Note: Pages 3-71 in Jacobs and Shapiro are very theoretical.  After detailing the models discussed over these pages, the notes will depart from the Jacobs and Shapiro book.

>>>>>The Impact of Public Opinion on Public 




Policy<<<<<

I.  Although it Varies over Time, Much Research Indicates that 
Since the 1970s, the Policy Decisions of Presidents and 
Members of Congress Have Become Less Responsive to 
Opinions of Average Citizens (Jacobs and Shapiro, p. 4)

    
A. Why the Decline in Responsiveness Since the 1970s?
    
B. The Decline in Responsiveness is attributable to two 


factors:

         

1. The mass media’s preoccupation with political conflict 



and strategy,

         

2. The record proportion of Americans who distrust 




politicians – convinced they no longer listen to them.  


(J and S, p. 5)

    
C. The Relationship between the Policy Decisions that 


Politicians Make and the Policy Preferences of 



Ordinary Citizens raises Three Fundamental 



Questions about American Politics.

         

1. Why does responsiveness vary over time?

              

a. For example, after not following public opinion by 




impeaching President Clinton, Republicans 




then followed public opinion by supporting an 




increase in the minimum wage, etc. (J/S, p. 5)

         

2.  Is there as causal connection between politicians’ 



responsiveness to public opinion and other 



trends in American Politics?
              

a. In particular, to what extent has politicians’ 





detachment from public opinion affected the 




media and public opinion itself?

         

3. Does representative democracy require a high level 


of responsiveness?  Or does it require that 



politicians discount current public opinion in 



order to act in the best interests of citizens?

             

a. We will attempt to answer the above questions 




over the course of the next several weeks.

II. Theories of Political Responsiveness


A. The Median Voter Model (J/S, p. 13)

          
1. Definition of median: a positional measure that 




divides a group into two equal parts.

             

a. Thus, if you ranked 101 people from least liberal 




to most liberal, the median voter would be 




voter #51 (50 voters are more liberal and 50 




voters are more conservative)

          
2.  Assuming an election with two candidates, that 



voters vote on the basis of issues and that a 



politician wants to maximize their support, 




appealing to the median voter should give a 



candidate the a greater share of the vote 
               

than appealing to any non-median voter. 

              

a. For example, if a candidate appealed to the 




“right” of center, they would get only those 




voters nearer the right of center candidate 




than a candidate who positioned themselves 




exactly in the center.  Thus, the centrist

                  


candidate would win. 

          
3. Drawbacks in the median voter model:

              

a. More centrist voters are less likely to vote 




than more extreme voters - because politics 




isn’t as important to centrists (i.e., assuming 




that current policy reflects centrist views – 




centrists would be less alienated or have less 




to gain by policy change)

                  


1. Thus, the electorate the candidates actually 




face probably doesn’t conform to a 





“uniform” distribution where all points on 




the political spectrum have an identical 





number of adherents.

              

b. Voters may not vote on the basis of issues.

                   

1. For example, members of Congress often 





increase their share of the vote

                       


through name recognition and tending to 




non-issue based appeals such as 






constituency service.

              

c. Voters either may either be misinformed 





about a candidate’s position on an issue 




and/or hold contradictory views on the 




issue.

                   

1. For example, a candidate run as a pro-





environmental candidate when

                       


actually, their opponent is the more pro-





environmental candidate.

                       


a. Few voters may actually know the 






relative stances of the candidates

                           



on an issue.  

                       


b. Interest groups, and some politicians, 






were able to convince voters 

                           



that Clinton’s national health care 






plan would reduce their choice

                           



of physicians when this, for most 






people, wasn’t true.

                   
d. Voters may hold conflicting opinions which 




candidates can then exploit.

                       

a. For example, concerning Clinton’s proposal 




for national health insurance, voter’s 





wanted both universal coverage and 





feared government control of health 





care.

                           


1. So, opponents of Clinton’s plan were 






able to activate voters’

                               


fears of “big government” while 






de-emphasizing the fact that

                               


they were not offering universal 






coverage.

                       

b. So, was “defeat” of Clinton’s health care 




plan a way to implement the 






preferences of the median voter?





Unclear that it was. 

                       

c. One of the central themes of Jacobs and 




Shapiro is that rather than reflect 





centrist public opinion, politicians try 




and craft a message that makes 






voters think that what the politician 





wants to do is what the voter 






(probably someone close to the 






median) favors.

              


d. Rather than maximize the vote, 






candidates who are in close races 





opt for a certain “narrow” win rather 





than a possible broader victory by
                  



catering to a sub-set of their 






constituency, namely what we could 





term a re-election constituency.

                  



1. For example, if you compare 







“marginal-switch” districts (i.e., 






where the district goes back 






and forth between the parties), 






partisan change has a very 






large effect on voting (i.e., 







replacing a Democratic 







Congressman with a 








Republican Congressman 







produces a much more 







conservative voting record even 





 the “legal constituency” is the 






Fiorina, Representatives, Roll 






and Constituencies, pp. 100-117)

                     


2. Almost invariably, such districts have 






greater political differences

                          



than “safe” districts and the 







representative represents either 






the Democratic or Republican core 





constituencies (which are very

                          



different policy wise).

                     


3. Additionally, one could say that while 






such representatives are

                          



sometimes “moderate” in a 







national ideological sense, they 






are not moderate relative their 






constituency. (Fiorina, 








Representatives, Roll Calls, and 






Constituencies, pp. 100-108)  

               
4. Therefore, electoral competition does not 




necessarily lead to the elected official more 



representing the median voter.

                  

a.  However, the marginality promotes greater 




difference argument is controversial.

                       

Ansolabehere, Snyder and Stewart (AJPS, 




Jan., 2001) find that competitiveness 





results in greater moderation/less 





difference.
 
B. The Retrospective Model
          
1. Retrospective means that the voter looks back over 


the term of office of the incumbent candidate or 



party and basis their vote on the degree of 

              

contentment with what the incumbent has done.  


(J/S, p. 13)

              

a. The only logical difference between this 





model and the median model is that under 




the retrospective model, voters look 





backward as a guide to  the future whereas 



in the median voter model they are 





prospective – looking at the candidate’s 




stance on current/future issues. 

              

b. Under the retrospective model, 






responsiveness to centrist opinion comes 

                  


from the idea that if the incumbent doesn’t 




follow centrist opinion, the voter’s 





eventual retrospective judgment won’t be 




favorable.

                  


1. One potential problem is here is that 





voter’s lack perfect knowledge of
                      


the link between programs and 






outcomes.

                      

2. Thus, if the median voter’s position on a 





particular issue (e.g., opposition to 





deficit spending) will produce policy 





outcomes that are against what the 





median voter wants (e.g., lower 






unemployment) then a politician would 





have to oppose the median voter on 





some items in order to satisfy them on 





others.

              
2. The Retrospective Model makes less stringent 



demands on the voter than the Median Voter 



Model: instead of needing to have a position on 

                  

issues and then assemble all the relevant 




information about competing candidates 




stances on those issues, the retrospective voter 


simply has to evaluate the everyday conditions 



of life of themselves and possibly their 

                  

friends and decide whether, or not, they want to 



continue on the same path. (J/S, p. 14) 

    
C. Weaknesses of the Median Voter Model and the 



Retrospective Model
            
1. Neither model is well positioned to account for the 



decline in responsiveness since the 1970s.

                

a. The idea that politicians single-mindedly respond 




to centrist opinion can’t explain change in the 




level of responsiveness (i.e., responsiveness,

                    

according to these models should always be 




high and unchanging).

            
2. Both models falsely assume that politicians accept 



public opinion as a given and operate under 



conditions of certainty regarding the future
                

contours of public preferences. (J/S, p. 15)

                

a. Thus, conservative or liberal legislators would 




wait until public opinion changed in their 





direction before pursuing their policy 





preferences.

                

b. The uncertainty of public opinion is important 



to politicians.  Thus politicians have strong 



incentives to change the public’s policy
                    

preferences. (J/S, p. 16)

   
D. The Party Vote Model

        

1. Candidates and Officeholders follow the Policy 



Preferences of their Partisans (activists as well 



as less involved partisans). (J/S, p. 16)

            
2. This is suppose to occur for five reasons:

                

a. Candidates are screened by party activists 




and elites

                

b. Party activists because they provide core 




voters, money and campaign workers.

                

c. Since activists communicate more with the 




candidate/officeholder they are easier to 




represent.  The candidate/officeholder 




knows the activists opinions.  (J/S, p. 17 – 




for reasons “a” through “c”)

                

d. The activists views are likely to be similar to 




the candidate/officeholder’s own view of 




“good public policy.” (J/S, p. 19)

                

e. Interest groups who are part of the 






candidates/officeholders electoral

                    

coalition can organize citizens and turnout 




voters.  Hence, it is costly to alienate them.  



(J/S, p. 19)

           
3. Since the candidate/officeholder needs the support 


of voters at, or close to, the median, politicians 



will either:

               

a. craft a message so that the median voter 




thinks that the candidate/officeholder is 




supporting their position;

                   

(J/S, p. 20)

               

b. use devices that make it difficult for median 




voters in monitoring the
                   

candidate/officeholder’s position; (J/S, p. 




20)

               

c.  to build trust with the constituency so that 




voters will give the 

                    

candidate/officeholder leeway; (Bianco, as 




cited in J/S, p. 20)

               

d.  or, to use non-policy devises such as 





valence issues (emotional, non-

                    

conflictual issues such as being against 




drunk driving) and constituency service.

           
4. The above reasons, while interesting and useful, do 


not provide much specific information on either 



why, or how, responsiveness would have
               

declined since the 1970s. (J/S, p. 24)

III. Declining Responsiveness 

    
A. Five Systemic Conditions Changed or Interacted  in 


ways that Changed the Incentives for Politicians to 


Respond to Centrist Public Opinion. (J/S, p. 28)

            
1. Partisan Polarization

                

a. The influence of strong partisans, who are 




typically policy extremists, has increased 




since the 1970s. (J/S, p. 29)

                    

1. This has occurred because the South 





has realigned, based largely
                        


on race, into the cornerstone of the 





Republican party.

                    

2. Catering to southern conservatives has 





had two large effects:

                        


a. It has reduced the number of 







conservative southern 







Democrats in Congress;

                        


b. It has increased Democratic 







strength outside the South at 






the expense of moderate 







Republicans.

                    

3. These two effects have left the two 






parties more internally similar
                        


and externally dis-similar (i.e., more 





cohesive parties with a greater

                        


ideological difference between the 





parties). 

              

b. This Polarization is much more pronounced 




at the elite, as opposed to the mass level.

                    

1. Thus, the ideological distribution of the 





American public changed
                         


little over this period. (J/S, p. 32)

                    

2. However, while the over distribution of 





mass opinion hasn’t changed
                        


much, congressional districts, in part 




due to redistricting, are more
                        


ideologically homogeneous over 





time. (J/S, p. 33)
                    

3. Another reason for greater polarization 





between the parties has been
                        


the direct primary coupled with an 





increasing independence of 

                        


candidates from the selection of 





party leaders.

                        


a. Raising money from party activists 





and PACs has given them 

                            


greater sway with candidates. 
                        


b. This occurred during a period 






when activists became more 






extreme relative to non-activists 





than in earlier periods. (J/S, p. 






34)
            
2. Institutional Individualization

                

a. Reforms in the 1970s of party rules and 





Congress empowered individual

                    

legislators to take policy initiatives on their 



own and to resist leaders.

                    

1. For example, the House expanded 






individual member staffs and 

                        


allowed members to vote out 






committee chairs.  (J/S, p. 37)
                

b. What is interesting here is that at the same 




time incentives for individualism where 




increasing, the cohesion of each party in 




Congress was also increasing.  (You would 



expect that increased individualism

                     

would decrease party unity.)

                

c. Increased party unity came about for two 




reasons:

                    

1. The caucus system and power of 






Congressional leaders to coordinate

                         


party members and to structure the 





agenda of legislative action to

                         


prevent votes on policies not favored 




by a majority within the controlling 





party.

                    

2. The reinforcing pressures of local and 





state party activists and fellow

                         


partisans within Congress pushed 





independent legislators in common

                         


ideological directions. (J/S, p. 38)  

            
3. Greater Incumbent Security

                 

a. As constituency service (aided by larger 





staffs per member) and money
                     

raising advantages of incumbency boosted 



the incumbency advantage from the 1%-




3% range of the 1940-1950s up to a 7%-




10% advantage during the 1980s-1990s. 




(J/S, p. 39)

                 

b. The more electorally secure the incumbent, 




the less the must follow centrist public 




opinion in order to win re-election.

            
4. The Proliferation of Interest Groups

                

a. The great increase in the number and 





diversity of interest groups capable of 




harming a member of Congress electorally 




within their district pulled members of 




Congress away from centrist public

                    

opinion. (adapted from J/S, p. 39)

                    

1. The increased diversity of interest 






groups made it more difficult
                        


to obtain agreement across groups 





on policy.

            
5. Divisive Inter-branch Relations

                

a. Since the end of World War II, the President’s 




party typically has not had control of both 




houses of Congress. (J/S, p. 41)
                

b. Even if the President and Congress are 





controlled by the same party,

                    

Presidents are typically concerned more 




with a more diverse national

                    

constituency than a Congressmen and 




Senators, who represent areas

                    

less diverse (i.e., more homogeneous) than 



the nation as a whole. (J/S, p. 42) 

     
B. To Some Extent, Politicians will Respond more to 



Centrist Opinion during Electoral Periods.

            
1. The electorate is more attentive during electoral 



periods.

            
2. Additionally, politicians are more certain of public 



opinion closer to elections because the lack of 



time until the election gives politicians less

                

of a chance to change public opinion.  Rather, 



they must more respond to it. (J/S, p. 43)

IV. The Political Strategy of Orchestrated Public Appeals

    
A. Several Factors that have Prompted Politicians to 



Attempt to Change Public Opinion in order to Reduce 


the Political Costs of Pursuing Their Policy Goals. 


(J/S, p. 45)

            
1. The further from the time of election, the more 



opportunity politicians have to shape public 



opinion. (J/S, p. 45)

            
2. Changing public opinion means that politicians can 


try to satisfy both their electoral and policy 



objectives.

                

a. Politicians don’t have to pay the policy costs 




of compromise.

            
3. Changing public opinion allows politicians to 




increase their chances of achieving their policy 



ends by pressuring centrist legislators, who are 



the most sensitive to centrist opinion, to favor 



their proposals. (J/S, p. 45)

            
4. New forms of media have expanded the ability of 



politicians to change public opinion.

                

a. Instead of trying to directly convince 





“insiders” (i.e., fellow politicians)

                    

to support a policy, the newer approach is 




to use the mass media to build support in 




other politicians constituencies for your 




proposals.

                

b. Presidents, legislators and interest groups 




routinely use such tactics. (J/S, pp. 46-47) 

                     

1. Example: Clinton’s speech on health 





care.

V. Crafting the Message

    
A. Researching the Message

          
1. Extensive research is done with focus groups to



find messages that resonate with the public. 



(J/S, p. 48)

          
2. Politicians rarely try to directly change public 




opinion by a complex reasoning process.

              

a. Politicians have a low regard for the public’s 




ability and attention span. (J/S, pp. 49-50)

                   

1.  Politicians tend to see the public as being 





inattentive to the details of a policy 





debate and misled by false information 





and unthinking ideological or partisan 





predispositions.  (J/S, p. 50)

              

b. Thus, politicians rely on techniques such as 




“priming.”

                   

1. Priming focuses on raising the priority 





and the weight that individuals

                       


assign particular attitudes already 





stored in their memory.  (J/S, p. 50)

                       


a. For example, opponents of 







Clinton’s health care plan knew 






that the public valued both 






universal coverage and choice 






of physicians.






b. Since opponents didn’t favor 







universal coverage, they 







concentrated on portraying 






Clinton’s plan as something 






that would deny people
                           



choice of physicians.  Also, 






fears of “big government.” (J/S, 






p. 50)

                   

2. A priming strategy is less susceptible to 





distortion by journalists.

                       


a. Ironically, counterattacks can 






inadvertently help to highlight 






the opposition’s themes

                       


b. When Clinton responded to the 






Harry and Louise commercials 






in drew attention to the 







commercials made “Big 







Government” a yardstick in 






assessing health plans.  







(J/S, p. 51)

                   

3. Priming makes less demands on 






citizens: they don’t need to be 






familiar with the details of policy.

                   

4. Additionally, a priming strategy does not 




attempt to change citizen’s  

                       


basic values: it simply reinforces 





values they already possess. 






(J/S, p. 51)






a. It is important to note that while 






opponents of Clinton’s health 






care plan did succeed in getting 





American’s to oppose the plan 






due to fears of “big 








government,” they were not 






able to change American’s
                            


commitment to universal 







coverage. (J/S, p. 51)

                   

5. In terms of Clinton’s health care plan, 





Clinton’s message was an 

                       


inclusionary message centered on 





the “common good,” which can be 

                       


quite appealing.    

                       


a. By contrast, opponents of 







Clinton’s health care plan was 






based on a perceived threat to a 





person’s well-being.  (J/S, p. 51)

  
B. How the Media Conveys “Crafted Messages.”

          
1. The Media coverage often precedes policy change.  


(J/S, p. 56)

          
2. The Media tend to “set the agenda”: thus, what 



people and politicians talk about.  However, 



“events” and policy developments also drive 



coverage.

          
3. Given an electorate that is not that politically 




oriented and that has a limited interest in public 



policy, media coverage of politics is often 

              

dominated by the “horse race” aspects of who 



leads, or trails, in the polls. (J/S, pp. 56-57)  

          
4. Two Dimensions of news reporting that follow 



political and policy developments.

              

a. First, the content of press coverage generally 




represents the broad contours of 





government actions.

                  


1. Thus, the press reports statements of 






prominent politicians about issues.

                       


(J/S, p. 59)

                  


2. The actions and statements of authoritative 





officials are more often used as news 





sources or subjects than those of other 





political actors.     

              

b. Second, strong opposition and conflict 





among authoritative government

                  


officials expand the range of viewpoints 




and the volume of coverage devoted to 




policy debate.

                   

1.Thus, opponents who can actually block 





White House proposals will generate 





increased media coverage. 

                   

2. Media preoccupation with political 






strategy and especially elite
                       


conflict over policy raise the 






likelihood that the public will focus
                       


on the uncertainty and risks of 






altering the status quo. (J/S, p. 63)

                       


a. This certainly makes change less 






likely to occur.

          
5. The Press influences public opinion in ways that 



extend beyond “priming”: it also influences the 



public’s collective perceptions and 





understanding of “public opinion.”

               

a. The media’s reliance on survey questions that 



force a “yes/no” answer mask the 





complexity of public opinion. (J/S, pp. 65-




66)

           
6. Despite attempts at manipulation, the public’s 



position on core “values” doesn’t change much.  

                

a. What does change is their evaluation of a 




specific policy through the activation of 




certain predispositions among the many 




predispositions that most people possess.

                   

1. Thus, attitudes toward the Clinton health 




care plan changed, but not the 






public’s desire for universal 






coverage.

  
C. Anticipated Public Opinion

          
1. Politicians discount current public opinion in favor 



of “anticipated public opinion” (i.e., what public 



opinion will be in the future)

              

a. Thus, politicians anticipate retrospective 




voting and therefore attempt to create 




favorable national conditions even if it 




means disregarding the public’s immediate 



policy preferences.  (J/S, p. 69)

                
2. This is important because politicians are 




responding to a world the expect to exist after 



policy protagonists have manipulated public

                        
opinion, which may result in very different 




outcomes than if they responded to the public’s 



current issue position.      

I. How Can Public Officials Use Public Opinion in Voting 
on Policy Alternatives? – The Case of Congress


A.  Representativeness of Congress



1.  In terms of public policy, legislators are more 



libertarian (economically conservative and non-



economically liberal) 
than the general public.

  


a.  Dyadic Representation:  How representative 




is the individual congressmen of his 





district?  In a dyadic sense, representation





is not very high.

  


b.  Collective Representation: How 






representative of the views of





the entire electorate are the laws passed 




by Congress?  In a collective sense, 





Congress is quite representative of the 




public (Weissberg, APSR, June, 1978, pp. 




535-547).

   
B.  Roles of Legislators

          
1.  Delegate Model:  The legislator votes as he/she 



thinks majority of their constituency desires.

  


a.  In reality, it is difficult to behave as a 





delegate.





1.  The legislator cannot obtain the 






necessary information.






For example, many constituents may 





not have an opinion (how many 






residents in this congressional 






district have an opinion on home rule 




for Washington, D.C.?)






a.  Even if many constituents have an 





opinion, it may not be 







communicated to the legislator.





2.  The available information is biased.

                           


(e.g., only about 3% of 







questionnaires are returned ---






disproportionately by extremists)





3.  The public’s information is not based 





upon the same information as the 





legislator is likely to have.






a.  If you knew what the congressman 





knew your opinion might 







change.






b.  While the legislator can’t always 






act as a delegate, nonetheless 






many try and are pretty good 






predictors of district opinion, 






especially on highly salient 






issues (e.g., predicting the vote 






on ballot initiatives). (Erikson, 






etc. AJPS, 1975)






c.  However, on many votes the 







legislator almost has to adopt 






the model below – the “trustee.”

          
2.  Trustee Model: The voter “trusts” the legislator to 



make good decisions (i.e., votes) but doesn’t 



necessarily expect the decisions to be the same 



as the voter would have made.




a.  The virtual necessity of adopting the “trustee 



model” means that the legislator will have 




a “free choice” on many votes (Kingdon, 




Congressmen’s Voting Decisions, 





estimates that only about 3% of the votes 




congressmen cast are closely followed by

     



voters) and hence the ideology of the 




legislator becomes very important.


C. Interest Groups Activities and Legislator’s Policy 



Calculations

      

1. The impact of interest groups on how a legislator 



votes is typically indirect, as opposed to direct. 



(John Wright, Interest Groups & Congress, p. 68)
            

a. For example, through advertising interest 




groups can impact what constituents 





believe will happen under proposed 





legislation which then effects their policy 




preferences and then the legislator’s
                


perception of their constituents’ policy 




preferences. (p. 68)

                


1. Additionally, from grassroots lobbying, 





groups can influence how the 






legislator perceives the political 





costs/benefits from a particular vote.

                


2. Finally, group lobbying can influence the 





legislator’s beliefs about the outcomes 





from a policy and thus, the legislator’s

                    


policy preference.





3. Thus, whatever influence interest 






groups achieve results from the 





acquisition and transmission of 






information, not from electoral 






threats, arm-twisting, or other 






overt pressure. (p. 73)

                 
2. Class Bias in the Washington Interest Group 




System

               
Type of Organization                    Percentage of all 








Groups Having                                                                             







Washington 









Representation

               
Corporations                                                    45.7%                               

               
Trade Associations/Other Business              17.9%

                
Foreign Commerce and Corporations            6.5%

                
Professional Associations                               6.9%

                
Unions                                                                1.7%

                
Public Interest Groups                                      4.1%

                
Civil Rights/Minority Organizations                 1.3%

                
Social Welfare and the Poor                               .6% 

                
New Entrants (Elderly, Gays, Women, etc.)    1.1%

                
Governmental Units-U.S.                                  4.2%            

                
Other Foreign                                                     2.0%

                
Other/Unknown                                                  8.2%

                                   


    

         

100.2% 

                 
(Schlozman, JOP, 1984, p. 1012)

                

a. Business organizations represent over 70% of 



the groups having representation in 





Washington. (Corporations + Trade 





Associations/Other Business + Foreign 





Commerce and Corporations – Data from 




approx. 1981) 

                

b. By contrast, unions only represented 1.7%, 




public interest groups 4.1% and social 




welfare and the poor on .6% of the groups 




having representation in Washington.
                

c. While business groups may support the poor 




on some issues (e.g., home builders 





supporting public housing) and may not be 



united against the poor on some issues, 




when business does unite the system  

                    

can be very biased in favor of upper class 




interests (e.g., against a more
                    

progressive tax  system).

                

d. One reason that the interest group system 




may be so biased in favor of business 




groups is a weakness in Olson’s theory 




that individuals need selective incentives 




(something not available to non-group 




members) in  order to join groups (at least 




to make it rational to join): some research 

                     

shows that at some point the cost of 





organizing are so low that the rationality 




concern just isn’t important. However, the 




poor have so few resources that the cost 




may not be low enough for them.

                     

(Schlozman, JOP, 1984, note 11 on page 




1029)
        

3. Interest Groups, Representation, and Legislating

              

a.  The National Automobile Dealers Association 



Contributions and Congressional Voting to 



Overturn a Federal Trade Commission 




Requirement that Used Car Dealers list 




“Known” Defects on a Sticker Affixed to 




the Window
                         
Probability of Voting to Overturn FTC Rule

             
Representative’s           No NADA     Received NADA

                 
Ideology                   
 Contribution    Contribution

                
Conservative                      95%                    97%

                  
Moderate Cons.                  83%                    89%

                
Moderate                             56%                    62% 

                
Mod. Liberal                       26%                     30%

                 
Liberal                                   9%                    10%

                  Source: John Wright, Interest Groups and Congress, p. 
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b. While contributions have a slight effect, 





ideology is the much more important 





factor.

                       
c. The Basic Pattern Seems to Be that Groups




Give to Legislators that are Ideologically




Predisposed to Support Them.

                            

1. The Exception is to give to ideological 





opponents who are in a position to 





impact the group and are almost





certain to win. 

                                 

a. Don’t want to alienate a powerful 






member.



4. One Large Source of Interest Group Power that has 


the Potential to Reduce the Congruence 




Between Public Policy and Public Opinion is the 


Ability of Interest Groups to Impact the 




Legislative Agenda.




a. Thus, Congress is Overwhelmed with 





Potential Issues to Consider and Interest 




Groups Help Shape the Agenda in a 





Manner Beneficial to the Group.




b. Material (e.g., jobs) versus Postmaterial (e.g.,




the environment) Conflict on High Salience 



Issues before Congress








1963            1979        1991

Material-Postmaterial Conflict

23.4%
 31.0%      54.5%

No Material-Postmaterial Conflict        76.6%          69.0%     45.5%





1. Groups more oriented toward 






individuals with the more highly 





educated and affluent (e.g., 






environmental groups) have tipped 





the legislative agenda away from 





concerns of the working class (e.g., 





health care, jobs, etc.) (Jeffrey Berry, 





The New Liberalism, p. 83)





2. One of the main reasons for this is that 





working class interests have been 





less well articulated as the 






percentage of the workforce that 





belongs to unions declines.  






a. Today, less than 10% of the private 





sector workforce belongs to a 






union.

IV. Participatory Distortion
     
A. For political participation to be “representative” of the general 



public, politicians must hear different positions on an issue


communicated in proportion to the strength of that



particular view within the general public.

         

1. For example, suppose that activists’ opinions across a 





wide range of issues mirrored the public.  Their still 



might be representational “distortion” because on 





the issues that the activists were participation on, 






their views were more extreme than the general 






public. (VSB, p. 181)

     
B. Socio-Economic Breakdown of Highest Participators



1. Highest Participating 1/5 the of the American Electorate 





(i.e., those who most contact officials, attend 




meetings, give money, etc.)



Highest 1/3 SES     -      60%



Middle 1/3 SES       -      30%



Poorest 1/3 SES    -       10%



2. Concerns of the highest 1/3 are different than for the 






poorest 1/3.




a. More libertarian (economically conservative and 








noneconomically liberal) than the general 







population).




b. For example: Long Beach – when the city 







became a tourist/convention magnet, it 







posed a choice between economic 








development downtown and low income 






housing





1. The need for low income housing was 







drowned out by the desire of the 







more affluent (who had housing) to 






change the image and economic 







base of the city.
















c. Even after controlling for the fact that city







officials are disproportionately drawn from






the same highest 1/3 SES that the highest






participators are, participations still






matters: the priorities of the city officials 







were closer to those of the highest 1/3 SES 





than what would be suggested just by







social class alone. (Verba and Nie, 







Participation in America, pp. 336-341).




d. Cross-National Comparison:
Of the nations







studied (U.S., Great Britain, Italy, Mexico,






Germany, Nigeria, The Netherlands,







Austria, Japan and India), the








relationship between SES and participation





was stronger in the United States than any







of the other nations except India.


I. The Public is Not Very Interested in Participating More or Becoming More 
Involved in the Political Process (Hibbing/Theiss-Morse, APSR,

           March, 2001 and Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002)

   
A. The People Don’t Want Back in Politics; They Want Out 

                                       (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp.223-224)

       

1. For example, while 53% either agreed, or strongly 

           

agreed, with the following statement: “If the American 



people decided political issues instead of relying on 



politicians, the country would be a lot better off,” 47% 



disagreed, or strong disagreed.

           

a. Additionally, 62% agreed that “people just don’t have 




enough time or knowledge about politics to make 




decisions about important political issues. 





(Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 224)   

   
B. The Public Does Not Think Politicians are Incompetent
        

1. When asked to rate (on a scale of 1 to 7) the level of 




information and intelligence of various groups, they 



rated elected officials as somewhat more intelligent and 



much more informed than ordinary Americans.

   
C. The Public Does Not Necessarily Hold Itself in Such High Esteem
        

1. When forced to choose between the following statements: 



“most people can be trusted” and “you can’t be too 



careful in dealing with people,” less than 44% picked 



“most people can be trusted.”

            

(Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp. 224-225)

II. What Types of Political Reforms the Public Does and Doesn’t Want
    
A. Let’s Look at Suggested Reforms of Congress as a Guide

    
B. What the Public Does Not Want (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp. 232-


233)

        

1. In the Main, the Public Does Not Want More Direct 




Democracy.

            

a. Thus, if Congress were weakened by shifting some of 




its power current power to the people, it would 




still be unpopular.

                


1. Indeed, such steps might very well reduce 





public approval of Congress since the 





people do not want to be more connected

                   



with politics.

        

2. Perhaps Easiest to Reject is the Notion That Congress is 



Unpopular Because it Produces Unpopular Policies.

            

a. In polling results, people who are both dissatisfied 




with Congress and dissatisfied with the policies 




Congress produces are quite rare.  Only 30% of 




the public expresses this combination.

                


(Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp. 232-233)

                


1. On the other hand, 40% of those who 






disapproved of Congress were satisfied 





with it’s policies.

            

b. Most people want centrist policies and believe they 




are getting them. (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, APSR, 



March, 2001, p. 149)

            

c. Additionally, it’s not bad press coverage that keeps 




Congress’ popularity low.



3. “Washington” Isn’t the Problem: the Public Does Not Want



Federal Functions 
Performed by the States.




a. People who do not like the federal government 





typically do not like their state government any 




better. (Uslaner article in What is it About 





Government that Americans Dislike?, edited by





John R. Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse,





pp. 132-133.




b. It is Government Itself that People Don’t Like.

        

4. The Reality that Political Reformers must 



Confront is that the Public Does not Like 



the Conflict that is the Essence of Politics. 

            

a. Ample evidence for the above statement comes from 




statistical studies of what factors influence the 




popularity of Congress.

                

b. Having debates, passing conflictual major bills, 




overriding presidential vetoes all lower the 





publics’ evaluation of Congress. (Durr, et. al., 




AJPS, 1997)

            

c. But take the following six statements from citizens 




who had just attended a town hall meeting in a 




New England village.  Thus, this wasn’t legislators 



debating issues that weren’t relevant, or bad 




press coverage. (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 234)

                


1. “Well to me, all it is is more or less a fight ... a 





big argument.”

                


2. “I get sick of it, sick ... I listen to ‘em argue and 





wrangle and it goes on for hours.”

                


3. “It’s just bickering back and forth.”

                


4. “People knowingly going against one another, 





that is what I don’t like.”

                


5. “You get quarreling and a big hubbub.”

                


6. “Too much personalities involved.”

     


d. Thus, openness to the public, more




dignified 
politicians and public





relations is not going to help much.

    
C. What Reforms Would Be Beneficial
         

1. Analysis indicates something that would help is to convince 

             

citizens that members of Congress are not improving 



their own financial status by the actions they take. 



(Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, page 234)

            

a. The above is re-enforced by the public’s evaluation of 




the Supreme Court after the controversial Bush v. 




Gore (2000) decision.

                
2. While people saw the court bickering, they perceived that

                    

the justices did not profit personally from the decision.

                    

(Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 235)

                
3. It was also helpful that the public does not often see the 

                    

justices arguing.  Thus, television Congressional 




sessions, and, more importantly, having excerpts from 



the debate televised on the evening news and reported 



in the newspaper, does not help the approval of 




Congress.

         

4. Additionally, the public wants more than dispassionate,



non- self-interested decisions; they want someone in



government to understand.

             

a. Despite the widespread effort of members of 





Congress to travel to their districts and meet 




voters, the public does not think that they are in 




touch with their lives.     

                 


1. Being in the district does little to convince the 





average citizen that the member of 






Congress appreciates what the typical 





citizen’s life is like. (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 





2002, p. 237) 

      

5. The Public Sees Congress as too Influenced by Interest 



Groups

              

a. 86% agreed with the statement that “Congress is too 




heavily influenced by interest groups in making 




decisions.” (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, Congress as 



Public Enemy, p. 64)

              

b. The Public does not seem to look at interest groups in 



a Left/Right philosophical manner, but rather




monolithically and as influencing Congress in a




direction antithetical to the interests of middle 




America. (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, Congress as 




Public Enemy, pp. 64-65) 

                   

c. Thus, the public does not seem to see interest groups 



as representing the interest of citizens or as 




representing competing interests (i.e., interest 




groups opposing each other – the essence of 




“pluralism”). (Hibbing and T-Morse, Congress as 




Public Enemy, p. 64)
VI. Public Opinion and Democratic Competence

       (This section relies on pp. 249-298 of Public Opinion by Carroll 

Glynn, Susan Herbst, Garrett O’Keefe and Robert Shapiro, 

Westview Press, 1999)

    
A. What sort of Public Opinion is Worth Becoming Public 


Policy?

            
1. Some Possible Standards for “Considered” Public 



Opinion:

                

a. People must have adequate knowledge of the 




political issues at stake;

                

b. People must deliberate on these issues (e.g., 




weighing arguments, etc.);

                

c. People’s conclusions must respect crucial 




democratic norms such as minority rights 




and free speech, and they should work 




toward the common good as well as 





personal interests. (Glynn, et. al, pp. 249-




250)

     
B. How Well does the Public Do in Meeting the Above 



Standards?

           
1. Is the Public’s Low level of Political Knowledge a 



Problem?

               

a. While people may not know that many 





political “facts” (e.g., how many justices 




serve on the Supreme Court), it is probably 



much more important that the public have 




the information it needs when it needs

                    

to make a decision.  Such as at elections.  




(Glynn, el. al., p. 251)

               

b. If you look at opinion polls over the course of 




an issue/event being “played out,” then the 



public doesn’t do so badly.

                   

1. For example, as the conflict in Nicaragua 




was drawn out over a four year 






period (1983-87) the public became 





much more accurate in knowing 





which side the U.S. was backing.  





(Glynn, et., al., p. 253)

            
2. Part of the Answer is that the Public Performs 



better “Collectively” than individually.

                

a. Thus, while many citizens may not know that 




much about an issue, change in the 





distribution of opinion occurs by more 




knowledgeable citizens changing their 




opinion and moving an aggregate indicator 



such as the percent who support, or 





oppose, a particular policy.

                    

(Glynn, et., al., pp. 252-253)

VII. Collective Deliberation: The Rational Public?

       
A. While it is useful to understand how people’s beliefs 


differ systematically among various dimensions, if we 

are asking if government policy should be responsive 

to overall public preferences, a focus on typologies is 

beside  the point.  

             
1. The more urgent question is whether the public as 



a whole (or majorities of the public) distinctly 



agrees on specific political positions that could          

                 

guide policy.  (Glynn, et. al., p. 276)

                 

a. Page and Shapiro answer in the affirmative: 




citizens can and should steer policy and 




surveys are useful to identifying public 




preferences. (Glynn, et. al., p. 276)

                 
2. Aggregate public opinion is generally stable.

                         
a. Thus, if a question about policy preferences 




is asked repeatedly over several years’ 




time, overall opinion is unlikely to bounce 

                             
around sharply and unpredictably. (Glynn, 




et. al., p. 277)

                 
3. When public opinion “moves,” is typically does for 



identifiable, and typically, sensible reasons.  



(Glynn, et. al., p. 277)

                         
a. Often, various demographic groups usually 




respond to changing circumstances 





similarly (i.e., “parallel publics”).

                         
b. For example, the increase in “feminist” 





attitudes can be seen as a response to 




decreasing birth rates and increasing 




numbers of working women.  (Glynn, et. al., 



p. 277)

                             
1. From 1936 to 1990, the percentage of 





those who approved of a married 





women working if she has a husband 




capable of supporting her increased 





from 10% to approximately 80%.

                                 

(Glynn, et. al., p. 278)

                             
2. In a number of different policy areas 





(e.g., crime) collective public 






attitudes change rationally in 






response to new information: 






support for capital punishment is 





affected by the crime rate and by 





concerns of how fairly it is applied 





and support for defense spending 





has been driven by reactions to the 

                                 

Vietnam War and stories of Soviet 





weapons procurement. 

                                 

(Glynn, et. al., pp. 279-280)

                         
c. An additional sign of “rationality” is that the 




public makes clear distinctions among 




issues.

                             
1. For example, the public has consistently 




been more tolerant of Socialists than 





Communists.  (Glynn, et. al., p. 278)    

                
4. Movement in aggregate public opinion suggest, to 



some extent, a division of labor: it is the more 



“attentive” public that changes and this 




changes the aggregate distribution of 




opinion.(Glynn, et. al. p. 282)

     
B. However, What Does “Meaningful Public Opinion” 



Mean?

             
1. For example, if people with almost no knowledge 



about a weapons system consistently support 



(on average) building 50 missiles consistently 



over time, this demonstrates consistency, but is 


it a long-term collective preference”?

                 

a. Even if so, would policymakers be wise to 




follow this preference? (Glynn, et. al., pp. 




283-284)

                     

1. For example, support for a constitutional 





amendment to balance the federal 





budget changed 37% due to question 





wording.

                     

2. If the balanced budget amendment had not 





invoked a large and informed “issue 





public,” what issue(s) would?

                         


(Glynn, et. al., p. 284)

             
2. Making Do: “Gut Rationality,” Heuristics and 




Political Judgments

                 

a. Gut Rationality (Popkin – The Reasoning 




Voter): People can and do make rational 




voting decisions without having to 





conduct systematic research into 





presidential candidates.

                     

1. People learn about  specific government 




programs as a by-product of ordinary 




activities.

                         


a. People get economic information 






from their activities as 







consumers, from the 








workplace, and from friends and 





the media.

                         


b. Thus, they do not need to know 






which party controls Congress, 






or the names of their senators, 






in order to know something 






about the state of the economy, 






proposed cuts in Social 







Security or abortion.  

                         


c. Voters use “campaign competence 





as a proxy for competence in
                             


elected office – as an indication 






of the political skills needed to
                             


handle the issues and problems 





confronting the government.”

                             


(Glynn, et. al., p. 284)

                    

2. There is some rationality in the above





scenario: because presidents often





cannot enact their policy







preferences, basing votes on 

                        


“personalities instead of issues”





makes more sense than policy






experts might admit.

                        


a. Research indicates that well-







informed people are at least as 






likely as less-informed 







respondents to weigh 







personalities more heavily

                           



than issues.  (Glynn, et. al., p. 






285)

                    

3. Thus, voters use heuristics (shortcuts) 





to make political judgments.

                        


a. For example, Republicans favor 






lower taxes on capital gains and

                            


I am a Democrat, so I oppose 






them. 

                            


1. Ideology could be viewed as 







a “heuristic.”

                            


2. Retrospective voting is a 







powerful heuristic.

                        


b. Obviously, the less well-informed 






are more likely to use heuristics

                            


that lead them to vote contrary 






to their preferences: Larry 







Bartels study indicates over the 






1972-92 period that incumbent 






presidents receive 








approximately 5% more of the 






vote and Democratic candidates 





about 2% more of the vote than 






if all voters were fully informed. 






(Glynn, et. al., p. 286)  

                            

c. Similarly, on specific policy 







questions, respondents lack of 

                                


information may lead to a 







different response.

                            

d. For example, even after 








socioeconomic controls, there 






was approximately a 30% gap 






between the highly informed vs.

                                


the not well-informed 







concerning whether or not a 






women should have to notify 






her husband before having an 






abortion. (more well-informed 






less likely to favor such a 







requirment) (Glynn, et. al., p. 






286)

VIII. The Ability of Voters to Make Tradeoffs

   
A. The Ability of Voters to Make Tradeoffs is 




Essential to the Opportunity for Public Opinion to 


Influence Public Policy because Policy Makers Must 


Invariably Deal with Tradeoffs in Making Policy: 



Rarely Can You Maximize Everything.             

       
B. The following is from a random sample of 1160 adult 


Illinois respondents on health care administered 


about 1 year after the defeat of the Clinton health care 

plan  (Dec. 1995-Jan. 1996). (Kuklinski, et. al., AJPS, 


April, 2001, p. 415)

                 
1. Findings:

                         
a. Respondents are not that likely to make 





tradeoffs unless the questions require it.  





1. They tend to say everything they

                                  

“very important” or of the “highest 





priority.” (Kuklinski, et. al., AJPS, April, 





2001, p. 416)

                           
b. Even when prefaced by statements such as 




“feel free to think awhile before you 





answer” or “imagine yourself as a public 




official” do little to increase the 






willingness of respondents to perform 




tradeoffs. (Kuklinski, et. al., AJPS, April, 




2001, pp. 419)
                        
c. However, when tradeoffs are “made easy” for 




respondents through the inclusion of 





explicit statements such as: “experts say 




that we cannot provide health coverage for 

                                
everyone and keep taxes down,” then most 



respondents were willing to make





tradeoffs.

                                
1. Additionally, the more highly educated 





and politically sophisticated were no 





more likely to make tradeoffs than
                                    

the less well-educated and less 






sophisticated. (Kuklinski, et. al., AJPS, 





April, 2001, p. 421) 

                          
d. Thus, the environment does matter.  Given 




the right information, most respondents 




will provide information that could be of

                                 
use to policymakers. 

IX. Democratic Political Leadership and Public Opinion

      (This section is drawn from, “From Tea Leaves to Opinion Polls: A 
Theory of Democratic Leadership,” by John G. Geer, Columbia 
University Press, 1996)

      
A. Definition of Democratic Political Leadership:




Democratic leadership occurs either when politicians


move an existing distribution of opinion toward their


stated position or when they create a distribution of


opinion favoring their stated position. (Geer, p. 47)

     
B. Differing Types of Leadership and Followership

         

1. The Following Table Assumes that Politicians Are 



Either Trying to Maximize the Vote, or at least, 



Maintain a Viable Majority Level of Support.




Politician’s Knowledge of Citizen Preferences

Citizen


Complete                             Incomplete

Preferences

Information                          Information

Well-Developed          Followership                        Leadership            










by Mistake





(Public Opinion





too Strong to Ignore

(Politician





- so they follow it -

thought the





too difficult to change 
public agreed





it (i.e., to accomplish

with them





Periclean Leadership)
when the public










doesn’t)

Poorly Developed
Wilsonian



Followership




Leadership


by Mistake




(Politician Moves            
Since public               





public opinion toward
opinion is 





the politician’s position)
weak, the 










politician could 









have lead, but 









missed the 



 





chance


C. Before the Refinement of Modern Opinion Polling, It Was 

More Difficult for Politicians to Know What Public


Opinion Was.

          
1. The Realignment of 1896 is a good example of 



leadership in an era of uncertainty about public



opinion.

              

a. While a number of factors may have produced 



a political realignment in 1896, one key




ingredient was the polarization of the





Democratic and Republican parties on the




issue of free silver.

                  


1. Realigning Elections, which mean that 





groups of voters change parties

                      


and stay with the party they changed 





to, greatly alter the balance of

                      


political power for a number of 






elections into the future.

                  


2. In a desire to have what they termed 





“sound money,” the Republicans

                      


nominated William McKinley, who 





opposed a “bimetallic” (silver in 

                      


addition to gold as a backing for 





money) while the Democrats 

                      


nominated William Jennings Bryan, a 




strong proponent of a bimetallic 

                      


currency.  (Geer, p. 153)

                      


a. When asked about why he 







supported backing money, in 






part, with silver, Bryan said he 






did because the people of 







Nebraska (his home state) 







favored it.

                      


b. So, it appears that, at least in part, 






Bryan’s support for free silver

                          



was tied to his reading of public 





opinion.

                           b. Importantly, even if Bryan’s stance on 





bimetallism wasn’t tied to public opinion,




he had reason to believer he would be




helped politically by it because he thought




public opinion was in favor of it.  (Geer, p. 




154)

                             
1. Additional reasons why Bryan felt public 




opinion was in favor of bimetallism 





were the tremendous crowds he drew 




and many favorable letters.  (Geer, p. 





154)

                        
c. The Problem was that Bryan’s Judgments




were based on Unsystematic Data.

                               
1. The key to the election of 1896 were the 





votes of blue collar workers who 





probably blamed the current 






Democratic President, Grover 






Cleveland, who had presided over a 

                                   

recession in 1893.

                                   
2. Obviously, well done opinion polls might 




have greatly aided Bryan and the 





Democrats.

                                       
a. Interestingly, even after his defeat, 






Bryan still thought bimetallism 






would help him win in 1900.

                                           

(Gear, p. 155)

              

d. The Realignment of 1896, which move





organized labor into the Republican party,




would make the Republicans the dominant 




political party until the Great Depression of 



1929 which resulted in Franklin 

                  


Roosevelt’s victory, and Pro-Democratic




realignment of 1932.

                  


1. It would appear that Bryan’s misreading





of public opinion cost the Democrats





dearly.

  
D. Due to Advances in the Accuracy of Public Opinion 


Polls, Politicians Will No Longer Differ On Issue of 


Great Importance to the Public but Rather Will 



Disagree, From Time to Time, On Less Pressing 



Issues. (Geer, p. 143)

          
1. The Costs of Be On the “Wrong Side” of  Public 



Opinion on a Major Issue are Too Great For 



Politicians to Run the Risk.

          
2. Thus, on the most divisive issues, the parties try to 


“straddle” them and end up, at least rhetorically, 


take similar positions. (Geer, p. 162)

          
3. However,  One Could Argue that the Parties Have 



Taken Divergent Positions on Race and that a 



Realignment based on Racial Issues has 
              

Occurred.  (Geer, p. 164)

              

a. Two Responses to this: 

                   

1. The parties have both taken pro-






integrationist stances and that there 

                       


platforms, dating back to 1964 – 





when the issue became important – 

                       


have been quite similar; 

                   

2. If a realignment has occurred, it is more 





likely to have taken place on the 





basis of voters’ attitudes toward the 





role of government as opposed to 





racial policies.  (Abramowitz, AJPS, 





1994)

                       


a. A realignment based on the size or 






scope of government is 







different than one based on the 






stance on a specific issue.

          
4. Political Change Based on Low Salience Issues
              

a. While the costs of being on the “wrong” side




of a major realigning issue are great,





partisan change can still occur on low




salience issues and be consistent with a 




view of politicians as trying to maintain a 




majority share of voters.

             

b. To see how this might work, let’s try an





example of political change and subject to




the following assumptions:  (Geer, p. 166)

                  


1. 100 citizens

                  


2. Two political parties

                  


3. One highly salient issue that defines 





citizens’ attachment to their party.

                  


4. 55 belong to Party A

                  


5. 45 belong to Party B

                  


6. Voters are motivated by which party 





they are closer to on the issues.

              

c. A new issue arises that is of interest to 80 of 




the citizens, with 45 supporting and 35 




opposing.

                  


1. Party A, lacking reliable information on 





public opinion decides to oppose the 





issue.

                      


a. This “mistake” gives Party A  35 of 






these 80 voters.  Assuming that

                          



that Party A retains 55% of the 






20 voters who don’t care about 

                          



this new issue (remember Party 






A had 55% of the voters before 






the new issue arose), after the 






effect of the new issue Party A 






would drop from 55 voters to 46 





voters (55% of 20 is 11 and 11 + 






35 = 46).    

                      
d. The above sequence is typical of past 





realigning elections based on one issue.

                      
e. The difference in the more modern era is that




with reliable polling information, either




both parties would support the issue, or




their rhetorical positions would be so





similar that voters couldn’t tell much of a




difference between them and, therefore,




their would either be no, or a very small,




change in the distribution of voters





between the parties.  (Geer, p. 167)

                
5. A Scenario that Could Result in Perhaps a Slightly



Large Amount of Change would Involve Issues



that Would be Almost Impossible for a Party to



Take the Median Position but Were Important to



a Relatively Small Number of Voters.

                          
a. On this type of issue, perhaps abortion, one 




party may opt for the minority position, but 



probably would not lose or gain too much

                              
because:

                              
1. Many voters won’t vote on the basis of





this issue;

                              
2. While the party may lose votes strictly





on that issue, they may offset the





loss through either turnout gains





among those who care deeply about





the issues and/or the benefit of






campaign contributions, volunteers,





etc. that those taking the minority





side of the issue provide.  

                              
3. If the party starts to “loose” much on the 




issue, they try a more centrist 






position, such as the Republicans on 





abortion in the last several 






campaigns.

                
6. Thus, there is still likely to be little “net” change.

                              (Geer, pp. 166-171)                             

    
E. Therefore, Modern Opinion Polls have Increased both


the Amount of Issues on Which Public Opinion is


Known and Increase the Accuracy of Such 
          
Knowledge.

          
1. In terms of Democratic Leadership the Results



Have Been:

              

a. Periclean Leadership – where the politician




tries to covert a hostile public to their





viewpoint – is the ultimate test of a





politician, but because of the risks, is





rarely, if ever, undertaken (an “empty





cell”). (Geer, p. 177-178)

                  


1. Obviously, on normative grounds one 





could oppose Periclean leadership in 





a democracy – public opinion 






(subject to minority rights) should 





rule.

                  


2. However, if the politician did actually 





convince the public of the error
                      


of its ways, then you could say, after 





conversion, that public opinion was 





followed.

                      


a. However, the causal ordering here 






is opposite to a democracy:

                          



the leaders follower the mass, 






not the other way around.

              

b. Leadership by Mistake – where the politician




leads in a direction that he thinks the





public favors but they really don’t – rarely




occurs.

                   

1. Thus, those who wonder where the 





“George Washingtons” have gone

                       


miss the point.

                       


a. Politicians won’t be “mistaken,” in 






terms of knowing what public 

                           



opinion is, that often.  (Geer, p. 






179)

              

c. Wilsonian Leadership – Convincing a Public




with Poorly Developed Preferences to





Support the Politician’s Position.

                  


1. “Hard” Wilsonian Leadership: Tackling 





that are Important to the Polity but 





Would Not be Sure Winners for the 





Politician.

                       


a. Risk minimizes its use.

                  


2. “Easy” Wilsonian Leadership: Tackling 





Issues that are Sure Winners but may

                      


Not be all that Crucial to the Country.

                       


a. Much more prevalently used than 






“Hard” Wilsonian Leadership. 

                            


(Geer, p. 181)                      

     
F. Revisiting the Definition of Democratic Leadership

            
1. Definition of Democratic Leadership: Democratic 



leadership ccurs either when politicians move 



an existing distribution of opinion toward their 



stated position or when they create a 





distribution of opinion favoring their stated 



position.

             
2. The Impact of Modern Opinion Polling has Been to



Remove the First Half of the Above Definition



(i.e., Leaders Really Can’t Move an Existing 



Distribution of Opinion Toward Their Stated



Position). (Geer, p. 181)

     
G. Eras of Political Representation 

         

1. Era of Restricted Suffrage: 1640-1800 

             

a. Politicians could determine the state of public 



opinion, because of restricted suffrage 




within geographically small units.

                 

b. Thus, politicians “knew” what public opinion 




was because there weren’t that many 





eligible voters.

         

2. Era of Expanded Suffrage: 1800-1940
             

a. With the growth in population and the 





extension of suffrage to more people, 




politicians could no longer accurately 




discern the views of constituents.

         

3. Era of Polls: 1940-present
             

a. Despite large constituencies, the public 





opinion poll allowed politicians to gain 




good information about the views of 





citizens.  (Geer, p. 188) 

     
H. Assessment     

          
1. While the public gets representation on highly 



salient issues, they may not on less salient 



issues.

          
2. Additionally, there is an incentive to “duck” 




important issues that are controversial and 



cannot be solved by adopting the “median” 



position.

          
3. Thus, democracy occurs on the salient issues and 



leadership on the less salient issues.  (Geer, p. 



191)

          
4. Focus groups can aid in revealing how people 



reach their opinions and process information, 



but they aren’t that representative in terms of
              

gauging what public opinion is.  (Geer, p. 193)

             
5. Revised Definition of Democratic Leadership: 




Democratic Leadership Occurs when Politicians 


Create a Distribution of Opinion Favoring
                 

Their Stated Positions on a Set of Issues that 



are Important to the Well-Being of the Polity.  



(Geer, p. 181)

X. Predicting When President’s will Follow, or Not Follow 
Majority Public Opinion (much of the following relies on 
John 
Zaller’s ,“Coming to Grips with V.O. Key’s Concept of Latent 
Opinion,” early version of what would be published in Electoral 
Democracy, by MacKuen and Rabinowitz)

A. Latent Opinion is not Current, but Future Public Opinion



1. In many instances, people hold conflicting 




opinions (e.g., favoring greater government 



spending while desiring tax cuts)




a. Citizens have a right to want the best possible 



outcomes.




b. The fact that outparty politicians have an 




incentive to give voice to the public’s 




“unreasonable” demands only encourages 



citizens to desire such outcomes.




c. The fact that citizens demand such 





“unreasonably” good outcomes may lead 




to better government performance than if 




citizens just “accepted” a lower level of 




performance.


B. The Above Leads to Three Conclusions Concerning 


When Presidents Will and Won’t Follow Public 



Opinion:



1. When public opinion is non-existent, or 




poorly crystallized, then Presidents are 



relatively free to ignore it.




a. When the cost is “low,” President’s may even 




pursue policies opposed by public 





opinion.




b. Example: Clinton’s bailout of the Mexican 




Peso 


>>>>When Public Opinion is Crystallized: 


2. When Presidents possess the policy levers 




sufficient to determine real world conditions 



upon which the public will ultimately judge them 


at election time, they should ignore present 



opinion as expressed in polls and produce 




those outcomes that will correspond to what 



public opinion will likely be at the next election.




a. Example: Clinton on the economy – produced 



a deficit reduction policy that initially 





favored Republican constituencies such as 



bondholders, as opposed to the poor and 




other Democrat constituencies, because 




such policies were necessary to produce 




the good economic outcomes that would 




benefit Clinton at the next election.



3. When President’s don’t possess the ability to 




produce the outcomes the public wants and 



they will follow current public opinion.




a. Example: Kennedy and Johnson on Vietnam -





The Public wanted to contain communism 




without having to fight continual wars to 




do so (i.e., they could not just pull out of 




Vietnam because political opponents 





would accuse them of “losing Vietnam” 




but could not greatly escalate the war).


C. Congressmen Seem to Operate on Roughly the Same



Calculus.



1. Douglas Arnold’s concept of Traceability: the 




ability of voters to “trace” an outcome 




(especially an undesirable outcome) to the 




actions of their congressman.



2. For example: Traceability is why Congress sets up 



an independent commission to recommend 



base closures and then requires that the 




package not be amended (i.e., either voted “up” 



or “down” as an entire package).

