Instructions

Read the following chapters as well as the chapters in your textbook regarding political parties and elections. 

In regards to the terms and reading questions use your own words to answer these questions.  

Whenever possible, put the answers in your own words, even if your words are just a list of phrases that still address the questions.

Place each answer under the appropriate question as it helps to have the question with the answer. 

Important websites:  You will need these for upcoming homework

http://my.barackobama.com/page/content/ia_caucus_center/
http://www.democrats.org/
http://www.gop.com/
Main Readings

CHAPTER SIX - POLITICAL PARTIES 
Today many Americans take pride in their status as independent voters partly because they see parties as lacking vision for the country.  Since many people think that each of the major parties only cares about defeating or humiliating the other, they avoid identification as a loyal Democrats or a staunch Republicans.  These negative attitudes toward parties are rooted in the roles that they play in American politics. 
In most democracies political parties are important institutions that link citizens to their government.  The founders of the U.S. political system hoped to avoid the mischief of political factions when they envisioned a government with enough points of influence to make parties unnecessary.  James Madison reflected in his famous Federalist #10 that political factions are necessary evils to be controlled by federalism and separation of powers, but the founders still believed that political parties such as those that dominated British politics could and should be avoided at all costs.  Of course, parties appeared almost as soon as the new government was created, with their origins in the disagreements between two of Washington's cabinet members, Thomas Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton.  
Some observers believe that modern avoidance of political party labels may have been reversed by the election of 2004.  Voter participation increased dramatically in that year, partly because of almost unprecedented efforts by both Republicans and Democrats, again reflecting that parties are an integral part of the American political system. 
FUNCTIONS OF POLITICAL PARTIES 
Political parties fulfill the following functions in the American political system: 
· Connecting citizens to their government - Parties are one of several linkage institutions that connect people in a large democracy to the government. In any country with a population large enough to form a representative democracy, institutions that link the people to government are a necessity. Modern linkage institutions include interest groups, the media, elections, and political parties. Party ideology and organization increase political efficacy by helping citizens to make sense of government decisions and processes and to feel that government listens to them. 
        Running candidates for political office - Parties pick policymakers and run campaigns. Most elected officials, whether at the local, state, or national level, run as nominees of a major political party. Whereas personal wealth certainly helps, most candidates rely on the party organization to coordinate and fund their political campaigns.

· Informing the public - Parties articulate policies and give cues to voters. Although both major parties are by necessity broadly based, they each convey an image and endorse policies that help voters decide which candidates to support. 
· Organizing the government - Parties often coordinate governmental policy-making that would be more fragmented among the three branches and the local, state, and federal levels. Informal relationships between officials in different parts of government but with similar partisan ties can make policy-making go more smoothly. 
WHY A TWO PARTY SYSTEM?

Most modern democracies have a multi-party system, so the United States is definitely in the minority with its two party system, one of only about fifteen in the world today. Even though a number of third parties have emerged in the course of U.S. history, none have endured, and with the exception of a short period in the early 1800s, two major political parties have always competed with one another for power in the system.  Three important reasons for the American two-party system are: 
· Consensus of values ö It is easy to complain about petty bickering between Democrats and Republicans.  What we sometimes forget is that Americans share a broad consensus, or agreement, of many basic political values.  Both parties believe in liberty, equality, and individualism.   Neither advocates that the Constitution be discarded, and both accept the election process by conceding defeat to the winners.  In many countries with multi-party systems, the range of beliefs is greater, and disagreements run deeper. 
· Historical influence - The nation began with two political parties ö the Federalists and the anti-Federalists.  During early American history politicians tended to take sides, starting with the debate over the constitution, and continuing with the disagreements within George Washington’s cabinet.  The tendency has persisted throughout American history. 
· The Winner-Take-All System ö The single most important reason for a two-party system is the winner-take-all or pluralist electoral system.  This system contrasts to those with proportional representation where the percentage of votes for a party’s candidates is directly applied as the percentage of representatives in the legislature.  The winner in American elections is the one who receives the largest number of votes in each voting district.  The winner does not need to have more than 50 percent, but only one vote more than his or her closest competitor.  This process encourages parties to become larger, embracing more and more voters.  So third parties have almost no hope of getting candidates into office, and their points of view tend to fall under the umbrella of one or both of the big parties. 
 ORGANIZATION OF THE TWO-PARTY SYSTEM 
In contrast to most large economic organizations, such as corporations, the people at the top of the party organizations do not have a lot of power over those at the lower levels.  Instead, the parties have strong grass roots, or state and/or local control over important decisions.  To be sure, each has a national committee that organizes a convention every four years to nominate a president.  Each party has a national chairperson who serves as spokesperson, and it least nominally coordinates the election campaign for the presidential candidate.  In reality, however, the candidate runs his own campaign, with the help of multiple advisers, including the party chairman. 

Local party organizations are still very important in political campaigns because they provide the foot soldiers that hand out party literature, call on citizens to register and to come to the polls on election day.  In 2004 both parties ran active get-out-the-vote campaigns at the grass roots level, resulting in a very high voter turnout.

The organization of both parties looks very much the same on paper. Both have:

· a national committee composed of representatives from each state and territory. 
· a full-time, paid national chairman that manages the day-to-day work of the party. 
· a national convention that meets formally every four years during the summer before a presidential election in November. 
· a congressional campaign committee that assists both incumbents and challengers 
· a broad, not always consistent, ideological base since they must appeal to a large number of voters. 
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE PARTIES 
Historically, the two-party system has been characterized by long periods of dominance by one party followed by a long period of dominance by the other.  The eras begin and end with shifts in the voting population called realignments that occur because issues change, and new schisms form between groups. 
THE EARLY YEARS 
The first two political parties to emerge during Washington's term of office were the Federalists and the Anti-Federalists. The major issue in the beginning was the ratification of the Constitution, with the Federalists supporting it and the Anti-Federalist wanting guarantees of individual freedoms and rights not included in the original document. The issue was resolved with the addition of the Bill of Rights, but the parties did not disappear with the issue. 
The Federalists were led by Alexander Hamilton, the Secretary of the Treasury, and they came to represent urban, business-oriented men who favored elitism and a strong central government. The Federalists supported Hamilton's establishment of the Bank of the United States because they saw it as forwarding their interests and beliefs. The Anti-Federalists came to be known as the Democratic-Republicans, led by Thomas Jefferson.  They favored strong state governments, rural interests, and a weaker central government. They opposed the bank as an enemy of state control and rural interests. 
With Hamilton's death and John Adams' unpopularity as president, Jefferson emerged as the most popular leader at the turn of the nineteenth century. As president he gradually became more accepting of stronger central government, and the two parties' points of view seemed to merge most notably in the "Era of Good Feeling" presided over by James Monroe, one of Jefferson's proteges.  The Democratic-Republicans emerged as the only party, and their dominance lasted until the mid-1800's, though under a new name, the Democrats. 
  JACKSONIAN DEMOCRACY 
The two-party system reemerged with the appearance of Andrew Jackson, who represented to many the expanding country, in which newer states found much in common with the rural southern states but little with the established northeast.  A new party emerged, the Whigs, who represented many of the interests of the old Federalist party. 
Jackson's election in 1828 was accomplished with a coalition between South and West, forming the new Democratic Party. Jackson's Democrats were a rawer sort than Jefferson's, who were primarily gentlemen farmers from the South and Middle Atlantic states. With the Jacksonian era's universal manhood suffrage, virtually all men could vote, so rural, anti-bank, small farmers from the South and West formed the backbone of the Democratic Party.  During this era the Democrats initiated the tradition of holding a national convention to nominate a presidential candidate.  Delegates selected from state and local parties would vote for the candidate, rather than a handful of party leaders who met in secret (called a caucus). The Whigs were left with not only the old Federalist interests, but other groups, such as wealthy rural Southerners, who had little in common with other Whigs. The party was not ideologically coherent, but found some success by nominating and electing war heroes, such as William Henry Harrison and Zachary Taylor. 
NORTH/SOUTH TENSIONS 
As economic and social tensions developed between North and South by the 1840's and 50's, Whig party unity was threatened by splits between the southern and northern wings. 
As the Whigs were falling apart, a new Republican Party emerged from the issue of expansion of slavery into new territories. The election of 1860 brought the first Republican - Abraham Lincoln - into office, setting off the secession of southern states, and with them, many supporters of the Democratic Party. The Civil War, then, ended the era of dominance of the Democrats, and ushered in a new Republican era.  Voters realigned, then, according to regional differences and conflicting points of view regarding expansion of slavery and states rights. 
THE REPUBLICAN ERA: 1861-1933 
With the exception of Grover Cleveland and Woodrow Wilson, all presidents from Abraham Lincoln (1861-1895) through Herbert Hoover (1929-1933) were Republicans. During most of that time, Republicans dominated the legislature as well. By 1876 all of the southern states had been restored to the Union, but their power, as well as that of the Democratic Party, was much diminished. 
The Republicans came to champion the new era of the Industrial Revolution, a time when prominent businessmen, such as John Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie, dominated politics as well as business. The Republican Party came to represent laissez-faire, a policy that advocated the free market and few government regulations on business. Ironically, laissez-faire, meaning "to leave alone", was the old philosophy of the Jacksonian farmers, who wanted government to allow them to make their own prosperity. The Republican philosophy of the late 1800's favored the new industrialists, not the small farmer of the earlier era. 
THE SECOND DEMOCRATIC ERA: 1933-1969 
The prosperous, business-oriented era survived several earlier recessions but not the Great Depression that gripped the country after the stock market crash of 1929. The cataclysmic economic downturn caused major realignments of voters that swung the balance of power to the Democrats.  The Republican president, Herbert Hoover, was rejected in the election of 1932 in favor of the Democrat's Franklin Roosevelt. Roosevelt's victory was accomplished through forging the Roosevelt Coalition of voters, a combination of many different groups that wished to see Herbert Hoover defeated. The coalition was composed of eastern workers, southern and western farmers, blacks, and the ideologically liberal. 
In their efforts to bring the country out of the depression, Roosevelt's Democrats established a government more actively involved in promoting social welfare. Ironically, the formerly states rights oriented Democrats now advocated a strong central government, but one dedicated to promoting the interests of ordinary people. Democrats dominated both legislative and executive branches.  Even the Supreme Court had to rein in its conservative leanings, although it did check Roosevelt's power with the famous "court-packing" case. (In an effort to get more support for his New Deal programs from the Supreme Court, Roosevelt encouraged Congress to increase the number of justices from nine to fifteen and to require mandatory retirement of justices by the age of 70. Roosevelt eventually withdrew his plan). 
Roosevelt was elected for an unprecedented four terms and was followed by another Democrat, Harry Truman. Even though a Republican, Dwight Eisenhower, was elected president in 1952, Congress remained Democratic.  The Democrats regained the White House in 1960 and retained it throughout the presidencies of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson.  But a new era began with the presidency of Richard Nixon in 1969. 
THE ERA OF DIVIDED GOVERNMENT: 1969-2003 
Richard Nixon’s election in 1968 did not usher in a new era of Republican dominated government.  Instead, a new balance of power between the Democrats and Republicans came into being. With a few exceptions, control of the legislature and the presidency has been "divided" between the two major political parties since the late 1940s. When one party holds the presidency, the other has dominated Congress, or at least the Senate.  
The division brings with it the problem of "gridlock", or the tendency to paralyze decision making, with one branch advocating one policy and the other another, contradictory policy. Scholars have various theories about the causes of the new division of power, but one cause may be the declining power of political parties in general. 
The Republican Hold on the Presidency: 1969-1993 
From 1969 through 1993, the Republicans held the Presidency except during the Carter Presidency from 1977-1981.  Starting in the late 1960's, Republicans began to pay more attention to the power of electronic media and to the importance of paid professional consultants. They converted into a well-financed, efficient organization that depended heavily on professionals to help locate the best candidates for office.  
Some experts believe that these changes were largely responsible for Richard Nixon's victory in 1968. Nixon was carefully coached and his campaign was carefully managed to take advantage of electronic media. The campaign made extensive use of public opinion polls to determine party strategy. The new emphasis also influenced the party's choice of candidates in 1980 and 1984, with former television and film actor Ronald Reagan as master of the media. The party also took advantage of new technology and generated computerized mailings to raise large sums of money for campaigns. By the mid-1980's, the Republicans were raising far more money than the Democrats were. 
During the same time period, the Democrats were changing in many almost opposite ways from the Republicans.  The Democrats became more concerned with grass roots, or common man, representation. The Democrats were reacting at least partly to the break-up of the old Roosevelt Coalition, but also to the disastrous 1968 convention in Chicago that showed the party as highly factionalized and almost leaderless. As a result, they gained a reputation for being unorganized and disunited. 
In 1969, the Democratic party appointed a special McGovern-Fraser Commission to review the party's structure and delegate selection procedures. The commission determined that minorities, women, youth, and the poor were not adequately represented at the party convention. The party adopted guidelines that increased the representation and participation of these groups. The number of superdelegates, or governors, members of Congress, and other party leaders was reduced substantially. The 1972 convention selected as their candidate George McGovern, a liberal who lost in a landslide to Republican Richard Nixon.  Although Democrat Jimmy Carter won the Presidency in 1976, he was defeated by Ronald Reagan in 1980, and the Republican Party held the Presidency until 1993. 
Divided Government Today 
During the Reagan presidency, the Democrats began to adopt some of the Republican strategies, including computerized mailing lists, opinion polls, and paid consultants. The party managed to get their candidate, Bill Clinton, to the White House in 1993, a position that he held for two terms.  However, government remained divided because the Republicans won both houses of Congress in 1994 and held them until 2001, when the Senate regained a Democratic majority.  By this time, Republican George W. Bush had been elected President, so the tradition of divided government ö established in 1969 ö continued.  However, Republicans regained control of the Senate in the election of 2002, and they swept the presidency and both houses of Congress in the election of 2004.  These recent events have led some observers to speculate that a new Republican era is beginning, and that divided government as a persistent phenomenon may be ending. 

MINOR PARTIES 
Whereas two parties have always dominated the American system, minor or third parties have also played a role. Minor parties may be divided into two categories: 
· those dominated by an individual personality, usually disappearing when the charismatic personality does. One example is Theodore Roosevelt's Bull Moose, or Progressive Party, that was largely responsible for splitting the Republicans and throwing the 1912 election to the Democrats. Another example is George Wallace's American Independent Party in 1968 and 1972, starting as a southern backlash to the civil rights movement, but eventually appealing to blue collar workers in other parts of the country. 
· those organized around a long-lasting goal or ideology. Examples are the Abolitionists, the Prohibitionists, and the Socialists. The Abolitionists and Prohibitionists disappeared after their goals were accomplished. The Socialists have remained a minor ideological party throughout the twentieth century, winning almost a million votes in the election of 1912. 
Probably the most influential third party in American history was the Populist Party of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that first represented the interests of farmers, but was responsible for wide-ranging democratic reforms. The Populists' best known leader was William Jennings Bryan, who was enticed to accept the nomination of the Democratic party first in 1896. The fate of the Populists was the same as for most other third parties: their goals adopted by a major party, deferring to the "winner-take-all, or pluralist system, that supports a two party system. 
In 1992 Ross Perot, a wealthy Texas businessman, tried to defy the two party system by running for president as an independent without the support of a political party. He hired professional campaign and media advisers, created a high profile on national television interviews, bought a massive number of TV ads, and built a nationwide network of paid and volunteer campaign workers. In the election, he gained 19% of the vote, but did not capture a single electoral vote. In 1996, he again entered the race, but also announced the birth of a third party that fizzled when he received less than half as many votes as he did in 1992.  In 2000 Ralph Nader ran for the Green Party, but he won only about 3% of the vote.  In 2004 Nader ran as an independent, and the Green Party fielded their own candidates for office, but neither managed to garner many votes. 
Minor parties have sometimes had a big impact on American politics when their platforms have been taken over by major parties.  For example, Populist reforms for 8-hour workdays for city workers and farm subsidies for rural areas were later pushed forward by the Democratic Party.  Third parties have almost certainly affected election outcomes, most obviously in 1912, when Theodore Roosevelt ran for the Progressive Party, splitting the Republican vote and throwing the election to Democrat Woodrow Wilson. Many Democrats believe that Al Gore would have won the election of 2000 had Ralph Nader not run.  Likewise, some Republicans claim that Ross Perot was responsible for George H. Bushâs loss of the election of 1992. 
PARTY POWER: THE EFFECTS OF DEALIGNMENT 
In the modern era voter realignments do not appear to be as clearcut as they once were, partly because of the phenomenon of dealignment.  Over the past fifty years party identification appears to be weakened among American voters, with more preferring to call themselves "independents."  Not only have ties to the two major parties weakened in recent years, but voters are less willing to vote a straight ticket, or support all candidates of one party for all positions.  In the early 1950s only about 12% of all voters engaged in ticket splitting, or voting for candidates from both parties for different positions.  In recent years, that figure has been between 20 and 40%.  If dealignment indeed is occurring, does this trend indicate that parties are becoming weaker forces in the political system? Many political scientists believe so. 
EARLY 20TH CENTURY REFORMS 
During the late 1800s party machines, organizations that recruited members by the use of material incentives - money, jobs, places to live - exercised a great deal of control by party "bosses." These machines, such as Tammany Hall in New York City, dictated local and state elections and distributed government jobs on the basis of support for the party, or patronage. The reforms of the early twentieth century Progressive movement, first inspired by the Populist movement, took control of nominations from party leaders and gave it to the rank-and-file. Several important changes - the establishment of primary elections in many states, the establishment of the civil service, the direct election of senators, and women's suffrage - all gave more power to voters and less to the parties. 
LATE 20TH CENTURY DEVELOPMENTS 
The growing emphasis on electronic media campaigns, professional consultants, and direct-mail recruitment of voter support also may have decreased the importance of parties in the election process. In addition, partly as a result of media influence, candidate organizations, not party organizations, are the most powerful electoral forces today. Office seekers, supported by consultants and media, organize their personal following to win nominations. If they win office, they are more responsive to their personal following than to the party leadership. The result is less party clout over politicians and policy. 
On the other hand, the national party organizations are significantly better funded than they were in earlier days and make use of electronic media and professional consultants themselves. They often function as advisers and all-important sources for campaign funds. Moreover, parties are deeply entrenched organizational blocks for government, particularly Congress. Although they may not be as strong an influence as they once were, parties form a basic building block for the American political system, and they still give candidates labels that help voters make decisions during election time. 
THE REALIGNMENT OF 2004? 
The Republican sweep of the presidency and Congress in 2004 may be an indication that a major realignment of Americans is underway.  The split between the Red States

 (Republican) and the Blue States(Democrats) separated states along the west coast, the Northeast, and the Midwest (blue states) from the rest of the country that supported Republican George W. Bush.  Voters of both parties appeared to have stronger party loyalties than in recent years, and divisions were especially apparent between rural (Republicans) and urban voters (Democrats).  The breakup of the Solid South also appeared to be complete, with long-time Democratic senators resigning and being replaced by Republican.  It is too early to tell whether the new divisions will be long-lasting. 
IMPORTANT DEFINITIONS AND IDENTIFICATIONS: 
Anti-Federalists 
Dealignment 
Democratic Republican Party 
Divided Government 
Era of Good Feeling 
Federalist Party 
Grass-roots organization 
gridlock 
Linkage institutions 
McGovern-Fraser Commission 
Political efficacy 
Populist Party 
Proportional representation 
Roosevelt Coalition 
Straight ticket 
Ticket splitting 
Universal manhood suffrage 
Whig Party 
Winner-take-all electoral system 
 CHAPTER SEVEN: ELECTIONS AND CAMPAIGNS 
Elections form the foundation of a modern democracy, and more elections are scheduled every year in the United States than in any other country in the world.  Collectively on all levels of government, Americans fill more than 500,000 different public offices.  Campaigns ö where candidates launch their efforts to convince voters to support them ö precede most elections.  In recent years campaigns have become longer and more expensive, sparking a demand for campaign finance reform.  No one questions the need for campaigns and elections, but many people believe that the government should set new regulations on how candidates and parties go about the process of getting elected to public office. 
FUNCTIONS OF ELECTIONS 
Elections serve many important functions in the United States. Most obviously, elections choose political leaders from a competitive field of candidates.  But elections are also an important form of political participation, with voting in presidential elections one of the most common types of participation by the American public in the political process. Elections give individuals a regular opportunity to replace leaders without overthrowing them, thus making elected officials accountable for their actions. Elections legitimize positions of power in the political system because people accept elections as a fair method for selecting political leaders. 
GUIDELINES FOR ELECTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 
The Constitution sets broad parameters for election of public officials.  For example, the Constitution provides for the election of members of the Housed of Representatives every two years, and it creates and defines the electoral college.  By law Congress sets the date for national elections ö the Tuesday after the first Monday in November.  However, most electoral guidelines and rules are still set by the individual states. 
ROLE OF POLITICAL PARTIES 
Candidates for political office almost always run with a political party label; they are either Democrats or Republicans, and they are selected to run as candidates for the party. The party, however, is not as important as it is in many other democracies. Running for the presidency or Congress requires the candidate to take the initiative by announcing to run, raising money, collecting signatures to get his or her name on the ballot, and personally appealing to voters in primary elections. 
In many other democracies, the party controls whether to allow candidates to run and actually puts their names on the ballot. Campaigns become contests between political parties, not individuals. In United States history, parties once had much more control over elections and campaigns than they do today. In the nineteenth century, the Democratic and Republican members of Congress would meet separately to select their nominees for the presidency. Congressional candidates were often chosen by powerful local party bosses, and citizens were more likely to vote a "straight party ticket" than they do now. The power of the party has dwindled as campaign techniques have changed. 
WINNER-TAKES-ALL 
In most American elections, the candidate with the most votes wins. The winner does not have to have a majority (more than 50%), but may only have a plurality, the largest number of votes. Most American elections are single-member districts, which means that in any district the election determines one representative or official. For example, when the U.S. Census allots to each state a number of representatives for the U.S. House of Representatives, virtually all state legislatures divide the state into several separate districts, each electing its own single representative. 
This system ensures a two-party system in the U.S., since parties try to assemble a large coalition of voters that leads to at least a plurality, spreading their "umbrellas" as far as they can to capture the most votes. The winner-takes-all system contrasts to proportional representation, a system in which legislative seats are given to parties in proportion to the number of votes they receive in the election. Such systems encourage multi-party systems because a party can always get some representatives elected to the legislature. 
PRIMARIES AND GENERAL ELECTIONS 
Political leaders are selected through a process that involves both primary and general elections. 
Primaries 
The primary began in the early part of this century as a result of reforms of the Progressive Movement that supported more direct control by ordinary citizens of the political system. A primary is used to select a party's candidates for elective offices, and states use three different types: 
· closed primaries - A voter must declare in advance his or her party membership, and on election day votes in that party's election. Most states have closed primaries. 
· open primaries - A voter can decide when he or she enters the voting booth which party's primary to participate in. Only a few states have open primaries. 
· blanket (or free-love) primaries - A voter marks a ballot that lists candidates for all parties, and can select the Republican for one office and a Democrat for another. Only three states have this type -  Louisiana, Washington, and Alaska 

The state of Iowa has a well-known variation of a primary - a caucus. Under this system, local party members meet and agree on the candidate they will support; the local caucuses pass their decisions on to regional caucuses, who in turn vote on candidates, and pass the information to the state caucus, who makes the final decision. In both the primary and caucus, the individual party member has a say in who the party selects to run for office. A number of other states make at least limited use of the caucus in making their choices of candidates.   
General Elections 
Once the candidates are selected from political parties, they campaign against one another until the general election, in which voters make the final selection of who will fill the various government offices. More people vote in a general election than in the primary, with about 50% voting in recent presidential year elections, as compared to about 25% in primary elections. 
CONGRESSIONAL VS. PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGNS AND ELECTIONS 
Presidential and congressional races follow the same basic pattern: they announce for office, the people select the party candidates in primary elections, party candidates campaign against one another, and the official is chosen in the general election. But presidential and congressional elections differ in many ways. 
· Congressional elections are regional (by state for senators and by district for representatives); presidential elections are national. 
· Elections to the House of Representatives are less competitive than are those for the Senate or for the presidency. Between 1932 and 1992, incumbents typically won with over 60 percent of the vote. In contrast, the presidency is seldom won with more than 55 percent, with George W. Bush winning with less than 49% of the vote in 2000 and 51% in 2004.  During the 1990s, a record number of new freshmen were elected to the House, but the incumbency tradition is still strong. 

· Fewer people vote in congressional elections during off years (when there is no presidential election). The lower turnout (about 36%) means that those that vote are more activist, and thus more ideological, than the average voter during presidential years. 
· Presidential popularity affects congressional elections, even during off years. This tendency is known as the coattail effect. In recent years, presidential popularity does not seem to have as much effect as it used to, with the Democrats suffering a net loss of ten seats when Bill Clinton won the 1992 election.  Two years later in 1994 the Republicans retook majorities in both the House and Senate, proving Bill Clinton's coat to have no tails at all. In 2000 Republican George W. Bush narrowly won the White House, but Republicans lost seats in both House and Senate in that election year.  However, in 2004, Bushâs coattails were substantial, with Republicans gaining seats in both the House and the Senate. 
· Members of Congress can communicate more directly with their constituents, often visiting with many of them personally and making personal appearances. The president must rely on mass media to communicate with voters and can only contact a small percentage of his constituents personally. 
· A candidate for a congressional seat can deny responsibility for problems in government even if he or she is an incumbent. Problems can be blamed on other members of Congress or better still the president. Even though the president may blame some things on Congress, he must take responsibility ultimately for problems that people perceive in government. 
THE ROAD TO THE PRESIDENCY 
Campaigns can be very simple or very complex.  If you run for the local school board, you may just file your name, answer a few questions from the local newspaper, and sit back and wait for the election.  If you run for President, that’s another story.  Today it is almost impossible to mount a campaign for the Presidency in less than two years.  How much money does it take?  That is currently an open question, but it certainly involves millions of dollars. 
Step 1: Deciding to announce 
Presidential hopefuls must first assess their political and financial support for a campaign. They generally start campaigning well before any actual declaration of candidacy. They may be approached by party leaders, or they may float the idea themselves. Many hopefuls come from Congress or a governorship, but they almost never announce for the presidency before they feel they have support for a campaign. Usually the hopeful makes it known to the press that he or she will be holding an important press conference on a certain day at a certain time, and the announcement serves as the formal beginning to the campaign. 
Step 2: The Presidential Primaries 
Candidates for a party's presidential nominees run in a series of presidential primaries, in which they register to run. By tradition, the first primary in held in February of the election year in New Hampshire. States hold individual primaries through June on dates determined ahead of time. Technically, the states are choosing convention delegates, but most delegates abide by the decisions of the voters. 
Delegates may be allocated according to proportional representation, with the Democrats mandating this system. The Republicans endorse in some states a winner-take-all system for its delegates. In several states, the delegates are not pledged to any certain delegate. No matter what the system, however, the candidates who win early primaries tend to pick up support along the way, and those that lose generally find it difficult to raise money, and are forced to drop out of the race. The tendency for early primaries to be more important than later ones is called frontloading.  By the time primaries are over, each party's candidate is almost certainly finalized. 
Step 3: The Conventions 
The first party convention was held during the presidency of Andrew Jackson by the Democratic Party. It was invented as a democratic or "grass roots" replacement to the old party caucus in which party leaders met together in "smoke-filled rooms" to determine the candidate. Today national party conventions are held in late summer before the general election in November. 

Before primaries began to be instituted state by state in the early part of this century, the conventions actually selected the party candidates. Today the primaries determine the candidate, but the convention formally nominates them. Each party determines its methods for selecting delegates, but they generally represent states in proportion to the number of party members in each state. 

Even though the real decision is made before the conventions begins, they are still important for stating party platforms, for showing party unity, and for highlighting the candidates with special vice-presidential and presidential candidates' speeches on the last night of the convention. In short, the convention serves as a pep rally for the party, and it attempts to put its best foot forward to the voters who may watch the celebrations on television. 

Step 4: Campaigning for the General Election 
After the conventions are over, the two candidates then face one another.  The time between the end of the last convention and Labor Day used to be seen as a time of rest, but in recent elections, candidates often go right on to the general campaign. Most of the campaign money is spent in the general campaign, and media and election experts are widely used during this time. Because each party wants to win, the candidates usually begin sounding more middle-of-the-road than they did in the primaries, when they were appealing to the party loyalists. 
Since 1960 presidential debates are often a major feature of presidential elections, giving the candidates free TV time to influence votes in their favor. In recent campaigns, the use of electronic media has become more important, and has had the effect of skyrocketing the cost of campaigns. 
CAMPAIGN AND ELECTION REFORM 
Two major types of criticisms have emerged in recent years concerning U.S. campaigns and elections: campaign spending and local control of the voting process. 
CAMPAIGN SPENDING 
Spending for campaigns and elections are criticized for many reasons. Major reforms were passed in 1974 largely as a result of abuses exposed by the Watergate scandal. Other important milestones have been the 1976 Amendments, Buckley vs. Valeo, and the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002. 
The Reform Act of 1974 has several important provisions: 
· A six-person Federal Election Commission was formed to oversee election contributions and expenditures and to investigate and prosecute violators. 
· All contributions over $100 must be disclosed, and no cash contributions over $100 are allowed. 
· No foreign contributions are allowed. 
· Individual contributions are limited to $1,000 per candidate, $20,000 to a national party committee, and $5,000 to a political action committee. 
· A corporation or other association is allowed to establish a PAC, which has to register six months in advance, have at least fifty contributors, and give to at least five candidates. 
· PAC contributions are limited to $5,000 per candidate and $15,000 to a national party. 
· Federal matching funds are provided for major candidates in primaries, and all campaign costs of major candidates in the general election were to be paid by the government. 
The 1976 Amendments allowed corporations, labor unions, and special interest groups to set up political action committees (PACs) to raise money for candidates.  Each corporation or labor union is limited to one PAC.  
Also in 1976 the Supreme Court ruled in Buckley vs. Valeo that limiting the amount that a candidate could spend on his or her own campaign was unconstitutional.  The candidate, no less than any other person, has a First Amendment right to engage in the discussion of public issues and vigorously and tirelessly to advocate his own elections 
After the election of 1996 criticisms of campaigns became so strong that special congressional hearings were called to investigate them. Among the criticisms was the overall expense of both Democratic and Republican campaigns, since more money was spent in 1996 than in any previous campaign. President Clinton and Vice-President Gore were criticized for soliciting campaign funds from their offices and the White House, and Attorney General Janet Reno was called on to rule on the legality of their activities. Another major accusation was that contributions were accepted from foreigners, who were suspected of expecting favors for themselves or their countries in return. 
Election finance reform was the major theme of Senator John McCain’s campaign for the presidency in 2000.  McCain particularly criticized soft money funds not specified for candidates campaigns, but given to political parties for party building activities.  McCain and many others claimed that this money made its way into campaigns anyway. 
Although McCain did not win the Republican nomination, he carried his cause back to the Senate where he had championed the cause for several years previous to the election.  Partly as a result of the publicity during McClain’s campaign, a major reform bill passed in 2002.  
The Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 banned soft money to national parties and placed curbs on the use of campaign ads by outside interest groups.  The limit of $1000 per candidate contribution was lifted to $2000, and the maximum that an individual can give to all federal candidates was raised from $25,000 to $95,000 over a two-year election cycle.  The act did not ban contributions to state and local parties, but limited this soft money to $10,000 per year per candidate. 
ELECTION 2000: LOCAL CONTROL OF THE VOTING PROCESS 
The problems with counting the votes in Florida during the 2000 presidential election led to widespread criticism of a long accepted tradition in American politics: local control of the voting process.  When Floridaâs votes were first counted, Republican George W. Bush received only a few hundred more votes than did Democrat Al Gore.  An automatic recount narrowed the margin of victory even further.  Since the outcome of the election rested on Florida’s vote counts, the struggle to determine who actually won was carried out under a national spotlight.  
America watched as local officials tried to recount ballots in a system where local voting methods and regulations varied widely.  Some precincts had electronic voting machines known for their accuracy and reliability.  Others used paper punch ballots that often left hanging chadsä that meant that those ballots might not be counted by the machines that processed them.  The recount process was governed by the broad principle of determining intent to vote that precincts interpreted in different ways. Important questions were raised.  Are all votes counted?  Are votes in poor precincts that cannot afford expensive voting machines less likely to be counted than are those in affluent areas?  Do variations in voting processes subvert the most basic of all rights in a democracy ö the right to vote? 
The fact that these problems exist in most states across the country caused many to suggest national reform of the voting process.  Some advocate nationalizing elections so that all voters use the same types of machines under the same uniform rules.  Others have pressured Congress to provide funds for poor precincts to purchase new voting machines.  Even the Supreme Court - in its Bush v. Gore decision that governed the outcome of the election ö suggested that states rethink their voting processes. 
THE ã527sä OF THE ELECTION OF 2004 
The 2002 restrictions of contributions to parties led to the ã527ä phenomenon of the 2004 presidential campaign.  These independent but heavily partisan groups gathered millions of dollars in campaign contributions for both Democratic and Republican candidates.  So named because of the section of the tax code that makes them tax-exempt, the 527s tapped a long list of wealthy partisans for money, and so set off a debate as to their legality.  The Democrats were the first to make use of the 527s, largely because George W. Bush had a much larger chest of hard money for his campaign.  However, the Republicans eventually made use of the 527s too.  The groups included America Coming Together and the Media Fund on the Democratic side, and Swift Vets and POWs for Truth and Progress for America Voter Fund for the Republicans. 
CRITICAL REALIGNING ELECTIONS 
Elections may be important milestones in political history, either marking changes in the electorate, or forcing changes themselves. The strength of one political party or another may shift during critical or realigning periods, during which time a lasting shift occurs in the popular coalition supporting one party of the other.  A critical realigning election marks a significant change in the way that large groups of citizens votes, shifting their political allegiance from one party to the other. 
 Realignments usually occur because issues change, reflecting new schisms formed between groups. Political scientists see several realignments from the past, during or just after an election, with the clearest realignments taking place after the elections of 1860, 1896, and 1932. 
· The election of 1860 - The Whig party collapsed due to strains between the North and South and the Republicans under Lincoln came to power.  Four major candidates ran for the Presidency, but the country realigned by region: North vs. South. 
· The election of 1896 - The issue was economically based. Farmers were hit hard by a series of depressions, and they demanded reforms that would benefit farmers. The Democrats nominated William Jennings Bryan, a champion of the farmers, and in so doing, alienated the eastern laborers, and creating an East/West split rather than the old North/South split of the post Civil War Era. 
· The election of 1932 - The issues surrounding the Great Depression created the New Deal coalition, where farmers, urban workers, northern blacks, southern whites, and Jewish voters supported the Democrats. As a result, the Democrats became the dominant party. 
Since 1932 political scientists agree on no defining realignments, but a dealignment seems to have occurred instead. Rather than shifting loyalties from one party to another, people recently have seemed less inclined to affiliate with a political party at all, preferring to call themselves "independents." The trend may have reversed with the election of 2004, when voters lined up according to red states (Republicans) and blue states (Democrats).  In that election the alignments were not only regional, but also urban vs. rural.  Many analysts believe that a new alliance may have formed among highly religious people that cuts across traditional faiths, drawing from fundamentalist Protestantism, Catholicism, and even Judaism.  These voters identified themselves through their regularly church-going habits, and tended to support Republican candidates for office in 2004.   
The expense and length of modern American elections and campaigns have become major issues in politics today.  Some recommend that political party spending be more closely monitored, and others believe that overall spending caps must be set.  Still others advocate national, not state, control of the primary process in order to reduce the length and expense of campaigns.  Whatever the criticisms, American elections and campaigns represent a dynamic and vital link between citizen and government. 
IMPORTANT DEFINITIONS AND IDENTIFICATIONS: 

527s 
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 
Blanket primaries 
Buckley vs. Valeo

Campaign reform act of 1974 
caucuses 
Closed primaries 
Coat tail effect 
Critical realigning election 
dealignment 
frontloading 
General election 
Open primaries 
PACs 
Plurality 
Presidential debates 
Single-member districts 
Soft money 
Winner-take-all system 
Miss Butcher




                  AP U.S Government
Political Parties

Terms to Know

 

	1. 
	political party
	14. 
	patronage
	27.
	McGovern-Fraser Commission

	2. 
	progressives
	15. 
	plurality system
	28.
	Party Dealignment

	3. 
	direct primary
	16.
	caucus
	29.
	“personal following”

	4. 
	national convention
	17. 
	linkage institutions
	30.
	proportional representation

	5. 
	national committee
	18. 
	“loyal opposition”
	31.
	coalition

	6. 
	congressional campaign committee
	19.
	“out party”
	32.
	party platform

	7. 
	national chairman
	20.
	realignment
	33.
	Progressives

	8.
	Soft money
	21.
	First Party System
	34.
	Dixiecrats

	9. 
	Hard money
	22.
	Second Party System
	35.
	Strom Thurmond

	10.
	super-delegates
	23.
	New Deal Coalition
	36.
	George Wallace

	11. 
	winner-take-all-system
	24.
	Spoils System
	37.
	American Independent Party

	12.
	political machine
	25.
	Tammany Hall
	38.
	Ross Perot

	13. 
	Tammany Hall
	26.
	Civil Service
	39.
	Critical Elections
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AP US Government

 “Political Parties”  

Guided Reading Questions 

Answer the following questions that follow the objectives as you read.  By answering the questions you will have answered the objectives.  Neatness counts!

Objective:  Describe the party eras in American history and how parties realign.

1.
List four elections which might be considered “critical” or realigning” and explain why.

A.

B.

C.

D.

2.
Complete the following table on party eras.

	Party Era
	Major Party
	Coalition
	Minor Party
	Coalition
	Prominent Presidents

	1796-1824


	
	
	
	
	

	1828-1856


	
	
	
	
	

	1860-1892


	
	
	
	
	

	1896-1928


	
	
	
	
	

	1932-1964


	
	
	
	
	

	1968-Present


	
	
	
	
	


3.
List the six presidents since 1968 and complete the following table on divided government.

	President

(Years in Office)
	Political Party
	Number of Yrs. w/ Republican Congress

Senate          House
	Number of Yrs. w/ Democratic Congress

Senate          House

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


4.
What is meant by “party neutrality”?

Objective:  Evaluate the two-party system, its consequences, and the place of third parties in the system.

5.
What are the three basic varieties of third parties?  Briefly describe each.

A.

B.

C.

6.
What are two ways in which third parties can have an impact on American politics?

A.

B.

7.
What is the most important consequence of two-party governance in the United States?

8.  Why is the following good advice for the Democratic Party after the 2008 elections?  “Be careful what you wish for, because you just might get it.”  In other words, prognosticate some potential political difficulties that might lie in the immediate and long term future for the Democratic Party.

