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Announcements
1. The Center for Undergraduate Research 

Opportunities (CURO) invites submissions 
from UGA undergraduate researchers for the 
2015 CURO Symposium, which will be held 
on Monday, March 30 and Tuesday, March 31, 
2015 at the Classic Center in Athens, Georgia.

We welcome submissions from UGA undergraduates pursuing faculty mentored research in _all_ 
disciplines. The Symposium is open to all undergraduate researchers, not just those pursuing 
research through CURO coursework. Undergraduate researchers at any stage of the research 
process are encouraged to submit.  

Online submission opens in early November 2014 and closes February 13, 2015. Accepted 
participants will be notified by February 20, 2015. Accepted abstracts will be published in the 
2015 CURO Symposium Book of Abstracts. Directions for submitting an abstract can be found 
here: http://curo.uga.edu/symposium/applicants/submitting-abstract . 

Applicants may also submit entries for the Symposium Best Paper awards. For details regarding 
eligibility, submission criteria and selection, go to curo.uga.edu/symposium/awards/best-paper-
awards . 

For more information, contact Eleana Whyte, CURO Program Coordinator, at ecwhyte@uga.edu.
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Announcements
2. Please join us for our annual Parthemos Lecturer on October 
15th, 2014. This year's guest is Dr. David Mayhew. Dr. Mayew is 
one of the world's leading authorities on American party politics 
and Congress. This year marks the 40th anniversary of his 
landmark book, Congress: The Electoral Connection. Sponsored 
by the Department of Political Science in the School of Public 
and International Affairs.

3. CURO announces the Call of Proposals for the 2015 CURO 
Summer Fellowships.  Each year CURO awards thirty Summer 
Research Fellowships to support University of Georgia 
undergraduates interested in pursuing intensive, immersive, 
faculty mentored research during the summer.  CURO Summer 
Fellows are awarded $3000. First- through third-year students 
who have completed a minimum of 15 UGA credit hours as of 
January 2015 are eligible. 

Submission requirements and award details can be found here: 
http://curo.uga.edu/students/summer-fellowship . Submit your 
proposal to Eleana Whyte (ecwhyte@uga.edu)  no later than 5pm 
Friday, February 13, 2015.

News
Before choosing Chuck Todd, NBC News president Deborah Turness held 
negotiations with Jon Stewart about hosting "Meet the Press," three senior 
television sources tell New York magazine. One source explained that NBC was 
prepared to offer Stewart virtually "anything" to bring him over. 

Sen. Rand Paul (R-KY) told CNN that he favors traditional marriage, but has said 
states should determine their own laws. Said Paul: "I don't want my guns registered in 
Washington or my marriage. Founding Fathers all got married by going down to the 
local courthouse. It is a local issue and always has been.“ He added: "Society's 
changing. I mean, people change their minds all the time on this issue, and even 
within the Republican Party, there are people whose child turns out to be gay and 
they're like, oh well maybe I want to rethink this issue. So it's been rethought. The 
President's rethought the issue. So I mean, a lot of people have rethought the issue."

Democratic pollster Celinda Lake told The Hill that her party "will have a tough 
time getting out the Hispanic vote, because President Obama did not take executive 
action on deportations affecting millions of workers in the U.S. illegally.“ Said 
Lake: "It was a real disappointment to the Latino voters -- rightly so. I think if we'd 
done something, it would have energized the Latino vote and drawn a clear 
distinction with the Republicans.“ She added that it will be "a big uphill battle for 
the Latino turnout, and that's going to affect our candidates." 

Forrest Dunbar (D) told the Alaska Dispatch News he had a backstage altercation with Rep. 
Don Young (R-AK) before their debate Friday night. When the two were walking near each 
other, Young said angrily, "You're not from Cordova any more than I'm from Fort Yukon. I had 
you looked into.“ Dunbar said he was puzzled and touched Young on his arm lightly and 
asked: "What are you talking about?“ Then Dunbar said Young, "freaked out. There is no other 
way to describe it. He kind of snarled at me and said, 'Don't you ever touch me. Don't ever 
touch me. The last guy who touched me ended up on the ground dead.'"

Green Lantern Theory
Vox -- Presidents consistently overpromise and underdeliver. What they 
need to say to get elected far outpaces what they can actually do in office. 
President Obama is a perfect example. His 2008 campaign didn't just 
promise health-care reform, a stimulus bill, and financial regulation. It 
also promised a cap-and-trade bill to limit carbon emissions, 
comprehensive immigration reform, gun control, and much more. His 
presidency, he said, would be change American could believe in. But it's 
clear now that much of the change he promised isn't going to happen —
in large part because he doesn't have the power to make it happen.
You would think voters in general and professional media pundits in particular would, by now, be wise to 
this pattern. But they're not. Each disappointment wounds anew. Each unchecked item on the to-do list is 
a surprise. Belief in the presidency seems to be entirely robust to the inability of any particular president 
to make good on their promises. And so the criticism is always the same: why can't the president be more 
like the Green Lantern?

According to Brendan Nyhan, the Dartmouth political scientist who coined the term, the Green Lantern 
Theory of the Presidency is "the belief that the president can achieve any political or policy objective if 
only he tries hard enough or uses the right tactics." In other words, the American president is functionally 
all-powerful, and whenever he can't get something done, it's because he's not trying hard enough, or not 
trying smart enough.

Nyhan further separates it into two variants: "the Reagan version of the Green Lantern Theory and the 
LBJ version of the Green Lantern Theory." The Reagan version, he says, holds that "if you only 
communicate well enough the public will rally to your side." The LBJ version says that "if the president 
only tried harder to win over congress they would vote through his legislative agenda." In both cases, 
Nyhan argues, "we've been sold a false bill of goods.”
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Strategic Vision Polling
One of the things I learned while exploring the statistical 
proprieties of the Iranian election, the results of which were 
probably forged, is that human beings are really bad at 
randomization. Tell a human to come up with a set of random 
numbers, and they will be surprisingly inept at trying to do so. 
Most humans, for instance, when asked to flip an imaginary coin 
and record the results, will succumb to the Gambler's Fallacy and 
be more likely to record a toss of 'tails' if the last couple of tosses 
had been heads, or vice versa. This feels right to most of us -- but 
it isn't. We're actually introducing patterns into what is supposed 
to be random noise.

Sometimes, as is the case with certain applications of Benford's
Law, this characteristic can be used as a fraud-detection 
mechanism. If, for example, one of your less-trustworthy 
employees is submitting a series of receipts, 

and an unusually high number end with the trailing digit '7' ($27, $107, $297, etc.), there is a decent chance that he is 
falsifying his expenses. The IRS uses techniques like this to detect tax fraud. 

Certain statistical properties of the results reported by Strategic Vision, LLC suggest, perhaps strongly, the possibility of
fraud, although they certainly do not prove it and further investigation will be required. The specific evidence in question is 
as follows. I looked at all polling results reported by Strategic Vision LLC since the beginning of 2005; results from 2008 
onward are available at their website; other polls were recovered through archive.org. This is a lot of data -- well over 100 
polls, each of which asked an average of about 15-20 questions.

For each question, I recorded the trailing digit for each candidate or line item. For instance, if Strategic Vision had Barack
Obama beating John McCain 48-43 in a particular state, I'd record a tally in the 8 column and another in the 3 column. 

Strategic Vision Polling
By contrast, here's what we get if we run the same tally for 
the Strategic Vision polls:

This data is not random at all. For instance, the trailing 
digit was '8' on 676 occasions, almost 60 percent more 
often than the 431 times that it was '1'. Over a sample of 
more than 5,000 data points, such an outcome occurring 
by chance alone would be an incredible fluke -- millions 
to one against. Bad luck can essentially be ruled out as an 
explanation. No one type of question, in no one state, 
represents more than a relatively small fraction of the 
sample. Under those circumstances, I can't think of any 
reason why the trailing digit wouldn't approach being 
random -- although there absolutely might be reasons that 
I haven't thought of. 

I haven't really seen anyone approach polling data like this before, and I certainly haven't done so 
myself. So, we cannot rule out the possibility that there is some mathematical rationale for this that I 
haven't thought of. But it looks really, really bad. There is a substantial possibility -- far from a certainty 
-- that much of Strategic Vision's polling over the past several years has been forged.

I recognize the gravity of this claim. I've accused pollsters -- deservedly I think in most cases -- of all 
and sundry types of incompetence and bias. But that is all garden-variety stuff, as compared against the 
possibility that a prominent polling firm is making up numbers whole cloth.

I would emphasize, however, that at this stage, all of this represents circumstantial evidence. We are 
discussing a possibility. If we're keeping score, it's a possibility that I would never have thought to look 
into if Strategic Vision had been more professional about their disclosure standards. And if we're being 
frank, it's a possibility that might actually be a probability. But it's only that. A possibility. An hypothesis 
-- as yet unproven.   

Hastert Rule
Binder: Most Congress watchers yesterday quickly noted the remarkable House vote 
to pass the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA): For the third time this year, the 
House passed an important bill over the objections of a majority of the majority 
party.   Another “Hastert Rule violation,” many reporters correctly observed.  (Is it a 
good sign that House procedural speak is now lingua franca of the Capitol press 
corps? Next thing you know, Hollywood will be making Oscar-winning films about 
the 19th century House….Oh wait….)

Observers noted that the leadership brought the VAWA bill to the floor (knowing the 
GOP majority would be rolled on final passage) as a calculated move to repair 
damage done to the party’s brand name in the last election.  As the Los Angeles 
Times reported, many GOP strategists “feared that keeping the bill in limbo could 
expose the party to complaints they were hostile to women.”
I think the coverage of the VAWA bill has been right on the mark.  Still, we should be cautious in writing the 
Hastert Rule’s obituary.  Some considerations:

First, as many reporters noted, the substance of the yesterday’s bill mattered.  Concern about the party’s electoral 
reputation likely helped to encourage the GOP to bring the bill to the floor (on a nearly unanimous procedural 
vote).   We see some evidence of that concern in the makeup of the sixty Republicans who broke ranks to vote 
against the conservatives’ alternative bill: Roughly sixty percent of them hailed from blue states won by Obama in 
2012.  (Note: GOP women were more likely to stick with their conservative brethren on that substitute vote, with 
roughly 80 percent of the GOP women favoring the more limited bill.)  Moreover, on final passage, nearly three-
quarters of the Republicans who voted with the Democrats hailed from blue states.   I think it’s reasonable to 
expect that on other electorally-salient bills this Congress we might see the leadership allow party splitting 
measures on the floor, letting the chamber median work its will in favor of passage.  As many others have noted, 
immigration reform could provide another such opportunity.  In short, the terrain for future Hastert rule violations 
might be quite limited.
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Hastert Rule
Second, keep in mind that all three of the Hastert Rule violations occurred on legislative measures already 
cleared by the Senate. Mitch McConnell and Joe Biden negotiated the fiscal cliff bill that was passed 89-8 with 
broad bipartisan support. Hurricane Sandy relief was first cleared by the Senate on a (narrower) bipartisan 
vote. And the Senate had also already endorsed the more expansive version of the VAWA bill, with a majority 
of Senate GOP joining every Democrat in voting for the bill. The support of Republican senators (albeit to 
varying degrees) for Democratic measures makes it far harder for the Speaker to stick with his conservative 
conference majority. Instead, he offers them a vote to establish their conservative bona fides and then allows the 
Democrats to win the day. Split party control seems to limit the viability of the Hastert Rule, at least on those 
few measures on which Senate Democrats can attract GOP support to prevent a filibuster. Ironically, the new 
Boehner Rule of “Make the Senate Go First” (insert saltier language for full effect) undermines the Hastert 
Rule. Given the difficulty Boehner faces in assembling a chamber majority without Democratic votes on 
bigger issues of the day, perhaps we shouldn’t be surprised to see this periodic scuttling of the majority of 
Boehner’s majority.

Finally, yesterday’s vote helps us to better identify the far right flank of the House GOP. Here, I consider the 
far right of the conference those Republicans who voted against waiving the debt limit for three months, against 
Hurricane Sandy relief, and against the VAWA bill. That group sums to 26 GOP. Given 232 House 
Republicans, Boehner can’t bring party-favored bills to the floor without moving exceedingly far to the 
right. That’s helps to explain why Boehner insists on letting the Senate go first on issues that evoke tough 
dissent within his party. He has no choice, even if that sets him up for potential majority rolls on important roll 
call votes. Ultimately, the fate of the Hastert Rule depends on how the Speaker balances his support within the 
conference with the responsibility of tending to the party’s brand name (let alone to the will of the chamber).

Polarization is Real (and Asymmetric)
The recent outburst of scholarly and popular interest in political 
polarization has attracted attention to the methods we use to measure 
this phenomenon. One frequently voiced concern (see a recent 
column by Sean Trende) is that Congress may not have polarized as 
we have claimed in publications and blogs stretching as far back as 
1984. The concern is that the meaning of ideological (NOMINATE) 
scores are tied to the legislative and historical context of the roll call 
votes that are used to estimate them. For example, the content of roll 
calls votes cast by members of 90th Senate that dealt with the 
Vietnam War, civil rights, and funding for LBJ’s “Great Society” 
programs are quite different than those votes cast in the current 
Senate. Thus, being the most conservative Senator (with a score of 
1.0) in 1968 would mean something different than having an 
identical 1.0 score in 2012.

With the use of overlapping cohorts, we can make the over-time comparisons needed to analyze polarization. A good 
example is Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), who, after his primary defeat last week, will have served in the Senate 
between 1977 and 2013. As David Karol points out, Lugar himself did not change very much over time: he was a reliable 
conservative who moved only somewhat towards the center during a 30-plus year career (from a DW-NOMINATE first 
dimension score of 0.348 to 0.241). DW-NOMINATE scores range (with slight simplification) from -1 to +1 or a band of 
two units. So in 30 years, Senator Lugar moved just five percent on the liberal-conservative dimension.

The public policy consequences of polarization are immense. Bipartisan agreements to address looming issues like the 
budget deficits, spending on entitlement programs, and immigration are now almost impossible to reach. In contrast, 
during Ronald Reagan’s administration, about 40% of the members of Congress could be described as moderates. 
Reagan was thus able to forge major bipartisan agreements to cut taxes in 1981, raise taxes in 1982, fix Social Security 
(the Greenspan Commission) in 1983, and pass immigration reform (which included amnesty) and major tax 
simplification in 1986.
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The First Party System

First party system (1790-1824): creation of national parties:

The American party system was born in the first few 
Congresses as leaders with opposing views on national 
issues fought to prevail.

The conflict involved two opposing factions:
– The Hamilton faction:

• promoted commercial and manufacturing interests 
following the British economic model 

– The Jefferson and Madison faction: 
• sought to protect the interests of farmers, 

tradesman, and agrarian states in general, and 
supported diplomatic relations with France

The First Party System
Protesting the alleged aristocratic 

pretensions of the Federalists, 
Jefferson’s followers styled themselves 
Republicans. 

Later, the Jeffersonian Republicans would 
become the Democratic Party (1820s), 
now the oldest political party in the 
world.

In 1800 Jefferson challenged Adams for the presidency.
– recruited candidates for state and local offices across the states
– gave Jefferson the ability to remove the Federalists and their influence from the 

White House and Congress
– Federalists associated with unpopular policies:

• lost election and began to fade from national politics
• on wrong side of War of 1812 
• put up no strong presidential candidates

– Rufus King crushed by James Monroe in 1816s

The Era of Good Feelings

Monroe was reelected with no competition 
four years later. There was so little party 
conflict, the time was called the Era of 
Good Feelings.

But that did not mean there was no political 
conflict. There was: 
– it took place within one party rather 

than between two

Presidents were nominated by congressional 
caucuses:

– members assembled with their allies to 
make party decisions

– Clay, Adams, Jackson and the “corrupt 
bargain.”
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The “Corrupt Bargain”

The presidential election of 1824 featured four 
candidates: General Andrew Jackson of Tennessee; 
Secretary of State John Quincy Adams of 
Massachusetts; Secretary of the Treasury William H. 
Crawford of Georgia and Speaker of the House 
Henry Clay of Kentucky.  

Jackson had wins the popular vote. Adams finishes a 
close second, and Crawford edged out Clay for third 
place by just under 1,000 votes.  

Since no candidate received a majority of the 
electoral votes, the election was thrown into the 
House of Representatives.  By virtue of finishing 
fourth, Clay was eliminated from consideration.

The “Corrupt Bargain”

Clay throws his support behind John Quincy Adams 
– who he agreed with on most political issues.  This 
results in Adams overtaking Jackson in the House.

Clay eventually becomes Adams’ Secretary of State.  

Jackson and his supporters cry foul!  Partisan lines 
are drawn.

The Second Party System

Second party system (1824-1860): basic 
organizational structures set

Jackson was able to win the presidency under a 
new Democratic party in 1828.

– trounced John Quincy Adams with help of 
Martin Van Buren:

– central committees set up in Washington 
and Nashville

– promoted the formation of state 
organization which promoted Jackson 
clubs and committees in towns and 
counties

– chain of newspapers established to support 
the cause

– local politicians saw Jackson as a vehicle 
for their own ambitions
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The Second Party System

Jackson won in 1828, and upon his campaigning for his 
second term (1832), a new innovation was introduced to 
party politics—the national party convention.

It was promoted as a more democratic alternative to the 
discredited congressional caucus, allowing for more 
popular participation in the nomination process.

– practical devise for solving problems of conflict and 
coordination

occasion for assembling the national party coalition

– like a giant pep rally

“Political combinations between the inhabitants of the different states are unavoidable and 
the most natural and beneficial to the country is that between the planters of the South and 
the plain Republicans of the North.”  - Martin Van Buren

OutlineI. Introduction

a. Clip

b. test

c. e-mails

d. news

e. announcements

II. Terms

a. plurality/majority

b. lame-ducks

c. single-peaked 

d. sophisticated voting

e. cooperative game

f. condorcet winner

g. shirking…

III. Jenkins Intro

a. front matter

b. the sell

c. the “conventional 
wisdom”

d. the argument

IV. The Bargain
a. 12th amendment
b. Clay
c. Jackson’s advantages
d. Webster
e. the ideology assumption

V. The theory
a. spatial
b. problems
c. choices
d. The Calhoun problem
e. rc votes
f. two dimensions

VI. The evidence
a. Figure 1
b. correct classification
c. Adams/Non-Adams
d. the test
e. DV/IV’s

VII. Robustness
a. punishment?
b. lame-ducks?
c. appointments?
d. conclusion

XI. The evidence
a. data
b. predictions
c. problems?
d. DV
e. IV’s
f. findings
g. conclusion

XII. Conclusion
a. Class 
champion
b. Have a 
great 
weekend

VIII. Elections background
a. the electoral 
connection
b. strategies
c. “quality” challengers
d. losers

IX. Terms
a. Australian ballot
b. party-strip ballot
c. professionalized 
legislature
d. direct primary
e. “MC”

X. Carson/Engstrom
a. thoughts?
b. the sell/contribution
c. literature review
d. conventional wisdom
e. theory

Conclusion

Have a great day.


