannot” carry out the law because of intrusions on the president’s constitu-
tional prerogatives and powers as commander in chief or as head of the executive branch.

During the 2008 election campaign, Barack Obama promised to end this practice if
elected. On March 9, 2009, he issued an executive order that all executive branch officials
must consult with the attorney general before following any of the signing statements issued
by President Bush, suggesting that most of them would no longer be operative. Interestingly,
however, President Obama also said that signing statements were legitimate if used properly
and that he reserved the right to issue them when he deemed it to be appropriate, though
he promised he would act with “caution and restraint."® He mostly was true to his word, is-
suing only 18 through the end of 2011, and only a few said or implied that he “would not”
or “could not” carry out the law as Congress intended. One of these, in which he rejected
a proviso in a statute limiting the president’s ability to hire advisors, he deemed contrary to
his constitutional powers, brought abundant criticism, but he was undeterred.® Apparently,
President Obama was unwilling to reject entirely an important tool of presidential power that
had evolved over the years.

In the Constitution, the framers designed a framework for a government of separated
powers and checks and balances. By that we mean that the framers divided executive, leg-
islative, and judicial powers and placed them into separate branches of the national govern-
ment. While the framers situated a set of unique powers within each, they also gave each
branch an important role in the affairs of the other branches in a bid at preventing any one
of them from becoming too powerful. Giving legislative power to Congress but giving the
president a central role in the legislative process, including the president’s role in signing
bills into law and having the ability to veto congressional enactments, is an example of this
constitutional design. As you might suspect, a system of separation of powers and checks
and balances is rife with potential conflict between the branches. It has been so since
the beginning of the Republic. It is exactly the sort of thing the framers had in mind. This
chapter is about the constitutional design of the American government, why the framers
fashioned the sort of constitution they did, how the Constitution shapes political life and
government actions in the United States, and how the meaning of the Constitution has
changed over the years.

Thinking Critically About This Chapter

This chapter is about the founding of the United States (see Figure 2.1)
and the formulation of the constitutional rules that structure American
politics to this day.

Using the Framework

You will see in this chapter how structural factors such as the American po-
litical culture, economic developments, and the composition of the Consti-
tutional Convention shaped the substance of our Constitution. You will also
see how the Constitution itself is an important structural factor that helps us
understand how American government and politics work today.

Using the

Using the conception of democracy you learned about in Chapter 1, you will
be able to see how and why the framers were uneasy about democracy and
created a republican form of government that, although based on popular
consent, placed a number of roadblocks in the path of popular rule.
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The American Revolution and
the Declaration of Independence

Assess the enduring legacies of the American Revolution and the Declaration
of Independence

nitially, the American Revolution (1775-1783) was waged more to pre-

serve an existing way of life than to create something new. By and large,

American colonists in the 1760s and 1770s were proud to be affiliated

with Great Britain and satisfied with the general prosperity that came
with participation in the British commercial empire.” When the revolution broke out,
the colonists at first wanted only to preserve their traditional rights as British subjects.
These traditional rights of life, liberty, and property seemed to be threatened by British
policies on trade and taxation. Rather than allowing the American colonists to trade
freely with whomever they pleased and to produce whatever goods they wanted, for
instance, England was restricting the colonists’ freedom to do either in order to protect
its own manufacturers. To pay for the military protection of the colonies against raids
by Native Americans and their French allies, England imposed taxes on a number
of items, including sugar, tea, and stamps (required for legal documents, pamphlets,
and newspapers). The imposition of these taxes without the consent of the colonists
seemed an act of tyranny to many English subjects in America.

Although the initial aims of the Revolution were quite modest, the American Rev-
olution, like most revolutions, did not stay on the track planned by its leaders. Although
it was sparked by a concern for liberty—understood as the preservation of traditional
rights against the intrusions of a distant government—it also stimulated the develop-
ment of sentiments for popular sovereignty and political equality. As these sentiments
grew, so did the likelihood that the American colonies would split from their British
parent and form a system of government more to the liking of the colonists.

When the Second Continental Congress began its session on May 10, 1775—the
First had met only briefly in 1774 to formulate a list of grievances to submit to the
British Parliament—the delegates did not have independence in mind, even though
armed conflict with Britain had already begun with the battles of Lexington and
Concord. Pushed by the logic of armed conflict, an unyielding British government,
and Thomas Paine’s incendiary call for American independence in his wildly popu-
lar pamphlet Common Sense, however, the delegates concluded by the spring of 1776
that separation and independence were inescapable.® In early June, the Continental
Congress appointed a special committee, composed of Thomas Jefterson, John Adams,
and Benjamin Franklin, to draft a declaration of independence. The document, mostly
Jefferson’s handiwork, was adopted unanimously by the Second Continental Congress

on July 4,1776.

O Key Ideas in the Declaration of Independence

The ideas in the Declaration of Independence are so familiar that we may easily miss
their revolutionary importance. In the late eighteenth century, most societies in the
world were ruled by kings with authority purportedly derived from God, subject to
little or no control by their subjects. Closely following John Locke’s ideas in Zhe Second
Treatise on Government, Jefterson’s argument that legitimate government can be estab-
lished only by the people, is created to protect inalienable rights, and can govern only
with their consent, seemed outrageous at the time. However, these ideas sparked a re-
sponsive chord in people everywhere when they were first presented, and they remain
extremely popular all over the world today. The argument as presented in the Declara-
tion of Independence goes as follows:

* Human beings possess rights that cannot be legitimately given away or taken
from them. “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that
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1783 September 3

i ending the war.

1786 August-December
i Shays's Rebellion

1787 September

¢ Convention delegates approve the Constitution
i and send it to the states for ratification.

1774 September

First Continental Congress

1775 April

Battles of Lexington and Concord

1775 June

Battle of Bunker Hill

1776 July

Congress adopts the Declaration of Independence.

1777 November 15

. Articles of Confederation adopted by Congress,
i sent to the states for ratification.
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George Washington is inaugurated
i president at Federal Hall in New York City.

1791 pecember 15

Bill of Rights becomes part of the Constitution
i after approval by the states.
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i number of states.
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social contract

A philosophical device, used by En-
lightenment thinkers such as Locke,
Rousseau, and Harrington, to suggest
that governments are only legitimate
if they are created by a voluntary com-
pact among the people.
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CLARION CALL FOR INDEPENDENCE

American leaders were reluctant at first to declare independence from Great Britain. One of the things
that helped change their minds was Thomas Paine’s wildly popular—it is said that a higher proportion of
Americans read it than any other political tract in U.S. history—and incendiary pamphlet Common Sense,
which mercilessly mocked the institution of monarchy and helped undermine the legitimacy of British rule.
What are some modern-day examples of Paine’s pamphlet? Are influential bloggers or tweeters good
examples?

they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these
are Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness.”

* People create government to protect these rights. “That to secure these rights, Gov-
ernments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the
governed.”

* If government fails to protect people’s rights or itself becomes a threat to them,
people can withdraw their consent from that government and form a new one,
that is, void the existing social contract and agree to a new one. “That whenever
any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People
to alter or to abolish if, and fto institute new Government, laying its foundation on such
principles, and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to
effect their Safety and Happiness.”

O Important Omissions in the Declaration

'The Declaration of Independence carefully avoided several controversial subjects, in-
cluding what to do about slavery. Jefferson’s initial draft denounced the Crown for
violating human rights by “captivating and carrying Africans into slavery,” but this
was considered too controversial and was dropped from subsequent versions. The con-
tradiction between the institution of slavery and the Declaration’s sweeping claims
for self-government, “unalienable” individual rights, and equality (“all men are cre-
ated equal”) was obvious to many observers at the time and is glaringly apparent to
us today. The Declaration was also silent about the political status of women and the
inalienable rights of Native Americans (referred to in the Declaration as “merciless
Indian savages”) and African Americans, even those who were not slaves. Indeed, it



is safe to assume that neither Jefferson, the main author of the Declaration, nor the
other signers of the document had women, Native Americans, free blacks, or slaves in
mind when they were fomenting revolution and calling for a different kind of political
society. Interestingly, free blacks and women would go on to play important roles in
waging the Revolutionary War against Britain.®

The Articles of Confederation:
The First Constitution

Describe the governmental system established by our first constitution

he leaders of the American Revolution almost certainly did not envi-
T sion the creation of a single, unified nation. At most, they had in mind
a loose confederation among the states. This should not be surprising.
Most Americans in the late eighteenth century believed that a govern-
ment based on popular consent and committed to the protection of individual rights
was possible only in small, homogeneous republics, where government was close to the
people and where fundamental conflicts of interest among the people did not exist.
Given the great geographic expanse of the colonies, as well as their varied ways of life
and economic interests, the formation of a single unified republic seemed unworkable.

O Provisions of the Articles

Our first written constitution—a document specifying the basic organization, pow-
ers, and limits of government—passed by the Second Continental Congress in the
midst of the Revolutionary War in 1777 (although it was not ratified by the requisite
number of states until 1781), created a nation that was hardly a nation at all. The
Articles of Confederation created in law what had existed in practice from the time
of the Declaration of Independence: a loose confederation of independent states with
little power in the central government, much like the United Nations today. Under the
Articles, most important decisions were made in state legislatures.

The Articles provided for a central government of sorts, but it had few respon-
sibilities and virtually no power. It could make war or peace, but it had no power to
levy taxes (even customs duties) to pursue either goal. It could not regulate commerce
among the states, nor could it deny the states the right to collect customs duties. It
had no independent chief executive to ensure that the laws passed by Congress would
be enforced, nor had it a national court system to settle disputes between the states.
There were no means to provide a sound national money system. The rule requiring
that all national laws be approved by 9 of the 13 states, with each state having one vote
in Congress, made lawmaking almost impossible. And, defects in the new constitu-
tion were difficult to remedy because amending the Articles required the unanimous
approval of the states.

O Shortcomings of the Articles

The Articles of Confederation did what most of its authors intended: to preserve the
power, independence, and sovereignty of the states and ensure that the central govern-
ment would not encroach on the liberty of the people. Unfortunately, there were also
many problems that the confederation was ill-equipped to handle.

Most important, the new central government could not finance its activities. The
government was forced to rely on each state’s willingness to pay its annual tax as-
sessment. Few states were eager to cooperate. As a result, the bonds and notes of
the confederate government became almost worthless, dramatically undermining the
creditworthiness of the new country.

confederation

A loose association of states or territo-
rial units without any or much power
in a central authority.

constitution

The basic framework of law for a na-
tion that prescribes how government
is to be organized, how decisions are
to be made, and what powers and re-
sponsibilities government shall have.

Articles of Confederation

The first constitution of the United
States, adopted during the last stages
of the Revolutionary War, created
a system of government with most
power lodged in the states and little in
the central government.
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CLASHES ON THE FRONTIER

As settlers moved west, they inevitably came into conflict with Native Americans already living there. Many of
the settlers were angry and distressed when the national government under the Articles of Confederation proved
unable to protect them against the people being displaced. This painting shows a battle waged between settlers
and Native Americans on the Kentucky frontier in 1785. What weakness of the Articles led to such problems?

The central government was also unable to defend American interests in foreign
affairs. Without a chief executive or a standing army, and with the states holding a veto
power over actions of the central government, the confederation lacked the capacity to
reach binding agreements with other nations or to deal with a wide range of foreign
policy problems. These included the continuing presence of British troops in western
lands ceded to the new nation by Britain at the end of the Revolutionary War, violent
clashes with Native Americans on the western frontier, and piracy on the high seas.

'The government was also unable to prevent the outbreak of commercial warfare be-
tween the states. As virtually independent nations with the power to levy customs duties,
many states became intense commercial rivals of their neighbors and sought to gain every
possible advantage against the products of other states. New York and New Jersey, for
instance, imposed high tariffs on goods that crossed their borders from other states. This
situation was an obstacle to the expansion of commercial activities and economic growth.

Factors Leading to the
Constitutional Convention

Analyze the developments that led to the Constitutional Convention

istorians now generally agree that the failings of the Articles of Confedera-
tion led most of the leading citizens of the confederation to believe that a
new constitution was desperately needed for the fledgling nation. What is left
out of many accounts of the convening of the Constitutional Convention in
Philadelphia, however, is the story of the growing concern among many of the most influ-
ential men in the confederation that the passions for democracy and equality among the
common people set loose by the American Revolution were getting out of hand. During
the American Revolution, appeals to the people for the defense of freedom and for the
spread of the blessings of liberty were often translated by the people to mean their right to
better access to the means of government and to the means of livelihood.™ The common
people were convinced that success would bring substantial improvements in their lives."



The Eighteenth-Century Republican
Beliefs of the Founders

This fever for popular participation and greater equality is not what most of the lead-
ers of the American Revolution had in mind."? The Founders were believers in a the-
ory of government known as republicanism (please note that we are not referring
here to the Republican Party or its members and supporters).™ Like all republicans
of the eighteenth century, the framers were seeking a form of government that would
not only be based on the consent of the governed but would prevent tyranny, whether
tyranny came from the misrule of a single person (a king or military dictator, let us
say), a small group of elites (an aristocracy, a clerical theocracy, or moneyed merchant
class), or even the majority of the population. The solution to the problem of tyranny
for eighteenth-century republican thinkers was threefold: to elect government lead-
ers, limit the power of government, and place roadblocks in the path of the majority.
The election of representatives to lead the government, in their view, would keep po-
tentially tyrannical kings and aristocratic factions from power while ensuring popular
consent. Limiting the power of government, both by stating what government could
and could not do in a written constitution and by fragmenting governmental power,
would prevent tyranny no matter who eventually won control, including the majority
of the people. The influence of the majority could be limited by making only a portion
of government subject to election by the people.

Although eighteenth-century republicans believed in representative government—
a government whose political leaders are elected by the people—they were not sym-
pathetic to what we might today call popular democracy. For the most part, they
thought that public affairs ought to be left to men from the “better” parts of so-
ciety. The conduct of the public business was, in their view, the province of indi-
viduals with wisdom and experience, capacities associated mainly with people of
social standing, substantial financial resources, and high levels of education. They
expected that voters would be interested in having such people in office and would
cast their ballots consistent with this view. Eighteenth-century republicans be-
lieved that once in office, elected representatives should not be overly responsive to
public opinion; representatives were to exercise independent judgment about how
best to serve the public interest, taking into account the needs and interests of
society rather than the moods and opinions of the people. They believed that such
a deliberative approach would not only protect liberty but result in better govern-
ment decisions and policies.™

O Why the Founders Were Worried

Eighteenth-century republicans, then, did not believe that the people could or should
rule directly. While they favored a system that allowed the common people to play a
larger role in public life than existed in other political systems of the day, the role of
the people was to be a far more limited one than we find acceptable today. They wor-
ried that too much participation by the people could only have a bad outcome. As
James Madison put it in 7he Federalist Papers, “| Democracies] have ever been spec-
tacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal
security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as
they have been violent in their deaths.”” (See Table 2.1 on the differences between
democracy and eighteenth-century republicanism.)

AN EXCESS OF DEMOCRACY IN THE STATES Worries that untamed democ-
racy was on the rise were not unfounded.’ In the mid-1780s, popular assemblies
(called conventions) were created in several states to keep tabs on state legislatures
and to issue instructions to legislatures concerning what bills to pass. Both con-
ventions and instructions struck directly at the heart of the republican conception
of the legislature as a deliberative body made up of representatives shielded from

popular opinion."”

republicanism

A political doctrine advocating lim-
ited government based on popular
consent, protected against majority

tyI' anny.

tyranny
The abuse of the inalienable rights of

citizens by government.
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unicameral
A legislative body with a single

chamber.

stay acts

Laws forbidding farm foreclosures for
nonpayment of debts.

TABLE 2.1 COMPARING EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY REPUBLICANISM

AND THE DEMOCRATIC IDEAL

18th-Century Republicanism
Government is based on popular consent.

Rule by the people is indirect, through multiple
layers of representatives.

The term people is narrowly defined (by

education, property holding, and social standing).

Office holding is confined to a narrow and
privileged stratum of the population.

Elected representatives act as “trustees” (act
on their own to discover the public good).

Barriers to majority rule exist.

Government is strictly limited in what it can do.

Government safeguards rights and liberties,
with a special emphasis on property rights.

The Democratic Ideal
Government is based on popular consent.

Rule by the people may be direct or indirect
through representatives.

The term people is broadly defined.

Broad eligibility for office holding.

Elected representatives act as “delegates” (act as
instructed by the people; accurately reflect their
wishes).

Majority rule prevails.

Government does what a majority of the people
want it to do.

Government safeguards rights and liberties, with
no special emphasis on property rights.

The constitution of the state of Pennsylvania was also an affront to republican
principles. Benjamin Rush, a signatory to the Declaration of Independence, described
it as “too much upon the democratic order.”’®This constitution replaced the prop-
erty qualification to vote with a very small tax (thus allowing many more people to
vote), created a unicameral (single-house) legislative body whose members were to be
elected in annual elections, mandated that legislative deliberations be open to the pub-
lic, and required that proposed legislation be widely publicized and voted on only after
a general election had been held (making the canvassing of public opinion easier).

To many advocates of popular democracy, including Tom Paine, the Pennsylvania
constitution was the most perfect instrument of popular sovereignty. To others, like
James Madison, the Pennsylvania case was a perfect example of popular tyranny exer-
cised through the legislative branch of government.'

THE THREAT TO PROPERTY RIGHTS IN THE STATES One of the freedoms that
eighteenth-century republicans wanted to protect against the intrusions of a tyranni-
cal government was the right of the people to acquire and enjoy private property. De-
velopments toward the end of the 1770s and the beginning of the 1780s seemed to put
this freedom in jeopardy. For one thing, the popular culture was growing increasingly
hostile to privilege of any kind, whether of social standing, education, or wealth. Writ-
ers derided aristocratic airs; expressed their preference for unlettered, plain-speaking
leaders; and pointed out how wealth undermined equal rights.?® Legislatures were in-
creasingly inclined, moreover, to pass laws protecting debtors. For example, Rhode
Island and North Carolina issued cheap paper money, which note holders were forced
to accept in payment of debts. Other states passed stay acts, which forbade farm fore-
closures for nonpayment of debts. Popular opinion, while strongly in favor of property
rights (after all, most of the debtors in question were owners of small farms), also
sympathized with farmers, who were hard-pressed to pay their debts with increasingly
tight money, and believed—with some reason—that many creditors had accumulated
notes speculatively or unfairly and were not entitled to full repayment.

What pushed American notables over the edge was the threat of insurrection rep-
resented by what came to be called Shays’ Rebellion. Named after its leader Daniel
Shays, the rebellion occurred in western Massachusetts in 1786 when armed men took
over court houses in order to prevent judges from ordering the seizure of farms for
nonpayment of state taxes and the incarceration of their owners in debtors prison.
The crisis in western Massachusetts was the result of a near “perfect storm” of devel-
opments: plummeting prices for crops, a dramatic increase in state taxes to pay off



SHAYS' REBELLION

Shays’ Rebellion aimed at easing financial pressures on debt-ridden small farmers by closing state

courts to prevent foreclosure hearings from taking place. Here, Daniel Shays encourages his fellow citizens
to close the courts. Why did the rebellion push American leaders to propose a constitutional convention?
Are big changes in forms of government always triggered by some form of social protest?

Revolutionary War debts, and Governor James Bowdoin’s insistence that note-holders
be paid in full by the state (mostly financial speculators who had bought up the state
debt for pennies on the dollar). Unlike most other states in similar circumstances,
Massachusetts did not take action to help its debt-ridden farmers. While other states,
for example, passed legislation postponing tax and mortgage payments, it instead
raised taxes and insisted upon full and timely payment with forfeiture of farms and
jail the penalties for noncompliance. Although the state succeeded in putting down
the rebellion and reopening the courts, it required the dispatch of the state militia, two
pitched battles, and arrests of most of the leaders of the insurrection.

Most of the new nation’s leading citizens were alarmed by the apparent inability
of state governments to maintain public order under the Articles of Confederation.?'
Shays’s Rebellion realized the worst fears of national leaders about the dangers of
ineffective state governments and popular democracy spinning out of control, un-
checked by a strong national government. As George Washington said, “If govern-
ment cannot check these disorders, what security has a man?”? It was in this climate
of crisis in 1786 that 12 delegates from five states meeting in Annapolis issued a call
to the other states and Congress to convene a constitutional convention of all the
states to correct the flaws in our first constitution. Rather than amend the Articles
of Confederation, however, the delegates who gathered at the subsequent convention
in Philadelphia in the summer of 1787 did a very surprising thing; they wrote an
entirely new constitution.
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Simulation:
You Are a Founder

The Constitutional Convention

Evaluate the framework for government that emerged from the Constitutional Convention

ost of America’s economic, social, and political leaders were convinced by

1787 that the new nation and the experiment in self-government were

in great peril. These concerns helped convince leaders in the states to se-

lect 73 delegates to attend the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia
(only 55 actually showed up for its deliberations). The goal was to create a new govern-
ment capable of providing both energy and stability.

The convention officially convened in Philadelphia on May 25, 1787, with George
Wiashington presiding. It met in secret for a period of almost four months. By the end of their
deliberations, the delegates had hammered out a constitutional framework that has served as
one of the structural foundations of American government and politics to the present day.

0 Who Were the Framers?

'The delegates were not common folk. There were no common laborers, skilled craftspeople,
small farmers, women, or racial minorities in attendance. Most delegates were wealthy men:
holders of government bonds, real estate investors, successful merchants, bankers, lawyers,
and owners of large plantations worked by slaves. They were, for the most part, far bet-
ter educated than the average American and solidly steeped in the classics. The journal of
the convention debates kept by James Madison of Virginia shows that the delegates were
conversant with the great works of Western philosophy and political science; with great
facility and frequency, they quoted Aristotle, Plato, Locke, Montesquieu, and scores of other
thinkers. Finally, they were a group with broad experience in American politics—most had
served in their state legislatures—and many were veterans of the Revolutionary War.?

Judgments about the framers, their intentions, and what they produced vary
widely. Historian Melvin Urofsky wrote that “few gatherings in the history of this or
any other country could boast such a concentration of talent.”” Supreme Court Justice
Thurgood Marshall, the first African American member of the Court, on the other
hand, once claimed that the Constitution was “defective from the start” because the
convention at which it was written did not include women or blacks.?®

The most influential criticism of the framers and what they created was mounted
in 1913 by the Progressive historian Charles Beard in his book 4n Economic Inter-
pretation of the Constitution.?® Beard boldly claimed that the framers were engaged in
a conspiracy to protect their immediate and personal economic interests. Those who
controlled the convention and the ratification process after the convention, he sug-
gested, were owners of government bonds and notes who were interested in a govern-
ment that could pay its debts, merchants interested in protections of commerce, and
land speculators interested in the protection of property rights.

Beard has had legions of defenders and detractors.?” Historians today generally agree
that Beard overemphasized the degree to which the framers were driven by the immediate
need to “line their own pockets,” failed to give credit to their more noble motivations, and
even got many of his facts wrong. So a simple self-interest analysis is not supportable. But
Beard was probably on the mark when he suggested that broad economic and social-class
motives were at work in shaping the actions of the framers. This is not to suggest that they
were not concerned about the national interest, economic stability, or the preservation of
liberty. It does suggest, however, that the ways in which they understood these concepts
were fully compatible with their own positions of economic and social eminence. It is fair
to say that the Constitutional Convention was the work of American notables who were
authentically worried about the instability and economic chaos of the confederation as well
as the rise of a democratic and equalitarian culture among the common people.?®

That being said, we must also acknowledge that the framers were launched on
a novel and exciting adventure, trying to create a form of government that existed
nowhere else during the late eighteenth century. The success of their efforts was not
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How Long Did It Take
to Ratify the Constitution?

mericans today overwhelmingly support the principles of the Constitution, but after the Framers

adjourned on September 17, 1787, three years passed before all thirteen states approved the document.
The ensuing ratification debate was an inherently political game of multiple moves, in which the Constitution

was kept alive by relatively narrow majorities, particularly in two strategically located states.

Timeline

Sep. 170
Constitutional Convention adjourns.
Sep. 280
Congress sends Constitution
to the states.

©1787

Dec. 7 DE, 30-0
Dec. 12 PA, 46-23
Dec. 18 NJ, 38-0

1788

Jan. 2 GA, 260
Jan. 9 CT,128-40

Feb. 6 MA, 187-168

Mar. 240
Rhode Island rejects in referendum.

Apr. 28 MD,63-11
May 23 SC, 149-73

-+ 9jeqe( siaded JSIeIapa g - -

June 21 NH,57-47
June 25 VA, 89-79

July 26 NY,30-27

Constitution meets «eeecessecsccccss
ratification requirement.

Aug. 20
North Carolina adjourns
without ratifying.

Apr.10
Congress achieves quorum.
Apr. 30 O
Washington sworn in as President.

Sep. 250
Bill of Rights approved, sent to states.

———ONov. 21 NC,194-77

©1790

— O May 29 RI,34-32
o

L]
The United States
| |
1n
NEW YORK was an
important center of commerce.
Located between New England
and the mid-Atlantic states,
holding the Republic together

would have been difficult
without New York.

DE

Half of all Americans
were southerners, and
two-in-five southerners
were VIRGINIANS.
It was the political and
economic center of the
South, and the source
of the intellectual force
behind the Constitution.

* Percents indicate a state’s percentage of the national population.

Investigate Further

Why did it take three
years to ratify the Constitution? The first
states to ratify the Constitution did so
with a strong majority of support for the
document. But as those states signed on,
opposition in remaining states grew, and
the ratification debate intensified.

Which states were
most closely divided on ratification? The
debate intensified in two strategic states:
New York and Virginia. Ratification in those
two holdout states was necessary in order
to lend legitimacy to the new government.

What were the issues of
the debate? Written in support of the
new government, The Federalist Papers
addressed New Yorkers’ concerns about
federal power. For Virginians, the sticking
point was a Bill of Rights, which James
Madison promised to introduce in the
new Congress.

37



38

Virginia Plan

Proposal by the large states at the
Constitutional Convention to create a
strong central government with power
in the government apportioned to the
states on the basis of population.

New Jersey Plan

Proposal of the smaller states at the
Constitutional Convention to create a
government with slightly more power
in a central government than under
the Articles, with the states equally
represented in a unicameral national
legislature.

Connecticut Compromise

Also called the Great Compromise; the
compromise between the New Jersey
and Virginia plans formulated by the
Connecticut delegates at the Con-
stitutional Convention; called for a
lower legislative house based on popu-
lation size and an upper house based
on equal representation of the states.

guaranteed. They were, in effect, sailing in uncharted waters, guided by their reading
of history and of the republican philosophers, their understanding of the nature of
the unwritten English constitution, and their experience with colonial governments
before the Revolution and state governments after the Revolution.

O Consensus and Conflict at the Convention

'The delegates to the convention were of one mind on many fundamental points. Most
importantly, they agreed that the Articles of Confederation had to be scrapped and
replaced with a new constitution.

Most of the delegates also agreed about the need for a substantially strengthened
national government to protect American interests in the world, provide for social or-
der, and regulate interstate commerce. Such a government would diminish the power
and sovereignty of the states. Supporters of the idea of a strong, centralized national
government, such as Alexander Hamilton, had long argued this position. By the time
of the convention, even such traditional opponents of centralized governmental power
as James Madison had changed their minds. As Madison put it, some way must be
tound “which will at once support a due supremacy of the national authority, and leave
in force the local authorities so far as they can be subordinately useful.”?

But the delegates also believed that a strong national government was potentially
tyrannical and should not be allowed to fall into the hands of any particular interest or
set of interests, particularly the majority of the people, referred to by Madison as the
“majority faction.” The delegates’ most important task became that of finding a formula
for creating a republican government based on popular consent but a government not
unduly swayed by public opinion and popular democracy. As Benjamin Franklin put it,
“We have been guarding against an evil that old states are most liable to, excess of power
in the rulers, but our present danger seems to be a defect of obedience in the subjects.”

THE GREAT COMPROMISE By far the most intense disagreements at the convention
concerned the issue of representation in Congress, especially whether large or small states
would wield the most power in the legislative branch. The Virginia Plan, drafted by James
Madison, proposed the creation of a strong central government dominated by a powerful
bicameral Congress controlled by the most populous states: Virginia, Massachusetts, and
Pennsylvania. The Virginians proposed that seats in the national legislature be apportioned
to the states on the basis of population size and that the legislature be vested with the power
to appoint executive and judiciary branches and to veto state laws. The smaller states coun-
tered with a set of proposals drafted by William Paterson of New Jersey (thereafter known
as the New Jersey Plan), whose central feature was a unicameral national legislature whose
seats were apportioned equally among the states with representatives selected by state legis-
latures. The New Jersey Plan envisioned a slightly more powerful national government than
the one that existed under the Articles of Confederation, but one that was to be organized
on representational lines not unlike those in the Articles, in which each of the states re-
mained sovereign and equal. The Virginia Plan, by contrast, with its strong national govern-
ment run by a popularly elected legislature, represented a fundamentally different kind of
national union, one in which national sovereignty was superior to state sovereignty. *'
Debate over this issue was so intense that no decision could be reached on the floor
of the convention. As a way out of this impasse, the convention appointed a committee
to hammer out a compromise. The so-called Committee of Eleven met over the Fourth
of July holiday while the convention was adjourned. It presented its report, sometimes
called the Great Compromise and sometimes the Connecticut Compromise (because
it was drafted by Roger Sherman of that state), on July 5, 1787. Its key feature was a
bicameral (two-house) national legislature in which each state’s representation in the
House of Representatives was to be based on population (thus favoring the large states),
while representation in the Senate was to be equal for each of the states (thus favoring
the small states). The compromise, adopted on July 16, broke the deadlock at the conven-
tion and allowed the delegates to turn their attention to other matters.® (See the “Map-
ping American Politics” feature for more on the enduring effects of the compromise.)



Mapping American Politics

Equal and Unequal Representation in the House and Senate

Introduction

One of the fundamental decisions made by the framers
at the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia in 1787
was to create a two-chamber legislative branch with each
branch based on a different principle of representation.
Each state’s representation in the House of Representa-
tives is based on its relative population size, with the
proviso that no state shall have fewer than one representa-
tive. Representation in the House, because it very nearly
mirrors the distribution of the American population among
the states, then, can fairly be called democratic, based

on the principle of one person, one vote. The Senate, on
the other hand, is based on equal representation of the
states—each state has two senators regardless of its
population size—giving disproportionate political power to
low-population states. We can see this by comparing the
two cartograms.

States in Proportion to Number of U.S. Representatives

Different Maps; Different Stories

The cartogram on the left shows states drawn in propor
tion to the number of representatives each has in the
House of Representatives. Because representation in the
House is based roughly on population size, the largest
numbers of representatives come from more populous
states, such as California, Texas, Florida, Ohio, Illinois,
New York, and Pennsylvania, as one would expect in a
democratic system. Equal representation of each state

What Do You Think?

in the Senate, combined with vast population differences
among the states, however, leads to serious representa-
tional distortions from a democratic theory point of view.

In 2010, for example, over 37 million people lived in California
while about 560,000 people lived in VWyoming—yet each
state had two senators. Thus, each California senator rep-
resented over 18.5 million people, while each VWyoming
senator represented about 280,000. In terms of represen-
tation, each person in WWyoming, then, had 66 times the
power in the Senate in 2010 as each person in California.
The cartogram on the right reflects the representational
power of the people in each state in the Senate, measured
as the number of senators—always two—divided by state
population size. The most populous states, such as California,
New York, Texas, and Florida, almost disappear, while less
populous states, such as VWyoming, Montana, Delaware,
and the two Dakotas, loom large.

Standard US Map

e For the most part, the framers of the Constitution were eighteenth-century republicans, distrustful of popular
democracy. They created the Senate not only as a tactical maneuver to gain ratification of the Constitution by nine
states, but to make the legislative branch more deliberative and less prone to follow the ebbs and flows of public
opinion. Was it a wise decision by the framers to give equal representation to the states in the Senate? How
might Congress make different kinds of policies if the Senate were organized to more closely reflect the size of

state populations?

SOURCES: www.house.gov; www.census.gov/population/www/censusdata/apportionment.html; and www.senate.gov.
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SLAVERY Despite great distaste for the institution of slavery among many
delegates—it is said that Benjamin Franklin wanted to insert a provision in the Con-
stitution condemning slavery and the slave trade but was talked out of it for fear of
splintering the convention®**—slavery was ultimately condoned in the Constitution,
although only indirectly; the word s/avery, in fact, does not appear in the Constitu-
tion at all. But even without using the term, the legal standing of slaves is affirmed
in three places. First, the delegates agreed, after much heated debate, to count three-
fifths of a state’s slave population (referred to as “three-fifths of all other Persons”)
in the calculation of how many representatives a state was entitled to in the House

Using the FRAMEWORK

Why was slavery allowed in the Constitution of 17877

Baclkground: Slavery was allowed in the Constitu- in Article |, Section 2, paragraph 3; Article |, Section 9;
tion until passage, after the Civil War, of the Thirteenth and Article 1V, Section 2, paragraph 3. For Americans
Amendment, which ended involuntary servitude in the today, it seems almost inconceivable that such a thing
United States. Although the words “slave” or “involun- could have happened. Taking a broader and more histori-
tary servitude” never appear in the document, slavery cal view makes the story clearer, though hardly more
is given constitutional standing in the original document acceptable.

The framers allowed the institution
of slavery to continue in Article I,
Section 2; Article |, Section 9; and
Article IV, Section 2 of the
Constitution.

Government Action

any other delegates, although personally
posed to slavery as an institution, feared
t the introduction of a provision to end
ry would cause those states with high
ers of slaves to leave the convention
m the effort to create a United
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of Representatives (Article I, Section 2, paragraph 3). Much harm was done by this;
counting noncitizen slaves for purposes of representation in the House increased the
power of the slave states in Congress as well as the number of their electoral votes in
presidential elections. This imbalance would continue until 1865, when the Civil War
and the Thirteenth Amendment, ratified after the war, ended slavery in the United
States. Second, it forbade enactments against the slave trade until the year 1808
(Article I, Section 9). Third, it required nonslave states to return runaway slaves to
their owners in slave states (Article IV, Section 2, paragraph 3).

Many Americans today are bothered by the fact that a significant number of the
delegates to a convention whose goal was to build a nontyrannical republic were them-
selves slaveholders (although a few, including George Washington, had provisions in
their wills freeing their slaves upon their death). To understand more fully why the
delegates did not abolish slavery, see the “Using the Framework” feature.

It would take a terrible civil war to abolish slavery in the United States. At the con-
vention, Virginia delegate George Mason had a foreboding of such an outcome when he
observed about slavery that “providence punishes national sins by national calamities.”*

THE PRESIDENCY The Virginia Plan called for a single executive, while the New
Jersey Plan called for a multiperson executive. In the spirit of cooperation that per-
vaded the convention after the Great Compromise, the delegates quickly settled on
the idea of a single executive. They could not agree, however, on how this executive
should be selected. Both sides rejected direct election of the chief executive by the
prople, of course, because this would be “too much upon the democratic order,” but
they locked horns over the Virginia Plan’s method of selection: by the vote of state
legislatures. The compromise that was eventually struck involved a provision for an
Electoral College that would select the president. In the Electoral College, each state
would have a total of votes equal to its total number of representatives and senators in

THE FRAMERS RETAIN SLAVERY

One of the great shortcomings of the framers was their inability or unwillingness to abolish slavery in
the Constitution. Here, slaves pick cotton under the watchful eye of an overseer. What were some of the
consequences for the nation of the framers allowing slavery in our new nation?

Electoral College

Elected representatives of the states
chosen during the November presi-
dential election, a majority of whose
votes cast at a later date formally elect
the president of the United States.
The number of electors in each state is
equal to the total number of its sena-
tors and representatives. In all but two
states, the candidate who wins a plu-
rality of the popular vote wins all of a
state’s electoral votes.



Congress. Selection of electors was left to state legislatures. (Electoral College votes
are determined today by popular vote in each state.) Elected members of the Electoral
College would then cast their votes for president. Should the Electoral College fail to
give a majority to any person, which most framers assumed would usually happen, the
House of Representatives would choose the president, with each state having one vote
(Article IT, Section 1, paragraphs 2 and 3). See the “By the Numbers” feature below in
this chapter to better understand how the Electoral College and majoritarian democ-
racy are sometimes at odds.
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By the Numbers

Did George W. Bush really win the 2000 presidential
vote in Florida?

G eorge W. Bush was officially certified the winner of
the presidential contest in Florida on December 12,
2000—35 days after the November election—thereby
winning all of Florida's 25 electoral votes. This pushed
Bush's national electoral vote total to 271, a bare major-
ity but enough to win the White House.

Interestingly, however, a comprehensive review
of Florida ballots has come up with several other pos-
sible outcomes to the Florida popular vote, depending
on different ways the ballots might have been counted.
In one of these scenarios, Gore would have won the
Florida popular vote, added its electoral votes to his to-
tal in the nation, and been declared the winner of the
presidential election.

Why It Matters

Elections must be fair if they are to play the role as-
signed to them in democratic theory. Part of a fair
election is an accurate count of votes cast. Without an
accurate count, voter wishes will not be conveyed to
public officials, and the legitimacy of elected officials is
at risk, making governance more difficult.

Behind the Vote Count Numbers

A consortium of eight leading news organizations—
including The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times,
The Washington Post, the Associated Press, and
CNN—sponsored a 10-month study by the widely re-
spected National Opinion Research Center at the Uni-
versity of Chicago. Center researchers examined every
uncounted “undervote” ballot (where no vote for presi-
dent was recorded by the voting machine), with an eye
toward determining each voter’s intent. Only ballots
that showed evidence of clear voter intention were
included in the consortium’s recount. These included
punch card ballots with “hanging” and “pregnant”
chads which the machines failed to record and optical
scan ballots where voters indicated their vote with a
check mark or an “X” rather than filling in the bubble
as instructed.

Calculating the Winner’s Margin of Victory
The official tally concluded that Bush won by 537
votes. However, Center investigators found that differ-
ent counting methods would have yielded the results
shown on page 43. There are some incredible ironies in
these numbers.

B Scenario 1 Had the Gore team gotten everything
it asked for from election officials and the courts,
Al Gore still would have lost to George W. Bush.

Bl Scenario 2 The U.S. Supreme Court did not steal
the election, as many Gore supporters claimed, for
had it allowed the Florida Supreme Court’s solution
to stand, Bush would have won anyway.

M Scenario 3 A majority of Florida voters went to
the polls on November 8 to cast a vote for Al
Gore for president. The method proposed by the
U.S. Supreme Court shows this; recounting all
“under-count” disputed ballots on a statewide
basis using consistent standards yields a Gore
victory. The upshot: Gore was badly advised by
his team of lawyers, who insisted on recounts in
only certain counties that were deemed favora-
ble to him.

Because of the enormous boost in George W.
Bush's popularity following the terrorist attack on the
United States and the widely supported attack on the
Taliban regime in Afghanistan that followed, most
Americans ignored the consortium’s findings when
they were published after 9/11. Most seemed perfectly
content to have Bush as president, no matter what had
happened in Florida.

Criticisms of the Florida “Recount”
Some have argued that the consortium’s recount was
flawed in two major ways:

M First, it did not include “over-votes” in its esti-
mates—those ballots where the same name was
entered more than once—which were also ruled
invalid by election officials in Florida. For the
most part, these involved ballots where voters
wrote in the same name as the candidate they
had punched or marked, presumably to make
clear to election officials who they had voted for.
A substantial majority of overvote ballots had
selected Gore.

B Second, there is the issue of absentee ballots
from overseas armed forces personnel. Had
they been counted in the same way other bal-
lots were counted—that is, not counting ballots
kicked out because of “under-vote” or “overvote”
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team insisted, Supreme Court “under-vote” ballots
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from Palm Beach, were recounted state-wide basis using
Miami-Dade, statewide, using uniform standards
Broward, and standards set by across the state, as
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rejected by the U.S.  Supreme Court also
Supreme Courtas a ruled that there was
violation of “equal no time left to make
protection”). such a recount).
problems—Bush would have lost hundreds of ¢ What Do You Think?
votes to Gore and probably lost Florida and the ¢ Can you think of any other way to decide the winner
White House. : of an election when the race ends up in a dead heat?

Some countries use a “runoff” system in which the two

What to Watch For

When counting votes, as in all other counts, the rules
matter. This is why the lawyers from the Gore and Bush
teams fought so ferociously following the Florida elec-
tion about how to do the recount. Whenever you run
across a statistic that involves counting, in one form or
another, you might want to look further into what count-
ing rules were used.

top people run against each other to determine who
has won a majority of popular votes before a winner is
declared. In the 2000 presidential elections, this would
have meant a runoff election between Gore and Bush,
without Ralph Nader on the ballot, most of whose
votes would probably have gone to Gore in the second
round. How might a runoff have changed the face of the
election?

0 What the Framers Created

The Constitution of the United States (which is reprinted in its entirety in the Ap-
pendix) deserves a careful reading. Each word or phrase tells something important
about how American government works. If you keep in mind how the document is
organized, it will help you understand the structure of the Constitution, locate specific
provisions, and understand what kind of government the framers created. (A brief
outline of provisions is provided in Table 2.2.) Let us examine the fundamental design
for government laid out in the Constitution.

A REPUBLICAN FORM OF GOVERNMENT Recall that eighteenth-century re-
publican doctrine advocated a form of government that, while based on popular
consent and some popular participation, places obstacles in the path of majoritar-
ian democracy and limits the purposes and powers of the government in order to
prevent tyranny.

Elections and Representation Republican government is based on the principle of
representation, meaning that public policies are made not by the people directly but
by the people’s elected representatives acting in their stead. Under the rules created by
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TABLE 2.2 READING THE CONSTITUTION

Article What It’s About

Preamble

Article | The Legislative Branch

Article Il The Executive Branch

Article Il The Judicial Branch

Article IV

Article V
Article VI

Miscellaneous

Article VII

States the purpose of the Constitution

Interstate and Federal Relations

Amending the Constitution

Ratification of the Constitution

What It Does
Declares that “we the people” (not just the separate states) establish the Constitution.

Provides for a House of Representatives, elected by the people and apportioned according to
population.

Provides for a Senate, with equal representation for each state.

Discusses various rules and procedures, including the presidential veto.

Enumerates specific powers of the Congress, concluding with the necessary and proper clause.
Limits Congress's powers.

Limits the powers of the states.

Vests executive power in a single president of the United States.

Describes the Electoral College scheme for electing presidents indirectly (changed, in effect,
by the development of a party system).

Describes the qualification, removal, compensation, and oath of office for the presidency.
Describes presidential powers and duties.

Provides for impeachment.

Vests judicial power in a Supreme Court, letting Congress establish other courts if desired.
Provides for a limited original jurisdiction and (subject to congressional regulation) for broader
appellate jurisdiction (i.e., jurisdiction to review lower court decisions).

Specifies a right to jury trials.

Defines treason, ruling out certain punishments for it.

Requires that full faith and credit be given other states.

Requires that fugitives (slaves) be delivered up to the authorities.

Provides for the admission of new states and the regulation of new territories.
Guarantees a republican form of government to the states.

Provides two ways of proposing amendments to the Constitution and two ways of ratifying them.
Forbids amendments changing equal state suffrage in the Senate or (before 1808) prohibiting
the slave trade or changing the apportionment of taxes.

Assumes the debts of the Confederation.
Makes the Constitution, laws, and treaties of the United States the supreme law of the land.
Requires an oath by U.S. and state officials.

Provides that the Constitution will be established when ratified by nine state conventions.

federal

Describing a system in which signifi-
cant governmental powers are divided
between a central government and
smaller territorial units, such as states.

supremacy clause

The provision in Article VI of the
Constitution which states that the
Constitution and the laws and treaties
of the United States are the supreme
law of the land, taking precedence
over state laws and constitutions.

the Constitution, the president and members of Congress are elected by the people,
although in the case of the presidency and the Senate, to be sure, they are elected only
indirectly (through the Electoral College and the state legislatures, respectively). The
upshot, then, is that government policies at the national level are mostly made by ei-
ther directly or indirectly elected officials. (The Seventeenth Amendment, ratified in
1913, transferred election of senators from legislatures to the people.) This filters the
voices of the people by encouraging the election to office of those “whose enlight-
ened views and virtuous sentiments render them superior to local prejudices and to
schemes of injustice.” This guarantees a degree of popular consent and some protec-
tion against the possibilities of tyrannical government arising from misrule by the ozne
or by the few, given the electoral power of the 7any, but the many are still several steps
removed from direct influence over officials.

Federalism 'The Articles of Confederation envisioned a nation structured as a loose
union of politically independent states with little power in the hands of the central
government. The Constitution fashioned a federal system in which some powers are
left to the states, some powers are shared by the states and the central government, and
some powers are granted to the central government alone.

The powers in the Constitution tilt toward the center, however.* This recasting
of the union from a loose confederation to a more centralized federal system is boldly
stated in Article VI, Section 2, commonly called the supremacy clause:

This Constitution and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in Pur-
suance thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the Authority
of the United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in
every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any
State to the Contrary notwithstanding.



The tilt toward national power is also enhanced by assigning important powers
and responsibilities to the national government: to regulate commerce, to provide a
uniform currency, to provide uniform laws on bankruptcy, to raise and support an
army and a navy, to declare war, to collect taxes and customs duties, to provide for the
common defense of the United States, and more. (See Article I, Section 8.) Especially
important for later constitutional history is the last of the clauses in Section 8, which
states that Congress has the power to “make all laws which shall be necessary and
proper” to carry out its specific powers and responsibilities. We shall see later how this
elastic clause became one of the foundations for the growth of the federal govern-
ment in the twentieth century.

The Constitution left it up to each of the states, however, to determine qualifica-
tions for voting within their borders. This left rules in place in all the states that denied
the right to vote to women, slaves, and Native Americans; it left rules untouched in
many states that denied the vote to free blacks and to white males without property.
Most states removed property qualifications by the 1830s, establishing universal
white male suffrage in the United States. It would take many years and constitutional
amendments to remove state restrictions on the voting rights of women and racial
minorities, however.

Limited Government 'The basic purpose of the U.S. Constitution, like any written
constitution, is to define the purposes and powers of the government. Such a defini-
tion of purposes and powers automatically places a boundary between what is per-
missible and what is impermissible. By listing the specific powers (as in Article I,
Section 8) of the national government and specifically denying others to the
national government (as in Article I, Section 9, and in the first 10 amendments
to the Constitution, known as the Bill of Rights), the Constitution limited what
government may legitimately do.

Checks on Majority Rule Afraid of unbridled democracy, the framers created a
constitution by which the people rule only indirectly, barriers are placed in the path
of majorities, and deliberation is prized over conformity to majority opinion. As po-
litical philosopher Robert Dahl puts it, “To achieve their goal of preserving a set of
inalienable rights superior to the majority principle . .. the framers deliberately created
a framework of government that was carefully designed to impede and even prevent
the operation of majority rule.”’” Let us see what the framers did to try to dilute the
power of the majority in the national government.

Of the three branches of government, they made only a part of one of them
subject to election by the direct vote of the people: the House of Representatives
(Article I, Section 2, paragraph 1). They left the election of the president to an elec-
toral college whose members were selected by state legislatures and not by the direct
vote of the people. They gave the responsibility of electing senators to state legisla-
tures (since changed by the Seventeenth Amendment). They placed selection of fed-
eral judges in the hands of the president and the Senate. They arranged, as well, that
representatives, senators, and presidents would serve for different terms (two years for
representatives, four years for presidents, and six years for senators), and be beholden
to different constituencies. These non-congruencies in terms of office, constituencies,
and methods for selecting members of each of the branches were intended to ensure
that popular majorities, at least in the short run, would be unlikely to overwhelm
those who govern. Finally, the framers rejected the advice of radical democrats, such
as Thomas Paine, Samuel Adams, and Thomas Jefferson, to allow the Constitution
to be easily amended. Instead, they created an amending process that is exceedingly
cumbersome and difficult (see Figure 2.2).

Thus, the framers designed a system in which majority opinion, although
given some play (more than anywhere in the world at the time),* was largely de-
flected and slowed, allowing somewhat insulated political leaders to deliberate at
their pleasure.

elastic clause

Article I, Section 8 of the Consti-
tution, also called the necessary and
proper clause; gives Congress the au-
thority to make whatever laws are
necessary and proper to carry out its
enumerated responsibilities.

Bill of Rights

The first 10 amendments to the
U.S. Constitution, concerned with the
protection of basic liberties.

I
VENERATING THE CONSTITUTION

Americans generally believe that the
Constitution fashioned by the framers
in Philadelphia in 1788 is one of the
main reasons the American system

of government has proved to be so
enduring. Here, young people look at
the original document at the National
Archives. What reasons might there be
for our system enduring, other than the
Constitution?
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separation of powers

The distribution of government legis-
lative, executive, and judicial powers to
separate branches of government.

checks and balances

The constitutional principle that each
of the separate branches of govern-
ment has the power to hinder the uni-
lateral actions of the other branches as
a way to restrain an overreaching gov-
ernment and prevent tyranny.

Proposal Ratification Frequency of Use

Used for every
Amendment is proposed Amendment is ratified amendment adopted
by a vote of at least by the legislatures of at except one
two-thirds of both houses least three-fourths of
of Congress. the states. e o)
Amendment is proposed Amendment is ratified Used only once
by a national constitutional in at least three-fourths
convention requested by of the states
the legislatures of at least by conventions called
two-thirds of the states. solely for that purpose. Never used
——

FIGURE 2.2 AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION

With two ways of proposing a constitutional amendment and two ways of ratifying one, there are four
routes to changing the Constitution. In all but one case (the Twenty-First Amendment, which repealed
Prohibition), constitutional amendments have been proposed by Congress and then ratified by the state
legislatures.

Separation of Powers; Checks and Balances During the American Revolution,
American leaders worried mainly about the misrule of executives (kings and gover-
nors) and judges. As an antidote, they substituted legislative supremacy in state con-
stitutions and in the Articles of Confederation, thinking that placing power in an
elected representative body would make government effective and nontyrannical. The
men who drafted the Constitution, however, though still leery of executive and judi-
cial power, were more concerned by 1787 about the danger of legislative tyranny. To
deal with this problem, the framers turned to the ancient notion of balanced govern-
ment, popularized by the French philosopher Montesquieu. The central idea of bal-
anced government is that concentrated power of any kind is dangerous and that the
way to prevent tyranny is first to fragment governmental power into its constituent
parts—executive, legislative, and judicial—then place each into a separate and indepen-
dent branch. In the U.S. Constitution, Article I (on the legislative power), Article 11
(on the executive power), and Article III (on the judicial power) designate separate
spheres of responsibility and enumerate specific powers for each branch. We call this
the separation of powers.

To further ensure that power would not be exercised tyrannically, the framers ar-
ranged for the legislative, executive, and judicial powers to check one another in such
a way that “ambition . .. be made to counteract ambition.” They did this by ensuring
that no branch of the national government would be able to act entirely on its own
without the cooperation of the others. To put it another way, each branch has ways of
blocking the actions of the others. For example, Congress is given the chief lawmak-
ing power under the Constitution, but a bill cannot become law if a president exer-
cises his veto, unless Congress manages to override it with a two-thirds majority in
both the House and Senate. The Supreme Court, moreover, has the power (although
it is not specifically mentioned) to reject a law formulated by Congress and signed by
the president if it is contrary to the Constitution. What is at work here was described
nicely by Thomas Jefterson: “The powers of government should be so divided and bal-
anced among several bodies of magistracy, as that no one could transcend their legal
limits, without being effectually checked and constrained by the others.”* We call
the provisions that accomplish this objective checks and balances. Figure 2.3 shows
in detail how each separate branch of the federal government can be checked by the
other two. In this constitutional scheme, each branch has power, but none is able to
exercise all of its powers on its own, without some concurrence and cooperation from
the other branches.
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I
FIGURE 2.3 SEPARATION OF POWERS AND CHECKS AND BALANCES

The framers of the Constitution believed that tyranny might be avoided if the powers of government
were fragmented into its executive, legislative, and judicial components and if each component were
made the responsibility of a separate branch of government. To further protect against tyranny, they
created mechanisms by which the actions of any single branch could be blocked by either or both of the
other branches.

THE FOUNDATIONS FOR A NATIONAL FREE ENTERPRISE ECONOMY The
framers believed that the right to accumulate, use, and transfer private property
was one of the fundamental and inalienable rights that governments were insti-
tuted to defend, so they looked for ways to protect it. They also believed that the
obstacles to trade allowed under the Articles of Confederation were threatening
to block the emergence of a vibrant national economy in which most of them were
involved.

Property rights are protected in several places in the Constitution. Article I,
Section 10, forbids the states to impair the obligation of contracts, to coin money,
or to make anything but gold and silver coin a tender in payment of debts. In other
words, the states could no longer help debtors by printing inflated money, forgiving
debts, or otherwise infringing on the property of creditors, as had happened in such
places as Rhode Island and North Carolina under the Articles of Confederation.
Article IV, Section 1, further guarantees contracts by establishing that the states
must give “full faith and credit” to the public acts, records, and judicial proceed-
ings of every other state, which means that one could no longer escape legal and
financial obligations in one state by moving to another. In addition, the Constitu-
tion guaranteed that the U.S. government would pay all debts contracted under the
Articles of Confederation (Article VI, Section 1). Article IV, Section 2, paragraph 3,
even protected private property in slaves by requiring states to deliver escaped
slaves back to their owners.

Besides protecting private property, the framers took additional steps to en-
courage the emergence of a national free enterprise economy. Article I, Section 8,
grants Congress the power to regulate interstate commerce (thus ending the chaos
of individual states’ regulations), to coin money and regulate its value (thus estab-
lishing a uniform national currency), to establish uniform laws of bankruptcy, and
to protect the financial fruits of invention by establishing patent and copyright

free enterprise

An economic system characterized by
competitive markets and private own-
ership of a society’s productive assets;
a form of capitalism.
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Can Government Do Anything Well?

Encouraging American Economic Development

he American economy, measured by GDP is the largest in the world in total size and among
the largest in terms of GDP per person. This remains the case even after the financial collapse

of 2008 and the deep recession associated with it (the worst since the Great Depression in the
1930s). Over the long haul, and despite many recessions and a few depressions along the way, the
American economy has grown at a consistently steady pace over the course of its history. For ex
ample, economic historians reckon that between 1820 and 1952, the average American grew eight
times richer. Between 1945 and 2007 during the post—-World War Il boom, the average American
became three times richer. Is this story of historic economic growth one that can be explained
entirely by the efforts of private individuals—investors, entrepreneurs, and consumers—and private
business firms seeking profits in a free market? Or, did government play a significant role as well?

Support for the claim that government has been a key

player in the story of American economic growth:

Rejection of the claim that government has been a key

player in the story of American economic growth:

Providing the foundations of a market economy:

Anarchy is not conducive to a thriving, grow-
ing economy over the long run. Government
provides “law and order,” protecting prop-
erty against both local thieves and foreign
invaders.

Government provides legal and statutory pro-
tections and helpful tools that allow business
to operate in a safe and reasonably predict-
able environment. Contracts are enforced in
courts, for example, and invention and inno-
vation are encouraged by a system of copy-
right and patent law.

The federal government also has been and
remains responsible for providing a common
currency for the nation, easing market trans-
actions for consumers, investors, and firms.

Instituting policies to stimulate growth:

High tariff barriers in the nineteenth century
protected infant American industries from
foreign competition.

The federal government helped open the
West to development when it passed the
Homestead Act granting tracts of public land
to those who would farm them.

The government stimulated the growth of
railroads by giving vast tracts of land to rail-
road companies for rights-of-way and town
sites along railroad lines.

Major procurements of goods and weaponry
during our several wars poured substan-
tial monies into private firms, fueling their
expansion and encouraging technological
innovation.

In the post—-World War II period, the federal
government invested heavily in higher educa-
tion and basic scientific research. This better-
educated workforce and an array of new
technologies flowing from publicly funded
research and development, according to most
economists, helped fuel the great economic
boom of the second half of the twentieth
century.

A too active government hurts the economy,
invites tyranny, and has unintended conse-
quences (the view from the Right):

Beyond providing law and order, a rule-of-law
regime, a common currency, and protection
against invasion, government action can only
interfere in the processes by which the free
market makes society richer and intrude upon
the freedoms of the people.

Heavy taxes to support an active govern-
ment take away the hard-earned gains of the
most successful members of society, taking
their private property, as it were, and dis-
couraging others who might create and grow
businesses.

Real economic growth comes not from distant
lawmakers and bureaucrats in Washington
but from the private sector, where innovation
and investment happen.

When government tries to help, it often
makes things worse. Lawmakers’ and regula-
tors’ interest in getting disadvantaged people
into their own homes, it has been argued,
forced lenders to give loans to people who
couldn’t afford them.

Government policies to enhance economic
growth have usually served the interests of
the wealthy and large business firms (the view
from the Left):

Tax breaks, subsidies, and loan guarantees
have increased income and wealth inequality
in the United States.

The deregulation of the financial industry
since the 1980s favored large investment
banks and hedge funds to the disadvantage
of middle class Americans.



(Continued)
WHAT DO YOU THINK?

What do you think about the past, present, and future role of government in encouraging U.S. eco-
nomic growth?

e On balance, the federal government has played an important and largely positive role in enhanc-
ing American economic growth and should continue to do so in the future.

e The government's record in encouraging economic growth is fairly successful, but it needs
to pay more attention in the future to making sure that the benefits of growth are more fairly
distributed.

* The government has a legitimate role to play in encouraging economic growth, but it should limit
its role as much as possible and defer to the private sector, which is the main engine of eco-
nomic advancement.

* While government policies can sometimes help economic growth, mostly they are ineffective,
inefficient, and wasteful.

e Government’s only role should be to protect property rights, enforce contracts, provide law
and order, and defend the nation against external attacks. Anything beyond that violates our
freedoms.

How would you defend your position to a fellow student? What would be your main line of argu-
ment? What evidence do you believe best supports your position? For help in developing your argu-
ment, please refer to the source list below.

For sources for this box and for all remaining boxes on the role of government and markets,
see: the American Enterprise Institute (www.aei.org); Douglas J. Amy’'s “Government is Good”
website (governmentisgood.com); Brookings (www.brookings.edu); the Cato Institute (www.cato
.org); Milton Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962); Greg Ip,
The Little Book of Economics: How the Economy Works in the Real World (New York: John Wiley
and Sons, 2010); the Pew Research Center (www.people-press.org); the Heritage Foundation (www
.heritage.org); and the Progressive Policy Institute (www.progressivepolicy.org).

laws. At the same time, Article I, Sections 9 and 10, broke down barriers to trade
by forbidding the states from imposing taxes or duties on other states’ exports,
entering into foreign treaties, coining money, or laying any imposts or duties on
imports or exports.

It took a little while for a national free enterprise system to emerge and flower in
the United States because of the existence of an entirely different sort of economy in the
slave South. Although free enterprise was thriving in the northern and western states
by the 1820s, it took the destruction of slavery during and after the Civil War to
create a free enterprise economy for the country as a whole. (See “Can Government
Do Anything Well?” for a discussion of government’s role in economic growth and
development.)

The Struggle to Ratify
the Constitution

Explain the difficulties of ratifying the Constitution

ongress had instructed the delegates to the convention to propose changes

C to the Articles of Confederation. Under the provisions of the Articles of
Confederation, such alterations would have required the unanimous con-

sent of the 13 states. To follow such a course would have meant instant

rejection of the new constitution, because Rhode Island, never friendly to the delib-
erations in Philadelphia, surely would have voted against it, and one or two additional
states may well have joined Rhode Island. Acting boldly, the framers decided that
ratification would be based on guidelines specified in Article VII of the unratified
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Federalists

Proponents of the Constitution dur-
ing the ratification fight; also the po-
litical party of Hamilton, Washington,
and Adams.

Anti-Federalists

Opponents of the Constitution during
the fight over ratification.

document they had just written, namely, approval by nine states meeting in special
constitutional conventions. Congress agreed to this procedure, voting on September
28,1787, to transmit the Constitution to the states for their consideration.

The battle over ratification was heated, and the outcome was far from certain.
That the Constitution eventually carried the day may be partly attributed to the fact
that the Federalists (those who supported the Constitution) did a better job of mak-
ing their case than the Anti-Federalists (those who opposed the Constitution). Their
intellectual advantages were nowhere more obvious than in the 85 articles written in
defense of the Constitution for New York newspapers, under the name “Publius,” by
Alexander Hamilton (who wrote the most), James Madison, and John Jay (who wrote
only three). Collected later and published as The Federalist Papers (which Thomas
Jefferson judged to be “the best commentary on the principles of government which
ever was written”!), these articles strongly influenced the debate over ratification and
remain the most impressive commentaries ever written about the U.S. Constitution.

Anti-Federalist opposition to the Constitution was based on fear of centralized
power and concern about the absence of a bill of rights.** Although the Federalists
firmly believed that a bill of rights was unnecessary because of the protection of rights
in the state constitutions and the many safeguards against tyranny in the federal Con-
stitution, they promised to add one during the first session of Congress. Without this
promise, ratification would probably not have happened. The Federalists kept their
word. The 1st Congress passed a bill of rights in the form of 10 amendments to the
Constitution (see Table 2.3), and the amendments were eventually ratified by the re-
quired number of states by 1791.

Ratification of the Constitution was a close call. Most of the small states quickly
approved, attracted by the formula of equal representation in the Senate. Federalists
organized a victory in Pennsylvania before the Anti—Federalists realized what had
happened. After that, ratification became a struggle. Rhode Island voted no. North
Carolina abstained because of the absence of a bill of rights and did not vote its
approval until 1790. In the largest and most important states, the vote was exceed-
ingly close. Massachusetts approved by a vote of 187-168; Virginia, by 89-79; and New
York, by 30-27. The struggle was especially intense in Virginia, where prominent, ar-
ticulate, and influential men were involved on both sides. The Federalists could call on
George Washington, James Madison, John Marshall, and Edmund Randolph. The
Anti-Federalists countered with George Mason, Richard Henry Lee, and Patrick
Henry. Patrick Henry was particularly passionate, saying that the Constitution “squints
towards monarchy.” Although New Hampshire technically put the Constitution over
the top, being the ninth state to vote approval, the proponents did not rest easily until
Virginia and New York approved it.

TABLE 2.3 THE BILL OF RIGHTS

Amendment I Freedom of religion, speech, press, and assembly

Amendment II The right to bear arms

Amendment III Prohibition against quartering of troops in private homes

Amendment IV Prohibition against unreasonable searches and seizures

Amendment V Rights guaranteed to the accused: requirement for grand jury indictment; protec-
tions against double jeopardy and self-incrimination; guarantee of due process

Amendment VI Right to a speedy and public trial before an impartial jury, to cross-examine wit-
nesses, and to have counsel

Amendment VII Right to a trial by jury in civil suits

Amendment VIII Prohibition against excessive bail and fines and against cruel and unusual
punishment

Amendment IX Traditional rights not listed in the Constitution are retained by the people

Amendment X Powers not denied to them by the Constitution or given solely to the national

government are retained by the states or the people

Note: See the Appendix for the full text.



The Changing Constitution,
Democracy, and American Politics

Identify three processes by which the Constitution changes

he Constitution is the basic rule book for the game of American poli-
T tics. Constitutional rules apportion power and responsibility among

governmental branches, define the fundamental nature of the relation-

ships among governmental institutions, specify how individuals are to be
selected for office, and tell how the rules themselves may be changed. Every aspir-
ing politician who wants to attain office, every citizen who wants to influence what
government does, and every group that wants to advance its interests in the political
arena must know the rules and how to use them to their best advantage. Because the
Constitution has this character, we understand it to be a fundamental szructural factor
influencing all of American political life.

Like all rules, however, constitutional rules can and do change over time, which
is why we sometimes speak of the “living Constitution.” Constitutional changes come
about in three specific ways: formal amendment, judicial interpretation, and political
practices.

The Constitution may be formally amended by use of the procedures outlined in
Article V of the Constitution (again, refer to Figure 2.2). This method has resulted in
the addition of 27 amendments since the founding, the first 10 of which (the Bill of
Rights) were added within three years of ratification. That only 17 have been added in
the roughly 220 years since suggests that this method of changing the Constitution
is extremely difficult. Over the years, proponents of constitutional amendments that
would guarantee equal rights for women, ban same-sex marriages, and ban the burning
of the American flag have learned how difficult it is to formally amend the Constitution;
none of these amendments were added, despite public opinion polls reporting majori-
ties in favor of them. Nevertheless, several formal amendments have played an impor-
tant role in expanding democracy in the United States by ending slavery; extending
voting rights to African Americans, women, and young people ages 18-20; and making
the selection of senators the business of voters, not state legislatures.

The Constitution is also changed by decisions and interpretations of the U.S.
Supreme Court found in the written opinions of the justices. In Marbury v. Madison
(1803), the Court claimed the power of judicial review—the right to declare the
actions of the other branches of government null and void if they are contrary to
the Constitution—even though such a power is not specifically mentioned in the
Constitution (see Chapter 14 for a full discussion of judicial review). In Griswold .
Connecticut (1965), and later in Roe v. Wade (1973), actually, to take two more exam-
ples, the Court supported a claim for the existence of a fundamental right to privacy
even though such a right is not explicitly mentioned in the Constitution. Many con-
servatives believe that such actions by the Supreme Court are illegitimate because they
go beyond the original intentions of the framers, or cannot be justified in the written
provisions of the Constitution. Many others disagree, believing that the Court has and
must interpret the Constitution in light of changing circumstances that the framers
could not have envisioned.

The meaning of the Constitution also changes through changing political prac-
tices, which end up serving as precedents for political actors. Political parties, party
primaries, and presidential nominating conventions are not mentioned in the Con-
stitution, for example, but it would be hard to think about American politics today
without them. It is also fair to say that the framers would not recognize the modern
presidency, which is now a far more important office than they envisioned, a change
that has been brought about largely by the political and military involvement of the
United States in world affairs, tied to vigorous assertion of the office’s diplomatic and

judicial review

The power of the Supreme Court to de-
clare actions of the other branches and
levels of government unconstitutional.

VOICING CONCERNS AT THE COURT

The Constitution has evolved over the years
in three ways: through the amendment
process, through evolving political practices,
and through the Supreme Court’s changing
interpretation of the Constitution’s meaning.
Here antiabortion protesters demonstrate
in front of the Supreme Court building

on the anniversary of the Court's Roe v.
Wade decision to demand a reversal of

that landmark decision. How does the
Constitution protect both the Supreme
Court's decision and these people’s public
protest of it? How likely is it that the
present Supreme Court will listen to these
and other voices and overturn Roe?
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signing statement

A document sometimes issued by the
president in connection with the sign-
ing of a bill from Congress that sets
out the president’s understanding of
the new law and how executive branch
officials should carry it out.

commander-in-chief powers by many presidents, and the widespread demand that the
president do something during economic crises. The Constitution does not specify, for
example, that the Treasury secretary, acting for the president, can force the merger of
failing financial firms as was done in the last months of the George W. Bush presi-
dency in the depths of the recession. Nor would they have predicted the increasing use
of signing statements (sce the chapter-opening story) by which a president can alter
the meaning of a bill even while signing it into law.

Throughout this book you will see many examples of these three forms of con-
stitutional change that have shaped our current understanding of the meaning of the
Constitution and its many provisions. You also will learn that the third factor, chang-
ing political practices—itself a product of social and cultural change and pressure from
the American people—is at least as important as amendments and judicial rulings in
adjusting the Constitution to its times.*

DEMOCRACY STANDARD

How demaocratic is the Constitution?

Scarred by the failings of the Articles of Confederation, the framers endeavored to
create a republic that would offer representative democracy without the threat of ma-
jority tyranny. Consequently, they wrote a number of provisions into the Constitution
to control the purported excesses of democracy. These include the separation of powers
into executive, legislative, and judicial branches; checks and balances to prevent any of
the branches from governing on its own; federalism to fragment government powers
between a national government and the states; an appointed federal judiciary with life
tenure charged with, among other things, protecting private property; selection of the
president by the Electoral College; election of members of the Senate by state legis-
latures; and a process for changing the Constitution that makes it exceedingly easy
for small numbers of people in Congress and a very few states to block amendments
favored by a majority of Americans.

Although the framers had every intention of creating a republic and holding de-
mocracy in check, the tide of democracy has gradually transformed the original con-
stitutional design. For example, the Seventeenth Amendment created a Senate whose
members are directly elected by the people. The Supreme Court, moreover, has ex-
tended civil rights protections to racial and ethnic minorities. And, the presidency
has become both more powerful and more attentive to majority opinion. By formal
amendment, through judicial interpretations, and through changing political practices,
government has been fashioned into a more responsive set of institutions that, eventu-
ally, must heed the voice of the people.

Yet it can be argued that, despite these changes, the American system of gov-
ernment remains essentially “republican” in nature, with the majority finding it very
difficult to prevail. Provisions of the Constitution, designed to keep the majority in
check, effectively provide minorities with disproportionate power in government.
For example, four times in our history, presidents have taken office after an elec-
tion without having won a majority of the popular vote (John Quincy Adams, 1825;
Rutherford B. Hayes, 1877; Benjamin Harrison, 1889; George W. Bush, 2001). And
while the Seventeenth Amendment did make the election of senators more demo-
cratic, the Senate itself—which provides equal representation to all states regardless
of population—remains skewed toward smaller states, thus serving as a major barrier
in the translation of what the American people want into what government does.*
Moreover, as we will see in later chapters, the ability of private and privileged groups
to use the many blocking points provided by the Constitution has grown, often frus-
trating majority interests and demands.



My Lab

The American Revolution and
the Declaration of Independence

Assess the enduring legacies of the American Revolu-
tion and the Declaration of Independence, p. 28

The Revolutionary War and the Declaration of Independence
helped establish the ideas of self-government and inalienable
individual rights as the core of the American political ideology.

The Articles of Confederation:
The First Constitution

Describe the governmental system established by our
first constitution, p. 31

The first constitution joining the American states was the Ar-
ticles of Confederation. Under its terms, the states were orga-
nized into a loose confederation in which the states retained
full sovereignty and the central government had little power.

Factors Leading to the
Constitutional Convention

Analyze the developments that led to the Constitutional
Convention, p. 32

Defects in the Articles of Confederation, along with fears
that democratic and egalitarian tendencies were beginning
to spin out of control, prompted American leaders to gather
in Philadelphia to amend the Articles. The delegates chose

instead to formulate an entirely new constitution.

The Constitutional Convention

Evaluate the framework for government that emerged
from the Constitutional Convention, p. 36

The framers created a constitutional framework for repub-
lican government including representative elections, separa-
tion of powers, checks and balances, and federalism.

Listen to Chapter 2 on MyPoliSciLab

The Connecticut Compromise settled the tensions between
large and small states by giving states equal representation
in the Senate and representation based on population in the
House of Representatives.

The framers legitimated slavery.

The framers created the legal foundations for a thriving
commercial republic.

The Struggle to Ratify the
Constitution

Explain the difficulties of ratifying the
Constitution, p. 49

The Constitution was ratified in an extremely close vote
of the states after a hard-fought struggle between the
Federalists, who wanted a more centralized republican-
ism, and the Anti-Federalists, who wanted small-scale
republicanism.

The promise by the Federalists to introduce amendments
specifying the rights of Americans in the 1st Congress helped

swing the vote in favor of ratification in a number of key states.

Despite its “close shave,” the Constitution became very pop-
ular among the American people within only a few years of
the ratification fight.

The Changing Constitution,
Democracy, and American Politics

Identify three processes by which the Constitution
changes, p. 51

The Constitution changes by three processes: amendments
to the document, judicial interpretations of the meaning of
constitutional provisions, and the everyday political practices
of Americans and their elected leaders.

Because the American people continue to struggle for de-
mocracy, the Constitution has become far more democratic
over the years than was originally intended by the framers.

Study and Review the Flashcards

social contract, p. 30
confederation, p. 31
constitution, p. 31

Articles of Confederation, p. 31
republicanism, p. 33

tyranny, p. 33

unicameral, p. 34

stay acts, p. 34

Virginia Plan, p. 38

New Jersey Plan, p. 38
Connecticut Compromise, p. 38
Electoral College, p. 41

tederal, p. 44

supremacy clause, p. 44

elastic clause, p. 45

Bill of Rights, p. 45

separation of powers, p. 46
checks and balances, p. 46
free enterprise, p. 47
Federalists, p. 50
Anti-Federalists, p. 50
judicial review, p. 51
signing statement, p. 52
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Study and Review the Practice Tests

Answer key begins on page T-1. Evaluate the framework for government that

emerged from the Constitutional Convention
Assess the enduring legacies of the American Revo-

lution and the Declaration of Independence 5. This plan proposed the creation of a strong central

government dominated by a powerful bicameral
1. At the time of the American Revolution, this concept congress that would be controlled by the most

was understood as the preservation of traditional rights populous states.

against the intrusion of a distant government.
& & a. New Jersey Plan

a. Democracy b. Massachusetts Plan
b. Popular sovereignty c. Virginia Plan

c. Political equality d. Pennsylvania Plan
d. Liberty e. Maryland Plan

e. Justice

Explain the difficulties of ratifying the
Describe the governmental system established by our Constitution

first constitution o
6. Those who supported the Constitution were

2. According to the Articles of Confederation, all national known as:
laws had to be approved by: a. Federalists

a. 6 of the 13 states b. Anti-Federalists
b. 7 of the 13 states c. Supremacists

c. 8 of the 13 states d. Compromisers
d. 9 of the 13 states e. Revolutionists

e. 10 of the 13 states
Identify three processes by which the Constitu-
Analyze the developments that led to the Constitu- tion changes

tional Convention . . .
7. How many amendments are in the Bill of Rights?

3. Some states passed these types of acts, which forbade 5
a.

farm foreclosures for nonpayment of debts. b. 10
a. Farm acts c. 12
b. Agriculture acts d. 15
c. Revolutionary acts e. 20
d. Stay acts

e. Debt acts

4. Shays’s Rebellion took place in reaction to:

a. Increased taxes to pay off war debts

b. Increased taxes and the imprisonment of debtors

c. Dropping prices for crops, increase in taxes, and
an insistence that note holders be paid in full
by the state

d. An increase in taxes, and an insistence that note
holders be paid in full by the state

e. Dropping prices for crops and increased taxes
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INTERNET SOURCES

The Library of Congress and The Articles of Confederation
www.loc.gov/rr/program/bib/ourdocs/articles.html. An
overview of the Articles of Confederation with numerous links
to other sources involving the writing and development of the
articles.

The Avalon Project: Notes on the Debates at the Federal
Convention avalon.law.yale.edu. As complete a compilation as
exists on Madison’s notes and the less complete but important
notes of other participants.

Best of History Websites besthistorysites.net/index.php/
american-history/1700/constitution. A comprehensive
collection of links to websites about early American history.

Biographical Sketches of the Delegates to the Constitutional
Convention www.archives.gov/exhibits/charters/constitution_
founding_fathers.html. Profiles of the delegates to the
Constitutional Convention.

Political Science Resources: Political Thought www.
politicalresources.net. A vast collection of documents on
democracy, liberty, and constitutionalism around the world.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

Ellis, Joseph J. Founding Brothers: The Revolutionary Generation.
New York: Alfred Knopf, 2001.

An entertaining and accessible look at the intertwined lives of the
men who wrote the Declaration of Independence, fought the
Revolutionary War, fashioned the Constitution, and launched
the new American government.

Levinson, Sanford. Our Undemocratic Constitution: Where the
Constitution Goes Wrong. New York: Oxford University Press,
2006.

An argument by a leading constitutional scholar that the framers
did their job of protecting against majority rule so well that it
severely cripples American democracy today.

Rossiter, Clinton, ed. The Federalist Papers. New York: New
American Library, 1961.

Classic commentaries on the Constitution and its key provisions,

written by Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison.

Storing, Herbert ]. What the Anti-Federalists Were For. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1981.

The most complete collection available on the published views
of the Anti-Federalists. Includes convincing commentary by
Storing.

Sunstein, Cass R. 4 Constitution of Many Minds: Why the Founding
Document Doesn't Mean What It Meant Before. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2009.

An analysis of why the meaning of the Constitution has
changed over the course of American history and will do
so in the future.

Wood, Gordon S. The Creation of the American Republic.

New York: W. W. Norton, 1972.

The most exhaustive and respected source on America’s
changing ideas during the period 1776-1787, or from the
start of the American Revolution to the writing of the
Constitution.

Wood, Gordon S. The Radicalism of the American Revolution.
New York: Alfred Knopf, 1992.

Examines and rejects the argument that the American
Revolution was merely a political and not a social and
economic revolution.
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( (M Listen to Chapter 3 on MyPoliSciLab

Federalism:
States and
Nation

THE AFFORDABLE CARE ACT'S
PYRRHIC VICTORY?

he Supreme Court’s ruling in 2012 to uphold the constitutionality of the Affordable

Care Act of 2010 surprised nearly everyone. While President Barack Obama, Demo-

T crats and liberals hoped for the best, contingency plans were in place to make the
Court’s rejection of the Obama administration's most defining piece of legislation a

centerpiece of the 2012 presidential election campaign. Conservative legal scholars

and Republican leaders and activists for the most part were confident that the Court’s five-member
conservative majority would side with the twenty-six Republican state attorneys-general who had
filed suit against the Act who had claimed that it unconstitutionally expanded the power of the federal
government over the states and the people, particularly with regard to its mandate that everyone
secure health insurance on pain of a financial penalty for those who did not. For the most part, liberals
and Democrats rejoiced on hearing news of the ruling; conservatives and Republicans seemed both
surprised and angry, with the conservative talk shows and blogs filled with attacks on Chief Justice
John Roberts for abandoning the cause. Things may not be as they first appeared on first viewing,
however. The seeming endorsement by the Court of a massive increase in the federal government’s
role and power in the American federal system may turn out in the long run to diminish the federal
government's continued growth relative to the states. There are a number of reasons why this may
be so. They are related to the interpretation of two constitutional provisions that Congress and presi-
dents have used to expand the national government, the commerce clause and the spending power.
Both took a hit in the Court’s ruling in National Federation of Independent Business v. Sebelius (2012)."

Define federalism Establish the basis Trace the evolu- Analyze how fed- Evaluate the
and explain why for federalism in tion of American eral grants struc- arguments for
we have it, p. 60 the Constitution, federalism, p. 66 ture national and and against

p. 62 state government federalism, p. 83

relations, p. 78



NO TO OBAMACARE Representative Michele Bachmann (R-MN)
speaks at a Tea Party rally in front of the Supreme Court demanding that
the justices throw out the requirement in the Affordable Care Act that
everyone buy health insurance or face a penalty. In a surprise decision,
the Court supported the mandate, deeply disappointing conservative
critics of the law such as these passionate citizens.
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VlyPoliSciLah Video Series @ vecrerroisans

The Big Picture How did the national government become so much more
powerful than state governments? Author Edward S. Greenberg traces the
change to the Constitution itself and to a number of economic, social, and
international developments.

The Basics Are you a states-right advocate? This video will help you understand
how powers and responsibilities are divided between the national and state
governments. You'll also discover how the powers of the national government
have expanded and consider whether this is in the best interests of the people.

Should the national government
have so much power?

In Context What is the primary mechanism for federalism in the United States?
In this video, Barnard College political scientist Scott L. Minkoff explains how the
national government tries to force state governments to adopt its policies and
how state governments respond.

Think Like a Political Scientist Find answers to the most current questions that
scholars of federalism are raising in the areas of welfare reform and state rights.
Barnard College political scientist Scott L. Minkoff explores the challenges faced
by state-rights advocates once they are elected to Congress.

In the Real World Should the federal government be allowed to mandate health
care reform or should that power belong to the states? Hear supporters and
detractors of Obamacare explain their opinions, and learn about the recent
Supreme Court decision that handed this power to the federal government.

So What? Should the national government be involved in student loan programs?
What about disaster aid? Author Edward S. Greenberg defines federalism and
encourages students to decide if they believe in a strong central government or
in stronger state governments.




President Obama and Democratic leaders in Congress based their health care reform
legislation on the commerce clause—which gives Congress the power to regulate inter-
state commerce and of which Chief Justice John Marshall write in an 1824 opinion that
“Congress may exercise [it] to its utmost extent”—a reliable foundation for most of the
major legislative landmarks of Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal during the 1930s and Lyndon
Johnson's Great Society during the 1960s. New Deal efforts to boost agricultural prices dur
ing the Great Depression by limiting the acreage that could be planted with particular crops
that would eventually be directly or indirectly put into interstate commerce, for example,
was upheld by the Court as were similar programs legislated in the years since. To take
another example, the “public accommodations”section of the 1964 Civil Rights Act barred
denial of service to people on the basis of race in hotels and restaurants because such
businesses use products in their establishments that are invariably purchased across state
lines (bed linens, towels, soap, napkins, vegetables, salt and pepper, dishes and glasses,
and the like). In NFIB, however, Justice Roberts joined his four conservative colleagues in
firmly rejecting this justification of the Affordable Care Act saying that, while Congress may
regulate existing commerce, it cannot force people into commerce by requiring them to
buy health insurance. Roberts wrote that “the commerce clause is not a general license to
regulate an individual from cradle to grave.” The Affordable Care Act can only be justified,
he wrote, under Congress's power to tax, with the penalty tied to non-purchase of health
insurance under the Act nothing more or less than a tax, and a modest one at that.

Though the Court upheld the Act, then, it struck a blow at one of the foundation stones
of federal government power, and probably portends future limitations on VWashington. Liberal
Harvard University professor Laurence Tribe said of this, “There may be a dark gray lining: it is
the Court’s narrowing of the federal commerce power....the narrowing might be the longest-
lasting doctrinal legacy of the ruling”” Libertarian attorney David Rivkin celebrated despite ap-
proval of the Act, saying that the Court’s interpretation of the commerce clause is the “ultimate
silver lining....it reaffirms with enormous vigor the fundamental limits to the government'’s
power. The administration sailed under the flag of the commerce clause and it was decisively
rebuked. No one will try to do this type of mandate again...WWe won on the principle.”

In another section of the ruling, Roberts and the Court's other conservatives (Alito,
Kennedy, Scalia, and Thomas) said that the Affordable Care Act's expansion of the Med-
icaid program to cover more uninsured Americans was unconstitutional because it repre-
sented a coercive use of the Congress's spending power (the Constitution includes the
proviso that Congress can lay and collect taxes and spend such revenues to “provide for
the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States”). Though the Act pro-
vided that the federal government would pay 100 percent of the cost of the expansion of
Medicaid for the first two years and 90 percent thereafter, it also imposed a cut-off of all
federal Medicaid monies (not simply the new, expanded Medicaid) to states that refused
to participate. The Court said Congress had gone too far. This represents the very first time
since the New Deal that the Supreme Court has struck down Congress’s spending power
for use as an inducement for the states to participate in a federal program and may have
the a profound impact over the long run. For example, the federal government places many
conditions on the grants it gives to the states as a way to meet national objectives on such
things as environmental protection, non-discrimination against racial and ethnic minorities,
and highway safety standards.

The commerce clause has been used to justify many things that most Americans now
take for granted, such as protection of wetlands against destructive development, regula-
tion of the safety of the food supply, and protection of women, the disabled, and ethnic
and racial minorities against discrimination. The spending power has been used to justify
programs that are now familiar and widely accepted including giving girls an equal opportu-
nity to participate in sports in colleges and universities and providing health care and food
assistance for poor families. With the Robert’s Court now firmly committed to a more re-
stricted view of Congress's powers under the commerce clause and the spending power,
it is likely that many cases will be brought to the courts by Republicans, conservatives, and
business groups questioning the constitutionality of a broad range of federal programs. In
National Federation of Independent Business v. Sebelius, advocates of an activist national
government may have won the battle but may yet lose the war.
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federalism

A system in which governmental
powers are divided between a central
government and smaller units, such as
states.

confederation

A loose association of states or ter-
ritorial divisions in which very little
power or no power at all is lodged in a
central government.

unitary system

A system in which a central govern-
ment has complete power over its
constituent units or states.

Thinking Critically About This Chapter
This complex mixture of state and national government authority and
responsibilities highlighted in the chapter-opening story is an important
characteristic of American federalism today and in the past.

Using the Framework

In this chapter, you will learn how and why federalism is one of the most
important structural factors that affect American politics and government
and shape public policy. You will learn how federalism influences our entire
system, from the kinds of political parties we have and the workings of
Congress to how domestic programs are affected. You will also learn how
federalism itself has changed over time.

Using the
Using the evaluative tools you learned in Chapter 1, you will be able to judge
for yourself whether federalism enriches or diminishes democracy in the
United States.

Federalism as a
System of Government

Define federalism and explain why we have it

he United States is full of governments. We have not only a federal
T government in Washington, D.C., but also governments in each of the

50 states and in each of thousands of smaller governmental units, such

as counties (about 3,000 of them), cities, towns and townships, school
districts, and special districts that deal with such matters as parks and sanitation.

All these governments are organized and related to one another in a particular way.
The small governments—those of counties, cities, towns, and special districts—are legal
creations of state governments. They can be created, changed, or abolished by state legisla-
tures or by state constitutional revisions, at the convenience of the states or its voters. But
state governments themselves have much more weight and permanence because of their
prominent place in the Constitution. Together with the central government in Washing-
ton, D.C., they form what is known as a federal system. The federal system is part of the
basic structure of U.S. government, deeply rooted in our Constitution and history. It is one
of the most important features of American politics, since it affects practically everything.

O The Nature of Federalism

Federalism is a system under which significant government powers are divided
between the central government and smaller units, such as states or provinces. Neither
one completely controls the other; each has some room for independent action.
A federal system can be contrasted with two other types of government: a confedera-
tion and a unitary government. In a confederation, the constituent states get together
for certain common purposes but retain ultimate individual authority and can veto
major central governmental actions. The United Nations and the American govern-
ment under the Articles of Confederation are examples. In a unitary system, the cen-
tral government has all the power and can change its constituent units or tell them
what to do. China, Japan, Turkey, Iran, and France have this kind of government, as
do a substantial majority of nations around the world. These three different types of
governmental systems are contrasted in Figure 3.1.



O
SECTARIAN VIOLENCE IN AFGHANISTAN

Deep divisions among Pashtuns, Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaris, and Turkmen, as well as religious differences
between Shi'ite and Sunni Muslims, mean that the new government in Afghanistan will probably take the
form of a federation after the dust settles there. This women mourns in the aftermath of the bombing of
a Shi-ite mosque by a Pashtun Sunni group in 2011. Were there deep ethnic and religious divisions among
America’s framers? If so, how did it affect their design of federalism?

O Comparing American Federalism

Some of the elements of federalism go back in history at least as far as the Union
of Utrecht in the Netherlands in 1579, but federalism as it exists today is largely an
American invention? although it has come to take on a variety of forms internationally.
Including the United States, only 18 nations, accounting for more than one-third of
the world’s population and 40 percent of its land area, are however, federal in nature.?

HISTORICAL ORIGINS OF AMERICAN FEDERALISM American federalism emerged

from the way in which the states declared independence from Britain—becoming, in

Unitary Federal Confederal
The central government The central government The central government
controls all subunit and subunit governments exercises no control over
governments (e.g., states, share power. Examples: subunit governments and acts
regions). Examples: United States, Mexico, at the suffrance of the subunits.
Japan, France India, Canada Examples: United Nations,
the Confederation
' States and regions of Independent States

I
FIGURE 3.1 TYPES OF POLITICAL SYSTEMS

A majority of countries have unitary systems (A), in which the central government controls the state and local

governments, which in turn exert power over citizens. The United States, however, has a federal system (B),

in which the central government has power on some issues, the states have power on other issues, and the

central and state governments share power on yet others. In a confederation (C), the central institutions have

only a loose coordinating role, with real governing power residing in the constituent states or units. 61
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supremacy clause

The provision in Article VI of the
Constitution that the Constitution
itself and the laws and treaties of the
United States are the supreme law of
the land, taking precedence over state
laws and constitutions when they are
in conflict.

Tenth Amendment

Part of the Bill of Rights, the Amend-
ment says that those powers not given
to the federal government and not
prohibited to the states by the Consti-
tution are reserved for the states and
the people.

reservation clause

Part of the Tenth Amendment to the
Constitution that says powers not
given to Congress are reserved to the
states or to the people.

effect, separate countries—and then joined to form a confederation, and then a single
nation, as discussed in Chapter 2. Recall that the framers of the Constitution turned to
federalism as a middle-ground solution between a confederation form of government—
which was deemed a failed model based on the experience under the Articles of Con-
tederation—and a unitary form of government—which a majority of states, jealous of
their independence and prerogatives, found unacceptable. Conveniently, federalism also
was a form of government that was consistent with the eighteenth-century republican-
ism of the framers to the extent that it further fragments government power. But we can
gain further insight into why the United States adopted and has continued as a federal
system if we look at what other countries with similar systems have in common.

ROLE OF SIZE AND DIVERSITY Federalism tends to be found in nations that are large
in a territorial sense and in which the various geographical regions are fairly distinctive
from one another in terms of religion, ethnicity, language, and forms of economic activ-
ity. In Canada, for example, the farmers of the central plains are not much like the fishers
of Nova Scotia, and the French-speaking (and primarily Catholic) residents of Quebec
differ markedly from the mostly English-speaking Protestants of the rest of the country.
In Spain there are deep divisions along ethnic and language lines (as in the distinctive
Basque and Cataldn regions).* Other important federal systems include such large and
richly diverse countries as India, Pakistan, Russia, and Brazil. In all these countries, feder-
alism gives diverse and geographically concentrated groups the degree of local autonomy
they seem to want, with no need to submit in all matters to a unified central government.

The United States, too, is large and diverse. From the early days of the republic, the
slave-holding and agriculture-oriented South was quite distinct from the mercantile
Northeast, and some important differences persist today. Illinois is not Louisiana; the
farmers of Iowa differ from defense and electronics workers in California. States today
also vary in their approaches to public policy, their racial and ethnic composition, and
their political cultures.’ In The Federalist Papers, the Founders argued that this size and
diversity made federalism especially appropriate for the new United States.

While the American system of federalism was truly exceptional at the founding,
other large and important countries have adopted federalism in the years since, espe-
cially since the end of World War II. To this extent, the United States is no longer the
single exception or one among a handful of exceptions to the unitary nature of the
majority of the world’s governments.

Federalism in the Constitution

Establish the basis for federalism in the Constitution

ederalism is embodied in the U.S. Constitution in two main ways: (1) power
is expressly given to the states, as well as to the national government, and
(2) the states have important roles in shaping and choosing officials for
the national government itself, and in amending the Constitution.

O Independent State Powers

Although the Constitution makes the central government supreme in certain matters,
it also makes clear that state governments have independent powers. The supremacy
clause in Article VI states that the Constitution, laws, and treaties of the United States
shall be the “supreme law of the land,” but Article I, Section 8, enumerates what kinds
of laws Congress has the power to pass, and the Tenth Amendment declares that the
powers not delegated to the central government by the Constitution or prohibited by
the Constitution to the states are “reserved to the states [emphasis added] respectively,
or to the people.”’This provision is known as the reservation clause.



In other words, the U.S. Constitution specifically lists what the national govern-

. . . concurrent powers
ment can do. Its powers include authority to levy taxes, regulate interstate commerce,

Powers under the Constitution that
establish post offices, and declare war, plus make laws “necessary and proper” for carry-  are shared by the federal government

ing out those powers. The Constitution then provides that all other legitimate govern-  and the states.
ment functions may be performed by the states, except for a few things, such as coining
money or conducting foreign policy, that are forbidden by Article I, Section 10. This
leaves a great deal in the hands of state governments, including licensing lawyers, doc-
tors, and dentists; regulating businesses within their boundaries; chartering banks and
corporations; providing a system of family law; providing a system of public education;
and assuming the responsibility for building roads and highways, licensing drivers, and
registering cars. Under terms of the reservation clause, states exercise what are called
their police powers to protect the health, safety, and general well-being of people liv-
ing in their states. The police powers have allowed states to make decisions indepen-
dent of the federal government and other states on matters such as stem-cell research,
minimum gas mileage standards for cars, the death penalty, emissions of greenhouse
gases, and the regulation of abortion services.® The reservation clause is unique to the
United States and shows how important states are in American federalism. Other fed-
eral systems, such as Canada’s and Germany’s, reserve to the national government all
functions not explicitly given to the states.

Lest this sound too clear-cut, there also are broad areas of overlapping or shared
powers—called concurrent powers; both levels of government, for example, can and do
levy taxes, borrow money for public purposes, and spend money for the protection and
well-being of their populations (e.g., public health programs and product safety regula-
tion). With both independent national and state powers and responsibilities, as well as
concurrent or overlapping powers and responsibilities, the Constitution is not crystal clear
about the exact shape of federalism, leaving ample room for the meaning of federalism to
change with the times, the preferences of the American people, and the calculations of
political leaders. Figure 3.2 shows how powers and responsibilities are distributed.

[0 The States’ Roles in the National Government

Moreover, the Constitution’s provisions about the formation of the national govern-
ment recognize a special position for the states. The Constitution declares in Article
VII that it was “done in Convention by the unanimous consent of the szazes present”

Federal State

Powers Powers
Coin money (and by e Conduct elections
extension, manage the Ratify amendments to
currency and money supply) Concurrent the U.S. Constitution
Conduct foreign relations Powers Provide public education
Raise an army and navy Tax Charter banks
Declare and conduct war Borrow money License professions

(and by extension,
provide national defense)
Establish a federal court
system to supplement
the Supreme Court
Regulate interstate
commerce

Establish a postal system
Establish a system of
patents and copyrights

Make laws that are necessary

and proper to carry out
the foregoing powers

Establish courts

Provide public safety
Make and enforce laws
Charter banks and
corporations

Spend money for the
general welfare

Take private property for
public purposes, paying
just compensation in
return

FIGURE 3.2 HOW RESPONSIBILITIES ARE DISTRIBUTED IN THE FEDERAL SYSTEM

Establish a system of
family law

Take measures for public
health, safety, and
morals

Exercise powers that the
Constitution does not
specifically prohibit from
the states, nor delegate to
the national government
Establish local
governments

Regulate commerce
within the states

63



64

horizontal federalism

Term used to refer to relationships
among the states.

I
BUT LET ME TELL YOU, MR PRESIDENT

State governors and presidents have not always seen eye-to-eye on the issues but the level of conflict among
Republican state leaders and Democratic president Barack Obama reached fever pitch during the national debate
over health care reform and immigration in 2011 and 2012. Here Arizona governor Jan Brewer tells the president
why her state passed harsh anti-immigration measures designed to purge her state of illegals. The Supreme
Court later overturned most of the state measure as an unconstitutional state intrusion on federal authority.

(emphasis added) and provides that the Constitution would go into effect, not when a
majority of all Americans voted for it, but when the conventions of nine szafes ratified it.
Article V provides that the Constitution can be amended only when conventions in or
the legislatures of three-quarters of the states ratify an amendment. Article IV, Section 3,
makes clear that no states can be combined or divided into new states without the
consent of the state legislatures concerned. Thus, the state governments have charge of
ratifying and amending the Constitution, and the states control their own boundaries.
The Constitution also provides special roles for the states in the selection of
national government officials. The states decide who can vote for members of the U.S.
House of Representatives (Article I, Section 2) and draw the boundaries of House
districts. Each state is given two senators (Article V') who were, until 1913, to be cho-
sen by the state legislatures rather than by the voters (Article I, Section 3; altered
by the Seventeenth Amendment). And the states play a key part in the complicated
Electoral College system of choosing a president in which each state has votes equal
to the number of its senators and representatives combined, with the president elected
by a majority of electoral votes, not a majority of popular votes (Article II, Section 1).

O Relations Among the States

'The Constitution also regulates relations among the states (these state-to-state relations are
sometimes called horizontal federalism). Article IV of the Constitution is particularly
important in this regard (see Table 3.1). For example, each state is required to give “full
faith and credit” to the public acts, records, and judicial proceedings of every other state.
'This means that private contractual or financial agreements among people or companies



TABLE 3.1 CONSTITUTIONAL UNDERPINNINGS OF FEDERALISM

Provisions

Supremacy of the national govern-
ment in its own sphere

Limitations on national govern-
ment powers and reservation of
powers to the states

Limitations on state powers

State role in national government

Regulation of relations among
states

Where to Find Them
in the Constitution

Supremacy clause: Article VI

Enumerated national powers: Article |,
Section 8

Limits on national powers: Article |, Section 9;
Article IV, Section 3; Eleventh Amendment

Bill of Rights: First through Tenth
Amendments

Reservation clause: Tenth Amendment

Original restrictions: Article |, Section 10

Civil War Amendments: Thirteenth through
Fifteenth Amendments

Ratification of Constitution: Article VII

Amendment of Constitution: Article V

Election of representatives: Article |, Section 2

and Section 4
Two senators from each state: Article |,
Section 3

No deprivation of state suffrage in Senate:
Article V

Choice of senators: Article |, Section 3 (however,

see Seventeenth Amendment)

Election of president: Article Il, Section 1 (how-

ever, see Twelfth Amendment)

Full faith and credit: Article IV, Section 1

Privileges and immunities: Article IV, Section 2

What It Means

The supremacy clause establishes that federal laws and
the Constitution take precedence over state laws and
constitutions.

The powers of the federal government are laid out spe-
cifically in the Constitution, as are strict limitations on the
power of the federal government. Powers not specifically
spelled out are reserved to the states or to the people.

The Constitution places strict limitations on the power of
the states in particular areas of activity.

Compels the states to uphold the civil liberties and civil
rights of people living within their borders.

The states' role in national affairs is clearly laid out. Rules for
voting and electing representatives, senators, and the presi-
dent are defined so that state governments play a part.

Constitutional rules ensure that the states must respect
each other's legal actions and judgments.

Citizens from other states have same rights and privileges
as a state’s own citizens.

in one state are valid in all the other states and that civil judgments by the courts of one
state must be recognized by the others. Because of this constitutional provision, people
in one state cannot evade financial obligations—for example, credit card or department
store debts and alimony or child-support payments—by moving to another state.

Many people who oppose same-sex marriage are afraid that the “full faith and
credit” provision may be a way for this institution to become legal nationwide. Same-
sex marriage is now legal in states: New York, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachu-
setts, Connecticut, Washington, Maine, Maryland, and Iowa. When people of the same
sex are married in these states, do they remain legally married when they move else-
where? Are they eligible for federal benefits that go to married heterosexual couples?
Worried about the possibility that such things might happen, Congress passed the De-
fense of Marriage Act (DOMA) in 1996 denying federal benefits (such as Medicaid
and Medicare) to spouses in same-sex marriages and allowing states to decide whether
or not to recognize the legal status of same-sex couples married in other states when
such couples come within their boundaries. As of 2011, 41 have decided against same-
sex marriage, either by statute or state constitutional amendment.” Opponents wonder
whether the Supreme Court might yet decide that such statutes and amendments are
unconstitutional based on “full faith and credit”; that states without same-sex marriage
would be obligated to recognize marriages from other states. So far, the Court has not
rendered such a decision and is unlikely to do so given its conservative leanings and
its propensity to allow Congress broad latitude in regulating interstate relations. (Nor
is the Court likely to rule same-sex marriage a fundamental right based on the “equal
protection” clause of the Fourteenth Amendment [see Chapter 16].)
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interstate compacts

Agreements among states to cooper-
ate on solving mutual problems; re-
quires approval by Congress.

Explore on MyPoliSciLab

Simulation
You Are a Federal Judge

O
BORDER FENCE

How to control illegal immigration across the U.S.—-Mexican border, and what to do about those who make
it across, have become contentious issues between several border states and the federal government. Why
might this be an issue where some state majorities conflict with the wishes of the national majority?

Article IV also specifies that the citizens of each state are entitled to all the “priv-
ileges and immunities” of the citizens in the several states. That means that what-
ever citizenship rights a person has in one state apply in the other states as well. For
example, because of this provision, out-of-state residents have the same access to state
courts as in-state residents, as well as an equal right to own property and to be pro-
tected by the police. However, the Supreme Court has never clearly defined the mean-
ing of “privileges and immunities,” nor have they been entirely consistent in applying
them in practice. The Court has allowed states to charge students different tuition
rates in their public universities, for example, depending on their in-state or out-of-
state status (see the “Using the Framework” feature later in this chapter).

Agreements among a group of states to solve mutual problems, called interstate
compacts, require the consent of Congress. The framers inserted this provision (Arti-
cle I, Section 10) into the Constitution as a way to prevent the emergence of coalitions
of states that might threaten federal authority or the union itself. Interstate compacts
in force today cover a wide range of cooperative state activities. For example, New
York and New Jersey created and Congress approved a compact to create the Port
Authority of New York & New Jersey. Other compacts among states include agree-
ments to cooperate on matters such as pollution control, crime prevention, transporta-
tion, and disaster planning.

The Evolution of
American Federalism

Trace the evolution of American federalism

t took a long time after the adoption of the Constitution for the present
federal system to emerge. There were (and continue to be) ebbs and flows
in the nature of the relationship between the states and national govern-
ment and in the relative power of the states and the federal government



as they interacted with one another.® Eventually, however, the national government
gained ground.’ There are many reasons for this:

* Economic crises and problems generated pressures on the government in
Washington to do something to help fix the national economy. The Great
Depression in the 1930s is the primary example, but even today, we expect the
president, Congress, and the Federal Reserve to competently manage national
economic affairs, something the states cannot do for themselves. Most Americans
wanted the government in Washington to do something to get us out of the Great
Recession and jobless recovery of 2008-2012, though many did not like what was
done in the end (bailing out banks without limiting executive pay and bonuses,
for example, or the big deficits that resulted from new government programs and
declining tax revenues).

* War and the preparation for war are also important spurs to national-level actions,
rather than state-level ones, because only the government in Washington can raise
an army and a navy, generate sufficient revenues to pay for military campaigns,
and coordinate the productive resources of the nation to make sustained war pos-
sible. It is no accident, then, that each of our major wars has served to enhance the
power of government in Washington.

* Finally, a number of problems emerged over the course of our history that most
political leaders and the public believed could be solved most effectively by the
national government rather than by 50 separate state governments: air and water pol-
lution; unsafe food, drugs, and consumer products; the denial of civil rights for racial
minorities; anticompetitive practices by some large corporations; poverty; and more.

[l The Perpetual Debate About
the Nature of American Federalism

From the very beginnings of our nation, two political philosophies have contended
with one another over the nature of American federalism and the role to be played by
the central government. These are generally referred to as the nationalist position and
the states’ rights position.

THE NATIONALIST POSITION Nationalists believe that the Constitution was formed
by a compact among the people to create a single national community, pointing to the
powerful phrase that opens the preamble: “We the People of the United States” (not “We
the States”). Nationalists also point to the clear expression in the preamble of the pur-
poses for which “we the people” formed a new government, namely to “create a more
perfect union ... and to promote the General Welfare.” Also important in the nationalist
brief are provisions in the Constitution that point toward a strong central government

with expansive responsibilities, including the “commerce clause,” the “supremacy clause,”

and the “elastic” or “necessary and proper” clause. Not surprisingly, proponents of the
nationalist position such as Alexander Hamilton, Chief Justice John Marshall, Abraham
Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson, and the two Roosevelts (Theodore and Franklin) advocated
an active national government with the capacity and the will to tackle whatever problems
might emerge to threaten the peace and prosperity of the United States or the general
welfare of its people. Liberal Democrats, including Barack Obama, are the main propo-
nents of this position today, believing that civil rights and environmental protection, for
example, are safer in the hands of the federal government than the state governments.

THE STATES’ RIGHTS POSITION Proponents of the states’ rights position argue
that the Constitution was created as a compact among the states and that the fram-
ers meant for the states to be coequal with the national government. They base their
argument on a number of things. They note, for instance, that the Constitution was
written by representatives of the states; that it was ratified by the states and not by a
vote of the public; and that the process for amending the Constitution requires the
affirmative votes of three-fourths of the states, not three-fourths of the people. They

nationalist position

The view of American federalism
that holds that the Constitution cre-
ated a system in which the national
government is supreme, relative to the
states, and that it granted that gov-
ernment a broad range of powers and
responsibilities.

necessary and proper clause

Article I, Section 8, of the Constitu-
tion, also known as the elastic clause,
gives Congress the authority to make
whatever laws are necessary and
proper to carry out its enumerated
powers and the responsibilities men-
tioned in the Constitution’s preamble.
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states’ rights position

The view of American federalism that
holds that the Constitution created a
system of dual sovereignty in which
the national government and the state
governments are sovereign in their
own spheres.

dual federalism

An interpretation of federalism in
which the states and the national gov-
ernment have separate jurisdictions
and responsibilities.

nullification

An attempt by states to declare national
laws or actions null and void.

)«

also point to the Tenth Amendment’s “reservation” clause, which says, as we pointed
out earlier, that powers not given to the national government nor denied to the states
reside in the states and the people.

Not surprisingly, proponents of the states’ rights position have argued that
the Constitution created a form of government in which the national govern-
ment is strictly limited in size and responsibility and in which states retain broad
autonomy in the conduct of their own affairs. Popular among states’ rights propo-
nents is the concept of dual federalism, which suggests that, much like in a layer
cake, there are distinct, nonoverlapping areas of responsibility for the national
government and the state governments and that each level of government is sov-
ereign in its own sphere. Thomas Jefferson, John C. Calhoun, the New England
and Southern secessionists, the Southern resistors to the civil rights revolution,
and many contemporary conservative Republican Tea Party activists are associated
with this view of federalism.

We shall see in the pages ahead that the nationalist view has prevailed over
the long haul of American history. (See Figure 3.3 for an overview of this history.)
However, the states’ rights view has always been and remains today a vital position
from which to oppose too much power and responsibility in the government in
Wiashington. After the Affordable Care Act was passed in 2010, for example, several
states passed laws proclaiming that the mandatory health insurance provisions of the
national law did not hold within their boundaries, and 26 state attorneys general took
the issue to the federal courts. As we saw in the chapter-opening story, the Supreme
Court ruled against the states regarding the mandate.

O Federalism Before the Civil War

In the late 1790s, during the administration of John Adams, Thomas Jefferson’s Dem-
ocratic Republicans deeply resented the Alien and Sedition Acts, which the Federal-
ists used to punish political dissent by followers of Jefterson. In response, Jefterson and
Madison secretly authored the Virginia and Kentucky Resolutions, which declared
that the states did not have to obey unconstitutional national laws and left it to the
states to decide what was unconstitutional. In this case, the Democratic Republicans,
representing the more agricultural South, were advocating states’ rights and the prin-
ciple of dual federalism against a national government run by the more merchant-
oriented Federalists of the Northeast. About a decade later, however, the merchants
of New England used the Southerners’ own arguments to oppose President Madison’s
War of 1812 against Britain, which they felt interfered with their trade. Neither of
these efforts at nullification prevailed.

One crucial question about federalism in the early years of the United States
concerned who, if anyone, would enforce the supremacy clause. Who would make
sure that the U.S. laws and Constitution were actually the “supreme law of the
land,” controlling state laws? The answer turned out to be the U.S. Supreme Court,
but this answer emerged only gradually and haltingly as the Court established
its power within the federal system. Only after the strong-willed and subtle John
Marshall became chief justice and, in 1803, established the Supreme Court’s au-
thority to declare national laws unconstitutional (called judicial review; discussed
in detail in Chapter 14) did the Supreme Court turn to the question of national
power relative to the states. In Fletcher v. Peck (1810), it established the power of
judicial review over the states, holding a state law unconstitutional under the U.S.
Constitution.!® Chief Justice Marshall cleverly avoided explicit discussion of the
Court’s power of judicial review over state laws. He simply took it for granted and
used it.

The Supreme Court also provided crucial legal justification for the expansion
of federal government power in the historic case of McCulloch v. Maryland (1819),
which affirmed the supremacy clause and declared that Congress had broad powers
under the “necessary and proper” clause. The case involved action by the state of Mary-
land to impose a tax on the Bank of the United States. The state of Maryland argued
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*The items on this timeline are discussed in this chapter and in Chapters 13-16.
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preemption

Exclusion of the states from actions
that might interfere with federal
authority or statutes.

that the creation of the bank had been unconstitutional, exceeding the powers of
Congress, and that, in any case, states could tax whatever they wanted within their
own borders.

But Chief Justice Marshall upheld the constitutionality of the bank’s creation and
its immunity from taxation and, in the process, made a major statement justifying
extensive national authority.! In his opinion for the Court, Marshall declared that the
Constitution emanated from the sovereign people who had made their national gov-
ernment supreme to all rivals within the sphere of its powers, and those powers must
be construed generously if they were to be sufficient for the “various crises” of the age
to come. Congress, declared Marshall, had the power to incorporate the bank under
the clause of Article I, Section 8, authorizing Congress to make all laws “necessary and
proper” for carrying into execution its named powers. Moreover, Maryland’s tax was
invalid because “the power to tax involves the power to destroy,” which would defeat
the national government’s supremacy. Justice Marshall’s broad reading of the necessary
and proper clause laid the foundation for an expansion of what the national govern-
ment could do in the years ahead. He made it clear that states would not be allowed
to interfere.

In several later cases, the Supreme Court also ruled that provisions of the U.S.
Constitution excluded the states from acting in certain areas where they might
interfere with federal statutes or authority. According to this doctrine known as
preemption, which remains in place today,'” states cannot act in certain matters when
the national government has authority. The Supreme Court’s rejection in 2012 of
much of Arizona’s immigration law was based on this doctrine.

O The Civil War and the Expansion of National Power

'The Civil War profoundly affected the relationship between the states and the national
government. First, the unconditional Southern surrender decisively established that

OUR BLOODY CIVIL WAR

One important principle of American federalism was settled by the Civil War: the nation is indissoluble; no
state or group of states can decide on its own to withdraw from it. Establishing that principle required a
bloody contest of arms. Here, Union soldiers rest in camp after an engagement with Confederate troops.
Why was this outcome so crucial to the survival of the country?



the Union was indissoluble; states could not withdraw or secede. Hardly any American
now questions the permanence of the Union.

Second, passage of what has become known as the Civil War Amendments
resulted in constitutional changes that subordinated the states to certain new
national standards, enforced by the central government. For example, the Thirteenth
Amendment abolished slavery, and the Fifteenth gave former male slaves and their
descendants a constitutional right to vote. (‘This right was enforced by the national
government for a short time after the Civil War; it was then widely ignored until pas-
sage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act.)

Most importantly, the Fourteenth Amendment (1868) included broad language
limiting state power in a number of areas: it declared that no state shall “deprive any
person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law, nor deny to any person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.” The due process clause even-
tually became the vehicle by which the Supreme Court ruled that many civil liber-
ties in the Bill of Rights, which originally protected people only against the national
government, also provided protections against the states (see Chapter 15). And the
equal protection clause eventually became the foundation for protecting the rights of
African Americans, women, and other categories of people against discrimination by
state or local governments (see Chapter 16).

O Expanded National Activity Since the Civil War

Since the Civil War, and especially during the twentieth century, the activities of the
national government expanded greatly, so that they now touch on almost every aspect
of daily life and are thoroughly entangled with state government activities.

THE LATE NINETEENTH CENTURY TO WORLD WAR | During the late nine-
teenth century, the national government was increasingly active in administering
western lands, subsidizing economic development (granting railroads enormous tracts
of land along their transcontinental lines, for example), helping farmers, and begin-
ning to regulate business, particularly through the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887
and the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890. Woodrow Wilson’s New Freedom domestic
legislation—including the Federal Reserve Act of 1913 and the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act of 1914—spurred even greater national government involvement in social
and economic issues, as did the great economic and military effort of World War 1.
During that war, for example, the War Industries Board engaged in a form of eco-
nomic planning whose orders and regulations covered a substantial number of the
nation’s manufacturing firms.

THE NEW DEAL AND WORLD WAR Il Still more important, however, was
Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal of the 1930s. In response to the Great Depression,
the New Deal created many new national regulatory agencies to supervise vari-
ous aspects of business, including communications (the Federal Communications
Commission, or FCC), airlines (the Civil Aeronautics Board, or CAB), financial
markets (the Securities and Exchange Commission, or SEC), utilities (the Federal
Power Commission, or FPC), and labor-management relations (the National La-
bor Relations Board, or NLRB). The New Deal also brought national government
spending to such areas as welfare and relief, which had previously been reserved
almost entirely to the states, and established the Social Security old-age pension
system.

World War II involved a total economic and military mobilization to fight
Germany and Japan. Not surprisingly, directing that mobilization, as well as collecting
taxes to support it, planning for production of war materials, and bringing on board
the employees to accomplish all of this, was centered in Washington, D.C., not in the
states.

Civil War Amendments

The Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fif-
teenth Amendments to the Constitu-
tion, adopted immediately after the
Civil War, each of which represented
the imposition of a national claim
over that of the states.

due process clause

The section of the Fourteenth
Amendment that prohibits states
from depriving anyone of life, liberty,
or property “without due process of
law,” a guarantee against arbitrary
government action.

equal protection clause

The section of the Fourteenth
Amendment that provides for equal
treatment by government of people
residing within the United States and
each of its states.

VAl
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devolution

The delegation of power over and re-
sponsibilities for federal programs to
state and/or local governments.

THE POST-WAR PERIOD TO THE 1990s Ever since World War II, the federal
government has spent nearly twice as much per year as all of the states and lo-
calities put together. Much of the money has gone in direct payments to individuals
(including, most especially, Social Security benefits) and for national defense, par-
ticularly during the height of the Cold War with the Soviet Union, and during the
Vietnam War.

Two other trends in the last third of the twentieth century enhanced the role of
the national government relative to the states. The first was the civil rights revolu-
tion (discussed in Chapters 8 and 16), and the second was the regulatory revolution,
especially regulation related to environmental and consumer protection (discussed in
Chapter 17). With respect to these, national standards, often fashioned by bureaucrats
under broad legislative mandates and watched over by federal courts, were imposed on
both states and localities. The civil rights revolution also had a great deal to do with
the creation of Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society program designed both to alleviate
poverty and politically empower the poor and racial minorities. The Great Society not
only increased the level of domestic spending but also increased the federal role in the
political lives of states and localities.

THE SUPREME COURT'S LONG-TERM SUPPORT FOR THE NATIONALIST
POSITION For several decades, beginning in the late nineteenth century, the U.S.
Supreme Court resisted the growth in the federal government’s power to regulate
business. In 1895, for example, it said that the Sherman Antitrust Act could not for-
bid monopolies in manufacturing, since manufacturing affected interstate commerce
only “indirectly.” In 1918, the Court struck down as unconstitutional a national law
regulating child labor. During the 1930s, the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional
such important New Deal measures as the National Recovery Act and the Agricultural
Adjustment Act."

After 1937, perhaps chastened by President Roosevelt’s attempt to enlarge the
Supreme Court and appoint more friendly justices, the Court became a centralizing
force, immediately upholding essential elements of the New Deal, including the Social
Security Act and the National Labor Relations Act. In 1942 in Wickard v. Filburn,
the Court said that Congress has very broad powers under the commerce clause to
regulate economic activities even if such activities are only indirectly related to
interstate commerce. Since that time, and until the Rehnquist Court began to rethink
tederalism questions in the 1990s, the Court upheld virtually every piece of national
legislation that came before it, even when this legislation preempted or limited powers
of the states.

An important example is the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which rests on a very
broad Wickard-based reading of the commerce clause. In the 1964 act, the national
government asserted a power to forbid discrimination at lunch counters and other
public accommodations on the grounds that they are engaged in interstate commerce;
restaurants serve food imported from out of state, for instance, while hotels buy bed-
ding, towels, flooring, and bathroom fixtures from companies in a variety of states.
State economies are so closely tied to each other that by this standard, practically
every economic transaction everywhere affects interstate commerce and is therefore
subject to national legislative power. Another example of the powerful impetus to-
wards national supremacy by way of the commerce clause (and federal grants) is the

interstate highway system, which we discuss in the “Can Government Do Anything
Well?” feature.

DEVOLUTION During the 1980s and 1990s, devolution—the idea that some of the
powers and responsibilities of the national government ought to be distributed back to
the states—became popular. President Ronald Reagan made this one of the hallmarks of
his administration, as did George H.W. Bush, who followed him in office. President Bill
Clinton, a former governor of the state of Arkansas, was also an enthusiastic devotee of
devolution, freely granting waivers from federal regulations to the states for



Can Government Do Anything Well?
The Interstate Highway System

he federal interstate highway system is so much a part of our lives and has been for so many

years that it is hard to imagine a time in America when long-distance car and truck travel was
by two-lane roads, rife with dangerous crossroads, innumerable access points to main highways
from businesses, schools, and homes, and numerous traffic lights and stop signs in the more popu-
lated areas. Car travel and commercial truck transportation was slow and fairly dangerous compared
to what was to come. Legislation for a new system of federal multilane, limited-access highways
was proposed by Republican president Dwight Eisenhower and passed by Congress in 1956. The
planned construction was completed in the early 1980s, but more highway miles have been added
each year since then. Today its total length is almost 47000 miles and it carries about one-fourth of
all traffic in the United States though it comprises less than one percent of our highways. The sys-
tem is funded by a tax of 18.4 cents per gallon on gasoline—unchanged since 1993—and most of

its outlays today are for maintenance and repair.

Support for the claim that government should
be responsible for providing and maintaining
national infrastructure, such as interstate highways:
Conservative commentator George Will likes the
interstates, calling them “the most successful public
works programs in the history of the world.” A little over
the top, perhaps, but there is no denying the fact that
the system helped push economic growth in the United
States and bound us together as a nation.

The most important argument in favor of the
federal government'’s role is that its actions
have provided essential infrastructure that no
other entity could plan, fund, and complete.

B Most products that are used in the United
States today get to their destinations by
truck. Products come from factories and busi-
nesses here in the United States and from
producers abroad, trucked to customers from
container ports on the east, south, or west
coasts, or across the Canadian and Mexican
borders. The backbone of this truck-based
distribution system is the interstate highway
system. Without it, our economy would be
less robust and efficient, and our everyday
travel on roads shared with trucks would be
less safe.

B Left to itself, the private market has not
and cannot provide this public good. We
have seen no cases where private firms
have built extensive and safe highways
on a broad geographic scale that are not
associated with the particular activity of
their own businesses, say roads to bring
out cut timber from forest plots or ores from
mining sites. The reason is fairly obvious:
though the economy and society as a whole
benefit from the existence of such a road
system, no single firm or set of firms has an
economic interest in making an investment
on this scale that might take decades to
complete and to see economic payoffs. Nor
could private firms secure the financing for
such a project.

I

Rejection of the claim that government should be
responsible for providing and maintaining national
infrastructure, such as interstate highways:

B There is, of course, the familiar argument that
government cannot do anything well and that
matters of economic and social development
should best be left to the private sector. As
Charles Murray has so directly put it in his
book What It Means to Be a Libertarian
(p. 147): “The reality of daily life is that, by
and large, the things the government does
tend to be ugly, rude, slovenly—and not
to work.”

B Cato and the American Enterprise Institute,
market-oriented think tanks, on the other
hand, accept that the national government
did the country a great service in creating
the interstate highway system but that it is
now so big and so complex that the system
cannot be run effectively and efficiently, nor
properly maintained and improved, by the
federal government. Thinkers there favor
either total private ownership or public—
private partnerships, with revenues gener-
ated by tolls.

B Critics from all political persuasions lament
the fact that the system is showing signs of
wear and tear; construction and maintenance
are not keeping up with deteriorating roads
and bridges. Conservatives believe it is be-
cause highway money has been diverted to
non-highway purposes such as bike paths,
mass transit, and historic preservation. Liber-
als believe the problem is not enough money
in the highway trust fund and that the federal
tax on gasoline is not high enough, falling
orders of magnitude short of those in other
rich democracies.
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(Continued)

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
What do you think about the past, present, and future role of the government in the interstate high-
way system? Which of the following positions is closest to your own?

e The government should never undertake such large infrastructure projects.

o Building the interstate highway system represents one of the most successful government pro-
grams in the history of the United States and demonstrates the capacity of the public sector to
engage in other large-scale projects in the future.

e The interstate highway system represents a government project that was successful in the past,
but current infrastructure challenges cannot be handled by the government alone and will need
private attention moving forward.

How would you defend this position to a fellow student? What would be your main line of argument?
What evidence do you believe best supports your position? For help in developing your argument,
please refer to the sources listed in the “Can Government Do Anything Well” feature in Chapter 2
on p. 48.

Additional sources for this feature: “Interstate Facts,” The Federal Highway Administration (www.fhwa.dot.gov).

experimenting with new forms of welfare, boasting of cuts in federal government em-
ployment, and touting the benefits of state government. And the Republican majority
in the 104th Congress, working with President Clinton (but few from his party),
passed legislation restricting “unfunded mandates” (about which we will have more
to say later) and transferring welfare responsibility to the states. The public seemed
to be on board at the time. Polls showed, for example, that a substantial majority of
Americans believed that state governments were more effective and more trustworthy
than the government in Washington and more likely to be responsive to the people.
And Americans said that they wanted state governments to do more and the federal
government to do less.™

GUNS FOR SALE

Many states and localities have tried to ban the importation of guns into their jurisdictions. Here, a gun
dealer in Virginia in 2007 offers “Bloomberg gun give-away" tickets in honor of New York City Mayor
Michael Bloomberg, who filed a federal lawsuit to keep out of his city guns bought in places with weak
gun-control laws, such as Virginia. The efforts of Mayor Bloomberg and others taking such actions were
undermined in 2008 and again in 2010 when the Supreme Court ruled that gun ownership is an individual
right under terms of the Second and Fourteenth Amendments. Why is the right to bear arms such an
important issue to many Americans?


www.fhwa.dot.gov

For a time during the height of devolution’s popularity, the Rehnquist Court sup-
ported increasing the power of the states and decreasing that of the national govern-
ment. It overruled a number of federal actions and laws on the grounds that Congress
had exceeded its constitutional powers, reversing more than half a century of decisions
favoring an increased federal government role. In 1995, for example, the Court over-
turned federal legislation banning guns from the area around schools and legislation
requiring background checks for gun buyers, arguing that both represented too broad
a use of the commerce power in the Constitution. The Court used similar language in
2000 when it invalidated part of the Violence Against Women Act and in 2001 when
it did the same to the Americans with Disabilities Act.

In the last years of Rehnquist’s leadership, however, the Court retreated a bit
from this states’ rights position, supporting federal law over that of the states on
issues ranging from the use of medical marijuana to the juvenile death penalty,
affirmative action, and gay rights. In each of these areas, several states wanted to go
in more liberal directions than the rest of the country—making medical marijuana
available, for example, or using affirmative action to create diversity in government

hiring and contracting—but the Court affirmed the more restrictive federal statutes.

NATIONAL POWER REASSERTED Talk of devolution ended with the Democratic
Clinton presidency. Republican George W. Bush, who followed Clinton in the Oval
Office, signaled during the 2000 presidential campaign that he was willing to use the
federal government to serve conservative ends. He termed his position “compassionate
conservatism,” suggesting that he would use the power of his office to try to, among
other things, end abortion and protect the family, enhance educational performance,
and do more to move people from welfare to jobs. While preserving his traditional
Republican conservative credentials on a number of fronts—cutting taxes, for example,
and pushing for looser environmental regulations on businesses—on gaining the presi-
dency Bush gave a big boost to the power, cost, and scope of the federal government.
Most important was his sponsorship of the No Child Left Behind educational reform,
which imposed testing mandates on the states, and a prescription drug benefit under
Medicare, which substantially increased the cost of the program. Mandatory Medicaid
spending by the states also expanded rapidly during the Bush presidency.

The terrorist attacks of September 11,2001, the subsequent global “war on terror-
ism” (the president’s phrase), and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan further focused the
nation’s attention on national leaders in Washington, D.C. As in all wartime situations
during our country’s history, war and the mobilization for war require centralized
coordination and planning. This tendency toward nationalism during war has been
further exaggerated by the perceived need for enhancing homeland security, with the
national government in Washington playing a larger role in areas such as law enforce-
ment, intelligence gathering, bank oversight (to track terrorist money), public health
(to protect against possible bioterrorism), and more. Many of these activities contin-
ued during Barack Obama’s time in the White House.

Perhaps inevitably, the flow of power to Washington during the Bush years trig-
gered a reaction among the public and leaders in the states, disturbed by the increas-
ing budget demands, regulatory burdens, and loss of state control tied to programs:
the No Child Left Behind Act; the Real ID Act, aimed at standardizing driver’s
license issuance among the states; and changes in states’ ability to write work rules
in TANF (welfare program for the poor, discussed in Chapter 18). Combined with
a sense among many at the state level that important national problems were being
ignored and mishandled and the collapse in public support for President Bush and
his policies after 2004, the ground was set for a rather extraordinary revitalization
of state innovations.'® Between 2004 and 2008, several states passed laws allowing,
and sometimes subsidizing, stem-cell research. Others passed minimum wage leg-
islation, while others legislated gas mileage requirements for cars and trucks. Many
legislated incentives for companies and consumers to use energy more efficiently
and find alternative fuel sources. California even passed legislation to reduce overall
greenhouse gas emissions.
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Mapping American Politics

Federal Dollars: Which States Win and Which Ones Lose?

Our system of federalism involves a complex set of
relationships between the federal government and the
states. These relationships are spelled out in the text
of the Constitution; decisions of the Supreme Court,
interpreting the meaning of constitutional provisions
concerning federalism; and bills passed by Congress
and signed by the president, creating federal programs
and imposing taxes and regulations. One aspect of
federalism that often draws attention is the flow of
money between the federal government and the
states. The flow goes in two directions. Money flows
from people and firms in the states to the federal
government in the form of taxes (income, corporate,
excise, and payroll). Money flows from the federal
government to people and firms in the states in the
form of grants-in-aid, block grants, and expenditures
for specific programs (such as payments to defense
contractors) and projects (such as payments for
highways and bridges). Given the nature of the political
process and differences in the needs and resources

of people and firms in the states, some states will
inevitably come out ahead in this process, getting more
money from Washington than they pay in taxes, and
some will come out behind, paying more than they
receive.

The Story in the Cartogram
The cartogram shows winners and losers in the fed-
eralism money story. The size of each state has been
adjusted using a mathematical formula derived by
Gastner and Newman that takes into account a simple
ratio: federal funds received by each state on a per
capita basis divided by taxes paid by each state on a
per capita basis. If a state received and paid the same
amount, the ratio would be 1, meaning that its size
in the cartogram would not change from its normal
size. States that receive more from Washington than
they pay in taxes have ratios higher than 1 and are ex-
panded proportionally in size in the cartogram. States
that receive less than they pay have ratios less than 1
and are reduced.

It is readily apparent that a number of states
are winners, namely, those in the southeast and the
middle south, with Connecticut thrown in (their ratios
are above 1, thus expanding its size in the cartogram),
while a handful of large states are the biggest losers.

Note how New York, lllinois, Texas, and California fare;
each is dramatically diminished. They receive back
from the federal government only a portion of what
they pay in taxes.

State Sizes Adjusted to Reflect Ratio of Federal Taxes Paid and Federal
Monies Received per Capita

What Do You Think?

Why do monies flow between Washington and the states
as they currently do? What would be the consequences if
all states had similar money flow profiles? Do monies flow
to where they are needed? Why do you think some states
stand out from others on this issue? Where does your own
state fit in the overall picture?

SOURCES: IRS Data Book for FY 2008 (Table 5); Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2010 (Table 467); Michael T. Gastner
and Mark E.J. Newman, "Diffusion-Based Method for Producing Density-Equalizing Maps,” Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences 101 (May 18, 2004), pp. 7499-7504.




'The economic crisis that began in 2008, sometimes called the Great Recession (much
like the Great Depression), generated an expanded role for the national government rela-
tive to the states in economic affairs. In the last months of the Bush presidency, Congress
passed a $700 billion rescue package for financial institutions that gave the Treasury sec-
retary broad powers to rescue and reorganize banks and investment firms even as the
Federal Reserve (the Fed), under the leadership of Ben Bernanke, undertook its own res-
cue and reorganization efforts. These mandates greatly expanded the role of the federal
government in managing the economy. When he became president, Barack Obama not
only continued to support the efforts of the Treasury and the Fed to bolster the national
economy, but insisted on the sale of Chrysler and the managed bankruptcy of General
Motors as conditions of a rescue package. Within 30 days of his inauguration as presi-
dent, moreover, Congress passed his $787 billion stimulus bill that did a great deal to
backstop the states, almost all of whom were in deep budgetary crises. The stimulus pack-
age was a combination of tax cuts and new expenditures in programs that, among other
things, extended unemployment benefits, funded new research and development in alter-
native energy sources, put monies into school construction and keeping teachers on the
job, massively increased spending on infrastructure projects (i.e., roads, bridges, canals,
and the like), and helped the states pay for some of their rising Medicaid outlays.

Perhaps most consequentially, in a long-term sense, President Obama and the
Democratic Congress passed a health care bill that will transform America’s health
care system and a financial regulation bill they hope will prevent the type of finan-
cial collapse that happened in 2008 and brought on the Great Recession.!” President
Obama also proposed a major effort to make the nation less dependent on fossil fu-
els, hoping that the tragic Gulf oil spill and the environmental disaster that followed
would convince Americans that the time was ripe for such a change. Republicans and
coal-state Democrats stopped the climate bill in the Senate, however, in July 2010.

RECENT PUSHBACK As suggested earlier in this chapter, there has been a great deal of
pushback at this increase in national government power relative to the states, suggesting
that the states remain significant actors in the American system. Several states, primarily
Republican in their voting habits, for example, have passed laws opposing the health care
initiative, and also have challenged its constitutionality in Court. Republican Florida gov-
ernor Rick Scott refused federal health care monies he believed might be associated with
the health reform law in 2011, and Scott again and Republican Wisconsin governor Scott
Wialker turned down federal monies for high-speed rail projects that obligated their states
to make future outlays to maintain the new rail systems. The anti-tax, anti-big govern-
ment Tea Party movement has become a major force in deciding who GOP nominees are
in local, state, and national contests, and has influenced Republicans in Congress to act
as a united front against virtually every important proposal offered by President Obama.
The Tea Party also helped change the agenda in Washington from stimulus and job crea-
tion efforts after Obama was elected in 2008, to doing something about the deficit prob-
lem following the dramatic victory of the Republicans in the 2010 national elections. The
Supreme Court joined in with decisions in 2011 that affirmed state sovereignty in several
areas, basing its decisions on the Tenth Amendment, thereby echoing many of the fed-
eralism rulings of the Rehnquist Court.’ In 2012, the Supreme Court, while approving
most of the Affordable Care Act, signalled that it wanted to rein-in federal government
powers on a broader front, saying that Congress long had been giving too broad a reading
of its powers under the commerce and spending clauses. (see the chapter-opening story).

CHANGING AMERICAN FEDERALISM Today’s federalism is very different from what
it was in the 1790s or early 1800s.” One major difference is that the national govern-
ment is dominant in many policy areas; it calls many shots for the states. Another dif-
ference is that state and national government powers and activities have become deeply
intertwined and entangled. The old, simple metaphor for federalism was a “layer cake”:
a system of dual federalism in which state and national powers were neatly divided into
separate layers, with each level of government going its own way, unencumbered by the
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cooperative federalism

Federalism in which the powers and
responsibilities of the states and the
national government are intertwined
and in which they work together to
solve common problems; said to have

characterized the 1960s and 1970s.

fiscal federalism

That aspect of federalism having to do
with federal grants to the states.

grants-in-aid

Funds from the national government
to state and local governments to
help pay for programs created by the

national government.

categorical grants

Federal aid to states and localities
clearly specifying what the money can
be used for.

other. If we stay with bakery images, a much more accurate metaphor for today’s federal-
ism is a “marble cake,” in which elements of national and state influence swirl around
each other, without very clear boundaries.” The “marble cake” itself has taken on sev-
eral forms. During the 1960s and 1970s, for example, the federal and state governments
seemed to many to be working smoothly together to solve problems, leading scholars and
politicians to use the term cooperative federalism to characterize the period. Today, no
one talks any longer of cooperative federalism, although no single term has replaced it.
Whether cooperative or not, our federal system today is a marble cake in which the
tederal government and state governments are densely intertwined. Much of this inter-
twining is a product of the financial links among the national and state governments,
which we address in the next section, as well as in the “Mapping American Politics” feature.

Fiscal Federalism

Analyze how federal grants structure national and state government relations

ne of the most important elements of modern American federalism is fiscal

federalism—the transfer of money from the national government to state

and local governments. These grants-in-aid have been used to increase na-

tional government influence over what the states and localities do. The grants
have grown from small beginnings to form a substantial part of state government bud-
gets. In the following sections, you will learn how and why this trend began, what kinds
of grants have and are being made, and how they affect national-state relationships.

O Origin and Growth of Grants

National government grants to the states began at least as early as the 1787 North-
west Ordinance. The U.S. government granted land for government buildings, schools,
and colleges in the Northwest Territory and imposed various regulations, such as for-
bidding slavery there. During the early nineteenth century, the federal government
provided some land grants to the states for roads, canals, and railroads, as well as a
little cash for militias; after 1862, it helped establish agricultural colleges. Some small
cash-grant programs were begun around 1900 for agriculture, vocational education,
and highways.?!

However, it was during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, under both Republican and
Democratic administrations, that federal grants to the states really took off. Such pro-
grams as President Dwight Eisenhower’s interstate highway system and President
Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society poured money into the states.”? After a pause during
the Reagan presidency, grants began to increase again in the 1990s (see Figure 3.4).
Federal grants to the states increased because presidents and Congress sought to deal
with many nationwide problems—especially transportation, education, HIV/AIDS,
poverty, crime, and air and water pollution—by setting policy at the national level
and providing money from national tax revenues, while having state and local officials
carry out the policies. The big jump in grant totals in 2010 and 2011 were tied to
various efforts by the federal government to stimulate the economy during the Great
Recession, including assistance to states for Medicaid, unemployment insurance, edu-
cation, and infrastructure.?

O Types of Grants

Over the years, many of the new programs were established through categorical
grants, which give the states money but clearly specify the category of activity for
which the money has to be spent and often define rather precisely how the pro-
gram should work. For example, Lyndon Johnson’s antipoverty initiatives—in the
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FIGURE 3.4 THE GROWTH IN FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID TO STATES AND LOCALITIES

Federal grants-in-aid to state and local governments have grown steadily since 1970, the only exception being
during the first half of the 1980s during the Reagan presidency. A big jump occurred in 2010 and 2011 as federal
assistance to the states increased to address problems caused by the financial collapse and economic recession.

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2010, and the Federal Budget, Fiscal Year 2013, “special topics,” table 18.2.

areas of housing, job training, medical assistance, and more—funneled substantial
federal money to states and localities, but attached strict rules on how the money
could be used.

Responding to complaints from the states and seeking to reduce federal govern-
ment power to better fit their ideas about the proper role of government, Republican
presidents Nixon and Ford succeeded in convincing Congress to loosen centralized
rules and oversight, first instituting block grants (which give money for more general
purposes, such as secondary education, and with fewer rules than categorical grant
programs), then, for a short time, general revenue sharing, which distributed money
to the states with no federal controls at all. President Nixon spoke of a “New Federal-
ism” and pushed to increase these kinds of grants with few strings attached. General
revenue sharing ended in 1987 when even proponents of a smaller federal government
realized that giving money to the states with “no strings attached” meant that elected
officials in the federal government were losing influence over policies in which they
wanted to have a say.

Categorical and block grants often provide federal money under an automatic
formula related to the statistical characteristics of each state or locality (thus the term
“formula grant”), such as the number of needy residents, the total size of the popula-
tion, or the average income level. Disputes frequently arise when these formulas ben-
efit one state or region rather than another. Because statistical counts by the census
affect how much money the states and localities get, census counts themselves have
become the subject of political conflict.

O Debates About Federal Money and Control

Most contemporary conflicts about federalism concern not just money but also control.

block grants

Federal grants to the states to be used
for general activities.

general revenue sharing

Federal aid to the states without any
conditions on how the money is to
be spent.
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. Explore on MyPoliSciLab

Which States Win and
Lose the Federal Aid Game?

he national government collects taxes from everyone, but it doesn’t always spend money in the state where
T it gets it. Instead, the federal government transfers wealth from state to state. Recipient states pay less in
federal taxes than they receive, while donor states pay more in taxes than they receive back. In 2007, there were
19 donor states and 31 recipient states. The political explanation for who were donor and recipient states is

surprising.

Who pays? DELAWARE, MINNESOTA, NEW JERSEY, and CONNECTICUT

all paid at least $6,000 more in federal taxes per
15 other states were net donors.

person than they received in federal aid.

Who are the
Recipient States?

Recipient states by party

(N)szrD;E:‘&r):o Connecticut New Jersey Minnesota Delaware
Per Pers,on $6,241 $6,644 $7,431 $12,285
Ohio North Carolina Massachusetts Rhode Island
$49 $1,108 $2,133 $2,732
. Georgia California Colorado Illinois
Net D :
Betwoon $1 $434 $1,466 $2,176 $3,640
and $5,000 Washington Nevada Nebraska New York
per person $773 $1,616 $2,850 $4,502
Wisconsin Arkansas Texas
$1,000 $1,723 $2,243

63%

"%
sWiNG [ gu | P

Who receives? araska tookin twice the federal money in 2007 that it paid in

taxes. 31 states are recipient states. Of the top s

ix recipient states, four are southern.

gs;fggig:)%m: Alaska New Mexico Mississippi Virginia WestVirginia Alabama
Per Pers’on -$7,448 -$7,143 -$6,765 -§6,239 -§5,820 -§5,130 Recipient states by poverty level
0,
[ EETT] South Carolina  Arizona Utah Pennsylvania 63% 69%
-$4983 -$3,756 -$1,976 -$792 -$385
North Dakota Kentucky Idaho Indiana Oklahoma 53%
Net Recipient: -$4,856 -$3,012 -$1,281 -§$723 -$376
Between $1 South Dakota Maryland Wyoming Tennessee New Hampshire
and $5,000 -$4,414 -$3,010 -$1,205 -$603 -$349 o Average High
RERPSISON Maine Vermont Missouri Florida Michigan
-$4,221 -$2,854 -$1,190 -$581 -$171 9 of 13 states with high
Montana Louisiana lowa Oregon Kansas poverty levels are recipient
-$4,149 -$2,180 -$1,075 -$474 -$154 states (69%), while only 9 of 17
states with low poverty levels
SOURCE: Data from United States Internal Revenue Service; Statistical Abstract of the United States 2012; are recipient states (53%).

and U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 2010.

Investigate F'urther

How do we determine
donor and recipient states? Per person, we
subtract the federal aid dollars sent to a
state from the federal tax dollars paid in a
state. If the result is positive, a state is a
donor state, otherwise it’s a recipient state.
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What relationship
exists between politics and whether a state is
a recipient or donor? Recipient states are
most often Republican in national politics,
while donor states tend to be more
Democratic in national politics.

Is there a policy explanation
for which states are recipient states? The
federal government fights poverty by
moving money around the country.
Recipient states usually have higher
poverty levels and lower average incomes.
Therefore, they tend to pay less federal tax
than they receive per person.



CONDITIONS ON AID As we have seen, categorical grant-in-aid programs require
that the states spend federal money only in certain restricted ways. Even block grants—
such as grants that support social welfare for the poor—have conditions attached, thus
the term conditional grants. In theory, these conditions are “voluntary” because the
states can refuse to accept the aid. But in practice, there is no clear line between incen-
tives and coercion. Because the states cannot generally afford to give up federal money,
they normally must accept the conditions attached to it.

Some of the most important provisions of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, for example,
are those that declare that no federal aid of any kind can be used in ways that dis-
criminate against people on grounds of race, gender, religion, or national origin. Thus,
the enormous program of national aid for elementary and secondary education, which
began in 1965, became a powerful lever for forcing schools to desegregate. To take
another example, the federal government in 1984 used federal highway money to
encourage states to adopt a minimum drinking age of 21. As we saw in the chapter
opening story on the ruling on the Affordable Care Act, the Court now seems in-
clined to entertain challenges to grant programs to the states that are unduly coercive.

MANDATES The national government often imposes a mandate, or demand, that the
states carry out certain policies even when little or no national government aid is oftered.
(An “unfunded” mandate involves no aid at all or less aid than compliance will cost.) Man-
dates have been especially important in the areas of civil rights and the environment. Most
civil rights policies flow from the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to
the U.S. Constitution or from national legislation that imposes uniform national standards.
Most environmental regulations also come from the national government, since problems
of dirty air, polluted water, and acid rain spill across state boundaries. Many civil rights and
environmental regulations, therefore, are enforced by the federal courts.

Federal courts have, for example, mandated expensive reforms of overcrowded
state prisons. National legislation and regulations have required state governments to
provide costly special facilities for the disabled, to set up environmental protection
agencies, and to limit the kinds and amounts of pollutants that can be discharged.
The states often complain bitterly about federal mandates that require state spending
without providing the money.

conditional grants

Federal grants with provisions re-
quiring that state and local govern-
ments follow certain policies in order to
obtain funds.

mandate

A formal order from the national
government that the states carry out
certain policies.

—
SPEWING POLLUTION

Industrial pollution, such as these untreated emissions from this coal-burning power plant in Tennessee,
often affects people of more than one state and requires the participation of the national government to
clean up the mess and prevent recurrences. What role should the federal government take in environmental
issues within states whose effects spill over into other states?
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Using the FRAMEWORK

| thought that attending a public university would save a lot of money,
but it hasn’t because | have to pay out-of-state tuition. Why do | have

to pay so much money?

Baclkground: All over the United States, students
who choose to attend out-of-state public universi-
ties pay much higher tuition than state residents. For
example, at the University of Colorado, Boulder, tuition in
2011-2012 for in-state students was $9,152; out-of-state
students paid $29,480. Some educational reformers
have suggested that the system be reformed so that
students might attend public universities wherever they
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choose without financial penalty. They have suggested
that over the long haul and on average, such a reform
would not have much impact on state budgets because
students would randomly distribute themselves across
state borders. Such proposals have never gotten very
far. Taking a broad view of how structural, political link-
age, and governmental factors affect this issue will help
explain the situation.

The Supreme Court rules that different tuition
rates for in-state and out-of-state residents do

not violate the “privileges and immunities” section
of Article 1V, Section 2, of the Constitution.

State legislatures decline to
pass uniform tuition legislation.

Elected leaders are
concerned with short-term
budget issues; high
out-of-state tuition allows
hem to raise part of the
igher education budget.

f-state students rarely
the states where they
hool; politicians have
ive to think seriously
tuition concerns.




Cutting back on these “unfunded mandates” was one of the main promises in the
Republicans’ 1994 Contract with America.?* The congressional Republicans delivered
on their promise early in 1995 with a bill that had bipartisan support in Congress and
that President Clinton signed into law. Because it did not apply to past mandates,
however, and did not ban unfunded mandates but only regulated them (e.g., requiring
cost—benefit analyses), unfunded mandates have continued to proliferate, as has the
debate about their use. The main complaints coming from governors today concern
the substantial costs imposed on the states by the No Child Left Behind testing pro-
gram and by the rising costs to the states of required Medicaid support for certain
categories of people. Pressures on state budgets became especially pronounced during
the Great Recession when revenues from sales and other taxes plummeted because
of the national economic downturn. Hard-fought budget agreements between Con-
gress and President Obama in 2011 to address the problem of federal government
deficits cut federal spending across a wide range of programs—including money to
keep teachers and first-responders from being laid off and help with Medicaid—and
plunged most states even further into the red. Many responded by making deep cuts
in education, social programs for the poor, and programs for maintaining and improv-
ing infrastructure (roads, bridges, and dams, for example), and several tried to tame

public employee unions or rescind the collective bargaining rights of state workers (see
Governor Walker in Wisconsin).

PREEMPTION The doctrine of preemption, based on the supremacy clause in the
Constitution and supported by a series of Supreme Court decisions, says that federal
treaties, statutes, and rules must prevail over state statutes and rules when the two are
in conflict. Recently, for example, several states attempted to tax Internet purchases
by people residing in their jurisdictions, but Congress has forbidden them to do so.
Research suggests that the number of preemption statutes passed by Congress has
increased substantially over the past three decades and has been unaffected by which
political party is in control.?®

U.S. Federalism: Pro and Con

Evaluate the arguments for and against federalism

ver the years, from the framing of the U.S. Constitution to the present day,
people have offered a number of strong arguments for and against federal-
ism, in contrast to a more unitary system. Let us consider some of these
arguments.

PRO: DIVERSITY OF NEEDS The oldest and most important argument in favor of
decentralized government is that in a large and diverse country, needs and wants
and conditions differ from one place to another. Why not let different states
enact different policies to meet their own needs? California, New York, and New
Jersey, for example, all densely populated, have tougher fuel mileage standards in
place than those set by the federal government. (See the “Using the Framework”
feature on tuition for out-of-state students.) The border state of Arizona, feeling
overwhelmed by illegal immigrants, passed a law in 2010 allowing police to stop
and interrogate people they think may be in the country illegally. A federal judge
threw out most provisions of the law soon after, a decision that was upheld by the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. The Supreme Court ruled in 2012 that the state
had gone too far in usurping the powers of the federal government on issues of
immigration.
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CON: THE IMPORTANCE OF NATIONAL STANDARDS However, the needs or
desires that different states pursue may not be worthy ones. Political scientist William
Riker has pointed out that, in the past, one of the main effects of federalism was to
let white majorities in the Southern states enslave and then discriminate against black
people, without interference from the North.? Perhaps it is better, in some cases, to
insist on national standards that apply everywhere.

PRO: CLOSENESS TO THE PEOPLE It is sometimes claimed that state governments
are closer to the ordinary citizens, who have a better chance to know their officials, to
be aware of what they are doing, to contact them, and to hold them responsible for
what they do.

CON: LOW VISIBILITY AND LACK OF POPULAR CONTROL However, others
respond that geographic closeness may not be the real issue. More Americans are bet-
ter informed about the federal government than they are about state governments, and
more people participate in national than in state elections. When more people know
what the government is doing and more people vote, they are better able to insist that
the government do what they want. For that reason, responsiveness to ordinary citi-
zens may actually be greater in national government.

PRO: INNOVATION AND EXPERIMENTATION Wohen the states have independ-
ent power, they can try out new ideas. Individual states can be “laboratories.” If the
experiments work, other states or the nation as a whole can adopt their ideas, as has
happened on such issues as allowing women and 18-year-olds to vote, fighting air pol-
lution, reforming welfare, and dealing with water pollution. Massachusetts passed a
law in 2006 mandating health insurance coverage for every person in the state. Also in
2006, California passed a law committing itself to reducing greenhouse gas emissions
to 1990 levels by 2020.

Likewise, when the national government is controlled by one political party,
federalism allows the states with majorities favoring a different party to compen-
sate by enacting different policies. This aspect of diversity in policymaking is related
to the Founders’ contention that tyranny is less likely when government’s power
is dispersed. Multiple governments reduce the risks of bad policy or the blockage
of the popular will; if things go wrong at one governmental level, they may go right
at another.

CON: SPILLOVER EFFECTS AND COMPETITION Diversity and experimentation
in policies, however, may not always be good. Divergent regulations can cause bad ef-
fects that spill over from one state to another. When factories in the Midwest spew
out oxides of nitrogen and sulfur that fall as acid rain in the Northeast, the north-
eastern states acting on their own can do nothing about it. Only nationwide rules can
solve such problems. Similarly, it is very difficult for cities or local communities in the
states to do much about poverty or other social problems. If a city raises taxes to pay
for social programs, businesses and the wealthy may move out of town, and the poor
may move in, impoverishing the city.?’

WHAT SORT OF FEDERALISM? As the pros and cons indicate, a lot is at stake in
determining the nature of federalism. It is not likely, however, that Americans will ever
have a chance to vote yes or no on the federal system as a whole or to choose a unitary gov-
ernment instead. What we can decide is exactly what sort of federalism we will have—how
much power will go to the states and how much will remain with the federal government.
Indeed, we may want a fluid system in which the balance of power varies from one kind of
policy to another. Over the long term of American history, of course, the nationalist posi-
tion on federalism has generally prevailed over the states’ rights position, but the states



remain important, and there are many reasons to expect that the American people
will continue to want the states to play an important role in fashioning policies that
affect them.

It is important to keep in mind that arguments about federalism do not concern
just abstract theories; they affect who wins and who loses valuable benefits. People’s
opinions about federalism often depend on their interests, their ideologies, and the
kinds of things they want government to do.

DEMOCRACY STANDARD

American Federalism: How Democratic?

Federalism is one of the foundation stones of the Constitution of the United States.
Along with the separation of powers and checks and balances, its purpose, from the
framers’ point of view, was to make it impossible for any person or group (and, most
especially, the majority faction) to monopolize the power of government and use it
for tyrannical purposes. By fragmenting government power among a national govern-
ment and 50 state governments and by giving each of the states some say on what the
national government does, federalism makes it difficult for any faction, minority or
majority, to dominate government. On balance, federalism has served the intentions of
the framers by toning down the influence of majoritarian democracy in determining
what the national government does, even while maintaining the principle of popular
consent.
Federalism successfully constrains democracy in at least five ways:

1. It adds complexity to policymaking and makes it difficult for citizens to know
which elected leaders to hold responsible for government actions.

2. Many policy areas, including education and voting eligibility, are mainly the
responsibility of the states, where policymakers are insulated from national
majorities, although not from majorities in their own states.

3. Small-population states play a decisive role in the constitutional amend-
ing process, where each state counts equally, regardless of the size of its
population.

4. Small and large states have equal representation in the Senate, meaning that
senators representing a minority of the population can block actions favored by
senators representing the majority.

5. State politics are much less visible to the public; citizens are much less informed
about what goes on in state governments where many important policies are
made, and thus, popular participation tends to be lower.

All of this makes state-level politics especially vulnerable to the influence of spe-
cial interests and those with substantial political resources. Because the well-organized
and the affluent have extra influence, political equality and popular sovereignty have
pretty tough challenges in many of the states.

In the end, the story of federalism is not entirely about the persistence of the
framer’s initial eighteenth-century republican constitutional design. The demo-
cratic aspirations of the American people have also shaped federalism and turned
it into something that might not be entirely familiar to the framers. We noted in
this chapter how the nature of federalism has changed over the course of American
history, with the national government assuming an ever-larger role relative to the
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states. Much of this, we have suggested, has been brought about by the wishes
of the American people as expressed in elections, public opinion polls, and social
movements. Repeatedly, Americans have said they want a national government
capable of addressing a broad range of problems, including economic difficulties
(such as depressions, recessions, and inflation); persistent poverty; environmental
degradation; unsafe food, drugs, and other consumer products; racial and ethnic
discrimination; and foreign threats to the United States. Over the years, public
officials and candidates have responded to these popular aspirations, altering feder-
alism in the process.



My Lab

Federalism as a
System of Government

Define federalism and explain why we have it, p. 60

Federalism is a system under which political powers are
divided and shared between the state and federal govern-
ments, and is a key structural aspect of American politics.

Federalism in the United States was the product of both
important compromises made at the Constitutional Conven-
tion and eighteenth-century republican doctrines about the
nature of good government.

Federalism in the Constitution
Establish the basis for federalism in the Constitution, p. 62

There is no section of the Constitution where federalism
is described in its entirety. Rather, federalism is construc-
tion from scattered clauses throughout the document that
describe what the federal government may do and not do, how
relations among the states are structured, the role of the states
in amending the Constitution and electing the president, and
how the states are represented in the national government.

The U.S. Constitution specifies the powers of the national
government and reserves all others (except a few that are
specifically forbidden) to the states. Overlapping, or con-
current, powers fall within the powers of both the national
government and the states.

The Evolution of
American Federalism

Trace the evolution of American federalism, p. 66

tederalism, p. 60
confederation, p. 60
unitary system, p. 60
supremacy clause, p. 62
Tenth Amendment, p. 62
reservation clause, p. 62
concurrent powers, p. 63
horizontal federalism, p. 64
interstate compacts, p. 66

nullification, p. 68
preemption, p. 70

nationalist position, p. 67
necessary and proper clause, p. 67
states’ rights position, p. 68

dual federalism, p. 68

Civil War Amendments, p. 71
due process clause, p. 71
equal protection clause, p. 71

( ll Listen to Chapter 3 on MyPoliSciLab

The story of American federalism is the story of the increas-
ing power of the federal government relative to the states.

The trend toward national power is lodged in the “suprem-
acy” and “elastic” clauses in the Constitution and propelled
by war and national security demands, economic troubles
and crises, and a range of problems that no state could han-
dle alone.

Fiscal Federalism

Analyze how federal grants structure national and state
government relations, p. 78

Contemporary federalism involves complex “marble cake”
relations among the national and state governments, in
which federal grants-in-aid play an important part. Except
for the Reagan years, grant totals have grown steadily; they
took a big jump upward as the country battled the Great
Recession and jobless recovery in the 20082012 period,
then leveled out after the anti-tax, anti-government, deficit-
reducing agenda came to dominate Washington politics.

The national government also influences or controls many
state policies through mandates and through conditions
placed on aid.

U.S. Federalism: Pro and Con
Evaluate the arguments for and against federalism, p. 83

Arguments in favor of federalism have to do with diver-
sity of needs, closeness to the people, experimentation,
and innovation.

Arguments against federalism involve national standards,
popular control, and needs for uniformity.

Study and Review the Flashcards

devolution, p. 72

cooperative federalism, p. 78
fiscal federalism, p. 78
grants-in-aid, p. 78
categorical grants, p. 78
block grants, p. 79

general revenue sharing, p. 79
conditional grants, p. 81
mandate, p. 81
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Answer key begins on page T-1.

1.

Define federalism and explain why we have it
What is federalism?

a. A system of government where the states are
sovereign and have authority over the central
government.

b. A system of government where the central
government has complete power and can tell lower
levels of government what to do.

c. A system of government where local representatives

are elected directly by the voters. These representatives

then select the members of the central government.

A system of government where the representatives

of the central government are elected directly by the

voters. These representatives then select the members
of the local government.

e. A system of government where power is divided
between the central government and smaller units,
such as states.

s

Why did the authors of the U.S. Constitution create a
federal system of government?

a. Federalism is best suited for small, homogenous
countries such as the United States was at its
founding.

b. The U.S. Constitution was modeled after European
countries, most of which used a federal system.

c. Federalism had worked well under the Articles of
Confederation, and the framers wanted to build on
this success.

d. Federalism was a reasonable compromise between a
confederation and a unitary system.

e. The system would help ensure a concentration of
powers between the federal government and the state
governments.

Establish the basis for federalism in the Constitution

The reservation clause in Article IV states that the
constitution, laws, and treaties of the United States shall
be the “supreme law of the land.”

True/False

This amendment says that those powers not given to
the federal government and not prohibited are reserved
for the states and the people.

a. Sixth Amendment
b. Tenth Amendment
c. Second Amendment
d. Eighth Amendment
e. Fourth Amendment

5.

Study and Review the Practice Tests

Trace the evolution of American federalism
Who enforced the supremacy clause?

a. Thomas Jefferson
b. John Adams

c. The Supreme Court
d. James Madison

e. Congress

This eventually became the vehicle by which the
Supreme Court ruled that many civil liberties in the Bill
of Rights also provided protections against the states.

a. Due process

b. Equal protection

c. Civil War Amendments
d. Preemption

e. Nullification

Analyze how federal grants structure national and

state gOVCI'Ilant relations

7

10.

One of the most important elements of modern
American federalism is fiscal federalism.

True/False

These types of grants give money for more general
purposes such as secondary education.

a. General grants

b. Sharing grants

c. Categorical grants
d. Block grants

e. Growth grants

Evaluate the arguments for and against federalism

One of the main effects of federalism allowed slavery in

the South.
True/False

The purpose of federalism, from the framers’ point of
view, was to make it impossible for:

a. One group or person to monopolize power and use it
for tyrannical purposes

b. The government to fall

c. One party to be in complete control of the
United States

d. Democracy to turn into communism

e. States to be in control of the government



INTERNET SOURCES

History of Federalism plato.stanford.edu/entries/federalism/

A comprehensive study of the history of federalism in the west.

Federalism: National vs. State Government usgovinfo.about.com/
od/rightsandfreedoms/a/federalism.htm

A site explaining the powers of national and state governments
with links to articles on the federalist papers.

Block Grants www.urban.org/publications/310991.html

A historical overview of block grants.

National Conference of State Legislatures www.ncsl.org

Information about state governments and federal relations,
including the distribution of federal revenues and expenditures
in the states. Links to the “Mandate Monitor” and the
“Preemption Monitor.”

State Constitutions www.findlaw.com/

A site where the constitutions of all the states may be found.

Stateline www.stateline.org

A comprehensive, nonpartisan look at politics and policies in the
American states.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

Brinkley, Douglas G. The Great Deluge: Hurricane Katrina, New
Orleans, and the Mississippi Gulf Coast. New York: Harper
Collins, 2006.

Much more than a blow-by-blow telling of the Hurricane Katrina
story, this text provides a detailed description of how the

complex interactions of local, state, and federal politics and
policies over the years contributed to the disaster.

Derthick, Martha. Keeping the Compound Republic: Essays in
American Federalism. Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 2001.

An examination of the enduring features of federalism, as
well as its most important changes, in light of the framers’
original design, in Madison’s words, of a compound
republic.

Hero, Rodney E. Faces of Inequality: Social Diversity in American
Politics. New York: Oxford University Press, 1998.

An impressive argument with strong empirical evidence that the
racial and ethnic composition of states matters for patterns of
state politics.

Nagel, Robert. The Implosion of American Federalism. New York:
Oxford University Press, 2002.

Argues that American federalism has largely disappeared
as power in the United States has flowed steadily to
Washington, D.C.

Peterson, Paul E. The Price of Federalism. Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 1995.

Describes modern federalism and argues that the national
government is best at redistributive programs, while the states
and localities are best at economic development.

Riker, William H. Te Development of American Federalism. Boston:

Kluwer Academic, 1987.
An influential discussion of what American federalism is and how
it came about.
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( (M Listen to Chapter 4 on MyPoliSciLab

The Structura
Foundations
of American
Government
and Politics

GLOBAL PRODUCTION AND JOBS AT BOEING?

he Boeing 747, the world's first “superjumbo,” is one of the most successful
and iconic passenger airplanes ever built. First flown by Pan American Airlines

T in 1970, it is now in its eighth version. The 747 was designed in its entirety

by Boeing engineers, mostly near Seattle. The tens of thousands of engineer-

ing drawings required for the plane were done by hand. Parts manufacturing
was mostly done in-house, although engines for the plane were provided by Pratt and Whitney.
At the time, Boeing was the dominant airplane maker in the world, and Airbus, the European
company that would eventually challenge Boeing’s supremacy in commercial aviation, was just
getting started.

The Boeing 787 Dreamliner, the first of which was delivered to All Nippon Airways in 2011, is
the fastest-selling new airplane in aviation history, with over 800 orders on the books as of the end
of that year. Boeing launched the 787 project in an effort to regain its lead over Airbus in the global
commercial airplane market where Airbus had taken the lead by the early 2000s. Airlines have been

Determine how the Assess how Evaluate how Analyze Americans’
changing demog- the American America’s power political culture
raphy of the U.S. economy shapes in the world has and its implications
population has government and changed and why for government
effected American politics, p. 105 it matters, p. 111 and politics, p. 112
politics, p. 94
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GLOBAL BOEING Two new Boeing 787 Dreamliners wait for delivery
to Air India and All Nippon Airways. Indian and Japanese companies
were not only customers for the new aircraft but suppliers and partners
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MyPoliSciLah Video Series B vechon

The Big Picture What are the most fundamental factors that affect what
government does? Author Edward S. Greenberg argues that the nature of
America’s economy, social composition, political culture, and place in the
world are important factors often overlooked.

LO4

The Basics What is political culture and how is it formed? In this video, you will
hear how some people describe American political culture. In the process, you

will discover what core political values Americans share, how they are formed,
and what major ideologies American embrace.

(O How is political culture formed?

In Context Discuss the importance of American exceptionalism in American
political culture. In this video, University of Oklahoma political scientist Allyson
Shortle examines the core values that make up American political culture.

She also discusses how these values gave rise to the American Dream.

1O

Think Like a Political Scientist Find out what questions political scientists are
investigating in the field of political culture. Southern Methodist University political
scientist James Matthew Wilson assesses the impact of globalization and the
emergence of ethnic and religious subcultures in the United States.

(O

In the Real World Should the government correct the gap between the rich
and the poor in the United States? This segment examines two opposing social
movements—the Occupy movement and the Tea Party movement—and it
considers the differences between their expectations for government.

So What? Do you know why more and more of your taxes will go towards
supporting the elderly? Author Edward S. Greenberg lists some of the major
structural changes that Americans will face in the coming years, along with
their consequences for students.




attracted to the 787 by its ability to fly approximately 300 passengers very long distances
on a point-to-point basis (with no need for passengers to endure the agony of jammed hub
airports) cleanly and fuel-efficiently because of the extensive use of ultra-strong, lightweight
carbon composites rather than aluminum in most of the plane. Unlike the early versions of the
747 that were designed, manufactured, and assembled almost entirely by Boeing employees
in the United States, however, around 70 percent of the 787 is sourced (i.e., manufactured
by other American companies) and outsourced (i.e., manufactured by foreign companies). Al-
though final assembly is being done in Everett, Washington, 30 miles north of Seattle, parts
and sections for the Dreamliner are being produced at 135 sites in two dozen countries.’

More importantly for the passenger aircraft industry and American workers in the fu-
ture is the business model that Boeing is using for the 787 Rather than a typical subcon-
tractor arrangement—in which subcontracting companies typically do what the contracting
company wants them to do, following precise directions for an agreed-upon fee—Boeing
has moved to what it calls a “global partnering” model. In this model, the partner firms
that come together under Boeing's leadership make sizable investments in the 787 project,
sharing in the financial risks of failure and the rewards of success. Unlike subcontractors,
moreover, partner firms are doing the design and engineering work for entire sections of
the airplane, with the right to secure patents for whatever innovations they come up with.
With most of the design, engineering, and manufacturing taking place in partner firms
(some in the United States, some abroad), Boeing’s main job on the 787 has become that
of systems integrator, supply chain manager, and final assembler.

The worldwide collaborative effort on the 787 is possible because of incredible ad-
vances in the reach, scale, and ease-of-use of global financial markets (where money was
raised for the launch of the new plane), telecommunications networks, and the Internet
(which did not exist in 1970 when the first 747 flew). It is possible because of the ap-
pearance of cheap, fast, and reliable freight service (including containerized ships, trucks,
and trains). And it is possible because of the dramatic increases in computing power that
have occurred in the past 10 years or so and the attendant breakthroughs in engineering,
planning, and financial software. (Engineers at Boeing and partner companies around the
world, for example, collaborated on the design and production of every part and section of
the 787 using a single, linked computer system with a common database.)

As is widely known, Boeing ran into tremendous problems getting this new partnering sys-
tem to work; manufacturing problems delayed the first delivery of the 787 by three years and
may have doubled development costs from $15 billion to over $32 billion.? Boeing discovered
that it was difficult to adequately oversee the quality of the products of its partners and to co-
ordinate its supply chain when partner firms, foreign and domestic, had so much independent
power in the process of planning, engineering, and manufacturing. One result was that many
of the sections and parts that arrived in Everett didn't “snap and fit"” together to make a finished
plane as planned, and expensive and time-consuming fixes had to be done on planes as they
came off the assembly line. The company also learned that working with carbon fiber was trick-
ier than expected, creating further delays and the need for post-assembly fixes.

Despite these problems, there is every reason to believe that the 787 will be a winner over
the long run (though Boeing may not see its first profits on the planes until sometime in the
2020s after about 1,100 planes are sold and delivered).® Should this turn out to be true, it will
be good for Boeing, its partner firms, and its investors. But what about the future for Boeing
employees or other Americans who might have become Boeing employees? Though top execu-
tives at Boeing admit that the company may have done too much partnering and have brought
back some of the 787 work to the United States, they said they believed they had fixed the
principal problems and would use “global partnering” as the main strategy going forward.* The
prospect, then, is for more design, engineering, and manufacturing work to be sourced and
outsourced away from the Seattle area to places like South Carolina and from the United States.
Inevitably, despite growing orders for its aircraft, Boeing will need proportionally fewer of its own
engineers, technicians, machinists, and assemblers; much of Boeing's engineering capabilities
and a wide range of jobs in producing airplanes will migrate elsewhere, increasingly abroad and
to firms in non-union areas of the country where lower wages, benefits, and employee protec-
tions prevail.® (The powerful Machinists union did negotiate a deal with Boeing that ensures
that the next generation 737 will be produced in its Renton, Washington plant.)
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demographic
Pertaining to the statistical study and
description of a population.

What has been happening in recent years at Boeing has been happening in other Amer
ican manufacturing companies as well, ranging from automobiles to steel and microchips.®
Polls show that many Americans are worried about things like outsourcing, their ability to
adapt to the many technological changes going on around them, and whether the United
States can remain competitive in the global economy. Many are worried about whether
the nation's high standard of living can be maintained and whether they can continue to
provide for themselves and their families.

When they are worried about such matters, Americans tend to turn to their elected
officials for solutions. Some want outsourcing to be stopped or regulated. Others want
government to provide health insurance so that they will not be left in the lurch when
companies downsize their workforces. Still others want more retraining and education as-
sistance. And others want lower taxes and fewer regulations to help the competitiveness
of American companies. Whatever the particulars might be, it is inevitably the case that big
economic and technological changes find expression in the political arena and shape what
government does. What to do about such things is part of the continuing debate between
Democrats and Republicans and liberals and conservatives.

Thinking Critically About This Chapter

This chapter is about the founding of the United States (see Figure 4.1) and
the formulation of the constitutional rules that structure American politics
to this day.

Using the Framework

You will see in this chapter how structural factors such as the American
political culture, economic developments, and the composition of the Con-
stitutional Convention shaped the substance of our Constitution. You will
also see how the Constitution is itself an important structural factor that
helps us understand how American government and politics work today.

Using the

Using the conception of democracy you learned about in Chapter 1, you will
be able to see how and why the framers were uneasy about democracy and
created a republican form of government that, although based on popular
consent, placed a number of roadblocks in the path of popular rule.

America’s Population

Determine how the changing demography of the U.S. population has affected
American politics

here we live, how we work, our racial and ethnic composition, and our

average age and standard of living have all changed substantially over

the course of our history. Each change has influenced and continues to

influence our political life. In this section we highlight several of the most
important of these demographic characteristics.

O Growing

Unlike most other rich democracies, the United States continues to experience signifi-
cant population growth. According to the Bureau of the Census, the population grew
almost 10 percent between 2000 and 2010 to a total of almost 309 million people and
had passed 312 million by the end of 2011. This leaves the United States as the third
most populous country in the world, trailing only China at 1.34 billion and India at



1.17 billion. During the same period, other countries experienced stagnant growth or
their population actually declined, as it did in Japan and Russia. Population growth
has been the product of both a higher-than-replacement birth rate (more people are
being born than dying’) and immigration (immigrants tend to be younger than the
destination country’s population) and contributes substantially to economic growth
and fiscal health. When a country’s population grows, more people become part of the
working, tax-paying population, helping to cushion the burden on national budgets
of those who have retired, and more businesses are formed to service the needs of
new and growing households. There is a growing market in countries with increasing
populations for houses and apartments, furniture, appliances, electronics, cars, and all
the multitude of services and products associated with them.

Some worry, however, that population growth in a rich country like the United States
must at some point run up against the limits of available resources, such as oil, and that
the natural environment will be hurt as more people invariably produce more pollutants.
Of course, an increase in population need not lead to such outcomes if business firms and
consumers use more efficient and less polluting forms of energy, let us say, and use and
dispose of other resources in more environmentally friendly ways. How to do this
and what the relative roles government and the private sector should play in accomplish-
ing these outcomes is a recurring element of political debate in the United States today.

0 Becoming More Diverse

Based on a long history of immigration, ours is an ethnically, religiously, and racially
diverse society.® The white European Protestants, black slaves, and Native Americans
who made up the bulk of the U.S. population when the first census was taken in 1790
were joined by Catholic immigrants from Ireland and Germany in the 1840s and 1850s
(see Figure 4.1). In the 1870s, Chinese migrated to America, drawn by jobs in railroad
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FIGURE 4.1 IMMIGRATION TO THE UNITED STATES, BY DECADE

Measuring immigration to the United States in different ways gives rise to quite different interpretations

of its scale. Measured in total numbers, the decade between the 2000 and 2010 censuses had the most
immigration in American history. However, measured in terms of the total U.S. population, immigration was a
much more important factor in population change in the middle and late nineteenth century and the early part
of the twentieth century, but fell after that as stringent immigration laws came into force. The rate of recent
immigration, relative to the total U.S. population—even with the high numbers of immigrants who have come
to the country over the past two decades—remains historically low, although it has been increasing steadily
since its low point in the 1930s. In what ways do we still see the effects of this immigration history?

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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construction. Around the turn of the twentieth century, most emigration was from east-
ern, central, and southern Europe, with its many ethnic, linguistic, and religious groups.
Today most emigration is from Asia and Latin America, with people from Mexico
representing the largest single component. Starting in the 1990s and continuing today,
according to the U.S. Census, there also has been a significant increase in the number
of immigrants from the Middle East and other locations with Muslim populations.
Slightly more than 1 million people from the Middle East immigrated to the United
States between 2000 and 2010, bringing their total to about 2.5 million.’

Until the Great Recession and tougher border enforcement slowed it down in
2009 and 2010, the rate of migration to the United States had been accelerating.
During the 1990s, more immigrants arrived than in any decade in American history
(9.1 million legal, 3.5 million illegal); that record was topped during the next decade
of the 2000s with the arrival of 13.9 million.’® Of the 1990s and 2000s total, just
over three-fourths were legal and just under one-fourth were illegal. As a result of this
and other immigration streams, the percentage of foreign-born people resident in the
United States has more than tripled since 1970, reaching almost 12.7 percent of the
population in 2010, about 40 million people.' Although the foreign-born population is
concentrated in a handful of states—mainly California, New York, New Jersey, Florida,
Illinois, New Mexico, Arizona, and Texas—and a handful of cities and localities—
mainly Miami, New York, Los Angeles—Long Beach, Orange County, Oakland, and
Houston—the presence of new immigrants is being felt almost everywhere in America,
including the Midwest (Ohio, Michigan, and Wisconsin) and the Deep South (North
Carolina and Georgia, especially). In California, more than 27 percent of the population
is foreign-born. 12

Although the total number of current immigrants is substantial, it is worth noting
that the number of new immigrants as a proportion of the population (the red line in
Figure 4.1) is lower than it was for much of our history. Furthermore, as a percent-
age of the total population, the foreign-born population of the United States today is
lower than it was in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, when it reached
almost 15 percent. (We will reach the 15 percent level, according to one authoritative
estimate, sometime between 2020 and 2025, unless the rate of increase is slowed by
more restrictions on illegal immigration or if economic conditions fail to improve sig-
nificantly.)’® For most people, of course, it is what has been happening recently that is
most important to them, not historical comparisons.

The natural outcome of this history of immigration is substantial racial and ethnic
diversity in the American population. Although the largest segment of the population
in the United States is still overwhelmingly non-Hispanic white (63.7 percent as shown
in Table 4.1), diversity is growing with every passing year because of continuing immi-
gration and differential birth rates among population groups. Fully 92 percent of U.S.
population growth between 2000 and 2010 was accounted for by minorities, with almost
half of that accounted for by Hispanics, who increased their numbers by 43 percent.
'The non-Hispanic white population grew quite slowly by contrast, at only 1.9 percent

TABLE 4.1 RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE UNITED STATES*

2000 2010
White 69.1 63.7
Latin or Hispanic 12.5 16.3
African American 12.3 12.6
American Indian and Alaskan Native 0.9 0.9
Asian 3.6 4.8
Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander 0.1 0.2
Other 55 6.2

*Because Latino-Hispanic is defined as an ethnic group rather than a race, the
columns in this table do not add up to 100%.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, overview of Race and Hispanic Origin 2010.



during the decade. Hispanics are now the nation’s largest minority group, accounting
for 16.3 percent of the U.S. population. The African American population increased by
11 percent, making it the second largest minority group at 12.6 percent of people in the
United States. Asian Americans matched the 43 percent growth rate of Hispanics dur-
ing the decade, but they account for only about 5 percent of the population; though they
account for a higher percent of the population in California, at 13 percent.

The most recent wave of immigration, like all previous ones, has added to our
rich linguistic, cultural, and religious traditions; it has also helped revitalize formerly
poverty-stricken neighborhoods in cities such as Los Angeles, New York, and Chicago.
Immigrants from Asia and Europe especially have also made a mark in science and
technology, earning a disproportionate share of PhDs in the sciences as well as tech-
nology patents, and are responsible for creating some of the hottest high-technology
companies (e.g., one of the founders of Google, as well as the creators of Yahoo!,
YouTube, Garmin, and Hotmail)."* Because immigrants tend to be younger and have
more children than non-immigrants, moreover, they have slowed the rate at which
the American population is aging, particularly when compared with the rapidly aging
populations of Japan, Russia, China, and most of Europe.

But immigration also has generated political and social tensions at various times in
our history. The arrival of immigrants who are different from the majority population in
significant ways has often sparked anti-immigration agitation and demands that public
officials stem the tide. Nativist (antiforeign) reactions to Irish Catholic migrants were
common throughout the nineteenth century. Anti-Chinese agitation swept the western
states in the 1870s and 1880s. Alarm at the arrival of waves of immigrants from eastern,
southern, and central Europe in the early part of the last century led Congress virtually
to close the doors of the United States in 1921 and keep them closed until the 1950s.
Wars have also triggered hostile actions against certain immigrant groups: German im-
migrants during World War I; Japanese Americans during World War II; and people
from Middle Eastern and other Muslim countries after the September 11, 2001, ter-
rorist attacks on the United States.

'The current wave of Hispanic immigration, much of it illegal, has caused unease
among some Americans. It is estimated that there are about 11 million people in the
United States illegally, with Hispanics making up about 75 percent of that number.”
In 2009, 40 percent of Americans said that immigrants today are a burden “primarily
because they take jobs and housing and receive public benefits.” (Though, it should be
noted, 46 percent say that immigrants “strengthen the United States because of their
hard work and talents.”)'® Concerns about illegal immigration are among the most often
expressed discontents of people who are active in the Tea Party movement, for example,
and have led to stringent state-level efforts in Georgia and Arizona to reduce the num-
bers of such immigrants. Showing how complex this issue remains, surveys in 2011"
show that almost two-thirds of Americans approve of tougher measures at the border to
stem the flow of illegal immigrants (a Tea Party objective), while majorities, going coun-
ter to Tea Party goals, favor a path to citizenship for undocumented immigrants already
living here. A majority also rejects the idea of a constitutional amendment denying citi-
zenship to children of the undocumented born in the United States, now required under
the Fourteenth Amendment. Finally, Russell Pearce, the powerful Republican state leg-
islator who wrote, sponsored, and pushed through the tough Arizona law, was defeated
by another, more moderate Republican in a special recall election in 2011.

President Obama acted inconsistently on how or whether to address the problem of
illegal immigration. He started slowly. In 2009, he made sweeping changes in the immi-
gration detention system by executive order, thus reducing the number of people in prison
awaiting determination of their cases. However, he found it prudent to avoid introducing
a major new immigration bill in 2010 as he had promised to do during his campaign be-
cause Democrats in Congress were reluctant to take up such a controversial piece of legisla-
tion with elections on the horizon; nor did he support major legislation over the next two
years. Following the uproar over passage of the law in Arizona allowing police to interrogate
people suspected of being in the country illegally, Obama dispatched troops to help guard

Arizona’s border as a way to tamp down some of the discontent that led to the new

nativist

Antiforeign; applied to political
movements active in the nineteenth
century in the United States.
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urbanization

The movement of people from rural
areas to cities.

industrialization

The transformation of a society’s
economy from one dominated by agri-
cultural pursuits to one dominated by
manufacturing.

law (the Supreme Court rendered most of the law unconstitutional). In 2012, however,
he issued an executive order allowing undocumented people brought here as children
to stay without fear of deportation for a period of three years so long as they had not
been in trouble with the law.

Where immigrants settle is very important for American politics. As is clear from
the many news stories about the issue, states and localities with high concentrations of
immigrants must find additional monies for social services, health care, and education
in order to service a growing and changing population, though the taxes paid by immi-
grants, whether legal or illegal, help pay for these things. A less well-known impact of
immigrant populations is the increase that destination states gain in Congress, where
apportionment of seats in the House of Representatives is calculated on the basis of a
state’s entire adult population regardless of legal status. And, because each state’s Elec-
toral College vote is the sum of the number of its representatives in the House and its
two senators, high-immigration states play a larger role in presidential elections than
they might if only adult citizens and legal aliens were counted in population surveys.

Even while waves of immigration often trigger an initial negative response from
the native population (among all races and ethnic groups, it is important to add) and
opportunistic politicians, elected officials invariably begin to pay attention to immi-
grant groups as more become citizens and voters. Indeed, immigrants now represent the
fastest-growing voting bloc in the American electorate.’ The upshot of this change is
that elected officials at all levels of government are likely to become more responsive to
the needs and interests of recent immigrant groups, even as they try to balance demands
from anti-immigration groups who want the border with Mexico sealed. The growing
political importance of immigrants in the United States, especially Hispanics, reflects
both sheer numbers and the geographic concentration of immigrants in states with very
large or closely contested blocs of electoral votes in presidential elections. In 2008, His-
panic voters were especially important in determining the outcome of the presidential
contest between John McCain and Barack Obama in the closely contested states of
Colorado, New Mexico, and Nevada. In 2010, Hispanics helped elect Marco Rubio to
the Senate in Florida, Susana Martinez to the governorship in New Mexico, and Brian
Sandoval to the governor’s office in Nevada.

0 Moving West and South, and to the Suburbs

During the first decade of the twenty-first century, Americans continued a decades-
long trend of moving to the South and West, and to metropolitan areas from rural
areas. The Great Recession slowed both processes down a bit—Americans had trouble
selling their homes and moving elsewhere because of the housing market collapse—but
did not stop them. While the Northeast and Midwest still grew from 2000 to 2010—
3 percent and 4 percent respectively—these regions were outpaced by the South and
the West, each of which expanded by 14 percent. Almost everywhere, rural areas are
losing population—the exception being energy boom states such as North Dakota and
Wyoming—as people move to metropolitan areas, locating mostly in the suburbs. The
2010 census reported that 93.7 percent of Americans live in urban areas, with almost
all of the growth occurring in suburbs. Although we began as a country of rural farms
and small towns, we rapidly became an urban people. By 1910, some 50 cities had
populations of more than 100,000, and 3 (New York, Philadelphia, and Chicago) had
more than 1 million. Urbanization, caused mainly by industrialization—the rise of
large manufacturing firms required many industrial workers, while the mechanization
of farming meant that fewer agricultural workers were needed—continued unabated
until the mid-1940s. After World War II, a massive federal and state road-building
program and government-guaranteed home loans for veterans started the process by
which the United States became an overwhelmingly suburban nation (see Figure 4.2). In
recent years, “exurbia’—the areas beyond the older, first-ring of suburbia—has become
the fastest-growing part of America’s metropolitan areas, though high gas prices and
the real estate collapse (and many foreclosures in the exurbs) during the Great Recession
and jobless recovery of 2008-2012 slowed the process down and even reversed it in
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FIGURE 4.2 CENTER OF AMERICAN POPULATION

The mean center of the American population has gradually moved west and south over the course of our
history from near the Chesapeake Bay in Maryland in 1790 to near Plato, Missouri in the most recent
census. This change in the center of population has given western and southern states more power in the
Senate and in the Electoral College.

Source: Bureau of the Census, http://2010.census.gov/2010census/data/center-of-population.php

some areas. Meanwhile, rural communities across the country, but especially in the
northern Rockies and western Great Plains states, are losing population.”

These changes have important political consequences. The continued drain of popu-
lation from rural areas, for instance, has diminished the power of the rural voice in state
politics, though more rural, low-population states continue to exercise disproportionate
power in national politics because of the constitutional provision granting equal power
to the states in the Senate. Thus, states like Wyoming and Idaho have the same number
of seats in that body as large-population, highly urbanized states such as California and
Florida. For their part, suburban voters have become more visible, persuading politicians
to talk more about issues such as traffic congestion, urban sprawl, and the price of gaso-
line and less about inner-city problems like poverty. However, when the economy enters
a free-fall, as it did during the Great Recession, the concern about jobs and economic
growth, as well as about the fiscal health of the country, trumped most other issues.

The population shift to the South and West has led to changes in the relative po-
litical power of the states. Following each census from 1950 to 2000, states in the East
and the upper Midwest lost congressional seats and presidential electoral votes. States
in the West and the South—often referred to as the Sun Belt because of their gener-
ally pleasant weather—gained at their expense. After the 2010 census, Missouri, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, New York, Massachusetts, Louisiana, New Jersey, Illinois, and Michigan
lost House seats and electoral votes; Florida, Georgia, Texas, South Carolina, Arizona,
Utah, Washington, and Nevada picked up seats and electoral votes, with Texas the big
winner with four.

O Growing Older

One of the most significant demographic trends in the United States and in other
industrialized countries is the aging of the population. In 1800, the median age of
the United States was just under 16; today it is a bit more than 35. By 2030, it will
be about 38.The proportion of the population over age 65 has been growing, while

Sun Belt

States of the Lower South, South-
west, and West, where sunny weather
and conservative politics have often
prevailed.
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gross domestic product (GDP)
Monetary value of all goods and
services produced in a nation each
year, excluding income residents earn
abroad.

median household income
The midpoint of all households

ranked by income.

the proportion between the ages of 18 and 64 has been shrinking. Today 13 percent
of Americans are elderly. Moreover, the number of the very old—over age 85—is
the fastest-growing age segment of all. By 2030, this figure is likely to rise to about
20 percent.”® Meanwhile, the proportion of the population in the prime working years
is likely to fall from 61.4 percent today to about 56.5 percent in 2030. Thus, an in-
creasing proportion of Americans is likely to be dependent and in need of services,
and a shrinking proportion is likely to be taxpaying wage or salary earners, though, to
be sure, more Americans over 65 are staying employed, both for financial reasons and
for reasons of staying active and engaged.?! The United States is aging much less rap-
idly, however, than other countries and regions, primarily because so many young im-
migrants of childbearing age are coming here. Aging is happening much more rapidly
in Japan, South Korea, Italy, Russia, and China, for example.?

Because the population is aging, how to finance Social Security and Medicare is
likely to remain an important political question for the foreseeable future. The voting
power of the elderly is likely to make it difficult for elected officials to substantially
reduce social insurance programs for Americans over the age of 65. Meanwhile, the
tax load on those still in the workforce may feel increasingly burdensome. Also, more
and more middle-aged people are trying to figure out how to finance assisted-living
and nursing home care for their elderly parents. How these issues will play out in the
political arena in the near future will be interesting to follow.

OO0 Becoming More Unequal

'The United States enjoys one of the highest standards of living in the world, consistently
ranking among the top countries in gross domestic product (GDP) per capita®®—
Luxembourg, Denmark, Switzerland, Singapore, Qatar, and Norway are the other
countries always in the running for the top spot—and is ranked fourth on the U.N.’s
Human Development Index, which takes into account education and life expectancy as
well as per capita GDP—others in the top group include Australia, Belgium, Canada,
France, Ireland, Norway, Iceland, the Netherlands, Japan, and Sweden.?* However, the
high standard of living represented by these numbers is not shared by all Americans.

INCOME Overall, median household income in the United States (in constant dol-
lars, taking account of inflation) has grown only modestly over the past four decades,
has lagged significantly behind the overall rate of growth in the economy, and fell sig-
nificantly after the economic crisis hit in late 2007 (see Figure 4.3). Median household
income in 2007 was up about 30 percent from 1967 in constant dollars, but the overall
economy, measured as GDP, grew by more than 300 percent over the same period.
This suggests that households in the middle were not reaping the rewards of America’s
economic growth even before the recent recession hit. The recession, which officially
began in the fourth quarter of 2007, was especially harsh on median family income.
Between 2007 and 2009, it fell by 3.2 percent; between June 2009 and June 2011, it fell
by another 6.7 percent. It is worth noting that median household income in constant
dollars was lower in 2011 than it was in 2000, meaning that the household in the exact
middle of income distribution in the United States was making less in 2011 than it was
making at the beginning of the new century.” Given the “jobless recovery” from the
Great Recession, the unemployment rate hovering around 8 percent in 2011 and 2012,
and continuing wage stagnation,® it is unlikely that the median household income of
Americans is likely to improve much in the next few years.

It is important to point out that median household income varies across demo-
graphic groups. African American and Hispanic households have the lowest house-
hold incomes—and took the hardest hits in the economic collapse—while Asian
Americans and non-Hispanic whites have the highest. In the recent recession, white
non-college-educated men also were hit hard because they were the most directly af-
tected by the decline in manufacturing and in the number protected by strong labor
unions. Men working full time in 2010 made on average and in constant dollars less

than they made in the mid-1970s.%
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FIGURE 4.3 MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND GDP (IN CONSTANT DOLLARS), 1967-2010

While the size of the economy grew by more than 300 percent between 1967 and the fourth quarter of
2007, median household income increased by only 30 percent. It is worth noting that income distribution
became more unequal over time, with more going to the top income earners, suggesting that household
incomes for many Americans did not increase at all over this time period. How might the slow gains in
household income for most Americans affect what people want from government?

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Income, Poverty, and Health Insurance Coverage in the United States: 2010,"
September 2011.

Changes in household income can have important political effects. Not sur-
prisingly, when household income is rising, Americans tend to express satisfac-
tion with their situation and confidence in elected leaders. During periods of
stagnation and decline, the opposite is evident. During the long 1973-1983 pe-
riod of stagnation, for example, political observers talked about the rise of an angry
middle class as the main new factor in American politics leading to the decline of
the Democrats, capped in 1980 by the election of Ronald Reagan and a Republi-
can Senate.?® In 2008, with the United States mired in an economic recession,
81 percent of Americans said that “things have pretty seriously gotten off on the
wrong track” in the country—the highest percentage ever recorded on this standard
survey question—while President Bush’s approval dropped to only 28 percent.?” What
to do about the deeply troubled American economy became an important issue during
the 2008 presidential election contest and had a great deal to do with Barack Obama’s
win over John McCain (see Chapter 10). Not surprisingly, Obama and the Democrats
ran into trouble in the 2010 congressional elections when income and wages failed to
rebound in the jobless recovery from the Great Recession. With 53% of Americans
choosing “wrong track”in the lead-up to the 2012 national elections.”

POVERTY In 1955, almost 25 percent of Americans fell below the federal govern-
ment’s official poverty line (how it is calculated is addressed in detail in the “By the
Numbers” feature in Chapter 17). Things improved a great deal after that, dropping
to 11.1 percent in 1973. It then rose again to about 15 percent during and after
the recessions of the early 1980s and early 1990s, then fell (i.e., poverty decreased)
through the 1990s economic boom, dropping to 11 percent in 1999. During the first
decade of the twenty-first century, things took a dramatic turn for the worse. By
2010, 15.3 percent of Americans were officially below the government’s poverty line,
the most since 1993.%° Using what scholars and statisticians consider to be a better
measure, the “Supplemental Poverty Measure” (see Chapter 17), fully 16 percent of
Americans are poor.

ASource: NBC News/ Wall Street Journal Poll, Oct. 17-20, 2012.

poverty line

The federal government’s calculation
of the amount of income families of
various sizes need to stay out of pov-
erty. In 2010 it was $22,314 for a family
of four.
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Is poverty a problem? Here is why many people think so:

* A distressingly large number of Americans live in poverty: using the standard
poverty line measure, almost 46.2 million in 2010 (about 49 million are classified
poor using the “Supplemental Poverty Measure,” which we will examine in more

depth in Chapter 17).!

* The poverty rate is unlikely to fall much unless there is sustained job growth,
especially in jobs that will be available to low-skill workers who make up the bulk
of the poor. This seems unlikely in light of slow job growth in the private economy
and deep cuts in the budgets of local, state, and federal governments as politicians
vie with one another to slash the size of government. This means fewer govern-
ment workers and fewer workers in programs funded by government that tradi-

tionally have helped the poor and less skilled.

* The poverty rate in the United States remains substantially higher than in the
other rich democracies, even though they have had troubles of their own.

The distribution of poverty is not random. It is concentrated among racial minori-
ties and single-parent, female-headed households and their children.? In 2010, over
26 percent of African Americans and almost 27 percent of Hispanic Americans lived
in poverty, for example (although a sizable middle class has emerged in both com-
munities), compared with 9.9 percent among non-Hispanic whites and 12 percent
among Asians. And 21.5 percent of children under the age of 18 lived in poverty, as did
31.6 percent of people in single-parent, female-headed households.*

Obviously, the extent of poverty is politically consequential. While the poor have
little voice in the American political system—a point that will be elaborated in several
later chapters—poverty tends to be linked to a range of socially undesirable outcomes,
including crime, drug use, and family disintegration,* which draws the attention of
other citizens who want government to do something about these problems. The cause
of poverty reduction has also drawn the attention of many Americans who are of-
fended on moral and other grounds by the extent of the poverty that exists in what is
still the world’s largest economy. (See “Using the Framework” for insight into why it
has been so difficult to further diminish poverty in the United States.)

INEQUALITY The degree of income and wealth inequality has always been higher in the
United States than in the other rich democracies.* Over the past three decades, income
and wealth inequality has become even more pronounced; income and wealth inequal-
ity actually grew during the economic booms of the 1980s and 1990s. By 2010, the top
quintile (the top 20 percent) of households took home more than 50 percent of national
income (see Figure 4.4 on p. 104), the second-highest ever recorded (the highest was in
2006 at 50.6 percent). The top 1 percent took home almost 24 percent of national in-
come, the highest share since pre—Great Depression 1928.3¢ This can be explained partly
by the big jump in CEO salaries in large corporations: from 27 times as much as the
average worker in 1973 to 243 times in 2010.%” In 2011, according to the executive pay re-
search firm Equilar, the median compensation for CEOs of Fortune 100 companies was
$14.4 million, while the mean salary of working Americans was $45,230.%

More gains at the top have come from annual bonuses. In 2006, for example,
three hedge fund managers each earned more than $1 billion in salary and bonuses.
Big bonuses were handed out to top executives in 2008 and 2009 at several large com-
mercial and investment banks receiving government bailout money, including Bank
of America, JPMorgan Chase, and Goldman Sachs, prompting public outcry and
congressional hearings. Despite these well-documented bonuses, the Great Recession
ultimately took a small toll on the top people in the biggest companies. The Wall Street
Journal reported in its annual compensation survey of the top 200 American companies
that CEO total compensation declined 2 percent between 2007 and 2008, from $11.2
million to $10.9 million.* It had rebounded to $11.4 by 2010.% In 2011, after the death
of Steve Jobs, Apple rewarded its new leader Tim Cook with a one-time payment of
company stock worth $376 million; it was worth over $600 million by mid-2012.*



Using the FRAMEWORK

It's easy to understand why the number of poor people increases
during recessions, but why did poverty only barely decline during
recent periods of strong economic growth?

Background: Despite strong economic growth in
the United States from 1993 to 2000, and from 2003
to 2006, the rate of poverty during these years never
dropped below 12 percent. (The poverty line for a family
of four in 2010 was $22,314. See more on the poverty
line in the By the Numbers feature in Chapter 17) Sur
veys show that Americans would like government to do
something to help the poor, although there is not much

c
.2
®
<
ey

c

()

£

c

E™

()

>

)
(&)

Government

The poor a
invisible;

Political Linkage

Structure

consensus on precisely what should be done to solve
the problem of persistent poverty, except for a gen-
eral unwillingness to go back to the traditional system
of welfare that ended in 1996 (again, see Chapter 17).
So, why doesn't the federal government do more to try
to end poverty? Taking a look at how structural, political
linkage, and governmental factors interact on this issue
will help explain this situation.

While the national
government provides
small safety nets for
the poor, it has not
created major programs
to elimin

Democrats have
->been reluctant to
propose programs
that might tag
them with the "tax
and spend" label.
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FIGURE 4.4 HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION IN THE UNITED STATES, BY QUINTILES, 1970
AND 2010

Income inequality has been increasing in the United States, reaching levels not seen since the 1920s.

A standard way to measure income inequality is to compare the proportion of national income going to
each 20 percent (quintile) of households in the population. Especially striking is the shrinking share of the
bottom 60 percent, the lack of improvement among the second highest quintile over four decades, and the
increasing share of the top 20 percent.

Source: Bureau of the Census, “Income, Poverty, and Health Insurance Coverage in the United States: 2010,"
September 2011.

Wealth (assets such as real estate, stocks and bonds, art, bank accounts, cash-value
insurance policies, and so on) in the United States is even more unequally distributed
than income and, until the recent recession when the stock and real estate portfolios of
the wealthiest were hit hard, was becoming even more unequal. According to a study
by economist Edward Wolff, the top 1 percent of households accounted for 34 percent
of the total net worth of Americans in 2004.* Nobel Prize-winning economist Joseph
Stiglitz reports that the top 1 percent of wealth-holders now own around 40 percent
of the nation’s wealth.®

For more on how to conceptualize and measure inequality and on what inequality
might mean for American politics, especially as it affects the distribution of power in
political affairs, see the “By the Numbers” feature.

A TROUBLED MIDDLE CLASS By every indication, the American middle class is in

trouble. This is true no matter how we define the middle class.

1. By income: One way to define classes is in terms of how much money people make.
If we divide American households into income quintiles, as we did in Figure 4.4, we
could simply define the middle class as those households in the middle three quintiles.
These middle quintiles, making up 60 percent of the population, had average house-
hold incomes of between $26,686 and $113,744 in 2010.* As you saw above, the
three middle quintiles have made very little progress since the mid-1970s and actually
fell back during the 2000s. This happened even as Americans worked longer hours

and more people in each household, notably women, entered the paid labor force.*

2. By occupation: Sociologists usually talk of social stratification rather than social classes,
per se, focusing mainly on occupations.* At the top are independent professionals with
advanced degrees (lawyers, doctors, and accountants, for example), top managers and
executives in large corporations, and so-called “rentiers” who derive their income from
the ownership of property, including real estate, stocks, bonds, and precious commodi-
ties. At the bottom of the stratification structure are people without regular and strong
ties to the workforce. Income for people in this stratum comes from the underground
economy, occasional minimum wage jobs, and/or assistance from government and
private charities. The middle class would include everyone else, including blue-collar



manufacturing workers, and white-collar and service workers in either the private or
public sectors. Data from a wide range of investigations shows that the incomes and
prospects of this great occupational middle class has suffered stagnation or reverses
over the past two decades. For example, the annual earnings of hourly workers in the
United States fell by over 2 percent in 2009 and in 2010. As well, for the decade of the
2000s, incomes stagnated or fell for those whose formal education ended with their
high school diploma, and for those with some college but without a bachelor’s degree.*”

3. By lifestyle: Ask most Americans and they would define middle class not in terms of
income but in terms of lifestyle. Slightly more than half of Americans in polls over
the years have defined themselves as middle class rather than lower or upper class. In
popular understanding, this has meant being neither rich (with, let us say, large and
luxurious homes in exclusive neighborhoods, country club memberships, prep schools,
and the like) nor poor (living, let us say, in cramped rental properties in crime-ridden
neighborhoods, and sometimes going hungry), but something solidly in between that
affords some degree of security and comfort for oneself and one’s family. The basics
of the “American Dream,” the stuff of endless advertising and addresses by politi-
cal leaders, surely includes a relatively stable job with benefits (retirement and health
care), making enough money in that job to own a home in a safe neighborhood with
enough left over to have a new or late model used car and to be able to take one’s
family on an annual vacation. In popular accounts, the Dream also includes access for
one’s children to good public schools and affordable post-secondary education. Leav-
ing aside the question of whether this version of the “American Dream”is sustainable
from a resource availability or an environmental point of view—we are agnostic on the
issues—it is certainly true that Americans in the middle have been having more dif-
ficulty in attaining or holding on to the Dream over the past several decades. Health
care is more expensive, and fewer companies provide health insurance for their em-
ployees today, for example, than they did in the 1970s and 1980s. Jobs are less secure
because of technological change and outsourcing, moreover, and college tuitions have
risen far faster than the overall cost of living or wages and salaries.*® Mortgage defaults
and foreclosures are at record highs, and people who have thought of themselves as
middle class have lost or are losing their homes.

However one defines middle class, a troubled middle class tends to be an angry
and fearful middle class, and this has important consequences for American politics,
as we pointed out above in the section on income. A Wall Street Journal/NBC News
poll reported widespread support for both the Tea Party and Occupy Wall Street anti—
Wall Street/antigovernment agendas in late 2011, with the strongest support for both
coming from solidly middle class and middle-aged people, especially men, who once
telt secure in their situations but are now most fearful of the changes they are seeing.*
These developments may explain part of the volatility of recent elections in which one
party then the other is swept into power to “clean up the mess” in Washington or a
state capital. It may partially explain why voters are increasingly prone to elect hard
partisans to office who offer easily digestible explanations of who is to blame for stag-
nant or declining living standards. It may partially explain the rising incivility in our
civic life where angry confrontations have become more common, whether in school
board meetings or town hall-type meetings in congressional districts.”

America’s Economy

Assess how the American economy shapes government and politics

irtually everything we have discussed so far in this chapter is shaped by the
V American economy. The growth, diversification, and geographic dispersion
of the American population, for example, can be traced directly to changes
in the economy. The way we earn our livings, our standard of living, and the
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distribution of income and wealth in the nation are closely connected to the operations
of our economic institutions. Even important elements of the American political cul-
ture, as we shall soon see, are associated with our economy and how it works.

America’s economy is a capitalist one, meaning that it is an economy where the
productive assets of society (e.g., land, machinery, factories and offices, financial capi-
tal) are privately owned and where most decisions about how to use them are made
not by the government but by individuals and firms. Buying and selling products and
services in the pursuit of profits is the driving engine of such an economy. For the
most part, prices for products and services are set by buyers and sellers in the market,
as are incomes and profits to individuals and firms. Although the role of government
today varies quite considerably among countries with capitalist economies, they all
see protecting property rights, creating the legal framework for allowing markets to
operate, providing currencies for market transactions, and providing law and order as a
minimum set of government responsibilities.*!
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By the Numbers

Is America becoming more unequal?

Scholars and journalists have been claiming for some
time now that economic inequality in the United
States is not only the highest among all rich democra-
cies, but is becoming steadily more pronounced. As the
highly respected Economist put it, “Income inequal-
ity [in the United States] is growing to levels not seen
since the Gilded Age, around the 1880s."2

Why It Matters

Rising income inequality has troubling implications for the
practice of democracy in the United States. It is undeni-
ably the case that such inequalities all too often spill over
into inequalities in politics. Those with substantially more
income and wealth tend to have a stronger voice in poli-
tics and better access to political decision makers than
people with lower incomes. Those at the top are more
likely to vote; can and do make more contributions to
candidates, parties, and advocacy groups; and have more
information available to them than those on the bottom.
They are more influential than the average citizen, with
agencies writing rules that affect their well-being. The
fundamental democratic principle of political equality is at
risk when economic inequality is substantial.

Calculating the Numbers

There are three ways that income inequality generally
is measured. Each provides a slightly different angle
for viewing the issue. We have already, in Figure 4.4
and discussion in the text, discussed the first, which
examines the shares of national income going to dif-
ferent percentiles of the population, say the top fifth or
the top 1 percent of income earners. Here we exam-
ine two other measures of income inequality collected
by international organizations that allow us to compare
how the United States is doing on the distribution of
earnings—money earned by working—with other rich
countries. The first graph is from the Organization of
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) that
reports ratios created by dividing the earnings among
full-time employed individuals in the 90th percentile of
the population by the earnings of working individuals in
the 10th percentile. (These data, called P90/P10 ratios,

were collected at two points in time, mostly in the early
1980s and the mid-2000s.) Higher ratios mean higher
levels of inequality. Thus, a ratio score of 2 means that
individuals in the 90th percentile earn twice as much
as individuals in the 10th percentile. A ratio score of
8 means that those in the 90th percentile earn eight
times as much. From the graph, several things are ap-
parent. First, the more recent P90/P10 ratio is higher in
the United States than in the other comparison coun-
tries, with the average individual in the 90th percentile
earning about fourand-a-half times the average individ-
ual in the 10th percentile. Second, earnings inequality
has increased in a majority of the rich countries (Japan,
Finland, Norway, Switzerland, and Belgium are the ex-
ceptions). Third, the rise in earnings inequality over this
time period is more pronounced in the United States
than in any measured country except the United King-
dom and New Zealand.

The second graph is from the Luxembourg Income
Study of household earnings over time and shows
Gini coefficients of inequality. The Gini coefficient is a
number between “0” and “1,” where “0" is perfect
equality (everyone has the same earnings) and “1" is
perfect inequality (where one person or household
takes all earnings, leaving nothing for anyone else). The
higher the Gini coefficient, the higher the measured
inequality. Several conclusions can be drawn from the
graph. First, the United States has by far the highest
level of inequality among the rich countries, with only
Japan coming anywhere close. Second, the United
States ranks first in the degree to which it has become
more unequal over the past three decades or so.

What Do the Numbers Mean, Really?

Calculations using alternative data sources yield roughly
the same result: the United States ranks very high on
measures of economic inequality—and has been grow-
ing more unequal. But, does high and rising inequality
mean that those at the bottom of the distribution are
worse off? Not necessarily. During the 1990s, for exam-
ple, even as earnings inequality was increasing in the
United States, poverty rates were falling (poverty has
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increased dramatically, however, since 2000, as you have
seen). How can this be? The answer is that rising inequal-
ity can be the outcome of a number of income distribu-
tion processes, only one of which involves the worst off
becoming even worse off. These processes include the
following: (1) the people on top become better off while
those on the bottom become worse off; (2) the people
on both the top and the bottom become worse off, but
those on the bottom decline faster; (3) everyone is bet-
ter off, but incomes rise faster for those on the top than
those on the bottom. Situation 1 is what many critics say
has been going on and what many people tend to think
is going on when they see inequality statistics. Situation
3 is what many defenders of the American economy
say was going on during the 1990s and 2000s, although
many acknowledge that improvements at the bottom of
the income scale have been modest.c Oddly, inequality
tends to decrease a little during deep recessions as the
assets of the wealthy become less valuable, and this
may have been the case during the Great Recession of
recent years, though official figures are not yet available.

What Do You Think?

Some people think that inequality is inherently unjust
and that rising inequality, even in cases where people
on the bottom are better off in an absolute sense, is
something that society must rectify.

* How do you feel about this? Why might one argue
that inequality is acceptable if people in all parts
of the income structure are better off even if those
on the bottom only improve a little? What do you
think about the issue of inequality and democracy?
If those on the top have relatively more income every
year, what might be the effect of their continually
increased political influence?
@"Ever Higher Society, Ever Harder to Ascend,” The Economist (January 1,
2005), p. 22.
°“American Democracy in an Age of Rising Inequality,” Report of the
American Political Science Association’s Taskforce on Inequality and
American Democracy, Perspectives on Politics 2 (2004), pp. 651-666;
Larry M. Bartells, “Is the Water Rising? Reflections on Inequality and
American Democracy,” PS (January 2006), pp. 39-42.

°Gregg Easterbrook, The Progress Paradox: How Life Gets Better While
People Feel Worse (New York: Random House, 2003).

O Main Tendencies

Capitalism has some important tendencies that have political consequences.

1. Capitalist economies are tremendously productive. It is no mystery that societies
with the highest standards of living for their populations and the most wealth—
usually measured by gross domestic product—are capitalist in one form or

capitalism

An economic system characterized by
private ownership of productive assets
where most decisions about how to

use these assets are made by individu-

als and firms operating in a market
rather than by government. 107
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Can You Get Ahead
in America?

W hether or not the American Dream is still attainable is a question that goes to the core of American
national identity. In 1994 and 2010, survey researchers asked Americans “Do you think your own standard
of living is better than that of your parents?” In both years, the majority believe the Dream exists, but there are
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distinct differences across generations caused by economic factors such as the unemployment rate.

Differences

1994

In contrast to the Millennials, this age group between 25 and 40 (Generation
X in 1994) grew increasingly pessimistic about the American Dream.

This age group (the Millennial Generation in 2010)
is generally optimistic about the American Dream.
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2010
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Notice the stark percentage drop for 40 to 60-year-olds between 1994 and 2010.
At this age, most adults experience prime earning potential, but this generation
endured soaring unemployment rates and corporate downsizing.
in the
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SOURCE: Data from General Social Survey, 1994 and 2010; and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Investigate Further

What is the American
Dream? One interpretation of the American
Dream is the belief that the next generation
will do better than the one before it. It is
measured by asking people if they think
they are doing better than their parents at
the same stage of life.

How do the
generations differ when it comes to the
American Dream? Millennials face high
unemployment, but they are more likely to
believe in the dream than 25 to 40-year-olds
in 1994. Generation X, now middle aged, has
been the least likely to believe in the Dream
over the years of these surveys.

Why is Generation X less
likely to believe in the Dream? Initial and
prime earning years for this age group
were accompanied by recessions in 1990,
2000, and 2009, and by spikes in unemploy-
ment that affect both them and their
children’s generation.



another. Capitalism, unlike, let us say, the Soviet-style command economies
of the Soviet Union and its Eastern European satellite nations for most of the
post-WWII era, and China and India until quite recently, rewards entrepreneurial
risk-taking, innovation, and responsiveness to consumer preferences. Productivity
gains and economic growth tend to follow, at least over the long run. The tre-
mendous performance of China, Brazil, and India in the current period is related
to their loosening of many state controls on individuals and firms, opening up
to world markets, and doing more to protect property rights. They have become
more capitalist, that is to say—though the Chinese state continues to exercise
much more control over individuals and firms than is the norm in the United
States and Western Europe.

2. Capitalist economies tend to produce substantial income and wealth inequalities.
Capitalism is a system that rewards those who win in the competition in the mar-
ketplace. It is an economic system that tends to pay off for those with high skills,
entrepreneurs and firms that successfully innovate, and those who satisfy consumers.
Where there are winners, of course, there are also losers—that is, individuals and
firms who do not do well in the competitive market. It is not surprising, then, that
fast-growing capitalist economies such as Brazil, China, and India are all experienc-
ing a rising tide of income and wealth inequality. Inequality is also characteristic of
the United States, Western Europe, Australia, and New Zealand. Where capitalist
countries differ considerably, of course, is the degree to which government acts to
alter this situation by redistributing income and wealth, by imposing high tax rates
on high-income earners and delivering programs that provide generous educational,
unemployment, retirement, and medical benefits for all. The United States does less
redistributing than virtually any other rich capitalist country.”

3. Capitalist economies are unstable. They invariably have business cycles, alternating
periods of high and low (or even negative) economic growth. In the former, firms,
investors, and those who have jobs all tend to gain, to one degree or another; in
the latter down period, rewards to firms, investors, and workers grow only slowly,
stagnate, or even decline. Historically, capitalism has experienced these fluctuations
around a general upward trend of economic growth. One reason for this overall
growth, despite periods of negative growth, seems to be that in bad times, inefficient
and ineftective firms fall by the wayside and innovative and nimble firms emerge
better positioned for the next phase of growth. During the Great Depression, for
example, big technical advances were made in radio, television, and automobiles.

At times, the up and down cycles can become quite extreme, a so-called boom-and-
bust pattern. The biggest bust of the twentieth century in American capitalism was
the Great Depression of the 1930s, when industrial production fell by half and un-
employment at one point reached 31 percent. Our current economic troubles—a long
and deep recession and a very slow and “jobless” recovery—followed the bursting of
a gigantic real estate bubble (fueled by a flood of easy credit) and the collapse of the

financial industry, and has been the deepest downturn since the Great Depression.

O Globalization and Hyper-Competition

For roughly three decades following the end of the Second World War in 1945, the
American version of capitalism enjoyed unparalleled success. By 1975, for example,
11 of the largest 15 corporations in the world were American; by 1981, 40 percent of
the world’s total foreign direct investment was accounted for by the United States.>®
American corporations were in the saddle in the years stretching from the end
of World War II to the mid-1970s. Most major industries in the United States were
dominated by three or four firms—such as GM, Ford, and Chrysler, or the “Big
Three,” in autos—that mass-produced commodities such as steel, cars, and refrigera-
tors. Facing little domestic or foreign competition in the U.S. market and protected
in their market dominance by federal regulators, major companies enjoyed substantial
and stable profits over many years. Because they could easily pass on their costs in the
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globalization
The increasing tendency of informa-
tion, products, and financial capital to
flow across national borders, with the
effect of more tightly integrating the
global economy.

prices they charged consumers, corporations were happy to enter into contracts with
labor unions that provided good wages and benefits for their employees as well as
employment stability, and predictability for themselves. One result was an impressive
expansion of the middle class and a general rise in the American standard of living.

The relatively protected and stable world of the post~-World War II corporation
is gone, replaced by a form of capitalism in the United States where major companies
face intense and unrelenting competition at home and abroad. Their changed situa-
tion was brought about by a set of near-simultaneous transformations across a broad
front that accelerated the introduction of labor-saving technologies and the pace of
globalization. There was, for example, the digital revolution that brought advances in
computer hardware and software and the explosive growth in the Internet. There were
dramatic improvements in the speed and costs of moving raw materials and com-
modities here and abroad: containerized trucking and shipping, bigger and faster jet
planes, high-speed trains, and improved highways. There was also a strong move in the
United States, beginning in the 1970s and picking up steam after that, to deregulate a
broad range of industries (including shipping, banking, securities, and telecommunica-
tions, among others) in hopes of fighting inflation and improving American competi-
tiveness in the face of the galloping economies of Japan, the so-called Asian Tigers,
and the European Union. And, finally, a number of international agreements came
into force that diminished barriers to trade and investment across national borders.

Globalization™ is the term that is often used to describe this new world where goods,
services, and money flow easily across national borders. In this new world, companies
can and must produce and sell almost anywhere and seek hard-working and talented
employees where they can find them. They can also find subcontractors and part-
ner companies in diverse geographical locations to supply them with parts, as Boeing
does for the airplanes it assembles, or with finished products, as Walmart does to sup-
ply its many stores. With the infrastructure provided by global financial markets and
services, investors can move money to those places and into those companies wherein
they believe they can get the highest rate of return. Customers, having a wider range of
choices, increasingly insist on the best possible products at the lowest possible prices, and
will switch where they shop with breathtaking speed to make sure this happens.”
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Production and distribution of most manufactured products is now global, a trend that has been accelerated
by a wide range of technological changes including containerization shown in this massive container
shipping complex in Hamburg, Germany. How does globalization shape the issues that concern the
American public and how does it affect what government does?



With many emerging markets, new industry-spawning technologies, fickle
investors and customers, and ample investment capital for new companies—though
lending fell sharply during the Great Recession—large companies everywhere face
fierce competition. Growth and profitability, even survival, for many of them, are no
longer routine as they were for much of the postwar period. Some formerly power-
ful companies, for example, simply disappeared (including TWA, Eastern, and Pan
Am among American airlines), giving way to more innovative and nimble challengers
(e.g., JetBlue and Southwest), while others were forced to dramatically change their
business model (e.g., Kodak shifting from film to digital photography and IBM focus-
ing on I'T services after offloading its computer manufacturing division to the Chinese
company Lenovo). With the possible exception of large oil companies, even the most
powerful companies today dare not stand pat for fear of losing out to new competi-
tors. Microsoft, for example, must figure out how to compete with Apple in the smart
phone and tablet markets, and with Google and its cloud-based software model for
enterprise computing. Apple cannot afford to rest on its considerable laurels when
Amazon is pushing hard to become the main supplier of cloud computing capacity
and using its own access to books, movies, and media content for the Kindle line of
devices to challenge Apple’s dominance of the tablet market.

To a great extent, globalization and rapid technological innovation have been good
for Americans. For example, they have helped drop prices for a wide range of consumer
goods, ranging from consumer electronics to computers, furniture, and clothing, and
brought new, exciting, and useful products to market. But globalization and hyper-
competition, in association with the introduction of labor-saving technologies, also have
had negative impacts. In a global economy where companies are fighting for advan-
tages over other companies, costs become a factor, and many choose to become “lean and
mean.” What this means in practice for companies is trimming or eliminating health
care and retirement plans and shedding employees as part of their competitive strate-
gies. (Because of costs, they feel they must do so; because of productivity-enhancing
technological changes that allow them to produce more with fewer employees, they can
do s0.) Some companies, moreover, believe they must outsource to lower-cost suppli-
ers and shift some operations to other locations to be closer to overseas customers. This
happened first with basic manufacturing (think cars and steel), then with back-office
low-skilled service activities (think call centers and mortgage processing services), and
increasingly today with highly skilled work in design engineering, research and develop-
ment, advanced manufacturing,*® and some medical services (medical records, radiology,
and the like). Faced with this combination of labor-saving technologies and globaliza-
tion, employees here have lost much of their bargaining power with employers.*’

All of this affects the well-being and mood of the American people and gets reflected,
sooner or later, in our politics. For example, polls show that Americans are deeply con-
cerned about rising inequality, wage and salary stagnation, and the economic futures of
the country and their children. And they want elected officials to do something about it.

America in the World

Evaluate how America’s power in the world has changed and why it matters

n addition to its prominent, though reduced, role in the global economy,
America’s powerful diplomatic, cultural, and military standing in the world
is another important structural fact that has shaped our politics and gov-
ernment. While the United States has economic, diplomatic, cultural, and
military rivals in the world, no other country can lay claim to leadership in all four ar-
eas as America can. While the United States has been so positioned since the end of
World War II, matters crystallized in the 1990s, when startling changes happened in the

world’s military, political, and economic systems that heightened, for a time, U.S. power
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in the world. Communism collapsed in Eastern Europe. The Soviet Union ceased to
exist. Communist China switched to a market economy. Most developing countries re-
jected the socialist development model, embraced “privatization,” and welcomed foreign
investment. Moreover, the United States took the lead in organizing the global economy.
Many observers began to refer to the United States as the world’s only superpower.

However, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and the Great Recession put some
strains on our resources and capabilities and lessened the attractiveness of our eco-
nomic model. So there is less talk today about the United States as the world’s sole
superpower, especially in light of the rise of the economic power of China, based on a
model of state-led economic development that is quite different from that of America’s
and its rapid military modernization.

Even if it is reasonable to say that the United States remains the most powerful na-
tion in the world in terms of military strength, and even if President Obama’s popularity
abroad brought America’s approval ratings back to where they were before George W.
Bush’s presidency,®® the United States has not been having its way on many important
matters on the international front, either with allies or adversaries, nor is it likely to do so
in the future. With the threat of the Soviet Union no longer supplying the glue to hold
them together, U.S. allies feel freer to go their own way on a wide range of international
issues. The United States and the European Union nations have been deeply divided,
for example, over trade issues and international treaties on the environment. In 2011,
Germany refused to be part of NATO (the North Atlantic Treaty Organization) mili-
tary activities that helped Libyans depose their longtime dictator Muammar Gaddafi.
Disagreements about NATO expansion and Iran’s nuclear weapons program have
strained U.S. relations with Russia, while security issues, human rights violations, trade
imbalances, currency issues, and protection of intellectual property have been an irritant
in our relations with China. Turkey and Brazil, two ambitious rising economic pow-
ers, voted against the United States in the U.N. Security Council in 2010 on imposing
turther sanctions on Iran for its nuclear program. In 2012, China and Russia vetoed a
Security Council resolution authored by the Arab League to stop the fighting in Syria.
Nor has the United States been able, in spite of all of its power, to bring the Palestinians
and Israelis together. Nor, finally, has the threat of a terrorist attack gone away.

America’s expansive role in world diplomatic, economic, and military affairs in the
post-World War II era has had many implications for U.S. politics and government
policies. For one thing, American leaders and the public have judged that our role
requires a large military establishment and tilts a large portion of government spend-
ing priorities toward national security. For another thing, as we will see in later chap-
ters, it has enhanced the role of the president in policymaking and diminished that of
the Congress. Being the world’s dominant military power is also very costly, and not
simply in a budgetary sense (though that is the case as well). Americans have discov-
ered that fighting insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan seriously stretched the man-
power resources of the military, leading to a greater-than-normal reliance on reserve
and National Guard units, as well as multiple deployments.

America’s Political Culture

Analyze Americans’ political culture and its implications for government and politics

vidence strongly suggests that Americans share a core set of beliefs about
human nature, society, and government that is very different from the core
beliefs of people in other societies.” To be sure, we are a vast, polyglot
mixture of races, religions, ethnicities, occupations, and lifestyles. Never-
theless, one of the things that has always struck foreign observers of the American
scene, ranging from Alexis de Tocqueville (Democracy in America, 1835 and 1840) to
James Bryce (7he American Commonwealth, 1888) and John Micklethwait and Adrian



Wooldridge (7he Right Nation, 2004), is the degree to which a broad consensus seems
to exist on many of the core beliefs that shape our attitudes and opinions, our ways
of engaging in politics, and what we expect of our government, and how different the
elements of this consensus are from political cultural elements elsewhere. To be sure,
consensus on core beliefs does not mean that people always agree on what govern-
ment should do in particular situations. Thus, people who agree that government’s role
should be limited might disagree on what specific things government should do (say,
national defense or school lunch programs). Though people in other societies share
some of the core beliefs of Americans, the package of core beliefs is truly exceptional.

Understanding our political culture—the set of core beliefs about human nature,
society, and government—is important for understanding American politics and gov-
ernment. Why? Because the kinds of choices Americans make in meeting the challenges
posed by a changing economy, society, and post-Cold War world depend a great deal on
the core beliefs Americans hold about human nature, society, economic relations, and
the role of government. In Chapter 5 we examine in some detail how Americans pass
on these core beliefs to each new generation—a process called political socialization. In
the remainder of this chapter, we look at the content of these core beliefs.

O Individualism

Americans believe that individuals have, as the Declaration of Independence puts it,
inalienable rights, meaning that individual rights take priority over rights that might
be attributed to society or government. Indeed, the very purpose of government, fol-
lowing John Locke’s ideas in 7he Second Treatise on Government (1690) and Jefferson’s
in the Declaration (1776), is to protect these rights. In formal, legal terms, this has
meant that Americans have worked hard to protect the constitutional rights of speech,
belief, and association (among others). In a more informal sense, this has meant an
abiding belief among Americans in the importance of personal ambition and choosing
one’s own life goals and way of life.

American individualism is also expressed as a belief that one’s fate is (and ought
to be) in one’s own hands, rather than the product of impersonal social and economic
forces beyond one’s own control. In particular, one’s fortunes are tied to one’s own ef-
forts. Those with talent, grit, and the willingness to work hard, Americans believe, are
more likely than not to end up on top; those without at least some of these qualities
are more likely to wind up at the bottom of the heap. Americans tend to assume that
people generally get what they deserve in the long run.

Americans are also more likely to believe that people are naturally competitive,
always striving to better themselves in relation to others. Popular literature in America
has always conveyed this theme, ranging from the Horatio Alger books of the late nine-
teenth century to the many contemporary self-help books with keys to “getting ahead,”
“making it,” and “getting rich.” The French have been known to refer to this celebration
of the competitive individual over the community as the “Anglo-Saxon disease” (thus
including the English) and profess to want no part of it in continental Europe.

This core belief about individualism affects American attitudes toward many is-
sues, including inequality and what should be done about it.*> Americans overwhelm-
ingly endorse the idea of “equality of opportunity” (the idea that people ought to have
an equal shot in the competitive game of life), for instance, yet they also overwhelm-
ingly reject the idea that people should be guaranteed equal rewards, especially if this
outcome comes from actions by government.®!

Not surprisingly, Americans tend to look favorably on government programs that
try to equalize opportunity—Head Start, education programs of various kinds, school
lunch programs, and the like—but are less favorable to welfare-style programs that
seem to redistribute income from the hard-working middle class to individuals who
are considered “undeserving.”®? Not surprisingly, given this core belief, Americans are
less likely to support government efforts to equalize matters than are people in other
rich democracies, especially if efforts to equalize outcomes in society involve imposing
limits on individual striving and achievement® (see Figure 4.5).

core beliefs

The most fundamental beliefs in a
national population about human na-
ture, the country, government, and the
economy.

political culture
The set of core beliefs in a country

that help shape how people behave
politically and what they believe gov-
ernment should do.

political socialization

The process by which individuals
come to have certain core beliefs and
political attitudes.
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FIGURE 4.5 INDIVIDUALISM

More than any other people among the richest democracies in the world, Americans are the least likely to
want government to play a major role in determining life's economic outcomes. How does this aspect of our
political culture affect what we want government to do?

Source: "The American-Western European Values Gap” Pew Global Attitudes Project (Washington, D.C.: Pew Research
Center, November 17, 2011).

O Distrust of Government

From the beginning, Americans have distrusted government. The framers created a
republican constitutional system precisely because they distrusted government and were
trying to create a set of constitutional rules that would deny government the means to
act in mischievous or evil ways. Americans have long believed that when governments
are imbued with too much power, they are tempted to interfere with private property,
individual rights, and economic efficiency. Distrust of government still remains attrac-
tive to most Americans today, even though most Americans expect government to do
far more than the framers ever imagined, such as providing Social Security, Medicare,
and environmental protection, and trying a variety of measures to get the country out
of its recent deep recession. In this respect—distrusting government yet supporting a
range of programs that seem essential to the public’s well-being—Americans are con-
flicted, to some extent, being what some have called ideological conservatives and op-
erational liberals. As Ben Page and Lawrence Jacobs put it: “. . . most Americans are
philosophical conservatives but also pragmatic egalitarians. They look to government
for help in ensuring that everyone has genuine equal opportunity plus a measure of
economic security with which to exercise that opportunity.”®* But their distrust of gov-
ernment increases further when the help provided by government does not, in reality,
seem to help or seems to help those who are already powerful and privileged, as in the
bank and auto company bailouts in the midst of the Great Recession.® (See the “Can
Government Do Anything Well?” feature for the big role the federal government has
played in economic development over the course of American history.)

Distrust of government remains the “default” position of a majority of Americans.
Even when they support particular government programs, they worry that govern-
ment is getting too big, too expensive, and too involved in running things. During the
health care debate in 2009, for example, the respected Pew survey discovered that a majority
supported each major element of the Democrats’health care package, but only 34 percent



ALL FOR ONE, ONE FOR ALL

In Japan, commitment to the work team and the company are more important cultural values than they are
in the United States. These Japanese supermarket workers start their day as a team. What might be some
advantages and disadvantages to the Japanese viewpoint?

tavored the package as a whole, with widespread concern that the bill created too much
government control.®® As one commentator put it, ... Americans are looking to the gov-
ernment for help, but they still dont like the government.”’ This core belief is not uni-
versally shared. In Germany, Sweden, and France, for example, where governments have
always played an important role in directing society and the economy, people are much
more likely to trust the intentions and trustworthiness of their national governments even
when they disagree with political leaders on particular government policies.

O Belief in Democracy and Freedom

Certain beliefs about what kind of political order is most appropriate and what role citizens
should play shape the actual daily behavior of citizens and political decision makers alike.

DEMOCRACY At the time of the nation’s founding, democracy was not highly re-
garded in the United States. During our history, however, the practice of democracy
has been enriched and expanded, and the term democracy has become an honored
one.®® While regard for democracy is one of the bedrocks of the American belief sys-
tem today, Americans have not necessarily always behaved democratically. After all,
African Americans were denied the vote and other citizenship rights in many parts of
the nation until the 1960s. It is fair to say, nevertheless, that most Americans believe
in democracy as a general principle and take seriously any claim that their behavior
is not consistent with it. For example, public opinion surveys done during the past
25 years consistently show that about 60 to 70 percent of Americans want to abolish
the Electoral College in favor of a direct, popular vote for the president.

FREEDOM Foreign visitors have always been fascinated by the American obsession with
individual “rights,” the belief that in the good society, government leaves people alone in
their private pursuits. Studies show that freedom (also called Zerty) is at the very top of
the list of American beliefs and that it is more strongly honored here than elsewhere.*’
From the very beginning, what attracted most people to the United States was the
promise of freedom in the New World. Many came for other reasons, to be sure: a great
many came for strictly economic reasons, some came as convict labor, and some came in
chains as slaves. But many who came to these shores seem to have done so to taste the
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Can Government Do Anything Well?

Backing Research and Development

ne of the most important functions of the federal government in the post-World War Il era has

been to support basic research and development in every area of science and technology. Most
of the monies have gone to major research universities, though some have been directed to private
firms. Four entities account for the virtually all of this funded research: the National Science Founda-
tion (NSF) for basic science, the National Institutes of Health (NIH) for biomedical research, the De-
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) for new military-related technologies, and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) for space-related sciences.

I

Support for the claim that government should play
a significant role in encouraging research and
development

I

Rejection of the claim that government should
play a significant role in encouraging research and
development

It is generally recognized that while private com-
panies and investors will spend for research and
development on projects related to their existing
or planned product lines—for example, pharma-
ceutical companies designing and testing a new
drug—it is not in their interest to fund funda-
mental science that doesn’t have an understood
payoff for shareholders. Though basic scientific
research benefits society and the economy in
the long run, it is hard to convince shareholders
that the firm should finance expensive activities
whose benefits may go to other companies and
not to one’s own. The last private corporation to
fund basic research unrelated to its own product
line or industry was Bell Labs (whose scientists
won several Nobel Prizes). It stopped doing re-
search unrelated to its own product lines after
AT&T lost its monopoly position in the telephone
industry in the wake of deregulation.

NSF, NIH, DARPA, and NASA funding helped
make the United States the world leader in sci-
ence and technology development and its uni-
versities the envy of the world. Basic scientific
discoveries in mathematics, physics, astrophys-
ics, cell biology, chemistry, neuroscience, com-
puters (including the Internet), human systems,
nanotechnology, telecommunications, and more
have formed the basis of entire new industries
and enhanced the competitiveness of the Ameri-
can economy. In the medical field, NIH-funded
research led to breakthroughs that have rid the
United States of polio, cholera, and smallpox and
radically reduced the risk of hepatitis B, measles,
mumps, tetanus, rubella, and diphtheria.

B The main criticism of the federal government’s
role in basic research and development is that
it is no longer doing enough and that American
competitiveness is at risk. NSF, for example,
today awards no more fellowships for training
PhD scientists and engineers than it did in the
1960s. Even some Republicans, hostile to a big
role for the federal government as a matter of
principle, have recognized that more needs to
be done. In his 2006 State of the Union Address
President Bush, in asking for more money for
basic science agencies, said the following: “For
the U.S. to maintain its global economic leader-
ship, we must ensure a continuous supply of
highly trained mathematicians, scientists, engi-
neers, technicians, and scientific support staff.”

Opposition to the federal government'’s role in
funding basic scientific research takes a number
of forms:

B Critics point out that funding agencies often
support projects that seem, on their face, to
be wasteful or frivolous.

B In the biological sciences, funded research-
ers often focus on areas that offend the reli-
gious beliefs of some Americans, especially
in the areas of embryonic stem cells and
contraception.

B Climate science research is troubling to some
Americans and industry interest groups,
either because they believe climate change
is not a real phenomenon, is unrelated to
human activities, or because the findings of
research in this area may lead to policies that
demand economic sacrifices.

B Free-market-oriented think tanks such as
Cato take the position that basic research
would be done by private firms if a patent
system was in place that would allow pri-
vate inventors or firms supporting research
to enjoy a monopoly over their findings,
allowing them to realize a profit.



(Continued)
WHAT DO YOU THINK?

What do you think about the past, present, and future role of the government in encouraging
research and development in agencies such as NIH, NSF, and DARPA? Which of the following

positions is closest to your own?

e Government support in encouraging research and development plays an integral role in ensuring
the success of R&D and maintaining the U.S. global position and should be enhanced.

e Government-spurred R&D projects have been mostly successful, but current challenges cannot be
handled by government-funded, university-based research alone and will need private sector attention.

e The government has no place in funding research and development, as these programs can

always be completed more efficiently and effectively by the private sector.

How would you defend this position to a fellow student? What would be your main line of argu-

ment? What evidence do you believe best supports your position?

freedom to speak and think as they chose, to worship as they pleased, to read what they
might, and to assemble and petition the government if they had a mind to do so.

As in many cases, however, to believe in something is not necessarily to act consistently
with that belief. There have been many intrusions on basic rights during our history. Later
chapters address this issue in more detail.

O Populist

The term populism refers to the hostility of the common person to concentrated
power and the powerful. While public policy is not often driven by populist senti-
ments (for the powerful, by definition, exercise considerable political influence), popu-
lism has always been part of the American core belief system and has sometimes been
expressed in visible ways in American politics.

One of the most common targets of populist sentiment has been concentrated
economic power and the people who exercise it. The Populist movement of the
1890s aimed at taming the new corporations of the day, especially the banks and the
railroads. Corporations were the target of popular hostility during the dark days of
the Great Depression and also in the 1970s, when agitation by consumer and en-
vironmental groups made the lives of some corporate executives extremely uncom-
fortable. Populism is a staple of contemporary conservatism in the United States
with its attacks on Hollywood, the media, and academic elitists.”” Members of the
modern Tea Party movement have directed their anger at bankers and bank bailouts,
big government and taxes, and bicoastal elites who fail, they believe, to appreciate
the values of ordinary Americans. Occupy Wall Street supporters, we have seen, also
denigrate Wall Street and a government that seems to consistently come to its aid.

Populism celebrates the ordinary person. Given this widespread belief, it be-
hooves political candidates in America to portray themselves as ordinary folks, with
tastes and lifestyles very much like everyone else’s. How else might one explain private
school-educated and aristocratically born-and-bred George H.W. Bush expressing his
fondness for pork rinds and country and western music during the 1988 presiden-
tial campaign? His son George W. Bush—a student at a prestigious prep school, an
undergraduate at Yale, and an MBA student at Harvard—wanted to be seen (and
perhaps saw himself) as a hard-working rancher on his Texas spread.

O Religious

The United States is, by any measure, a strikingly religious society.” Polls conducted
over the past three or four decades show that more Americans believe in God, regu-
larly attend church, and say that religion is important in their lives, than people in
any of the other rich democracies (see Figure 4.6). Levels of religiosity in the United
States, in fact, approach those found in Muslim countries of the developing world.”
This commitment to religion has existed from the beginning of the republic and is in-
tegrally related to the practice of politics in the United States—something that often

populism
The belief that the common person is
every bit as good as those with wealth
and power.
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Religion is important in my life
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FIGURE 4.6 RELIGIOUS COMMITTMENT

Americans are the most religious among people in the rich democracies of the world as this survey question
and many others show. How does this aspect of our political culture affect the nature of our public policies?

Source: "The American-Western European Values Gap” Pew Global Attitudes Project (Washington, D.C.: Pew Research
Center, November 17, 2011).

baffles foreign observers.” Religious sentiments have been invoked by most important
political leaders in the United States in their public pronouncements, and Americans
have come to expect religious references when leaders talk about public matters. Dur-
ing the intense Democratic presidential nomination campaign in 2008, for example,
Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama spoke often of their religious faith, something one
is unlikely to hear in political campaigns in other rich democracies.

Religious faith affects politics in important ways. For one thing, it affects which issues
become part of political debate and election campaigns. School prayer and the teaching

PRAYING BEFORE DOING BATTLE

Public displays of piety by political leaders are common and expected in the United States, something that
is quite rare in other rich democracies. Here President Obama and Republican congressional leaders John
Boehner and Eric Cantor say a prayer together before holding a contentious meeting on issues dividing the
president and congressional Republicans. How does the strong religious culture of the United States affect
the kinds of public policies we have here compared to other countries?



of evolution have not been part of the political debate in many other democracies, for
example, as they have here. For another thing, religious belief has been important in draw-
ing ideological lines. While churches and religious believers have often been on the liberal
side of the political divide, to be sure—note the substantial involvement of religious lead-
ers, organizations, and believers in the civil rights and anti-Vietnam War movements—
strong religious beliefs are most associated with conservative tendencies in American
politics. Public opinion polls show that the most religiously committed Americans
(of all denominations) are also the most conservative Americans on issues ranging
from abortion to prayer in the schools, social welfare, and military spending; church
attendance, in the end, is a better predictor of party affiliation than income.

DEMOCRACY STANDARD

Do structural factors in the United States support
democracy?

‘Throughout this book, we have examined a number of structural factors that influence
American politics. This chapter considered the main features of American society, econ-
omy, political culture, and America’s place in the world, and how each influences impor-
tant aspects of politics and government in the United States. All of these structural factors
are interrelated. The constitutional rules are substantially shaped by our beliefs about the
nature of the individual, society, and government that make up our political culture. The
political culture, in turn—with its celebration of the market, competitive individualism,
and private property—is perfectly attuned to a capitalist economy. How the economy
operates and develops has a lot to do with the American people (where people live, what
kind of work they do, and so on), as does the nation’s place in the world. The demographic
characteristics of the American population trigger their own effects; the populace’s level
of education and skill has a lot to do with American economic performance, for instance.

The interplay of these factors—and the ways in which they are interpreted and played
out through government policy and action—aftects the quality and nature of democracy
in the United States. But there is some disagreement on whether or not the American
political structure, created by economics, culture, and social realities, fosters democracy.

On the one side, some argue that American society is open, diverse, and filled
with opportunity for those who are ambitious and hard working. Economic growth
is raising the living standards of the population (if modestly for most), which bodes
well for democracy; note the evidence that high living standards and democracy seem
to go together. Also, economic, technological, and social changes—including the
Internet, ease of travel, medical advances, and more—are allowing more and more
people to develop their unique abilities and capacities, to become informed, to link
together with others who share their public concerns, to get involved in community
and political affairs, and to have their voices heard by public officials. Most impor-
tantly, perhaps, these developments make it possible for Americans to shape their
own lives, improving their situations and those of their families, without the help of
government. In short, equality of opportunity and technological and social changes are
making American society more hospitable to democracy.

Yet others counter that the American society fails to live up to the promise of
equal opportunity and access to government, making it, in fact, far less democratic
than other wealthy democracies. The economic system of the United States, while
incredibly productive, distributes wealth and income in a highly unequal way, leaving
the very few at the top with the lion’s share. This leads to substantial inequalities in
political power and influence among different income and wealth groups, as well as
dividing Americans along ethnic, racial, religious, and regional lines. Such divisions
undermine democracy because economic inequality always spills over into political
inequality. To make matters worse, the American political culture celebrates an ex-
treme form of individualism and antigovernment sentiment that makes it hard for
Americans to agree on a way to use government to best serve public purposes.
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America’s Population

Determine how the changing demography of the U.S.
population has affected American politics, p. 94

The most important changes in the American population are
its diversification along ethnic, religious, and racial lines and
its relocation from rural to urban and suburban areas and to
the Sun Belt.

These changes have enhanced the political influence of the
southern and western states in Congress and in presidential
elections, and of voters in suburban areas around the country.
The influence of rural voters has diminished.

Minority racial and ethnic groups have gained political influ-
ence as their numbers have grown.

Income and wealth in the United States are more unequally
distributed than in any other rich democracy and are becom-
ing more so.

Poverty increased dramatically during the 2000s, and median

household income declined.

America’s Economy

Assess how the American economy shapes government
and politics, p. 105

The American economy is a capitalist economy that has
evolved from a highly competitive, small-enterprise form to
one that is corporate dominated and with a global reach.

The American economy has shown itself to be highly effi-
cient and wealth producing, resulting in a high standard of
living, yet it has also produced high levels of income and
wealth inequality and periods of economic instability and
financial difficulties.

demographic, p. 94
nativist, p. 97
urbanization, p. 98
industrialization, p. 98

Sun Belt, p. 99

poverty line, p. 101
capitalism, p. 107

gross domestic product (GDP), p. 100

median household income, p. 100

globalization, p. 110

Listen to Chapter 4 on MyPoliSciLab

The political responses to difficult economic times like the
Great Depression of the 1930s, and the Great Recession and
jobless recovery of 2008-2012, have increased the role of
government in society and the economy.

America in the World

Evaluate how America’s power in the world has changed
and why it matters, p. 111

America’s diplomatic, political, and military standing in the
world has been largely unrivaled since the downfall of the
Soviet Union. But the power of the United States in world
affairs is limited in important ways and becoming ever more
limited, making it harder for the country to get its way in
foreign affairs. The rise of China as an economic power is
particularly challenging to American preeminence.

The status of the United States as a military superpower has
changed the content of foreign policy, the balance of power
between the president and Congress, the size of the federal
government, and the priorities of the government’s budget.

America’s Political Culture

Analyze Americans’ political culture and its implications
for government and politics, p. 112

Americans believe strongly in individualism, limited govern-
ment, and free enterprise. Beliefs about democracy, liberty,
the primacy of the common people, and a strong religious
orientation also help define the political culture.

The political culture shapes American ideas about what the
good society should look like, the appropriate role for gov-
ernment, and the possibilities for self-government.

Study and Review the Flashcards

core beliefs, p. 113
political culture, p. 113
political socialization, p. 113

populism, p. 117



Answer key begins on page T-1.

Determine how the changing demography of the
U.S. population has affected American politics

1. — percent of U.S. population growth between
2000 and 2010 was accounted for by minorities.

a. 10
b. 22
c. 30
d. 85
e. 92

Assess how the American economy shapes govern-
ment and politics

2. For about three decades following this war, the American
version of capitalism enjoyed unparalleled success.

a. World War 1

b. World War I1

c. The Vietnam War
d. The Cold War

e. The Gulf War

INTERNET SOURCES

Fedstats www.fedstats.gov/

Statistical information on the U.S. economy and society from more
than 70 government agencies.

Immigration in the United States http://ocp.hul.harvard.edu/
immigration/timeline.html

A timeline of important dates and landmarks in immigration to
the United States from 1789-1940.

Pew Hispanic Center http://pewhispanic.org

A rich site for data on Hispanic immigration to the United States
and polling information on public opinion on immigration topics.

Religious Freedom in the United States and Abroad http://www
.state.gov/g/drl/irf/

The State Department’s site documenting reports on international
religious freedom.

Statistical Abstract of the United States www.census.gov/
compendia/statab/

A vast compendium of statistical information on the government,
the economy, and society.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

Bartels, Larry M. Unequal Democracy: The Political Economy of
the New Gilded Age. New York and Princeton, NJ: Russell
Sage Foundation and Princeton University Press, 2008.

An examination of growing income and wealth inequality in
America and how it is shaped by and shapes our politics.

Study and Review the Practice Tests

Evaluate how America’s power in the world has
changed and why it matters

3. In 2011, this country refused to be part of NATO

military activities that helped Libyans depose their
dictator, Muammar Gaddafi.

a. France
b. Russia
c. Poland
d. Germany
e. Turkey

Analyze Americans’ political culture and its implica-
tions for government and politics

4. The French have been known to refer to the celebration
of the competitive individual over the community as:

a. Advanced capitalism

b. Anglo-Saxon disease

c. Western capitalism

d. Anglo-Saxon capitalism
e. Western disease

Gosselin, Peter. High Wire: The Precarious Financial Lives of
American Families. New York: Basic Books, 2008.

Suggests that more and more Americans are close to financial
disaster because of cutbacks in public and private safety nets.

Hochschild, Jennifer L. Facing Up to the American Dream.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995.

A brilliant examination of the ideology of the American dream
and how race and social class affect its interpretation and
possibilities.

Page, Benjamin 1., and Lawrence R. Jacobs. Class War: What
Americans Really Think About Economic Inequality. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2009.

Based on their own national opinion survey, the authors suggest
that Americans across the board recognize and are worried
about rising inequality and support many specific government
programs to improve the lot of those less well off.

Reich, Robert B. Supercapitalism: The Transformation of Business,
Democracy, and Everyday Life. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2007.

A description of how the arrival of hyper-competitive capitalism
has increased our power as consumers and investors but
decreased our power as citizens.

Zolberg, Aristide R. 4 Nation by Design: Immigration Policy in
the Fashioning of America. New York and Cambridge, MA:
Russell Sage Foundation and Harvard University Press,
2006.

The definitive work on why the United States has the immigrant
mix that it does.
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Public
Opinion

THE VIETNAM WAR AND THE PUBLIC

n August 2, 1964, the Pentagon announced that the U.S. destroyer Maddox,

while on “routine patrol” in international waters in the Gulf of Tonkin near

Vietnam, had undergone an “unprovoked attack” by three communist North

Vietnamese PT boats. Two days later, the Pentagon reported a “second delib-

erate attack.” In a nationwide television broadcast, President Lyndon Johnson
referred to “open aggression on the high seas” and declared that these hostile actions required
that he retaliate with military force. Air attacks were launched against four North Vietnamese PT
boat bases and an oil storage depot.’

Years later, the Pentagon Papers, a secret Defense Department study leaked to the news
media by defense analyst Daniel Ellsberg, revealed that the American people had been deceived.
The Maddox had not been on an innocent cruise; it had, in fact, been helping South Vietnamese
gunboats make raids on the North Vietnamese coast. The second “attack” apparently never
occurred. At the time, however, few skeptics raised questions. On August 7, 1964, by a vote
of 98-2, the Senate passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, which approved the president’s taking
“all necessary measures,” including the use of armed force, to repel any armed attack and to
assist any ally in the region. A legal basis for full U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War had been
established.

For more than a decade, the United States had been giving large-scale military aid to the
French colonialists, and then to the American-installed but authoritarian South Vietnamese gov-
ernment, to fight nationalists and communists in Vietnam. More than 23,000 U.S. military advis-
ers were there by the end of 1964, occasionally engaging in combat. On the other side of the
world, the American public knew and cared little about the guerrilla war. In fact, few knew exactly

Characterize Describe methods Analyze the Relate political Assess the

the ideal role of used to measure process of attitudes to race, American public’s
public opinion in a public opinion, political socializa- gender, age, ability to rule,
democracy, p. 126 p. 127 tion, p. 130 income, and other p. 144

factors, p. 132
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AWAITING EVACUATION This marine is waiting for a medical
evacuation helicopter during the bloody battle for Hill 937 in Vietnam
near the Laos border. Rising casualties and limited success in Vietnam

undermined public support for the war over the course of the conflict
and led to an American withdrawal.
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The Big Picture Almost half of Social Security recipients do not know that they
are participating in a government program, while 44% of Americans still think
Obama is a Muslim. Despite these discouraging statistics, Edward S. Greenberg
explains how public opinion is measured and why it should matter in a democracy.

LO4

The Basics How do people form opinions? In this video, we examine how we
know what opinions the public holds, and how they come by those opinions.
As we go along, you'll discover that Americans aren't always well-informed
about government and policies, but that they share core values.

A9

@ . #re average folks informed
about their government?

In Context How did the emergence of scientific polling in the twentieth century
change our democracy? In this video, Columbia University political scientist
Robert Y. Shapiro outlines the history of polling and the emergence of public
opinion as a major factor in American politics.

1O

Think Like a Political Scientist Uncover some of the new questions being asked
by political scientists regarding public opinion. In this video, Columbia University
political scientist Robert Y. Shapiro examines some of the new public opinion
trends that are being researched.

In the Real World Should politicians listen more to their constituents (who may
not be educated about all of the issues), or to their own sense of what is right
and wrong? Hear real people weigh in on this question, and learn how presidents
have dealt with it in the past.

LO4

So What? Why do you vote the way that you do? Author Edward S. Greenberg
argues that there is nothing wrong with cues, such as political parties, to help
Americans make decisions about elections, and he demonstrates how public
opinion is generally informed and rational—even if certain individuals are not.

LOZ




where Vietnam was. Nevertheless, people were willing to go along when their leaders told
them that action was essential to resist communist aggression.

After the Tonkin incident, people paid more attention. Public support for the war
increased. When asked in August what should be done next in Vietnam, 48 percent said to
keep troops there, get tougher, or take definite military action while only 14 percent said
to negotiate or get out.? Through the fall of 1964, more people wanted to step up the war
than wanted to pull out, and many endorsed the current policy.

But the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam rose rapidly, reaching 536,100 at the end of
1968, and casualties increased correspondingly. Just over 30,000 Americans were killed by
the end 0f1968.2 Television news began to display weekly casualty counts in the hundreds,
with pictures of dead American soldiers going home in body bags. The war became expen-
sive, as politicians put it, in “American blood and treasure.” Senate hearings aired antiwar
testimony. Peace marches and demonstrations, though resented by much of the public,
nonetheless increased pressure to end the war. By December 1967, about as many people
(45 percent) agreed as disagreed with the proposition that it had been a “mistake” to send
troops to fight in Vietnam.

Then catastrophe struck. In January 1968, during Vietnam'’s Tet holidays, the North
Vietnamese army launched what became known as the Tet Offensive: massive attacks
throughout South Vietnam, including an assault on the U.S. embassy in Saigon. The
American public was shocked by televised scenes of urban destruction and bloody corpses,
of U.S. soldiers destroying Ben Tre village “in order to save it,” of marines bogged down in
the rubble of the ancient city of Hue, and of a 77-day siege of the American firebase at Khe
Sanh. The chief lesson seemed to be that a U.S. victory in Vietnam, if feasible at all, was
going to be very costly in terms of lives and dollars.

After Tet, criticism of the war—by politicians, newspaper editorials, and television com-
mentators such as Walter Cronkite and others—mushroomed, and public support for the
war diminished. President Johnson, staggered by a surprisingly strong vote for antiwar
candidate Eugene McCarthy in the New Hampshire primary, announced that he would limit
the bombing of North Vietnam, seek a negotiated settlement, and withdraw as a candi-
date for reelection. In March 1968, only 41 percent of Americans described themselves as
hawks (supporters of the war), a sharp drop from the 61 percent of early February. Anger
over Vietnam contributed to the election defeat of the Democrats the following November.

After taking office in January 1969, President Richard Nixon announced a plan to be-
gin a slow withdrawal of troops from Vietnam, with the aim of turning the fighting over
to South Vietnamese forces. A majority of the public supported the plan but soon sup-
ported calls for a more rapid withdrawal, telling pollsters they wanted to move in this
direction even if it might lead to the collapse of the South Vietnamese government. The
shift in mood was propelled, no doubt, by rising American casualties, numerous congres-
sional hearings on the war, and massive antiwar demonstrations. After a slow start on
withdrawals in 1969 (about 100,000), the pace picked up, and most American troops were
gone by mid-1973. There can be little doubt that public opinion influenced U.S. disengage-
ment from the war.

The Vietnam story shows how government officials can sometimes lead or manipulate
opinion, especially when it concerns obscure matters in faraway lands, and how opinion
is affected by events and their presentation in the news media. The story also shows that
public opinion, even on foreign policy matters, can sometimes have a strong effect on
policymaking. This complex interaction among public opinion, the news media, elected of-
ficials, and foreign policy in Vietnam is not very different from what happened with the war
in Irag, where a substantial majority of the public, believing Bush administration claims
about the existence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraqg (since proved untrue), sup-
ported the invasion of that country in 2003 to topple Saddam Hussein. By 2006, however,
a majority of Americans were telling pollsters that the war was a mistake, a shift in mood
propelled by mounting American casualties, a lack of progress in achieving either democ-
racy or stability in Irag, and news about the mistreatment of prisoners at the Abu Ghraib
prison. The shift in public attitudes was a major factor in the Democratic Party’s victory in

the 2006 congressional elections and Barack Obama’s win in 2008.
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core beliefs (political)
Individuals’ views about the fun-
damental nature of human beings,
society, the economy, and the role
of government; taken together, they
comprise the political culture.

political attitudes

Individuals’ views and preferences
about public policies, political parties,
candidates, government institutions,
and public officials.

public opinion
The aggregated political attitudes of
ordinary people as revealed by surveys.

Thinking Critically About This Chapter
'This chapter is about public opinion, how it is formed, and what effect it
has on American politics and government.

Using the Framework

You will learn in this chapter how structural-level factors—including his-
torical events, the political culture, and economic and social change—as
well as family and community socialization, shape public opinion. You will
also learn how public opinion influences the behavior of political leaders
and shapes many of the policies of the federal government.

Using the

Based on the standard of democracy, public opinion should be one of the deci-
sive factors in determining what government does. You will see in this chapter,
however, that while the influence of public opinion is important, public officials
must pay attention to other political forces as well. They sometimes pay close
attention to public opinion; at other times, they pay only slight attention to it.

Democracy and Public Opinion

Characterize the ideal role of public opinion in a democracy

ost Americans share certain core beliefs about the nature of human beings,
society, and the political order. These core beliefs—including beliefs in
individualism, limited government, and a market economy, among others—
make up the American political culture. In addition to their overarching core
beliefs, most Americans also have political attitudes about the specific political issues of
the day, including attitudes about government policies, public officials, political parties,
and candidates. Public opinion refers to these political attitudes expressed by ordinary
people and considered as a whole—particularly as they are revealed by polling surveys.

Public opinion is particularly important in a democracy if we understand democracy to
be fundamentally about the rule of the people. For the people to rule, they must have their
voice heard by those in government. To know whether or not the people rule, we require ev-
idence that those in government are responsive to the voice of the people. The best evidence
that those in power are responsive to the voice of the people is that what the people want
and what government does are congruent. The wishes of the people can be discerned in
elections, to be sure, but a particularly powerful way to know what the people want is to ask
them directly in a polling survey. In a real democracy, there must be a close match between
public opinion and government policies and actions, at least in the long run.

Curiously, however, many leading political theorists, including some who say they
believe in democracy, have expressed grave doubts about the wisdom of the public. James
Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and other Founders of our national government worried
that the public’s “passions” would infringe on liberty and that public opinion would be
susceptible to radical and frequent shifts.* Journalist and statesman Walter Lippmann
declared that most people do not know what goes on in the world; they have only vague,
media-provided pictures in their heads. Lippmann approvingly quoted Sir Robert Peel’s
reference to “that great compound of folly, weakness, prejudice, wrong feeling, right feel-
ing, obstinacy and newspaper paragraphs which is called public opinion.”

Modern survey researchers have not been much kinder. The first voting studies,
carried out during the 1940s and 1950s, turned up what scholars considered appall-
ing evidence of public ignorance, lack of interest in politics, and reliance on group or
party loyalties rather than judgments about the issues of the day. Repeated surveys of
the same individuals found that their responses seemed to change randomly from one
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O
WHAT DO THE PEOPLE KNOW?

Polls conducted at the time the Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the Affordable Care Act in
2012 showed that a substantial majority of Americans did not know very much about what was in the new
law. Does this call into question the role that public opinion should play in our system of democracy or is
specific knowledge about issues and policies not all that important?

interview to another. Philip Converse, a leading student of political behavior, coined
the term nonattitudes: on many issues of public policy, many or most Americans seemed
to have no real views at all but simply offered “doorstep opinions” to satisfy interview-
ers.® Political scientist Larry Bartels recently demonstrated in a rigorous analysis of a
multitude of surveys that middle-class and lower-income Americans know surprisingly
little about the economy and tend to support government policies that make their eco-
nomic positions worse.” Economist Bryan Caplan argues that public opinion is more
influential than it should be, having shown that widespread public ignorance about
how the economy works leads people to support harmful public policies.®

What should we make of this? If ordinary citizens are poorly informed and their
views are based on whim, or if they have no real opinions at all, or if these opinions are
wrong-headed in a serious way, it hardly seems desirable—or even possible—that public
opinion should determine what governments do. Both the feasibility and the attractive-
ness of democracy seem to be thrown into doubt. When we examine exactly what sorts
of opinions ordinary Americans have, however, and how those opinions are formed and
changed, we will see that such fears about public opinion are somewhat exaggerated.

Measuring Public Opinion

Describe methods used to measure public opinion

ecades ago, people who wanted to find out anything about public opinion
had to guess, based on what their barbers or taxi drivers said, on what
appeared in letters to newspaper editors, or on what sorts of one-liners
won cheers at political rallies. But the views of personal acquaintances,
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sample survey

An interview study asking ques-
tions of a set of people who are cho-
sen as representative of the whole
population.

random sampling

The selection of survey respondents
by chance, with equal probability of
being selected, to ensure their repre-
sentativeness of the whole population.

letter writers, or rally audiences are often quite different from those of the public as a
whole. Similarly, the angry people who call in to radio talk shows may not hold views
that are typical of most Americans. To figure out what the average American thinks,
we cannot rely on unrepresentative groups or noisy minorities. Fortunately, social sci-
entists have developed some fairly reliable tools for culling and studying the opinions
of large groups of people.

O Public Opinion Polls

A clever invention, the public opinion poll, or sample survey, now eliminates most of
the guesswork in measuring public opinion. A survey consists of systematic interviews
conducted by trained professional interviewers who ask a standardized set of questions
of a rather small number of randomly chosen Americans—usually between 1,000 and
1,500 of them for a national survey. Such a survey, if done properly, can reveal with
remarkable accuracy what the rest of us are thinking.

The secret of success is to make sure that the sample of people interviewed is
representative of the whole population; that is, that the proportions of people in the
sample who are young, old, female, college-educated, black, rural, Catholic, southern,
western, religious, secular, liberal, conservative, Democratic, Republican, and so forth
are all about the same as in the U.S. population as a whole. This representativeness
is achieved best when the people being interviewed are chosen through random
sampling, which ensures that each member of the population has an equal chance
of being selected. Then survey researchers can add up all the responses to a given
question and compute the percentages of people answering one way or another. If
for some reason some element of the population is underrepresented or overrepre-
sented in the sample—say, young people or people living in rural areas—researchers
can “weight” the relevant population group, giving it more or less importance in the
total sample, so that the mix of elements in the final sample closely matches the
general population. Statisticians can use probability theory to tell how close the sur-
vey’s results are likely to be to what the whole population would say if asked the
same questions. Findings from a random sample of 1,500 people have a 95 percent
chance of accurately reflecting the views of the whole population within about 2 or 3
percentage points.’

For a number of reasons, perfectly random sampling of a national population
is not feasible. Personal interviews have to be clustered geographically, for exam-
ple, so that interviewers can easily get from one respondent to another. Telephone
interviews—the cheapest and most common kind—are clustered within particular
telephone exchanges. Still, the samples that survey organizations use are sufficiently
representative so that survey results closely reflect how the whole population would
have responded if everyone in the United States had been asked the same questions at
the moment the survey was carried out.

O Challenges of Political Polling

Those who use poll results—including citizens encountering political polls in news-
papers and on television—should be aware of the following problems with polls and
what competent pollsters try to do about them.

ISSUES OF WORDING The wording of questions is important; the way in which a

question is worded often makes a big difference in the way it is answered.

* A question that asks, “Do you favor the death penalty?” is likely to get a higher
proportion of people saying they are in favor than a question that asks, “Do you
tavor or oppose the death penalty?” because the former gives only one option.™
Attaching the name of a popular president or an unpopular one to a survey
question—as in “Do you support President X’s proposal for Medicare reform?”—
affects how people respond. Good survey questions try to avoid such “leading”
wording.



* “Closed-ended” or “forced-choice” questions, which ask the respondents to choose
among preformulated answers, do not always reveal what people are thinking on
their own or what they would come up with after a few minutes of thought or
discussion. So, in this sense, a survey may not always be capturing what people
think is important or what choices they would make. Some scholars believe that
such questions force people to express opinions about matters on which they
really don’t have an opinion or when they don’t even know what the question
means.' For these reasons, “open-ended” questions are sometimes asked in order
to yield more spontaneous answers, and small discussion groups or “focus groups”
are brought together to show what emerges when people talk among themselves
about the topics a moderator introduces.

ISSUES OF INTENSITY AND TIMING Often, while the wording of a question may
be perfectly acceptable, the question may not capture the relative intensity of respond-
ents’ feelings about some policy or political issue. Thus, for example, a substantial ma-
jority of Americans have, for a long time, supported increased government control of
the sale and ownership of guns. But, for the most part, they do not feel very strongly
about it and rarely base their vote on where a candidate stands on the issue. Pollsters
try to get around this problem by building intensity measures into the responses that
are offered to people participating in a survey. Most commonly pollsters will provide
more than simple “yes—no” or “agree—disagree” answer options, including instead a set
of five to seven options ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” At other
times, surveys will ask how respondents would rank the importance of certain prob-
lems or policies. Still, these remain fairly indirect ways of getting at intensity.

The timing of a survey can be important. For elections, in particular, polling needs
to happen as close to Election Day as possible in order not to miss last-minute switches
and surges. Most famously, survey organizations in 1948 predicted a comfortable vic-
tory for Republican Thomas Dewey over Democratic president Harry Truman, feeling
so confident of the outcome that they stopped polling several weeks before Election
Day, missing changes in public sentiments late in the campaign.

ISSUES OF SAMPLING Scholars and survey professionals worry about a number
of things that can undermine the validity of survey research by making it difficult to
draw a sample that is random, meaning representative of
the entire population. In some cases, the problems seem to
be getting worse. Here are the principal things they are
concerned about:

* Because they are inundated by phone calls from ad-
vertisers who sometimes try to disguise themselves as
researchers, Americans have become less willing to an-
swer pollsters’ questions.

* Finding themselves bothered by telephone solicitations
that interrupt their lives, Americans are increasingly
using answering machines and “caller ID” to screen
their calls. Pollsters are finding it increasingly difficult
to get past the screening.

* More and more Americans are turning to cell phones
and cutting their reliance on landlines. Because mobile
phones are often turned off, survey researchers can-
not always get through to people who are part of the
prospective random sample. Also, because people don’t
want to use up their minutes when they are reached, 14¢ poLLSTERS GET IT WRONG
many are unwilling to take part in lengthy surveys.
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Harry Truman ridicules an edition of the Chicago Daily Tribune proclaiming

And, pollsters cannot use autodialing technology to  his Republican challenger, Thomas Dewey, president. Opinion polls

randomly call hundreds or thousands of potential

stopped asking questions too early in the 1948 election campaign, missing
Truman'’s last-minute surge. Top pollsters today survey likely voters right to

respondents because federal law requires that pollsters  the end of the campaign. Is it ever safe to rely heavily on polls?
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political socialization

The process by which individuals
come to have certain core beliefs and
political attitudes.

agents of socialization

Those institutions and individuals
that shape the core beliefs and atti-
tudes of people.

dial cell numbers directly. So, calling cell phones is more expensive because people
must be hired to punch in phone numbers.

* Some survey organizations now are polling on the Internet. For the most part, these
attempts fall prey to the problem of non-random sampling. Not all Americans own
computers; not all computer owners regularly use the Internet. So, polling people
by Internet tends to capture a sample that is very unrepresentative of the American
population. If ways can be found to lessen this problem, Internet polling is likely to
grow, because it is relatively inexpensive compared to telephone surveys.

The top academic and commercial polling firms claim they are taking steps to
overcome these problems by using repeated callbacks and statistical methods to fill in
for missing people, for example, but the problems are likely to get worse before they
get better. For now, we will have to make do with polling results from quality research-
ers and firms that can be relied on to use best practices, even if this is more expensive
for them. A good rule of thumb is to see which polls are most relied upon by public
opinion scholars and other specialists in American politics.

Political Socialization: Learning
Political Beliefs and Attitudes

Analyze the process of political socialization

he opinions and attitudes revealed by public opinion polls do not form in

T a vacuum. A number of important factors—among them families, schools,

churches, the news media, and social groups with which individuals are

most closely associated—significantly influence both our core beliefs

and our political attitudes. Political scientists refer to the process by which individu-

als acquire these beliefs and attitudes as political socialization. The instruments by

which beliefs and attitudes are conveyed to individuals in society (such as our families,
schools, and so on) are called agents of socialization.

Political socialization is a lifetime process in the sense that people engage in
political learning throughout the life-course.'> However, childhood and adolescence
seem to be particularly important times for people’s incorporation of core beliefs and
general outlooks about the political world, especially party identification, ideological
leanings, and racial and ethnic identity, though scholars are beginning to believe that
early adulthood is almost as important.™

The family plays a particularly important role in shaping the outlooks of children.
It is in the family—whether in a traditional or nontraditional family—that children
pick up their basic outlook on life and the world around them. It is mainly from their
family, for example, that children learn to trust or distrust others, something that affects
a wide range of political attitudes later in life. It is from the family, and the neighbor-
hood where the family lives, that children learn about which ethnic or racial group,
social class or income group, and religion they belong to and begin to pick up attitudes
that are typical of these groups. In dinner table conversations and other encounters
with parents, children start to acquire ideas about the country—ideas about patrio-
tism, for example—and their first vague ideological ideas: whether government is a
good or bad thing, whether taxes are a good or bad thing, and whether certain people
and groups in society are to be admired or not (welfare recipients, rich people, corpo-
rations, and the like). Most importantly, because it represents the filter through which
a great deal of future political learning takes place, many children adopt the political
party identifications of their parents, especially if the parents share the same party
identification. Although the relationship between parent and child party identification
is weaker now than it was in the 1940s and 1950s, a majority of adult Americans still
identify with the same party as their parents.



Schools are also important as agents of political socialization. In the early grades,
through explicit lessons and the celebration of national symbols—such as the flag in
the classroom, recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance, pictures on the walls of famous
presidents, patriotic pageants, and the like—schools convey lessons about American
identity and patriotism. In the middle grades, schools teach children about the
political process by sponsoring mock presidential elections and elections to student
government. In the upper grades, most students in most school districts take courses
in American history and American government and continue learning about partici-
pation through student government.

Popular culture—movies, music, and advertising—also shapes the budding political
outlooks of young people.'* To be sure, most of the messages coming from the popular
culture have more to do with style, fashion, and attitude. But much in popular culture
conveys political messages. Many rock performers, such as U2, Bruce Springsteen, and
Lade Gaga, for example, embed political messages in their songs. Many Hollywood
movies come with a political message; for example, themes of sleazy politicians and
untrustworthy or corrupt elected officials are quite common.

Political socialization does not stop when children become adults. Substantial evi-
dence shows that a college education aftects people’s outlooks about public policies and
the role of government. People with a college education, for example, are more likely to
support government programs to protect the environment. We know, moreover, that
people’s political outlooks are shaped by major events or developments that affect the
country during their young adult years. In the past, such events have included the
Great Depression, World War 11, the civil rights movement and the countercultural
revolution of the 1960s, the Reagan Revolution of the 1980s, and the 9/11 terrorist
attacks on the United States. The recent Great Recession may similarly shape long-
term outlooks as sustained economic troubles have derailed many peoples’ hopes of
attaining the American Dream.” The effect of these events and developments seems
most pronounced for young people who are just coming to a sense of political aware-
ness. Political scientists identify this phenomenon as a generational effect. Thus, young
people coming of age politically during the 1960s turned out to be much more liberal
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LEARNING ABOUT DEMOCRACY
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throughout their lives than young people coming of age during the 1950s or during
the Reagan years.

Finally, a number of socializing agents affect people’s attitudes and expressed
political opinions throughout adulthood. Jobs and experiences at work can affect the
confidence that people express about the future for themselves and their families. The
news media affects people’s attitudes by how they select and frame the issues they
cover. Getting married and buying a home—because they bring new concerns with
things such as the quality of local schools and neighborhoods, interest rates on home
mortgages, and more—cause many people to alter their positions on political parties,
candidates, and issues. So too does retirement, which often brings a new sense of ur-
gency about government support for retirement and health care benefits.

How and Why People’s Political
Attitudes Differ

Relate political attitudes to race, gender, age, income, and other factors

mericans share a range of core beliefs. And, as we learned in the previous

section, a broad range of socialization agents—from the news media and

popular entertainment to government leaders and the schools—reinforce

one another to shape our ideas about what it means to be an American
and to live in the United States. However, Americans also grow up and live in a variety
of distinctive environments that shape general political outlooks and specific attitudes
in distinctive ways. In this section, we explore some of the most significant circum-
stances that define and often divide us in our political views.'¢

O Race and Ethnicity

Polling reveals differences in political attitudes that divide significantly along racial
and ethnic lines. Among the biggest differences are those between white and black
Americans. Hispanics and Asian Americans also have some distinctive political opin-
ions. Many white ethnic groups, however, are no longer much different from other
members of the population.

AFRICAN AMERICANS On most core beliefs about the American system, few
differences are discernible between black Americans and other Americans.” Similar
percentages of each group believe, for example, that people can get ahead by work-
ing hard, that providing for equal opportunity is more important than ensuring equal
outcomes, and that the federal government should balance its budget. Equal num-
bers say they are proud to be Americans and believe democracy to be the best form
of government. On a range of other political issues, however, the racial divide looms
large,'® particularly with respect to what role government should play in helping peo-
ple and making America more equal. But Barack Obama’s election to the presidency
made African Americans more confident in the country and their place in it. Indeed,
African Americans now believe more than white Americans that voting is a duty and
that casting a ballot makes a difference.”

Partisanship is one important area where African Americans differ from whites.
Blacks, who stayed loyal to the Republican party (the party of Lincoln and of
Reconstruction) long after the Civil War, became Democrats in large proportions in
the 1930s during the presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt, whose New Deal greatly
expanded the federal government’s role in providing safety nets for the poor and
unemployed. Most black Americans have remained Democrats, especially since the
civil rights struggles of the 1960s. In 2011, African Americans were the most solidly
Democratic of any group in the population: 86 percent said they were Democrats or



independents who leaned toward the Democrats, while only 8 percent called them-
selves Republicans or Republican leaners (see Figure 5.1). In 2012, 93 percent of Afri-
can Americans voted for African American Democrat Barack Obama; only 6 percent

supported Republican Mitt Romney.?’
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African Americans also tend to be much more liberal than whites on a range of
issues that require an activist government to solve pressing problems. This liberal-
ism reflects African Americans’ economically disadvantaged position in American
society and the still-real effects of slavery and discrimination. However, blacks tend
to hold strong religious values and to be rather conservative on some social issues.”!
More are opposed to abortion, for example, than are whites. In general, however,
African Americans are very liberal (i.e., favor an activist government to help solve
social ills; see Figure 5.2). More blacks identify themselves as liberals than as con-
servatives or moderates, a pattern that is almost exactly reversed among whites.*
African Americans also are more likely than Americans in general to favor gov-
ernment regulation of corporations to protect the environment and to favor labor
unions.? Black and white divisions are most apparent on issues related to affirmative
action. For example, 58 percent of African Americans but only 26 percent of whites
agree with the statement that “the government should make every effort to improve
the position of blacks and minorities, even if it means giving preferential treatment.”

HISPANICS Hispanics—people of Spanish-speaking background—are the fastest-
growing ethnic group in America and the largest minority group in the nation. As a
whole, the Hispanic population identifies much more with the Democrats than with
the Republicans; among this group, Democrats enjoy a 64 percent to 22 percent ad-
vantage over Republicans (see Figure 5.1). However, the Hispanic population itself is
quite diverse. Cuban Americans, many of them refugees from the Castro regime, tend
to be conservative, Republican, strongly anticommunist, and skeptical of government
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programs. The much more numerous Americans of Mexican, Central American, or
Puerto Rican ancestry, by contrast, are mostly Democrats and quite liberal on economic
matters, although rather traditional on social questions—reflecting their predominant
Roman Catholicism.?* Republican sponsorship and support for laws to crack down on
illegal immigrants and on people who help them in Arizona, Georgia, and Alabama,
among other states, may make this group even more favorable toward the Democrats in
the future. In 2012, 71 percent of the Hispanic vote went to Democrat Barack Obama.

ASIAN AMERICANS Asian Americans, a small but growing part of the U.S.
population—a little under 5 percent of the population in 2010—come from quite
diverse backgrounds in the Philippines, India, Vietnam, Korea, Thailand, Japan, China,
and elsewhere. As a group, Asian Americans are more educated and economically suc-
cessful than the general population but are less likely to vote and express an interest in
politics than people of equal educational and financial status. Though there is only sparse
systematic research on the politically relevant attitudes of Asian Americans, we do know
the following.” On social issues, Asian Americans are somewhat more conservative than
other Americans; a majority supports the death penalty and opposes same-sex marriage,
for example. On the role of government, they are more liberal, however. For example,
a small majority supports efforts to provide universal health care. Importantly, though
once split fairly evenly between Republican and Democratic identifiers, they have been
trending more Democratic in recent elections; in 2012, 71 percent voted for Obama.

WHITE ETHNICS Other ethnic groups are not so distinctive in their political opin-
ions. Irish Americans and people of Italian, Polish, and other Southern or Eastern
European ancestry, for example, became strong Democrats as part of the New Deal
coalition. But as they achieved success economically, their economic liberalism tended
to fade, and their social conservatism became more prominent. By the 1980s, these
groups were not much different from the majority of other white Americans in their
attitudes about political and social issues.

O Social Class

Compared with much of the world, the United States has had rather little political
conflict among people of different income or occupational groupings. In fact, few
Americans have thought of themselves as members of a social “class” at all, but when
asked to place themselves in a class by survey researchers, more than half say they
are middle class. Things may be changing, however, after the decades-long growth in
inequality, and rising popular anger with Wall Street. One survey in early 2012, for ex-
ample, reported that about two-thirds of Americans now believe that strong conflicts
exist between the rich and the poor in the United States.?

Since the time of the New Deal, low- and moderate-income people have iden-
tified much more strongly with Democrats than with Republicans. This still holds
true today;” households in the lowest two income quintiles (the lowest 40 percent)
are almost three times as likely to call themselves Democrats as Republicans. Upper-
income people—whether high-salaried business executives, doctors, accountants, and
lawyers or asset-rich people with no need to hold a job—have identified more strongly
with the Republican Party for a long time.?®

People in union households have long favored the Democrats and continue to
do so. About 6 in 10 people in union households say they favor the Democrats. In
2012, 58 percent of them voted for Barack Obama. This Democratic advantage has
changed hardly at all since the mid-1970s, although it is important to be aware that
the proportion of Americans who are members of labor unions is quite low compared
with other rich countries and has been steadily declining.

Lower-income people have some distinctive policy preferences. Not surprisingly, they
tend to favor much more government help with jobs, education, housing, medical care, and
the like, whereas the highest-income people, who would presumably pay more and benefit
less from such programs, tend to oppose them.” To complicate matters, however, many
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lower- and moderate-income people, primarily for religious and cultural reasons, favor Re-
publican conservative positions on social issues such as abortion, law and order, religion, civil
rights, education, and gay rights. Non—college-educated, moderate-income white men, to
take another example, are less likely than in the past to identify with Democrats, with race
issues such as welfare and affirmative action playing a key role in this change. Furthermore,
some high-income people—especially those with postgraduate degrees—tend to be very
liberal on lifestyle and social issues involving sexual behavior, abortion rights, free speech,
and civil rights. They also tend to be especially eager for government action to protect the
environment. But on the whole, the relationship of income to party choice and economic
policy matters still holds; upper-income people are more likely than others to favor Repub-
licans and conservative economic policies, while moderate- and lower-income Americans
are more likely to favor Democrats and liberal economic policies.*

O Region

Region is an important factor in shaping public opinion in the United States. Each
region is distinctive, with the South especially so. Although southern distinctive-
ness has been reduced somewhat because of years of migration by southern blacks
to northern cities, the movement of industrial plants and northern whites to the Sun
Belt, and economic growth catching up with that of the North, the legacy of slavery
and segregation, a large black population, and late industrialization have made the
South a unique region in American politics.*!

Even now, white southerners tend to be somewhat less enthusiastic about civil
rights than northerners; only people from the Mountain West (excluding Colorado
and New Mexico) are as conservative on race. Southern whites also tend to be more
conservative than people in other regions on social issues, such as school prayer,
crime, and abortion, and supportive of military spending and a strong foreign policy
(although they remain fairly liberal on economic issues, such as government health
insurance, perhaps because incomes are lower in the South than elsewhere).*?

These distinctive policy preferences have undercut southern whites’ tradi-
tional identification with the Democrats, especially since the 1960s and 1970s,
when Democrats became identified with liberal social policies. The white South’s
switch to the Republican Party in the 1994 elections, in fact, is one of the major



reasons Republicans were able to maintain control of Congress for a dozen years un-
til the Democrats won back both houses in 2006. Though a plurality of southern-
ers say they favor Republicans, more of them than in the past say they identify as
independents.® This may help explain why moderate Democrats who appeal to in-
dependents have made some inroads in the region; Jim Webb won a Senate seat in
Virginia in 2006, as did Kay Hagen in North Carolina in 2008. However, a Repub-
lican tide swept the South in the 2010 national and statewide elections.** In 2012,
in elections for the House of Representatives, the trend towards a strongly Republican
South continued, as the GOP won five formerly Democratic seats in North Carolina,
Arkansas and Kentucky. Democrats Timothy Kaine and Bill Nelson, however, won
Senate races in Virginia and Florida.

On many issues, northeasterners tend to be the most different from southerners,
being the most liberal of any region on social and economic issues, and most likely to
be Democratic identifiers. On most issues and party identification, Midwesterners,
appropriately, are about in the middle between the South and the northeast. Pacific
Coast residents resemble northeasterners in many respects, but people from the Rocky
Mountain States, with the exception of those in Colorado and New Mexico, tend to
be quite conservative, with majorities opposed to a big government role in health in-
surance, for example.®

These regional differences should not be exaggerated, however. Long-term trends
show a narrowing in regional differences on many core beliefs and political attitudes.*®
This is the outcome of years of migration of Americans from one region to another
and the rise of a media and entertainment industry that is national in scale, beaming
messages and information across regional lines.

O Education

The level of formal education that people reach is closely related to their income level
because education helps people earn more and also because the wealthy can pay for
more and better schooling for their children. But education has some distinct political
effects of its own.

Education is generally considered the strongest single predictor of participation
in politics. College-educated people are much more likely to say that they vote, talk
about politics, go to meetings, sign petitions, and write letters to officials than people
who have attained only an elementary or a high school education. The highly edu-
cated know more about politics. They know what they want and how to go about
getting it—joining groups and writing letters, faxes, and e-mail messages to public
officials. Within every income stratum of the population, moreover, college-educated
people are somewhat more liberal than others on non-economic issues such as race,
gay rights, and the environment.*” They also are more likely than other people in their
same income stratum to favor multilateralism in international affairs, favoring the use
of diplomacy, multination treaties, and the United Nations to solve global problems.*

People who have earned postgraduate degrees also have some distinctive policy
preferences. They are especially protective of the civil rights, civil liberties, and indi-
vidual freedom of atheists, homosexuals, protesters, and dissenters. Education may
contribute to tolerance by exposing people to diverse ideas or by training them in
elite-backed norms of tolerance.

O Gender

A partisan “gender gap” first appeared in the 1980s and persists today, with the per-
centage of women who identify themselves as Democrats about 12 percentage points
higher than men (see Figure 5.1). What seems to have been happening is a decline
in the proportion of men who identify as Democrats, and a sharp rise in identifica-
tion as Democrats among unmarried women.* The differences show up in elections;
in 2012, only 44 percent of women voted for Republican Mitt Romney, compared
with 52 percent of men. However, although the partisan gender gap is real and
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persistent—women identify more with the Democrats and are more likely to vote for
Democratic candidates—the scale of the gap is not enormous, leading some scholars
to suggest that the gender gap issue has been exaggerated.*

Women also differ somewhat from men in certain policy preferences (see
Figure 5.3). Women tend to be somewhat more supportive of protective policies for
the poor, the elderly, and the disabled. Women tend to be more opposed to violence,
whether by criminals or by the state. More women over the years have opposed capital
punishment and the use of military force abroad and favored arms control and peace
agreements.*! Perhaps surprisingly, there is no gender gap on the issue of abortion.*

O Age
Younger citizens are less likely to identify with a political party than older cohorts, al-
though those who do are increasingly leaning toward the Democrats.* The young and
the old also differ on certain matters that touch their particular interests: the draft in war-
time, the drinking age, and, to some extent, Social Security and Medicare. But the chief
difference between old and young has to do with the particular era in which they were
raised. Those who were young during the 1960s were especially quick to favor civil rights
for blacks, for example. In recent years, young people have been especially concerned
about environmental issues, and they are much less supportive than other Americans
of traditional or conservative social values on homosexuality and the role of women in
society. More than any other age cohort, those between the ages of 18 and 34 support the
idea of government-sponsored universal health insurance and legalization of same-sex
marriage.* And, they were particularly attracted to the Democrats’ youthful presidential
candidate, Barack Obama, in 2008, with 66 percent voting for him (see Table 5.1).
Often social change occurs by generational replacement in which old ideas, like the
Depression-era notion that women should stay at home and “not take jobs away from
men,” die off with old people. But it is worth noting that older Americans are not neces-
sarily entirely fixed in their views; like other Americans, those over the age of 60 have
become, over the past decade or so, more tolerant of homosexuality and more supportive
of the idea of women pursuing careers.” There is no difference between the generations,
moreover, on the privileged position of the wealthy in the American political system (see
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