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agenda when it determines which of the thousands of cases aPpealed to .it will
be heard and decided. Again, much policy (or rule) f0rmullanon oceurs in the
context of the administrative process as agencies exercise their delegfa.ted
autharity to make rules on air pollution, motor-vehicle safety, trade practices,
and other matters. . ‘

It should be kept in mind that defining problems, setting age.ndas, and
formulating proposals, together with adoption of p(?licies, are functional cate-
gories. Although they can be analytically separated, in actuality they freqfxently
are interrelated and smudged together. For instance, those who want action on
a problem may try to define it broadly, as affecting laljge numbers of pe_ople,
to help ensure that it gets on a legislative ager}da. {\galn,‘ those formulating 3
policy proposal will often be at least partly guided in thetlr efforts b'y ‘th_e nee
to build support for the adoption of their proposal. sz.rncular provisions may
be included, modified, or excluded in an attempt to win the support or reduce
the opposition of some groups or officials.

W Policy Problems
Older studies of policy formation devoted little attention to the nature

and definition of public problems. Instead, prob-lems were take%-n as "gi-vens,"
and analysis moved on from there. However, it is now convefntlonlal wasdo}rln
that if policy study does not consider the characteristics andédm‘]ex.lsmns of the
problems that stimulate government action, it is incomplete.® It is important to
¥now both why some problems are acted on and others are neglected and v{hy
a problem is defined in one way rather than another. This helps one dete{’rr.}fme
where power lies in the political system. Moreover, wh.et}.ler a p.roblem is pﬁr-
eign or domestic, a new item or the outgrowth of an existing ?olmy, or specific
or broad in scope helps to determine the nature of the ensuing policymaking
process. Evaluating a policy also requires information on t‘helsubstax?ce and
dimensions of the target problem in order to appraise the policy’s e?fjfectwem'ass.
For our purposes, a policy problem can be defined as a condltlorf or 511'?.1:E
ation that produces needs or dissatisfaction among people and for wh;c;h re! E
or redress by governmental action is sought. All problems are 1_10t public prob-
lems. What characteristics or qualities make a problt.:m Pubhc? Most people
would agree that John $mith’s car's being out of gasoline is a private problem,

however irritating it might be to Smith and his passengers. In contrast, the

widespread and continued shortage of gasoline. in a city or regior} is l-lkehi
to be perceived as a public problem. What distmgulshes- the two 51tuat10nsl.
Essentially, public problems are those affecting a substantial number of 1?301:1 e
and having broad effects, including consequences fcn: persons not dm_ac y
involved.” They are also likely to be difficult or itmpossible to resolve by indi-
mdusﬂca}fg::)é:rrences as dirty air, unwholesome food, the practice of abo?t.lon,
urban traffic congestion, crowded prisons, and global. warmmg are cpnd.1t1ons
that may become public problems if they produce sufficient anxiety, discontent,
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or dissatisfaction to cause many people to seek governmental remedies. Con-
ditions abound in society.

For a condition to be converted into a problem, people must have some
criterion or standard by which the troubling condition is judged to be unreason-
able or unacceptable and appropriate for government to handle. Something
needs to lead people to the conclusion that they do not need to put up with
polluted streams, free-roaming dogs in the city, or a rapidly increasing price
level. If, however, people believe that a condition, such as substantial income
inequality, is normal, inevitable, or desirable, then nothing is likely to happen
because it will not be perceived as a probiem.

Conditions thus do not become problems unless they are defined as such,
articulated, and then brought to the attention of government, This action can
be, and frequently is, taken by public officials who are often scouting arcund
for problems that they can claim credit for solving. Problem definition can be
either a top-down or a bottom-up process.

As stated, to be converted into a probleim, 2 condition must also be seen as
an appropriate topic for governmental action and, further, as something for
which there is a possible governmental remedy or salution. Those who oppose
governmental action to ban smoking in public places may argue that tobacco
smoke is not harmful or that smoking is a matter of individual choice and
should not be regulated. Such argumentation is variously designed to prevent
the controversial condition from being viewed as a problem, to keep it off a
governmental agenda, or; failing that, to prevent adoption of a smoking regu-
lation. Professor Aaron Wildavsky contends that officials are unlikely to deal
with a problem unless it is coupled with a solution. As he states, “A problem is
a problem only if something can be done about it.”®

Hurricanes and earthquakes as such are not likely to become public
problems because government can do nothing to prevent them. However, the
conditions of human distress and property destruction caused by hurricanes
do become public problems. Relief programs, building regulations, and early-
warning systems are devised to prevent or reduce hurricanes’ adverse conse-
quences. Quite a few conditions will not be transformed into problems because
they do not qualify as matters that government can handle appropriately and
effectively. “Putting a man on the moon became 2 problem for policy-makers
only after it became technically possible to do so in the late 1950s."®

Conditions can be defined as problems, and redress for them can be sought
by persons other than those who are directly affected.!® In the mid-1960s,

poverty was identified as a public problem, and the Johnson administration
declared a War on Poverty more because of the actions of public officials and
publicists than those of the poor themselves. Legislators are frequently looking
for problems that they can mitigate or sclve so as to enhance their reputations
and/or help themselves win reelection. Of course, there is always the possi-
bility that others will define a problem differently than those direcily affected.

Indeed, problems frequently are defined or perceived differently by various
persons and groups. One’s perceptions will be shaped by one’s values, informa-
tion, and experiences. Put differently, how a problem is defined depends not
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only on its objective dimensions but also on h_ow it is sociatlly constmctedi)” A
wealthy person who has never lacked a good job may see ht?le to worry a out
when unemployment rates rise and, in fact, may regard an increase in unetrlrll-
ployment as good, as necessary to prevent inflation, which he/she sees as le
real cause for alarm. However, industrial workers for whom unem.ployment is
an omnipresent fear may perceive increasing joblessness as a major threat_ to
their well-being. There is no single correct way to assess a condition and define
a problem, although many pecple will have strong views and preferences on
some matters. Problem definitions compete for acceptanc.:e.
To amplify this point, currently some 40 million_ Americans are not 09vered
by health insurance. How is this condition perceived? Many portfa}t itas a
private problem resulting from how people choose to spend their mcogﬁ:.
Some people view the lack of health insurance by so many people as a pu ci
problem but disagree about its cause, Explanations include the 1a'ck of nationa
health insurance, the inadequacies of private insurance companies, 1_:he exces-
sively high costs of medical care and health insur'ance, anFl the e:‘uste'nc:-1 of
extensive poverty and income inequality in American society. :I‘l-L_ere is also
disagreement as 1o the form a policy solution should take. ConﬂlCUng percep-
tions or definitions of a problem, and disagreement over remedies, reduce the
ikelihood of action.
lmekl}ihough many problems are persistent, how they are defined may change
as values and conditions change. We can use alcoholism (drunkenness) as an
illustration. In the nineteenth century, drunkenness was viewed as a personal
problem, as the product of one’s evil, wicked, or sinful ways, and tht':refore as
one’s just punishment. In the early decades of the twentieth century, it became
more common to view drunkenness as a social problem that arose from the
response by some individuals to the social, family, ?nd other pressures that
played upon them. Counseling and other social services were seen as appro-
priate responses. More recently, alcoholism (no longer‘c‘alled drur‘lklenness) _has
been defined as an illness (i.e., a pathological condition) requiring med}cal
treatment and deserving health-insurance coverage, whatever its 1mme.:d'1a‘.te
social causes. This medical definition reduces the individual’s responsibility
and the stigma attached to the condition. Public policy, how'ever, has not fully
caught up with the modern definition, and many problem drinkers continue to
be dealt with through the regular law-enforcement processes, especially if they
combine drinking and driving. Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD) takes
a tough enforcement stance on this issue. ]
Conditions that in one era are accepted as the normal order of th%ngs may
later, because of social change, be treated as problems.'? For centuries, wife-
beating, child abuse, and other forms of family violex.lce. were thought to. be
private matters except, perhaps, when the regular criminal laws, as against
homicide, were violated. They are no longer so treated. Changes in public
attitudes, media attention, the women’s movement, and other f:e\ctors cha‘nged
our notions about acceptable conduct in family matters. A variety of national
and state laws pertaining to family violence now are on _the statute books.,
There is still uncertainity as to the pervasiveness of family violence, however.
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The definition of problems is often a political process whose outcome will
help determine appropriate solutions. Is access to public transportation for the
physically handicapped a transportation problem or a civil-rights problem?
Identifying it as a transportation problem means that the handicapped should
have adequate transportation available to them, by regular medes or any prac-
tical means, such as special van service. Defining it as a civil-rights problem,
however, means that the handicapped should have equal access to regular
transportation facilities, which might require installing elevators at subway
stations, fitting buses with loading ramps for wheelchairs, and making other
expensive modifications in transportation facilities. After some wavering
between the two alternatives, public policy moved toward the availability-of-
transportation solution in the 1980s under the Reagan administration. 3

An important part of problem definition is causation. A condition may be
defined as a problem, but what causes the condition? Many problems—crime,
poverty, inflation, and air pollution—have multiple causes. For example, infla-
tion, the upward movement of prices at an unacceptable rate as measured by
the consumer price index, is a public problem. But what is its cause? Is it the
underproduction of goods and services? Excess demand for goods and services
(ie., too many dollars chasing too few goods)? Too much money in circulation?
The product of inflationary psychalogy, where people expect prices to continue
to climb? To deal effectively with a problem, one must treat its causes rather
than its symptoms. For many problems, the underlying causes are not easy to
diagnose or evaluate. Identifying the causes of a problem and getting agree-
ment on them may be a hard task for policy-makers. Defining the problem then
itself becomes a problem.

The nature and scope of some public problems may be difficult to specify
because they are diffuse or “invisible.,” Because measurement may be quite
imprecise, policy-makers may be uncertain about the magnitude of the prob-
lem and in turn about effective solutions, or even whether there is a need for
governmental action. In the 1980s, growing numbers of homeless people were
sleeping in public and private shelters, in the streets, under bridges, and in
other places not suitable for human habitation. Estimates of the mumber of
homeless people in the United States ranged from 250,000 to 3 million.!#
Anywhere from 10 to 47 percent of them were thought to be chronically men-
tally ill. These wide ranges reflect the difficulty in getting an accurate count of
the homeless and their characteristics, The causes of homelessness are also
poorly understood. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987
called for better collection of data on the homeless by the states while also
expanding federal assistance for services to this group. Other problems that are
difficult to define or measure include child abuse, learning disabilities among
schoolchildren, illegal immigration, and the amount of income not reported on
federal income-tax returns.

Another dimension of public problems is their tractability, or amenability
to solution. Some problems, for instance, require much less behavioral change
than others. Thus, the elimination of discrimination in voting registration in
southern states was fairly quickly accomplished under the Voting Rights Act.
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Essentially, what was required to correct the problem was either altering the
behavior of a comparatively small number of voting registrars or bypassing
them by the appointment of federal registrars. School desegregation was
much more difficult because it involved large numbers of people and strongly
established social patterns. Desegregation was strongly resisted, sometimes in
violent ways. Five decades after Brown V. Board of Education (1954), some
public schools continue to have manifestations of racial discrimination.
Tractability is also affected by whether problems are tangible or intangible.
Tangible problems, such as scarce jobs, poorly managed public-housing proj-
ects, or an overburdened criminal-justice systern, can be eased by improving
the incentives and resources available to people and agencies. Other inner-city
problems—racism, inadequate job skills, or despair—are intangible, involving
values. According to Professor James Q. Wilson, such problems “are hard to
address by money alone because they make whites less likely to invest or extend
opportunities and blacks less likely to take advantage of opportunities.”'®

The tractability of a problem is further affected by its magnitude and com-

plexity. Terrorism is a prime example here. Broadly defined, terrorism involves
the use of violence, sabotage, and intimidation by extremist groups against
civilian populations to achieve their goals. Following the September 11, 2001,
tervorist attack, the George W. Bush administration declared “war” on world
terrorism. Some simple questions, which defy easy answers, indicate the enor-
mity of the task confronting the administration. Who are the terrorists? Where
are they located? Who supports them? Where are their targets? What means
will they use? How long will the terrorists persist? Other problems, such as the
farm problem and the energy problem, which have troubled policy-makers for
years, pale in comparison to the world terrorism problem.

Many of the problems that are acted on by governments are really private
problems, To a large extent, the micropolitical level of politics discussed in the
chapter “The Policy-Makers and Their Environment” focuses on private prob-
lems. Private bills passed by Congress that apply only to the persons named in
them deal with private problems, such as immigration-law difficulties. Much
of the time of many members of Congress and their staffs is also devoted to
“cagework,” providing assistance to individual constituents in their personal
problems with administrative agencies. This activity does help “humanize”
governmet by making it more responsive 10 the problems of private citizens.

This review leads to the question “Why are some matters, apart from their
scope or effect on soclety, seen as public problems requiring governmental
action while others are not?” Some answers to this question are provided in the
following discussion of the policy agenda and the process of agenda setting.

W The Palicy Agenda
One frequently reads about dernands being made by this group or that

individual or some public official for action by a governmental body on some
problem, whether it be rough streeis or crime therein, disintegration of the
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iz;rrlllix c;rdwaste and fraud in defense contracting. Of the thousands and thou
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S b: pc;i icy-makers choose to or feel compelled to act on, or at least
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guishable from political dema 1 s
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2 }%andg ﬂit;r:s,sc\;\;lr’;hﬁsome matt;rs being considered more urgent or presfing
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. € . genda status and
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s issue arises when a public wi
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do abou SL cflr:;::easn issue, In recent years important public issues have
inclu rs as prayer in public schools, illegal d ic, 1
immigration, research on and treatmen e e st
, t of AIDS, and how th i
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such as the international trade deficit or the building of 2

streets. Other issues,
new convention center in a city, will appear only on the national and a Jocal

agenda, respectively.

The systemic agenda is essentially a discussion agenda. Most of the items
on it will be general or abstract rather than specific or detailed. Mary of these
stems will “go nowhere,” so far as governmental action is concerned. To have a
chance to be acted upon, 2 problemn will have to be moved to an institutional
or governmental agenda.

An institutional or governmental agenda includes the problems to which
legislators or other public officials feel obliged to give active and serious atten-
tion. Many of the issues or problems that draw the attention of legislative
or administrative policy-makers are not likely to be widely discussed by the
general public. The public’s cognizance of policy issues is often rather low;
awareness and information are mostly confined 1o a narrow segment of the
public, that is, to the “attentive public.” The latter may have strong interests
in particular issues and access 1o specialized sources of information. Many of
the issues that are handled by legislatures involve minor legislation or make
technical or incremental changes in current laws, and are essentially unknown
to rank-and-file citizens. They are likely to go unreported by the general news
media.

Because policy decisions can be made at a variety of points in the political
system, there ave also several institutional agendas. At the national level
one can identify legislative, executive, adrninistrative, and judicial agendas.
An institutional agenda is basically an action agenda and thus will be more
specific and concrete in content than a systemic agenda. Whereas crime in the
streets may be of systemic concerm, Congress will be confronted with more
fully developed proposals for action in this policy area, such as a program of
financial aid to local law-enforcement agencies or a proposal for constructing
additional prisons. Appearance on af snstitutional agenda does not guaraniee
that a topic will be acted upon, although it clearly increases its chances.
professor John W. Kingdon makes 2 useful distinction between subjects on the
governmental (or institutional) agenda that are getting attention and those on.
the "decision” agenda, which “are up for an active decision.”®

Institutional agenda items range from mandatory to discretionary.’’ Much

congressional time is devoted to considering matters it is required {or strongly
expected) to handle, including the reauthorization of current public programs
(such as the foreign-aid and Head Start programs); the president’s budget
requests; and, for the Senate, approval of treaties and presidential appoint-
menis. Other itemns, notably proposals for new Jegislation, whether originating
with members, pressure groups, administrative agencies, or other sources, are
more discretionary. Congressional leaders and members exercise more control
over whether these will be taken up for consideration and decision.
Discretionary items are classifiable as minor and major. Many bills passed
by Congress make technical or incremental changes in existing policies. Some
of them emerge from policy subsystems. Most receive little coverage by the

media. Readers likely are not tamniliar with the Sonny Bono Copyright Term

The Agenda-Setting Process 89

E:;tzr;s;}?: SAC‘,:L Passed by Congress in 1998, it extends the length of copyrights
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How, then, do problems reach the
: A , agendas of governmental iza-
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or John Kingdon.”® In an analysis that has capti
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mostly independent streams of activi D ey
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The problems stream consists of matters on which polic::y players, }?ni:;
inside or outside of the government, would like to secure action. In the he It
area, for instance, people may be worried about the cost of health c;rfe, accore
to c;are, the adequacy of disease-prevention programs, or the need for m
biomedical research. ] . ]

The policy-proposals stream COMPrISes possible solutions for problems.
Public officials, congressional comimittee staffs, bureaucr;ti, acac}fx}ncs,tg.r;;g

ives, sals, “They each have their pet 1
representatives, and others develop propo ; ]
orpaxes to grind; they float their ideas up and the ideas bubble ax:lmnd 1:; ken

i it i some ideas or proposals are

olicy communities. In a selection process, ¢ : !
ier:riof.;sly and others are discarded.”?® Solutions that survive Zwmt ]Eroblex%i
i i ccording to Kingdon, those Wi
to which to attach themselves. Sometimes, & ; h
i be solved with them. Mass transt
“et” solutions look for problems that can : ) 1
hgts been proposed to redress several problems, including energy supply, traffic
congestion, and air pollution. ] ] )
'%he politics stream includes such items as election results, changes in
presidential administrations, swings in public moods, anfd pres:u:tegig;;ug
campaigns. Occasionally, these three streams confvergt; aruit or af s l()) v ,to
. w ; N
i i i that is, “an opportunity for advocates ol p als ¢
policy window is open, , : ' es of proposste ol
i i h attention to their special pr
ush their pet solutions, or to pust | 3
Eecome available. Sometimes the window opens predlctablly, a;lw;}éen a law
comes up for renewal; in other instances, it happens Pnpredlctt}? y.mmlcm1 -
i X ake agenda setting a rather
Kingdon's theory appears to m ] pmdom o
; timing and luck, Without denying tha
chancy process; much depends upon 4 : hout Aoy e
jmi i enda setting, especially for larg
timing and Iuck play a part in agenae : ree o bas
i i i more predictable, manipulable,
changes in public policy, the process 1s redic le, an
ordefly than he implies. Following is an alternative W?Nb()f agendat 'f;nfl;%.the
i i d issues will be competl
At any given time, many problems arn b '
attentionyof public officials, who will also have the.n' owIl Preferreddlcietai ut;)
push. Only a portion of these problems will succeed in secuxing agen a status,
however, because officials lack the time, resources, interest, mf?r_*matlon, osr
will to c;msider many of them, Agenda building is thl:ls a competitive proce;a,
and a number of factors can determine swhether an issue gets on an agenda,
including how the problem at issue is defined.

FIGURE 3.2
Kingdon’s Agenda-Setting Maodel
Problem Stream

Y

Policy Stream Policy .
4 Window

Politics Stream
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One factor is suggested by political scientist David B. Truman, who says
that interest groups seek to maintain themselves in a state of reasonable equi-
librium and that if anything threatens this condition, they react accordingly.

‘When the equilibrium of a group (and the equilibrium of its participant
individuals) is seriously disturbed, various kinds of behavior may ensue. If
the disturbance is not too great, the group’s leaders will make an effort to
restore the previous balance. . . . This effort may immediately necessitate
recourse to the government. Other behaviors may occur if the disturbance
is serious to the point of disruption.?

Thus, American steel producers and shoe manufacturers, seeing cheaper im-
ported steel and shoes as contrary to a satisfactory price and profit situation,
seek Hmitations on imports. Companies threatened by unfriendly takeovers
have likewise sought governmental restrictions on corporate acquisitions.
Moreover, when one group gets what it wants from government, this gain may
cause a reaction by other groups, as with organized labor’s continued efforts
to secure first the repeal of and then modifications to some of the restrictions
in employee relations and collective bargaining imposed on them by the
Taft-Hartley Act of 1947. For years, automobile manufacturers were similarly
successful in delaying imposition of fuel-economy standards set by legisla-
tion on energy conservation. Interest groups thus successfully strive to place
issues on an institutional agenda, but by no means do they account for all
issues achieving agenda status.

Political leadership is another important factor in setting agendas. Political
leaders, whether motivated by thoughts of political advantage, the public inter-
est, or their political reputations, may seize upon problems, publicize them,
and propose solutions. Of particular importance here is the president because
of his prominent role as an agenda setter in American politics. Presidents
can use the State of the Union, the budget, and special messages to set the
congressional agenda. Media events may accormpany these messages and bring
them to the attention of the general public as well, Presidential initiative here
tends to be limited by the notion that Congress can handle only a few major
initiatives at a time. Jimmy Carter was criticized for flooding Congress with
legislative proposals and thereby reducing his effectiveness as a legislative
leader. In contrast, Ronald Reagan successfully focused on tax cuts and
expenditure reductions during his initial year in office.

In his study of presidential agenda setting, Professor Paul Light found that
in selecting major domestic issues on which to advocate action, presidents are
motivated by three primary considerations.”® The first is electoral benefits,
which are especially important during a president’s first term. Certain issues
are seen as critical to electoral success and as vital in building and maintain-
ing electoral coalitions. There is also a feeling that issues stressed during a
campaign should be acted on. The second concern is historical achievement.
Because history surrounds the office, and the Washington community and
others constantly compare presidents, a president often becomes mindful of
greatness, of his place in history. Issues are singled out that the presidents want
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Governmental entities often serve as agenda setters for one another The
case of highway speed limits s a good example, In 1974, as an energy-saving
measure, Congress adopted the National Maximum Speed Law, which stipu-
lated that states would lose some federal highway funds it they did not reduce
their speed limits to 55 miles per hour: This put the speed-limit issues on the
agendas of state legislatures; S5-miles-an-hour speed limits Sprung up across
the nation. More agenda setting on speed limits occurred in the Iate 1980s,
when Congress permitted the speed limit on rural interstate highways to rise
to 65, and again in 1995, when the maximum speed law was repealed,

Supreme Court decisions have often helped put items on the congressional
agenda.® Congress has tried (unsuccessfully) to overcome the Court's decision
that prayer in public schoals is unconstitutional by proposing a constitutional
amendment. Several provisions have also been included in legislation to
restrict use of federal funds to pay for abortions as a consequence of the Court’s
decision in Roe v. Wade (see the Budget Execution section in the “Budgeting
and Pubtic Policy” chapter). More frequently, Court decisions interpreting and
applying legislation trigger congressional responses to overcome their effects.
The Civil Rights Act of 1991 offset several Court decisions that had made it more
difficult for job discrimination victims to successfully sue for damages.

Ttems may achieve agenda status and be acted upon as a result of some
sort of crisis, natural disaster, or sensational event, such as a hurricane or an
airplane disaster.*® Such an event serves to dramatize an issue and attract wide
attention, causing public officials to feel compelled to respond. There may be
awareness, discussion, and continuing advocacy of action on some matter, but
without broad interest being stirred, some sort of “triggering” event seems
needed to push the matter onto a policy agenda for decision.3¢

Thus, the Soviet launching of the first Sputnik into orbit in 1957 helped push
space research and exploration onto the policy agenda in the United States,
notwithstanding the Eisenhower administration’s initial professed lack of con-
cern about this accomplishment. The attack by Islamic terrorists on the World
Trade Center towers in New York City and the Pentagon in Washington, DC,
elevated terrorism to the top of the national agenda. For a time domestic issues
—immigration, health care, bankruptcy, energy—were shouldered aside as
national officials enacted legislation on terrorism and its consequences. Events
of the magnitude of the tervorist attack that cause concern to intensify are rare,

Protest activity, which may include actual or threatened violence, is another
means by which problems may be brought to the attention of policy-makers
and put on a policy agenda.*” During the 1960s, such actions as the sit-in
movement, the voters' rights march in Selma, Alabama (and the brutal reaction
by the Selma police), and the 193 march on Washington helped keep civil-
rights issues at the top of the national policy agenda. Riots in many northern
cities were also contributory. In more recent years, groups concerned with
women’s rights have utilized various kinds of demonstrations in their efforts
to move their concerns onto policy agendas, and with some success. Gays,
lesbians, and antiabortion protesters have also taken to the streets and engaged
in protest activities to call attention to their problems.
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Some problems or issues attract the attention of the communications
media and, through their reportage, either can be converted into agenda items
or, the more likely result, if already on an agenda, be given meore salience. A
classic example is the highly colored and often inaccurate reporting of the
Pulitzer and Hearst newspapers in the 1890s in making Spain’s treatment of
its colonies, particularly Cuba, 2 major issue and thus doing much to cause the
United States eventually to declare war on Spain.*® More recently, the media
helped make nuclear safety a continuing concern by extensive coverage of such
major events as the meltdown at the Three Mile Island nuclear-power plant
in Pennsylvania in 1979 and the explosion of a nuclear reactor at Chernobyl in
the Soviet Ukraine in 1986, as well as lesser nuclearsafety incidents.

Whether the news media are motivated by a desire to “create” news, report
all that is newsworthy, stimulate sales, or serve the public interest is not the
question here, Whatever their motives, as important opinion shapers they help
structure policy agendas. Although notions about proper news-media opera-
tions and the compelling force of some events limit somewhat the discretion
the media have in selecting the events (the “news”) they bring to the public’s
attention, they nonetheless do have much leeway. The media do not so much
tell people and policy-rakers what to think as they do what to think about.

Changes in statistical indicators also produce awareness of problems and
help move them onto agendas.’® Governmental agencies and others regularly
collect data on: many activities and events, such as consumer prices, the foreign-
trade balance, highway deaths, disease rates, infant-mortality rates, and
industrial-accident rates. Health-care cost containment has been an important
issue in Washington because statistics indicate that the costs of health care are
rising rapidly. Conversely, as the rate of increase in the consumer price index
remained low in the 1990s, so, too, did public concern about inflation. Although
the Federal Reserve Board continued to worry about inflation (reflecting
its policy orientation), most Washington officials became more interested in
other problems.

Political changes, including election results, changes in administrations,
and shifts in the public mood, may make possible moving onio an agenda items
that previously were unlikely candidates for inclusion.”® Iyndon Johnson's
landslide election in 1964, together with the election of favorable majorities in
both houses of Congress, opened the doors for enacting a flood of social-
welfare legislation, These doors partly closed two years later when the voters,
reacting negatively to the administration’s ventures in Vietpam, turned many
of Johnson's supporters out of office. Political change can also reduce the
agenda opportunities for some items. The Reagan administration’s preference
for cutbacks in the government’s role in society made major new spending
and regulatory programs difficult to obtain, and few were proposed. The
Republican takeover of Congress in 1995 brought to the fore many proposals
for reducing or eliminating national government programs.

Finally, items may gain agenda status in rather arcane or peculiar ways.
Take the instance of occupational safety and health. Robert Hardesty, one of
President Lyndon Johnson's speechwriters, had a brother whe worked in
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effective in keeping gun control off legislative agendas, even though public-
opinion surveys indicate widespread public support for gun control.

Also of use in understanding why some problems, or potential problems,
such as increasing income inequality in the United States, do not achieve
agenda status is the concept of nondecision. This is discussed in the following

section.

Nondecisions

Nondecision-making is defined by Professors Peter Bachrach and
Morton S. Baratz as “a means by which demands for change in the existing
allocation of benefits and privileges in the community can be suffocated before
they are even voiced; or kept covert; or killed before they gain access to the rel-
evant decision-making arena; or failing ali these things, maimed or destroyed
in the decision-implementing stage of the policy process.”*! Problems may be
kept off a systemic or institutional agenda in various ways. At the local level,
particularly, force may be utilized, as in the South during the 1950s and 1960s
by white groups to stifle black demands for equal rights. Another possibility is
that prevailing values and beliefs—political culture—may alse operate to deny
agenda status to problems or policy alternatives. Our beliefs about private
property and capitalism kept railroad nationalization from ever becoming
a real agenda item—even late in the nineteenth and early in the twentieth
centuries, when railroad policy was being developed—except when facets of
railroad operations, such as passenger service (witness Amtrak), became
unprofitable for private enterprise.

A third possibility is suggested by Professor E. E. Schattschneider. "The
crucial problem in politics,” he states, “is the management of confiict. No
regime could endure that did not cope with this problem. All politics, all
leadership, all organization invelves the management of conflict. All conflict
allocates space in the political universe. The consequences of conflict are so
jimportant that it is inconceivable that any regime would survive without
making an attempt to shape the system.” To survive, then, political leaders
and organizations must prevent problems or issues that would threaten their
existence from reaching the political arena (that is, from achieving agenda
status). The kinds of problems that they resist will depend upon what kinds of
leaders and organizations they are—whether, for example, they are conserva-
tive Republicans or independent commissions. They will, in any case, resist
considering some problems, for, as Schattschneider contends, "all forms of
political organization have a bias in favor of the exploitation of some kinds of
conflicts and the suppression of others because organization is the mobiliza-
tion gg Bias. Some issues are organized into politics while others are organized
out.”

In studying public policymaking it is important to know why some prob-
lems are dealt with and others are neglected or suppressed. Recall that public
policy is determined not onty by what government does do but also by what it
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deliberately does not do. Take the situation of migratory farm workers, wh
problems usually receive short shrift from public officials. Why? What ;10 o
answer to this question tell us about who gets what and why iérom the ?)S]ian
procszss? Is the-neglect of migrant workers at least partly due to nondec};siof-l)f
rnakmg_? .Notw1thstanding the somewhat imprecise nature of the concept of
nondecision, it has utility for analyzing the policy process. e

The Loss of Agenda Status

Problems that may reach agendas may also, of co i
agendas. Action may be taken on a problem, or a decisionurrnsgyrfgles ﬁapgzrnﬁo.f :;
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la}tlon imposing user charges was enacted, howevey, the issue quickly fell fri
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probl-ems‘:, or people becoming accustomed to a condition and no lon e%
labeling it a problem (as happened in the case of noise caused by the I clEg
of Conf:orde airplanes around Washington, DC). Y e
Caul;:shr;ima;:taliith CAntht;)rlly Downs suggests that an "issue-attention cycle”
causes son vall?y blte uprracii ot;r:ns to fade from public view.”® The cycle has five

1. Th.e pli:-problem stage‘. At this time a quite undesirable social condition
exists but has not received much public notice. Some specialists and
interest groups may have become concerned about it.

2, Alarr.ned discovery and euphoric enthusiasm. Something causes the
public to b'ecorne aware of and alarmed about the problem, There is a
strong desire to quickly solve the problem, which reflects ﬂ;e notion that
most obstacles to improverment are external. Hence, the sclution does y t
appear to necessitate fundamental change in societj’(. "

3. Real_lzation of the cost of significant progress. Awareness spreads that
solving the problem will entail high costs. People realize that part of the
problem st.ems from arrangements, such as the millions of cars that
cause traffic congestion, that benefit many people. The nation’s most
pressing socia] problems usually involve intended or unconscicus
exploitation of one social group by another,
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Two Cases in Agenda Setting
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g;gsulatory activity to protect miners was first undertaken l‘)y th-e stat.e with
governments early in the twentieth century.®® Because of dissatisfaction
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the ineffectiveness of state regulation, however, federal regulation was sought
by miners and their supporters. After decades of struggle, Congress enacted
the Coal Mine Safety Act of 1952,

Enforcement of the act was entrusted to the Bureau of Mines (this agency
was abolished in 1996) in the Department of the Interior. The bureau, which
also had responsibility for promoting the economic well-being of the mining
industry, was often criticized as being too responsive to the mine owners’
interests. Frequent accidents and deaths continued to occur in the coal
mines, For neatly two decades nothing really effective was done to strenpgthen
policy on mine safety, even though technology was available to improve
safety conditions without a major decline in production. One reason for the
inactivity was that underground coal mining is concentrated in a few areas
of the country, such as West Virginia and southern Illinois, and most people
are both relatively unaffected by and unaware of the miners’ problems. Also,
mine union leaders were more interested in economic issues.

This situation changed, however, on November 20, 1968, when an
explosion occurred at the Consolidation Coal Company's No. 9 mine in
Farmington, West Virginia, Seventy-nine miners were trapped below the
surface, and all died before rescue workers could reach them. This major
tragedy, well reported by the national news media, focused the nation’s
attention on the miners' plight, including not only explosions and other
accidents but also black-lung disease, caused by continued inhalation of coal
dust. Demanding remedies, the miners staged protest meetings, engaged in
wildcat strikes, and conducted other activities, including 2 march on the
West Virginia state capitol. In March 1969, the West Virginia legislature
enacted legislation providing compensation for victims of black-lung disease.

The miners and their leaders continued to press for national legislation
as well, repeatedly threatening a nationwide coal strike if action was not
fortheorning. President Nixen responded by sending Congress a special
message, along with a draft bill, on coal-mine safety. The bifl was stronger
than one proposed a year earlier, prior to the explosion, by President
Johnson. In October 1969, the Senate passed 2 mine-safety bill by a 73 to 0
vote, and a few weeks later the House did so by a 389 to 4 vote, Signed into
law by President Nixom, the federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1969

provided for health standards and stronger safety standards for mines
and authorized a black-lung compensation program. The Bureau of
Mines continued to have responsibility for enforcing the health and
safety standards.™

Mine safety did not drop off the congressional agenda with the adoption
of the new law, however, as frequently happens in such matters, although
it did become less salient. Interested members of Congress continued to
monitor the mine-safety act’s enforcement by the Burean of Mines, which
was criticized as being too responsive to the mining industry, too willing to
irade safety for more production, and generally lax in enforcing the law.
Early in 1973, several bills providing for transfer of mine safety away from
the Bureau of Mines were introduced in Congress. Before action could be
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ts for diseases. Right-to-
ibute to the development of new trejatmen g
Z?‘Lll?;s who have been joined by some environmental groups, favor an across
: i tinues.
- d ban on human cloning. The controversy con ]
e gzxtically modified farm plants, made POSSI:}T by Fleclc;lml:i»ﬁlathn; ll?nlzlf
i i mmercially available -
research and experimentation, became co v e s
i i dverse weather conditions, and p 3
1990s. Resistant to plant diseases, & e e,
i d soy beans grow faster and yl
these transgenic plants such as corn and ¢ : e o ing them
i i he companies developing and 41 :
They promise large profits to t e 1 for
i rters say they have great p .
and to farmers growing them. Suppo B B ot
X however, see a dark side
i asing the world's food supply. Others, howe C
g;zzr?d gcrops fearing they may have unantlmpaided advers; efc;zl;gx&a;lmaz%
: i ferring to producis made
humaan consequences, sometimes e s 1 o e e
! cos have banmed their importation.
“frankenfoods.” European countries don. I o
sculture, the Food and Drug
ited States, the Department of Agricu , od and 1 -
gz:; and the Environmenta) Protection Agency shar.e Junschcéwn to ;gf:?::lce :
safe,ty of transgenic crops. Critics, including the National Academy o A
question the adequacy of the agencies’ efforts.

The Official Policy-Makers

Official policy-makers have the legal authorbi'y t:l engt;ge 11; :geaiirrr::;
i i have the legal authorl
ion of public policy. (Of course, some who ! C
ﬁ??act Ee sign?ﬁcantly influenced by others, such as ?npoﬂant.c?ltjs?ntt;:;lt;cl);
pressure groups.) These snclude legislators, executives, administrators,
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judges. Each performs policymaking tasks that are at least somewhat function-
ally different from those of the others.

It is useful to differentiate between primary and supplementary policy-
makers. Primary policy-makers have direct constitutional authority to act;
for example, Congress does not have to depend upon other government units
for authorization to enact legislation. Supplementary policy-makers, such as
national administrative agencies, however, operate on the basis of authority
granted by others (primary policy-makers). This puts secondary policy-makers
in a dependency relationship. Administrative agencies, such as the Federal
Trade Commission and the Bureau of Land Management, that derive their
operating authority from congressional legislation will typically need to be
responsive to congressional interests and reguests. Congress may retaliate
against unresponsive agencies by imposing restrictions on their authority
or reducing their budgets. On the other hand, Congress has litile need to be
solicitous about agency interests.

The following survey of official palicy-rakers is intended to convey a notion

of their general role in policy formation, not to catalogue all their powers,
activities, and impacts.

Legislatures The easy response to the guestion “What do legislatures

do?” is that they legislate—that is, they are engaged in the

central political tasks of lawmaking and policy formation in a political system.

1t cannot be assumed, however, that a legislature, merely because it bears that

formal designation, actually has independent decision-making functions. This

is a matter to be determined by empirical investigation rather than by recourse
to definition.

Unlike those in most other countries, legislatures at all levels in the United
States do typically legislate in an independent decisional sense. At the national
level, policies on such matters as taxation, civil rights, social welfare, consumer
protection, economic regulation, and environmental protection tend to be
shaped in substantial degree by Congress through the enactment of substan-
tive and appropriations legislation. The committee and subcommittee system
and legislative norms {accepted rules of conduct) encouraging members to
concentrate on particular policy areas have provided Congress with its own
policy specialists. Specialization, in turn, gives members more opportunity
to influence policy in their areas of expertise, whether tax policy, welfare pro-
grams, or banking regulation.

The capacity of Congress to engage effectively in policymaking has been
much enhanced by its expanded staff assistance. As the issues that members
are called upon to resolve become more complex, so their need for technical
and expert assistance becomes greater. Congressional staff assistance falls into
three categories:

1. Personal staff- These people work for the individual members of

Congress, either in Washington or in their home districts and states.

More than 11,000 persons serve as staff aides to members. The average

House member has a full-time staff of fourteen; senators’ staffs are
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typically larger. Some staffers handle routine oEE‘ice t?.uties and o
constituency matters; others have important legislative res:ponsxblhlnes.
Legislative assistants, for instance, write speeches, draft bms, monitor
committee hearings, negotiate with other staffs a‘nd 1obb3‘nsts, sleggest
policy initiatives, and otherwise assist members in handling their
policymaking respensibilities. .
2. Committee and subcommittee staffs: Members of th.ese staffs proliferated
in the past two or three decades and now number in the th?usands.
The professional members of committee staffs, usually sub]ec_t-ma:tter
experts, often have much influence on the develc?pmer‘lt of leglslatlfcén;l
drafting bills, developing political support, »}forkmg with agency offici s,
fashioning compromises on disputed provisions, and the: hke.:. A .
committee’s staff is divided between the majority :a\nd minority m‘ern er's,
with the majority getting the lion's share. C:.)mp-lamts that com.mntee
staffs had become too large and were contributing to congre?,smnal o
inefficiency culminated in action in 1995 by the: new Republican majority
to reduce by one-third the size of House committee staffs.

3. Institutional staff: Agencies providing information services to Congress
snclude the Congressional Research Service (pfart of the Library of ol
Congress), the Government Accountability Office, and the Con'gressm
Budget Office. These agencies, which are expected to perform in a
nonpartisan and objective manner, provide members of Congress "
with research studies, policy evaluations, and budgetar.'y data... 1—"xn05 Er
agency, the Office of Technology Assessment, was abolished in 1995 by

Congress. . -

This extensive staff assistance strengthens the policymaklr}g capaca.‘tx of C(?n-
gress and reduces its dependency upon others—the executive, admu;:stran:e
agencies, and interest groups—for information. Also, so'me staff men':: oe‘;‘lsd rﬁ: g}:
act as policy entrepreneurs, scouting fox-' matters on. wh_lch Coﬁgrgss ule &
islate or problems that might be investigated, or working to hin ;elr pr patoﬁ
with which they disagree. Some members of CongFess, especial yhselcl1 ﬁes,
overburdened with committee and subcommittee ass1gnm‘ents or other duties,
smay become overly dependent upon staff a_nd. be.come their caPuves. ut

Democratic government in meodern soc1et-1es is representa;c:ve golvc:-srmz: on:
Only in small communities can people directly govern themselves.

sequently, at the national level, democratic theory assigns o Congress the task

i heir
i i TTAIT]! TOCEeSSs, People expect
Of repr eSentlIlg the people n the EOVE] g P g ' t !

atives io allocate benefits (public buildings, ; esearch fac
:;E;;:Stimﬂueir districts and states; to assist them in resolving 'ﬁlelr dlfflrcrzltlxlllt;is;
with Social Security, veterans' benefits, and regulatory and ot agngove mment
programs; and to represent their interests in the course of m ng ptﬁatyi's .
matters both large and small. It is this third aspect of representation

in this book.
con]i:r:nz:gig legislation, the members of Congress try to takeb ;:iar? (zfe rsetsr;tse
and local interests as well as promote broad national or public In .
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Former Speaker of the House Thomas (“Tip”) O'Neill often said that “all pol-
itics are local.” Some critics allege that many of the members of Congress
are much too caught up in local, or parochial, interests, acting more as local
ambassadors than nationa) legislators, Certainly, many members of Congress
do experience many demands and pressure from some of their constituents
and narrowly based interests. However, they are also under pressure from the
White House and from congressional leaders to act on behalf of more general
and national interests. As a result, members find themselves squeezed between
conflicting demands, Professor Walter A. Rosenbaum portrayed the effects of
this condition on energy policymaking in this manner: “Thus, representatives
and Senators must fashion a national energy policy within a vortex of compet-
ing political powers and pressures: national interest versus local interests, and
commitments to party or congressional leaders versus loyalty to local power
centers.”** Legislators, of course, also have their own values and policy prefer-
ences to think about in making decisions.

Congressional representation of the people on the whole is uneven. The
politically active, the powerful, and the well-to-do are more likely to have their
needs and interests responded to than are the politically quiescent, the weak,
and the poor or disadvantaged. These and other factors—such as the pounding
Congress has taken on radic and television talk shows and the perception that
it has not dealt adequately with major problems such as medical care and the
drug traffic—have generated cynicism and distrust toward Congress and
the government. In a nationwide opinion survey taken in 1999, 75 percent of
the respondents agreed with the statement that the government “is run by a
few big interests looking out for themselves.” Only 43 percent believed that the
government paid at least some attention “to what the people think when it
decides what to do.”*®

In the states, the legislature’s role often varies with the type of issue. Many
state legislatures, because of their limited sessions, rather “amateur” member-
ship, and inadequate staff assistance, often cannot act with much indepen-
dence on complex, technical legislative matters. They may simply enact bills
agreed upon elsewhere. In a fairly typical case several years ago, the Texas leg-
islature passed a law on pooling (or unitization) for the commeon development
of oil fields. It was introduced after being agreed to and drafted by representa-
tives of the major and independent petroleum producers’ organizations and
enacted with little change; the legislature did not really have the capacity to do
otherwise, On other issues, such as criminal legislation, the legislature clearly
does “legislate.” It does not require any special skills to make decisions, for
exarnple, on the penalty for embezzlement or autemebile theft, Such questions
do not admit of scientific or technical determination.

The British Parliament has been said merely to consent to laws that are
originated by political parties and interest groups, drafted by civil servants,
and steered through the House of Commons by “the government” (the prime
minister and the cabinet). This view, however, is oversimplified. The gov-
ernment usually gets what it wants from Commons partly because it knows
what Commons will accept and requests only measures that are accepiable.
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Conversely, what is recornmended by the government helps make it acceptable
to its members in Commeons. In the course of approving legislation, Commons
performs the vital functions of deliberating, scrutinizing, criticizing, and pub-
licizing governmental policies and activities and. their implications for the
public. The legislative process in Congress also performs these functions.

To conclude, legislators are more important in policy formation in demo-
cratic than in authoritarian countries. In the latter, the legislature may simply
be a form of political theater used to convey the impression of public repres-
entation in policymaking. In the demeocratic category, legislatures generally
have a larger role in presidential systemns (like the United States) than in
parliamentary systems (like Great Britain). Some countries, such as Oman and
Saudi Arabia, have no legislature; public policies are executive or monarchic
products handed down to the people.

‘We continue to live in an “executive-centered era,” in which
the effectiveness of government substantially depends
upon executive leadership and action in both the formation and execution
of policy. This is clearly true for the United States. Qur attention now turns to
the president.

The president’s authority to exercise legislative leadership is both clearly
established by the Constitution and legislation, and accepted as a practical and
political necessity. The fragmentation of authority in Congress stemming from
the committee system and the lack of strong party leadership generally renders
that body incapable of developing a comprehensive legislative program. In the
twenticth century, Congress came to expect the president to present to it a pro-
gram of proposed legislation. Whether the Congress does what the president
recommends is another matter The president cannot comimand Congress;
he can urge and persuade and appeal to the public for suppert, but he cannot
compel.

Presidents have varied in their success in dealing with Congress. A standard
measure of success is the percentage of votes won on issues in Congress on
which the president has taken a stand.?” This does not necessarily mean that
the legislation involved was enacted into law. In the past half-century, Lyndon
Johnson was most successful, winning 82 percent of the issues on which he
took a stand. Fimmy Carter, in contrast, had difficulty getting what he wanted
from Congress, even though his party controlled both houses. After getting
much of what he wanted during his initial year in office, Ronald Reagan’s suc-
cess rate declined to less than 50 percent in 1987-1988, when the Democrats
controlled both houses. This was the poorast presidential performance on this
measure in four decades.

In his single term in office, George Bush managed to prevail in 51 percent
of the issues on which he took a stand. Bill Clinton's relationship with Con-
gress, which was largely successful during his first two years in office, took a
nosedive in 1995 after the Republicans gained control of both houses of
Congress for the first time since 1954. Subsequently, Clinton's relationship with
Congress recovered somewhat, hovering in the 50 percent range.

The Executive
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TABLE 2.1

Executive Office of the President

White House Office
Council of Economic Advisers
Council on Environmental Quality
National Security Council
Office of Administration
Office of Management and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy
Office of Policy Development

Domestic Policy Council

National Economic Council
Office of Science and Technology Policy
Office of the United States Trade Representative

Source: United States Government Manual,

) Ge.orge ‘W. Bush took over the presidency following an election campaign
in which h«'a said much about being “a uniter, not a divider” and a bipartisan
leatfler. ang his first three years, he won on some 80 percent of the issues on
which his position was apparent. Some of his victories were bipartisan, but
more were due to a high degree of unity among congressional Republicar;s In
a Congress that became more polarized, and in which the Senate was un-der
Democratic control for part or all of his first two years, Bush did well.
Although- the presidency may be a lonely place, the president does not act
alone on policy matters. The Executive Office of the Prasident (EOP) comprises
e-;everal staff agencies whose raison d'étre is advising and assisting the president
in hal}dling his responsibilities, including development and implementation
of pOhC){ (see Table 2.1). The White House Office includes many personal aides
%md ad\:users, such as the chief of staff, the special assistant on national secur-
ity affairs, the press secretary, and the counsel to the president. The Office of
Manag-er-nent and Budget assists the president in preparing the annual budget
supervising expenditures, and managing the executive branch. Set up in 1947:
to help the president coordinate foreign, military, and domestic policies relat-
ing to .naﬁonal security, the National Security Council has become a major
play.er in developing and conducting foreign policy. The Council of Econor:ilic
{&dmsers., staffed by a handful of professional economists, provides the pres-
1dept with information and advice on issues of micro- and macroeconomic
policy. These agencies and other EOP units have taken shape in response to
e_xPanded presidential duties and responsibilities in recent decades. Collec-
txvely,. they have enhanced the president’s capacity to act, and ﬁequenﬂy to act
effectively, as a policy-maker.?® They help ensure that the president will maki
informed decisions, if not always wise decisions. )
Congress has delegated a substantial amount of policymaking authority
to the .president. Foreign-trade legistation gives the president discretionary
at{thonty to raise or lower tariff rates on imported goods. Presidents have used
this authority to significantly lower rates on most imports. The Taft-Hartley
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i i that
Act authorizes the president to intervene in 1abor—manz}gex}13nt dlsl?uteshave
threaten the national health and safety. Such presidential mtervenn:slil:l e
been infrequent, however, because they tend to be both controve

e i i f er came with the Economic
most extensive delegation ol pow! :
e A ich gave the president a blank check to impose

Stabilization Act of 1970, wh ve th sident a blank check 10
wage and price controls for combating inflation. Pr n sadd e &

i i would not use it if it were grante L
ggzga?}:et};itiugfm;? :tfﬁ'xomy and its importance for hist ]:eele?::;‘d};;
is mi d surprised the nation with a ninety-
su}')sequenﬂgr Ciznfsd;\ggu;? 1?37??Thisr§ecree was followed by systems fc_)r
fzgcx‘f:(:-l::ci%'; ar?d voluntary controls until the whole effort was abandoned in
s COngres:rf?;z;liiiérh;;ltiirisiﬁch often merge, the president hz_xs gre?.ter
conﬁfziféil authority and operating freedom than in dt?;‘nes:il:l 1};2 dl:f_
i licy of the United States is largely a product of presi enkn der-
FO'I‘ClgnéZ’O tion, American policy toward Vietnam, as we well- know, >
e an ?;fl 1 r;asidents in office batween 1950 and 1975. Tl}e decm?n to si}ti
oA aig friendly relations with the People’s Republic of Ch_ma in the
oanly 03:51 was President Nixon's, and the decision to go _to war with Ira.q u;
bl ;resident George W. Bush’s. Much of foreign policy is the dornzildn Zs
%l?g i::ﬁzlsltive not ouly in the United States but also elsewhere in the world,
i i te. ]
o a ree thf cll\;[::‘ii{; E‘[;ztuc;;r?(g:;;ss has sought to expa?d itsrolein for]i]:gl];
0111;1"’-;;1; manifes'tation was the War Powers Resolution of 1973, whid
P .

. .5
e Vietnam War. Enacted over President Nixons veto, the

timulated by th > : Ni to. tne
;Zzzliltion requires the president to consult with Congress in "every D

instance” involving use of American armed forces_ in hostile ;}tt::ti:lril;.g'l;gz
i st report to Congress within forty-le1ght ho_urs e
Pl‘eSldeIIl} lin:s Congress provides otherwise, military action mus > ed
fot(;iiL si:?t; to ninety days. Presidents have bBEI.J. highly c:rn-:lca:1 :ﬁ ihzit;ezgm-
tion as an improper intrusion in theu; 9con.stltutlonal c:ima;l}i: o ok
liance with it has been spotty at best. Congx:ess was also o ments
o opositi the Reagan administration’s military and f-u?anm. invi ats
?P%Oei:;z?;?nerica No longer can presidents count on bipartisan support fo
in .

i i fter
military and foreign-policy actions as they could in the first decs;;l: ;;et;?;ez ter
World War I1. By no means is Congress simply a rubber stamp
initiatives. The following Somali case is illustrative. - president George

In carly December 1992, shortly before he left office,

Bush sent several thousand U.S. troops to Soma:lia 23\3 part of a mglg:;tgz
o ngtar ffort to relieve famine in that nation. He explaine h
humanltmal;? sent only to ensure that food supplies were moved to ':c e
tio:\.?isn W;z:plzfr'zﬁe troops would not be used to “dictate polinscal c;lu;:ior::asﬂ ;);
:oafeenggage in hostilities.” Subsequf:nﬂy, the clzopduc?f c;f E[}]l:f o:nnllnatd; paon
became the responsibility of the Clinton admm_lstra- i écemakers O e,

ities did erupt. In June 1993, twenty-three Pakistani pe
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Four U.8. soldiers were killed in August when their vehicle struck a land mine.
Then, early in October, eighteen U.S. soldiers died and scores more were
wounded during a botched raid on a Somali warlord. (This was the basis for
the movie Black Hawk Down.)

As these events occurred, Congressional support for the Somali mission
dissipated and Congress, with strong bipartisan support, began to consider
legislation calling for the withdrawal of the American troops. So pressured,
President Clinton announced that the roops wpuld be withdrawn by March
31, 1994. He and Congress were then able to agree on a compromise that was
enacted into law. The legislation provided that no funds could be used for
military operations in Somalia after March 31, 1994, unless authorized by Con-
gress. However, funds could be used after that date to support protection of
American diplomatic facilities and citizens. All troops were to be under U.S.
rather than United Nations control. Several days before the March 31 deadline,
almost all of the U.S. troops departed from Somalia.

Reflective of the important policymaking role of the American executive is
that in evaluating an executive—whether the president, a governor, or a mayor
—our emphasis is on policymaking rather than administrative accomplish-
ments. Presidents, for their part, are more interested in policy initiation and
adoption rather than administration because policies enable presidents to
build policies more visible and measurable records of achievement.

Administrative Administrative systems throughout the world differ in
Agencies such characteristics as size, complexity, hierarchic organ-

ization, and degree of autonomy from the other branches
of government. Although it was once common doctrine in political science
that administrative agencies only carried into effect, more or less auto-
matically, policies determined by the “political” branches of government, now
it is axiomatic that politics and administration are inseperable, and that
administrative agencies are often significantly involved in the formation of
public policies. This is particularly apparent, given the concept of policy as
encompassing what government actually does over time concerning a problem
or situation.

Administration can make or break a law or policy that was made elsewhere.
In the eighteenth century, Catherine II of Russia decreed that a large part
of the institution of serfdom was to be abolished. However, the landowning
aristocracy, which really controlled the administration of the government, was
largely able to prevent this decision’s implementation. In the United States, the
effectiveness of state and national pollution-control laws has often besn
blunted by heel-dragging and inadequate enforcement by the administering
agencies.

Especially in complex, industrial societies, the technicality and complexity
of many policy matters, the need for continuing control of matters, and
legislators’ lack of time and information have caused the delegation of much
discretfonary authority, which often includes extensive rule-making power,
to administrative agencies. Consequently, agencies make many decisions and

v




54 2 The Policy-Makers and Their Environment

issue many rules that have farreaching political and policy Bonsi%;eex;ctes.f
Tlustrations include the choice of most weapons systems lzﬁr th; dep; e
Defense, the development of airsafety re_gulanons by the te e;d ooy
Agency, the location of highways by state _hlghway dep-artrr;en s},‘jministration
lation of motor vehicles by the National Highway Traffic S;I ety uinistraton
and the Environmental Protection Agency. -Profes§or c?rman 1;1 Thoma
ts, “It is doubtful that any modern industrial society could 2
(t:ﬁ;n ;2?11; (;peraﬁon of its public affairs without ’Bblureaucrauc organizations in
i ici ior policymaking role.” '
wm}iﬁrﬁiﬁ?ﬁtﬁ?aieﬁzges I::re ayn jmportant source of 1eg§slatwe Propeo:;];
and ideas in the American political system. Because OE. their Zx;:{an;:: and
jalized knowledge, agency officials are able to identify needed c gthat
pure licies, perhaps to eliminate loopholes, as well as new problems, ai
?leﬁll}lgﬂ \?ic;w ar;: appropriate targets for legislation. Specific.: proposals to de N
mithe;uch r}mtters, including statutory language, may either be convfe}ile‘le
‘g’jrectly to Congress or channeled through the White House as part o
prej‘ld:z::iselseflsslstjstig;cl)frforgi)y and otherwise strive 3? Wil:k ‘z:l:cefprtar:;; t?;
legisition they favor or kill that which they oppose. gf&; :ta r;qissues‘
testify before congressional committees on legislative Znh ; t%l s
They provide requested information _to I.nembers anu etpd e P
ceches. Projects and federal grants-in-aid may be allocate ates and
SdI:i)stﬁcts with zn eye to building support for the agency. Many agen

larize contacts with Congress. The Depart-

ressional liaison offices to regular gress T
;?:ft of State, for example, has an assistant secretary for legislative affairs

Environmental Protection Agency has an associate administrator for congres-
i d intersovernmental relations. )
Smr’?lll;r; are aglso myriad informal contracts bet\fveerrl‘ the ‘age?ctli;sn 2?,?1
Congress. Much of this can accurately be called iabigmg:th the Stl:i.:;?z: nl e
; icati meone other than a

ission of a communication, by so the 1 ;
‘{C::ILS:: ;Swn behalf, directed to a governmental decxslon-makelz:‘ wuhc:l};g.olrllzﬁy
of influencing his decision.”® In years past, the Congressd afegclegiﬂaﬁon
become irritated about administrative lobbying and has a opdminisuaﬁve_
banning it.** This ban essentially has been ignored. Extensn.re‘ a e
congressional communication has become accepted as a legitimate p

policymaking process.

av a greater role in policy forma-
The Courts 1:;2: l‘él:nd;)nﬂ;ﬁ:%llﬁiel;l gtatﬁs. The courts, ntc:ab].yt:l};g
national and state appellate courts, ba_we often greatlyfa?flfzti:;;ﬁ re:ier:va ure
and content of public policy by exercising the Iiﬁwers of §
statutory interpretation in cases brought before _e‘rna-.‘l ety “following the
Judges are sometimes thought to be nonpolitical, md T ey
law" or previous decisions, but in fac't they are cften :ep a);t e,
involved in policy politics (as distinguished Erorr_l party % aﬁ)y e Dt
Their selection, whether by appointment or election, typi
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party affiliation and their policy preferences and values. Once in office, values
and preferences deeply affect their decisions.

Professors Robert Carp and Claude Rowland, in their exhaustive study of
federal district judges, found that judges appointed by President Iynden
Johnson, who deliberately appointed civil-rights supporters to the bench, in
actuality were considerably more likely to render pro-civil-rights decisions
than were judges appointed by Presidents Dwight Eisenhower and Richard
Nixon.?* That the Ronald Reagan and George Bush administrations took great
care to appoint staunch Republican conservatives to federal judgeships is
familiar recent history.*

Essentially, judicial review is the power of courts to determine the consti-
tutionality of actions by the legislative and executive branches, and to declare
them null and void if they are found to be in conflict with the Constitution,
Clearly, the Supreme Court was making policy when, in various cases before
1937, it held that no legislature, state or national, had constitutional authority
to regulate minimurn wages. After 1937, the Constitution was found (i.e., inter-
preted) to permit such legislation. Clearly, too, the Court has helped shape
public policy by holding that segregated school systems, official prayers in
public schools, and malapportionment of state legislatures are unconstitu-
tional. The course of policy is strongly affected by such decisions.

Although the Court has used its power of judicial review somewhat spar-
ingly, the very fact that it has such power may affect the policymaking activ-
ities of the other branches. Congress may hesitate to act on a matter if there
is expectation that its action will be found unconstitutional, State supreme
courts also have the power of judicial review but frequently have less discre-
tion in its exercise because most state constitutions are detailed and specific.

The courts are often called upon to interpret and decide the meaning of
statutary provisions that are ambiguiously or unclearly stated and open 16 on<
flicting interpretations. When a"couit dccepts oné intérpietation rather than
another; it gives effect to the policy preférerice of the winning party: In 1984, in
the Grove City case, the meaning or intent of Title IX of the 1972 Education Act
Amendments was at issue.*” This provision prohibited discrimination on the
basis of sex by educational institutions receiving federal aid “for any program
or activity.” Did this ban on discrimination apply to the entire institution being
aided, as many members of Congress and civil-rights groups contended? Or
did it apply only to the specific “program or activity” receiving funding, as the

Reagan administration argued? A majority on the Supreme Court took the
latter position, much restricting the effect of the 1972 statute and three other
civil-rights laws with similar provisions.

After this ruling, a legislative campaign was initiated to correct what many
critics thought was an improper interpretation of the 1972 law. It culminated
in the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1988, enacted into law over President
Reagan’s veto.”® The act overcame the Court's Grove City decision by clearly
specifying that if one part of an institution received federal funds, then the ban
on sex discrimination applied to the entire institution. This was the view of the
1972 law’s scope that had prevailed prior to the Court's decision.
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iudici § le in forming economic policy in
The judiciary has also played a major ro :
the Uniged States. A substantial portion of the law relating to such mat{er's aﬁ
roperty ownership, contracts, corporations, and employer-employee re atlonn
1sjhips has been developed and applied by the courts in t}}e form of ;:lfmm:rs
law and equity. These are systemns of judge-made law fashioned over e.y;: :
on a case-to-case basis. They originated in England, but Amenc.an judge:
have adapted them to American needs and conditions. Much of t}usslgaw was
developed by the state courts, and much of it is still apphe_d by t-hem. .
Toc?ay the courts are not only becoming more involved in policy formmmnE
they are also playing a more positive role, specifying not only x'arha:t governmen
aniot do but also what it must do to meet legal or constitutional require-
(r:nents For instance, in Roe v. Wade (1973), the Supreme Clourt decf]atxl';ed ;232(1;
ic , ibiti bortion as a violation of the
stitutional a Texas statute prohibiting a 2 fon of the privacy
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Several factors guarantee continued judicial involvement in policy forma-
ton: the growing influence of government on people’s lives, the failure or
refusal of the legislative branches to act on some problems, the dissatisfaction
that often arises when they do act, the willingness of the courts to become
involved, and the increasing litigiousness in at least some segments of the
population. Americans have become quite adept at converting political issues
into legal issues that the courts are then called on to decide. Judicial activism
more than judicial restraint characterizes the response of the courts.

Although courts in such other Western countries as Canada, Australia, and
Germany have some power of judicial review, they have had less influence on
policy than American courts. In the developing countries the courts appear to
have no meaningful role. The American practice of settling through judicial
action many impertant policy issues, including such technical matters as
standards for clean air and industrial health and safety, remains unique,

r\%{] Nongovernmental Participants

The official policy-makers are joined by many other participants in
the policy process, including interest groups, political parties, research organ-
izations, communications media, and individual citizens. They are designated
here as nongovernmental participants because however important or dom-
inant they may be in various situations, they themselves do not usually have
legal authority to make binding policy decisions, They provide information,
they exert pressure, they seek to persuade, but they do not decide. That is the
prerogative of official policy-makers.

Interest Groups  Interest groups appear to take an important part in policy-
making in practically all countries. Depending upon whether
they are democratic or dictatorial, medern or developing, countries may differ
in how groups are constituted and how legitimate they are. Thus, groups
appear to be more numerous and to operate much more openly and freely in
the United States or Great Britain than in Austria or Nigeria. In all systems,
however, groups may perform an interest-articulation function: that is, they
express demands and present aliernatives for policy action. They may also
supply public officials with much information, often technical, and perhaps not
available from other sources, about the nature and possible consequences of
policy proposals. In doing so they contribute to the rationality of policymaking.
Interest groups representing labor, agriculture, business, education, health,
and other areas of society are a major source of demands for public-policy
action in the United States. Because' American society is pluralist, pressure
groups are many and diverse in their interests, organization, size, and modes
of operation. Their numbers have expanded greatly in recent decades. The
Encyclopedia of Associations (a standard source) listed 5,843 associations in
1959; this number had grown to 23,298 by 1995.* One major growth area has
been health. In 1975, there were 90 health groups, whereas currently there are
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Public-interest groups also are impeortant players in the policy process.
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Some of these associations represent elected or appointed officials with
executive and legislative duties, such as the National Conference of State
Legislators, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, and the National Association of
Counties, Others involve functional specialists in highways, education, recre-
ation, and other matters, such as the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials, the Council of Chiefl State School Officers, and
the National Association of County Park and Recreation Officials. They gain
influence from their expertness and the support of state and local politicians.
Many individual states, cities, counties, and public universities also have their
own Washington lobbyists or representatives. As with other interest groups,
the intergovernmental lobby is not a monolithic force; its component groups
frequently disagree among themselves, Thus, the highway officials want more
funding for interurban highways, and city officials see 2 need for more spend-
ing on mass-transit systers.

The amount of influence that interest groups have upon decisions depends
on a number of factors, including (subject to the rule of ceteris paribus—other
things being equal) the size of the membership, its monetary and other
resources, its cohesiveness, the skill of its leadership, its social status, the pres-
ence or absence of competing organizations, the attitudes of public officials,
and the site of decision-making in the political system. (On this last item, recall
the discussion of institutionalism in the chapter “The Study of Public Policy.”)
With other things again being equal, a large, well-regarded group (e.g., the
American Legion) will have more influence than a smaller, less well-regarded
group (e.g., Friends of the Earth), and a labor union with a large membership
will have more influence than one with few members. Also, as a consequence
of the factors enurnerated here, a group may have strong or controlling influ-
ence on decisions in one policy area and little in another. Whereas the National
Association of Manufacturers has much influence on some economic issues, it
has litile impact in the area of civil rights.

Much of the work in promoting pressure-group interests in the policy
process is performed by group representatives, or lobbyists. Although lobbyist
is the more popular term, group representative seems more descriptive, given
the many and varied activities in which these people engage. Table 2.2, which

is based on a survey of more than 700 group representatives, conveys a notion °

of both the array of activities undertaken by group representatives and the rel-
ative importance they attribute to the various activities. Once a group makes a
decision to try to influence government on some matter, it is then confronted
with deciding how it can best accomplish that goal. Should emphasis be on
lobbying—directly seeking to inform and persuade officials? Should emphasis
be on providing written information and testimony to officials? How should
the efforts of competing groups be countered? Typically, there is no clear road
1o success,

In recent years, groups have made considerable use of “outside lobbying”
techniques, which try to persuade ordinary citizens to serve as their front-
line advocates.*® Prominent here are “grass-roots” and “grass-tops” lobbying,
Grass-roots lobbying strives to mobilize legislators’ constituents to call, write,
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TABLE 2.2 N
ing of Group Representatives’ Tasks
importance Rating of p e reporing sk
was of great or
considerable
Task description importance
Government regulations o

1 Monitoring changes in rules, regulations, or laws
Providing written information to officlals

2 - . 6 4
intaini i ficials
3 Maintaining general relations \xrlth o ' ‘
4 Maintaining informal, substantive contacts with officials g%
5 Drafting legislation or rules . 34
6 Alerting client organization about issues
Interest-group networks "
Mobilizing grass-roots support i
$ Maintaining contacts with allies 2
9 Monitoring interest groups 2
10 Political fund-raising (PACs) ) 1o
11 Maintaining contacts with adver'san.es i
12 Resolving conflicts within organization
Public presentation ) ’7
13 Testifying at official proceedings p
14 Preparing official testimony )
15 Corﬁmenting for press, publications, or speeches g;
16 Developing policy positions or strategies
Litigation ) . ) "
17 Pursuing litigation aimed at changing policy !

18 Working on and filing amicus briefs

i i " Law and Socieiy Review, vol. 22,
: " d the Structure of Influence in Washington, o A
izu;c&l 91:9?]1;131?;‘?3-050?15 found in John P. Heinz, Edward 0. Laumann, Rebert L. Nelson, an

Salisbury, The Hollow Core: Priva resis a ol I, rid, : Harvard Universit;
[ Policymaking (Cambridge, MA: Ha Y
Hollo 2 P) te Intel i Naticna
Press, 1993), p. 39, Repr inted by permissicn of the Law and Society Association.
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Grass-tops lobbying strives to Vi ener o meet ane
masses. People who are likely to be influential with a mem -0 e
i ifi ed to convey the preferred message to the mem
?ﬁ::ﬁiiiﬁﬁ?ﬁgﬁ; z::ie important because, ?xcept for elect}or:}sl,etgegn a::;
the means by which “elite policymakers . . ..expenenc-:e pgsitr:nizrest -
popular participation. Were it not for outside 10bb31nn-g loinsu‘k;\md R
many policy decisions would take place among a relatively

i insiders.” . ) ‘

Waﬁzgigﬁéily open and fluid pressure system in the Ur;.ll':ettiio I?:E;cgz 112
markedly different from the neocorporatist patiern of group r
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some Western European countries, such as Austria, Norway, Sweden, and the
Netherlands, which combine democratic politics with a formally structured
group system.>® In the neocorporate scheme of things, access to policy-makers
is controlled by the government. Policies are adopted after close consultation,
bargaining, and compromise between the government and groups that are the
officially recognized representatives of farmers, labor unions, and employers.
Groups can withdraw from this partnership with the government, but they
tmay lose influence as a consequence. Some groups, such as those representing
consumer and environmental interests, find it difficult to gain access to the
government. Neocorporatism has found little support in the United States.

Political Parties  In the United States, political parties are organizations
interested primarily in contesting elections in order to con-
trol the personnel of government, They care more, in short, about power than
about policy. Flections are contested more on the basis of constituency, ser-
vice, media imagery, and negative attacks on opponents rather than on policy
differences. This situation has often led to the complaint that the Republican
and Dernocratic Parties do not present a meaningful choice for the voters and
consequently, that for public-policy formation, it makes little difference which
party is in office. Although the parties are not highly policy-oriented, such
complaints ignore both the fact that many people do believe that the parties
are different and the substantial impact that the parties do have on policy.
Moreover;, in the 1990s, the parties in Congress became more united and
policy-oriented. This was especially true for the House of Representatives.

Clearly, the parties appeal to different segments of society. The Democratic
Party draws disproportionately from big-city, labor, minerity, and ethnic
voters; the Republican Party draws disproportionately from rural, small-town,
and suburban areas, fundamenta) religious groups, and businesspeople and
professionals. In the South, where for tmany decades it was the heavily dom-
inant party, the Democratic Party has yielded much ground to the Republican
Party in natjonal elections since the 1960s.

The parties often come into conflict on such issues as welfare programs,
labor legislation, business regulation, public housing, taxation, and agricul-
tural price-support legislation. The reader should not have much difficulty in
differentiating between the parties on these issues, Given such policy inclina-
tions and the fact that party members in Congress often vote in accordance
with party policy positions, which party controls Congress or the presidency
has important policy implications.

In the American state legislatures, political parties vary greatly in impor-
tance from one state to another. In some states, it is obvious that parties exer-
cise little discipline over legislative voting, and the party has little, if any, effect
on policymalking, as in the Alabama and Louisiana legislatures. In such states,
factions within the dominant party may be more important. By contrast, in
states such as Connecticut and Michigan, bath parties are active and cohesive
and have considerable influence on legislative decision-making. When conflict
over policy occurs in such states, the parties’ function is to provide alternatives.
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In many cities an effort has been made to eliminate political-party influence on
policy by running nonpartisan elections for city officials. Policy is supposed
to be made “objectively.” An unintended consequence of the policy of non-
partisanship in city elections is reduced interest and participation in politics.

Tn modern societies generally, political parties often perform the function
of interest aggregation; that is, they seek to convert the particular demands of
interest groups into general policy alternatives. The way in which parties
"aggregate” interests is affected by the number of parties. In predominantly
two-party systems, such as the United States and Great Britain, the parties’
desire to gain widespread electoral support “will require both parties to include
in their policy ‘package’ those demands which have very broad popular support
and to attempt to avoid alienating the most prominent groups.”! In multiparty
systems, on the other hand, parties may do less aggregating and act as the rep-
resentatives of fairly narrow sets of interests, as they appear to do in Jsrael,
France, and Spain. Generally, parties have a broader range of policy concerns
than do interest groups; hence, they act more as brokers than as advocates for
particular interests in policy formation. In some one-party systems, such as
that of Mexico, they are the predominant force in policymaking.

Research Private research organizations, frequently and inelegantly
Organizations referred to as “think tanks,” are another set of important

players in policymaking. Cne researcher reports that there
are 120 private, nenprofit research organizations in the Washington, DC, area
and another 170 scattered among the American states.>? These organizations
are staffed with full-time policy analysts and researchers, some of whom are
ex-government officials, perhaps hoping to return to office once their party
regains power in Washington. Their studies and reports provide basic
information and data on policy issues, develop alternatives and proposals
for handling problems, and evaluate the effectiveness and conseguences of
public policies. Their personnel testify at congressional committee hearings,
communicate informally with public officials, and write articles for the op-ed
pages of newspapers. Collectively, they add much substance to policy debates
(see Table 2.3).

Many of these research organizations have policy biases and distinct
ideological leanings. The orientations of the American Enterprise Institute
and the Economic Policy Institute, for example, are widely regarded as con-
servative and liberal, respectively, The Brookings Institution and Resources for
the Future occupy a middle-of-the-road position. In addition to their policy-
analysis activities, these organizations may zlso engage in policy advocacy.
The Heritage Foundation, which is staunchly conservative, played an impor-
tant role in launching the Reagan administration and in shaping its policies
on issues such as environmental protection, social welfare, and economic
regulation, For a time its study Mandate for Leadership was a bestseller in
Washington. Other research organizations, taking their cue from the Heritage
Foundation, developed “policy blueprints” to influence the George Bush
administration in 1988; none appeared to make much difference.
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TABLE 2.3

Some Prominent Research Organizations

American Enterprise Institute
Brookings Institution

Cato Institute

Council on Forelgn Relations
Economic Policy Institute
Heritage Foundation
Manhattan Institute
Progressive Policy Institute
RAND Corporation
Resources for the Future
Urban Institute
Worldwatch Institute
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Communications The communications media—newspapers, Dews magazines,
Media radio, television, and the Internet—participate in policy-

making as suppliers and transmitters of information; as
agenda setters, in that they help determine what people think about; and,
whether intentionally or otherwise, as shapers of attitudes.® For many people
the evening television news is the primary source of information on public
affairs. In one survey, 69 percent of the respondents said that they got most of
their news information from television; 56 percent said they were inclined to
believe television over other news sources. Those seeking more profound cov-
erage and information rely more heavily on newspapers and news magazines.
Complaints about bias in media coverage and reporting of public affairs are
common, as are allegations that public officials are managing or manipulating
he news. Whatever their validity, such complaints attest to the importance the
media are thought to have in politics and policymaking.

With good reasoxn, Washington officials are quite sensitive to what is
reported by the national media, which means newspapers such as the New York
Times and the Washington Post and the major television networks. A survey
found that more than 70 percent of senior federal officials believed a positive
press increased the likelihood that they would attain their goals and negative
coverage would reduce their changes of doing so. Here the perceived power of
the media does not involve changing policy but rather influences the capacity
of officials to convert their ideas into policy. However, the substance of policy
may also be affected.’” Unfavorable coverage of the Reagan administration’s
attempts to tighten. eligibility requirements for Social Security disability bene-
fits, for example, contributed to the eventual abandonment of the effort.

For the most part, the media provide minimal coverage of policy matters 3
The issues receiving coverage are likely to be those judged to have high
public appeal—Social Security reform, SOme COnSUmer-protection topics, the
environment—because they are “interesting” or “relevant.” The politics of policy
rather than the details of policy content receive emphasis. Bxcept for some spe-
cialized media (such as the National Journal, Congressional Quiarterly, Weekly
Report, and trade journals), policy ont such topics as labor, agriculture, housing,
financial regulation, and trade relations do not get much attention. The emer-
gence of cable network menus, talk-show radio, the Internet, and other new
media has done little to remedy this situation. Persons who rely on the general
media for their policy information are tikely to be woefully underinformed. As
for the impact of the media on the policy process, beyond helping to set the
policy agenda (see the “Policy Formation” chapter), that is problematical. 9
Officials, of course, are not simply acted upon by the media but also strive
to use the press for their own purposes. With interviews, press releases, and
news “leaks,” they seek to use the media to test and influence the atiitudes
among both the general public and other officials toward particular proposals
or actions, Those who oppose a decision may “leak” premature or adverse
information in an effort to kill it. This tactic was applied in the George Bush
administration to a proposal for securing funds to bail out bankrupt savings
and loan institutions by imposing a tax on all savings and loan depositors. The
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g;zdp:sa:fl :ﬂf aban;lgnﬁd, and the costs of the bailout, which amounted to hun
o ons of dollars, were imposed on tax ' )
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States.”®® Used a i i
ppropriately, the preside " it,”
Theodore Roosevelt once observed. i ney can be 2 hully pulpit” as

Zhe Individual In 'discussions of policymaking, the focus typically is on
itizen %‘_atﬂslatm'eiil interest groups, and other prominent players;
ittle or nothing is said about individual citi is bias
) : itizens. This
1‘:1'l E:f;rtun?.te, }}owever, because individuals often do seem to make a difbifz's
. In various instances, citizens can partici i i ]
X te directly in decisi i
In most states constituti e AR
tional amendments are submi
' itted to the voters f
approval, and in many local jurisdicti i creases
: jurisdictions bond issues and i
require their authorization. In so i e countains
. me American states and i i
(such as Switzerland), the initiati ons 1o vore direetly on
, tiati iti i
Ay ve process enables citizens to vote directly on
Pm’;‘ll}ees s;x;;h:et’lf\;;és a Policg innovation dating from the Progressive Era
ers viewed the initiative, along with ]
Progs . 3 g with the referendum and
in_{tiaéi ::ezj ::?niil tfra?if]emng power from politicians to the people. The
of the states and several hundred citi i ;
western half of the United State i s e
s. On the basis of a petiti i
prestem half of the United S petition signed by a speci-
1 , a policy proposal is placed on the ballot. If
a majority of those voting on it, it bec i A
: ’ omes law without i
o et . any action of the state
! council. In 1998, voters approved thi i i
initiatives on the ballot in several stat ' D s e Slxatyffl-ormne
i es. The successful initiatives i
ative action, raised the minimum e Enrn.dzen‘i X
. , wage, banned billboards, decriminali
wide range of hard drugs and i gty
. permitted thousands of patient: i
scriptions for marijuana, restricted i e e oo
] , campaign spending and ibuti
expanded casino gambling, banned 5 Shibitod soms
‘ , many forms of huntin, hibi
abortions, and allowed ado i i ot o
! pted children to obtain the f their bi i
cal parents” in various states.5! The initiati T e e
: : R e initiative has become a means b i
mallly coxtlizlpous soS:zaI and economic issues are put on the ballot Y wbich
. En zc‘:i anlctly,at}tlf: 1tn1‘ti1atwe process frequently departs from the image of
ctivated citizens taking char, i i
i ge of policymaking. In
instances the process is dominat i > e
ed by powerful interest i
. eSS ate groups. They hir
E;:;:igm; orgaglzauons :;: solicit the needed signatures and wage eponsiv:
s for and against the proposals. For exampl i i
t and ) e, California Indi i
spent $66 million in support of initiati o e
lion an initiative to expand casino gambli
Nevada gambling interests, who saw this as detrimental to theirgbusint:r;g
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i ied
spent $25 million on their losing cause.®? .V\:fhf.mer dominated ‘]b}y m(:\nk;ig
irizterests or reflecting populist action, the imtlatlve. produces a policym
process markedly different from thatd f?;a.tured in thli boo;{e 4o mot take these

i i indifference, most pec
Whether because of inertia ox 1lLIEre : ple do mot e
iti e directly in shaping public policy. Mor y
O e vots, ngs o{itical-party activities, join pressure groups, 0T

le do not vote, engage in p pa o
I;:lfsrwise display much interest in politics. Survey research tells us the vot

are often little influenced by policy issues whe}x; voting .f01;- lfl:z:lnd'ldralgishiri)é
i i i i i d indifference, however, it still does
blic office. Given the inaction an f ' still ot hod
f}?at citizens have no influence on policy except in the situation discu:

in the preceding paragraphs. Some other possibilities for citizen impact are
in

reviewed here.

. . tizens
Even in authoritarian regimes, the interests or desires of common citiz

are consequential for public policies.** The old-style dlct:\t;rL\::i];ll iamyesl,-ci):als
attention to what his people want just to ke}ep down unrest. L e
dictator is supposed to have said, “You can t shoot -evex;ylone. e ] 10
itarian regimes such as the People’s Republ%c. of China also szedinsct .
citizens preferences even as they exclude citizens from mor

ion i i tion. ) » )
o B dom ntries may indirectly reinforce official respon

Elections in democratic cou : clal e
siveness to citizen interests. Professor Charles E. Lindblom sumum:

e between authoritarianism and

icuous differenc i )
e atia regime ic regimes citizens choose their

. . - . :
cratic regimes is that in democra : C 5 ch "
fc?;n ;olicy-malg{ers in genuine elections. Some political scientists specula

i itizen
that voting in genuine elections may be an jmportant met:hog‘;:i[; :;t; <
influence on policy not so much because it :su:;tua.].lgrhpermgisCi ;1 S oy

i ici degree instruct these 0 A
choose their officials and to some ) prl
i elections putls] 2 stamp
but because the existence of genuine P
iti icipati srectly, therefore, the factof &
on citizen participation. Indirectly, a eles
enforces og proximate policy makers a rule that citizens’ wishes
count in policy-making.

Ihe I Llle L‘lIlde.OIIl IEEEI to is sometimes €X pressed n ﬁle aphotlsm. that cit-
S 5

i i be heard and that officials h uty ‘
zfezz?ﬁvfoigggggons on policy-makers is worth thinking a‘b.ou:il :hl;ce)::g;;
ublic sentiments are not amenable to rigorous measurementliril the é)haﬂor-
. £ nolitical seience, they do appear to have an effect on politic: havior
Statggmg presidential eiections in the United States bave been cllsi\:is; n: o
weritical” because they produce major reallg'nments gr\z\foter c;;}; ; o
shifts in public policy. The presidential electlon'of 19 1153 a pﬂal1 xampe.
The Republican and Democratic candidates differed sul sta.r:m %rhe > how
they proposed to deal with the crisis of the Great De};ﬁss"n .Vicmry ters
ve Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Democrats an overwnelnl g crory. The
fliod of New Deal legislation that followed produced' ma%or u:: Amgeﬂcan
overnment—economy relationships and in governments rOf n A
Eociety generally. In such instances, large numbers of newly clecte ,

chosen because of their stand on the critical question, enact legislation con-
sistent with their party’s stand. Through the electoral process the voters help
to produce basic changes in public policy. Other critical elections were those of
1860 and 1896.%°

Initially, some observers thought the election of 1980, in which the
Republican Party elected Reagan and gained control of the Senate, might have
been a critical election, but it turned out not to be. The Democratic gains in the
1982 congressional elections indicated that no basic realignment in voters’
allegiances had occwrred. The Democratic Party remains the majority party
among voters having a party preference. “Landslide” elections are thus not
necessarily critical elections. Following the Republican victories in the 1994
congressional elections, speculation again arose as to whether this marked the
beginning of a realignment.®® In subsequent elections, however, the Democrats
regained some of the seats that they had lost.

Some citizens, through their intellectual and agitational activities, con-
tribute new ideas and directions to the policy process. Thus, Rachel Carson,
with Silent Spring, and Ralph Nader, with Unsafe at Any Speed, considerably
influenced policy on pesticide control and automobile safety, respectively. In
a 1947 article in Foreign Affairs under the byline X, George Kennan outlined 2
proposal for a policy of containment to prevent expansion of the Soviet Union's
influence and domination, This became the basic United States approach in
dealing with the Soviet Union in the international arena. Only in the last few
years before the collapse of the Soviet Union did the United States begin to
develop new responses to the Soviets. The effect of Kennan’s article was much
greater than he had anticipated.

Others may substantially affect policy action through their pelitical
activismn, Social Security legislation in the 1930s was certainly affected by the
activities of Dr. Francis Townsend, who advocated that every person over sixty
should be paid a monthly pension of $200, and the large following he gathered.
In the 1960s, Reverend Martin Luther King Jr. provided leadership for the
civil-rights movement and impetus for civil-rights legislation. A small group of
women whose husbands were killed in the terrorist attack on the World Trade
Center towers was instrumental in causing Congress to create in 2002 the
National Comumnission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States. The com-
mission investigated and reported on intelligence fatlures preceding the attacks.

Levels of Politics

All the participants in policymaking discussed in this chapter are not
involved in every policymaking or decision-making situation. Some matters
create much attention and attract 2 wide range of participants. Others are less
visible or affect only a few people and consequently stir little attention and
participation. Professor Emmette S. Redford identifies three levels of policies
based on the scope of participation normally characteristic of each and, to a
lesser extent, the kind of issue involved: micropolitics, subsystern policies, and
macropolitics,®” These merit some attention. -




