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The links between political science and social psychology 
have grown in recent decades. Still, political scientists retain 
some skepticism about claims of social psychology 
regarding the evolutionary roots of ideology. Perhaps 
because of its historic links to history, political scientists see 
party ideology as more malleable, shifting according to need 
to win elections and maintain coalitions.  Ideology, political 
scientists object, is conditional and temporal, political. It is 
shaped by shifting alliances and contradictory incentives.  In 
this post, I will show why party platforms are more 
consistent with the political science model of coalition-
building, but that moral foundations theory provides a good 
understanding of how moral beliefs shape party idealizations 
of their own public policy positions.   
 
There is considerable research in social psychology that 
there are underlying reasons why political beliefs are rooted 
in both biological and psychological factors (Hibbing 2013). 
Moral foundations theory (Haidt 2012; Graham, Haidt, and 
Nosek 2009) proposes that differences in human moral 
beliefs are intuitive, arising from evolutionary processes and 
adaptations to allow humans to cooperate in large, non-
familial groups. Empirical work testing moral foundations 
theory provides compelling evidence that five “taste buds” 
make up the foundations for nearly all moral beliefs. These 
foundations are 1) care/harm, 2) fairness/cheating 3) 
loyalty/betrayal, 4) authority/subversion and 5) 
sanctity/degradation. Moral foundations theory has had 
considerable success in explaining differences between 
Democrats and Republicans in their policy preferences. In 
general, extensive survey research has consistently 
demonstrated   that liberals generally tend to endorse only 
two dimensions, while conservatives tend to weigh a broader 
spectrum of considerations in their moral judgments 

(Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009, Haidt 2012). Recent work 
has shown that the second foundation, fairness/cheating, taps 
into different considerations for Republicans and Democrats 
(Iyer et al 2012). Libertarianism tends to be orthogonal to the 
liberal-conservative divide; libertarians are less empathetic, 
but much more sensitive to violations of procedural fairness, 
and yet often have attitudes streaked with anti-
authoritarianism, which can also include populism (as we 
have seen during the pandemic). As a result, there is 
empirical support for a sixth foundation, 
“liberty/oppression” (Iyer et al 2012).  
 
State Party Platforms: Morality by Committee  
While moral foundations theory has solid empirical 
grounding, MFT empirical work has focused on distilling 
neat, non-overlapping foundations  among individuals 
(Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009, Haidt 2012).  Indeed, the 
research has largely been survey-driven. Recent political 
science research has concluded that party ideology is the 
product of bargaining, coalition-building, and public 
reasoning (Noel 2013). In turn, this predicts philosophical/ 
ideological dissonance in party agendas (not necessarily 
disagreement). 
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Noel (2013) and Lewis (2019) show that party beliefs are 
often temporal, hodgepodges of compromises and shifting 
alliances for the sake of political expediency. Parties are 
composed of groups of individuals who may share basic 
personality dispositions and moral beliefs, but who often 
disagree about policy priorities or the exact rationale for 
pursuing different policies. Noel’s recent work on political 
parties and ideology demonstrates that ideology is part of a 
“creative synthesis” in which “social and political actors 
organize ideas, linking policy positions to more fundamental 
predispositions” (2013: 43). As such, political science argues 
that party positions are more dynamic and philosophically 
inconsistent than much recent work on the psychological 
roots of ideology would predict.  
 
One unique way to test both descriptions is to use state party 
platforms. In previous studies, I have demonstrated that state 
party platforms exhibit a high degree of within and between-
party variance in terms of ideology and issue positions 
despite their tendency towards growing conformity over 
time (Coffey 2007; 2011; 2014; Hopkins 2019).  I coded 
each sentence into one of the six moral foundations, coding 
each sentence into a primary, and if applicable, secondary, 
foundation. This coding is manual and labor intensive, but 
provides a window into how language is borrowed, blended 
and shaped.  I used eight platforms from four states issued in 
2012: California, Maine, West Virginia, Idaho. This  yielded 
1331 sentences (661 Democratic and 670 Republican). The 
review of state party platforms demonstrates that nearly all 
party positions are grounded in moral terms that can be 
categorized into the dimensions identified by moral 
foundations theory. 
 
Table 1: Primary MFT Code of Platform Sentences 

 Democrats Republicans 
Harm/Care 34.0 (225) 19.1 (127) 
Fairness/Cheating 43.5 (287) 37.6 (251) 
Liberty/Oppression 10.6 (70) 21.1 (141) 
Loyalty/Subversion 1.4 (8) 7.3 (49) 
Sanctity/Degradation 7.9 (52) 5.5 (36) 
Authority/Subversion 2.6 (16) 9.4 (63) 
No Category .5 (3) .2 (2) 
N 661 670 

Cell entries represent percentage of sentences referencing the moral 
foundation; sentences are in parentheses. 
 
I found that over 95% of the sentences contained an 
identifiable MFT frame (see Table 1). This is consistent with 
previous research on the appearance of moral language in 
legislative debates (Clifford and Jerit 2013).  This is not 
surprising; the documents are specifically crafted to provide 
moral justifications for party policy positions (Coffey 2006). 
As predicted, Democrats overwhelmingly articulate policy 
positions using two moral frames, harm/care and 
fairness/cheating Nearly 80 percent of sentences primarily 
referred to these foundations (see Table 1). In comparison, 
56.7 percent of Republican sentences refer to these 
dimensions. Republicans were twice as likely to base policy 

and principles on liberty than Democrats. The remainder of 
moral foundations were spread fairly evenly across 
foundations for Republicans, although Democrats were 
slightly more likely to base policy positions in terms of 
sanctity/purity than Republican platforms. Certainly, many 
sentences revealed only one moral foundation. For example, 
the 2012 Iowa Democratic platform states: “We commit to 
equal pay for equal work.” 
 
The policy positions articulated in the platforms also 
demonstrate clear evidence of the mixing of moral 
foundations. I found that over two-thirds of sentences 
contained identifiable references to another moral 
foundation (see Table 2). What I call “moral blending” was 
common. In the 2012 Wisconsin Republican Party Platform, 
the argument for English as the official language blends 
fairness/cheating with authority/subversion: “We believe 
English language instruction should be available to all who 
need it and we support English as the official language.” In 
the 2012 Wyoming Republican Platform, gun control is 
indirectly addressed using care/harm and liberty/oppression: 
“The Wyoming Republican Party believes that each  citizen 
has the first right and responsibility for his [sic] own safety 
and protection , as well as the safety and protection of his 
family and property.” Wyoming Democrats invoke 
care/harm but also fairness/cheating in their belief that public 
lands should be accessible: “Wyoming Democrats support 
the protection of Wyoming's wildlife, biological diversity 
and natural   resources and maintenance of public access to 
public lands in ways that preserve the integrity of those 
lands.” New Hampshire Democrats, in contrast, invoke the 
harm/care and sanctity/degradation foundations: “[New 
Hampshire Democrats] support policies that protect land we 
can cultivate, water we can drink, air  we can breathe, and 
streams we can fish, and that address the threat of climate 
change and pollution.” While Haidt and his colleagues 
suggest liberals do not accept loyalty as a legitimate moral 
concern, Democratic platforms consistently use the language 
of “owing” benefits for veterans who served their country as 
in the 2012 North Carolina Democratic platform (in-group 
loyalty words in italics): “We stand in support of protecting 
our nation and State. We recognize that freedom does not 
come without a price, and many members of the Armed 
Forces -our active duty , reservists and National Guard -from 
this great State have made the ultimate sacrifice. We hereby 
reaffirm our longtime commitment to our sons and daughters 
who are serving honorably in the Armed Forces at this time, 
those veterans whose service has made this nation and our 
State an example of democracy for others throughout the 
world, and their families.” Such public arguments have a 
long tradition in Americans politics and this language is 
common in both party platforms (Skopol 1992).  
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Platforms are often written by committees and are intended 
to foster intra-party unity. As a result, they represent some 
degree of “reflective equilibrium” in that parties, seeking to 
build consensus, craft positions to gain the support of 
factions within the organization (Noel 2013).  In previous 
field work in Minnesota and North Carolina, I found that 
during the drafting process nouns, pronouns, and adjectives 
can matter a great deal. I was once shown three sentences 
that to the casual observer seemed to state the same support 
for reproductive rights, but the differences between them 
resulted in an epic blowup in the Minnesota DFL (Coffey 
2006). In the platforms, state parties expend considerable 
space to articulate exactly what they believe in detailed terms 
both in policy specifics and in terms of the moral 
underpinnings of their beliefs. At the same time, the 
platforms are the product of endless tweaking,  whether they 
are put together by the state party central committee or 
written by activists at the precinct level. In my discussions 
with party leaders at the state level (Coffey 2006), party 
elites noted that language is often carefully adjusted to 
satisfy, not offend, and broaden support (such as the 
disagreement in the 2004 North Carolina Democratic Party 
over the inclusion of a pro-hemp plank in the platform). Party 
elites will therefore draw from the pool of MFT for the right 
language, while also being careful not to knock down the 
Jenga tower of intra-party coalitions. I argue that the use of   
multiple foundations to frame issues is a reflection of this 
translation from an evolved moral foundation to a practical 
policy position. Studying how moral language is used by 
parties to maintain within-party coalitional support  provides 
a new avenue for understanding the intersection of politics 
and morality. 
 
Table 2: Secondary MFT Code of Platform Sentences  

 Democrats Republicans 
Harm/Care 18.9 (125) 20.0 (80) 
Fairness 16.3 (108) 24.9 (104) 
Liberty/Oppression 15.7 (104) 23.3 (98) 
In-Group 3.8 (25) 10.4 (43) 
Sanctity/Purity 2.1 (14) 10.0 (33) 
Tradition/Respect 5.0  (33) 11.3 (41) 
Total 61.8 (409) 59.6 (399) 

Cell entries represent percentage of sentences referencing the 
moral foundation; sentences are in parentheses. 
 
This analysis, while only a small snapshot at a single point 
in time shows that MFT provides a good framework for 
understanding party beliefs (Clifford and Jerit 2013). In 
truth, political scientists are right that party positions aren’t 
neatly distilled beakers of pure philosophically grounded 
beliefs, but it’s probably also correct that the pool of 
justifications are at least partially generated by impulses that 
arose eons ago. A  party platform cannot be said to represent 
the single view of an entire state party. Indeed, part of the 
value of studying these platforms is that they are windows 
into not only the core values of the parties, but the conflicts 
and tensions that exist within and across state parties. In turn, 

individuals consume elite language and use it as the basis for 
their own judgments (Zaller 1992). Lewis (2019) argues that 
“as social constructs, ideologies are created and transformed 
by individuals in the relevant language community.” 
Political scientists can help provide a richer explanation 
about the psychology of moral beliefs by showing how these 
are translated into muddy, blended, compromised nature of 
public, partisan beliefs.  
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FROM HEADQUARTERS 
Letter from the President 
As the new President of POP, I would like to begin by 
thanking outgoing President Beth Leech for her great work 
leading our section. Beth led efforts to make important 
revisions to our Bylaws, to launch a new graduate student 
award, and to successfully guide POP through the first ever 
virtual APSA annual meeting. Beth continues to serve on the 
POP Executive Council as POP Past President, and she has 
made this a smooth and productive transition. Thank you, 
Beth! 
 
Thanks also to our POP Treasurer Katie Marchetti 
(Dickinson College), Secretary Tim LaPira (James Madison 
University), and Vox POP Editor Dan Coffey (University of 
Akron), as well as our Executive Council Members: Scott 
Ainsworth (University of Georgia), Hans Hassell (Florida 
State University), Kristin Kanthak (University of 
Pittsburgh), Goeffrey Lorenz (University of Nebraska), 
Brian Brox (Tulane University), Maraam Dwidar (Syracuse 
University), Zim Nwokora (Deakin University) and Hye 
Young You (New York University). Thank you also to our 
2021 Annual Meeting Division Chairs, and the chairs and 
members of our various award committees. All have been 
hard at work on a number of exciting POP activities: 
 
• 2021 Annual Meeting Division Chairs Thomas Holyoke 

(California State University, Fresno) and Sultan Tepe 
(University of Illinois, Chicago) have put together an 
outstanding group of POP panels for the 2021 Annual 
Meeting in Seattle.  

• Tim LaPira and Beth Leech have organized a terrific short 
course for the 2021 Annual Meeting: Data Sources for 
Interest Group Research, featuring Tim and Beth as well 
as Jesse Crosson, Alexander Charles Furnas, Geoffrey 
Lorenz, Herschel Thomas, Travis Ridout, Erika Franklin 
Fowler, Michael Franz, Jan Beyers, Helene Helboe 
Pedersen, and Hye Young You. The half-day short course 
will be a hands-on workshop featuring work published in 
the September 2020 special issue of Interest Groups & 
Advocacy, “Data Sources for Interest Group Research.” 
See Short Course details in this issue. 

• A new award for graduate students! The Virginia Gray 
Graduate Research Award for graduate student POP 
members presenting at the APSA Annual Meeting with 
research and teaching interests in political organizations 
and parties (applications due June 18). See call for 
applications in this issue. 

• Students join POP for FREE! The POP membership fee is 
now only $10 for regular members, and FREE for 
students. Be sure to renew your membership and 
encourage your colleagues and students to join POP! 

• Vox POP is back! A big THANK YOU to John Green for 
editing and publishing our section newsletter for many, 
many years. Welcome to our new Vox POP editor Dan 

Coffey (University of Akron). Thank you, Dan, for getting 
Vox POP back into production. We are in the process of 
moving the archive of past Vox POP issues to the POP 
APSA web site – stay tuned for more details. 

POP is one of the oldest organized sections of APSA, and we 
have a long history of many distinguished members and 
outstanding POP programs. Current APSA President Janet 
Box-Steffensmeier and APSA President-Elect John 
Ishiyama are both POP members!  
 

Please send your ideas for POP activities and content 
for Vox POP! 
 

I look forward to seeing you all, either virtually or in person, 
at the 2021 APSA Annual Meeting. POP Business Meeting 
details and other POP activity information will be announced 
soon through APSA Connect.  
 

All the best, 

 
Diana Dwyre 
POP President 
California State University, Chico 
 

POP News and Announcements 
 

  Here are some ways YOU can get more involved with POP: 
 

 

 

POP Executive Council  
Call for Nominations 

 

We will elect four new POP Council Members at 
the POP Business Meeting at the 2021 APSA 
Annual Meeting. Please send nominations (with a 
CV) for the POP Executive Council to me by July 
1, 2021 at ddwyre@csuchico.edu. Self-nominations 
are welcome! 

 

POP Award Selection Committees 
 

Each year, POP recognizes our colleagues for 
various accomplishments. Why not serve on one of 
the POP award committees? Serving on an award 
committee is a great way to learn about our 
colleagues’ amazing work and to meet others in our 
fields. Email POP President Diana Dwyre before 
the Annual Meeting if you are interested in serving 
on a POP award committee 
(ddwyre@csuchico.edu). See descriptions of our 
various awards on the POP website: 
https://www.apsanet.org/section5.  
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POP Activity 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

The New POP Syllabus Collection  
Send us your undergraduate and graduate syllabi for 
courses on political parties, interest groups, social 
movements, and any other topics related to political 
organizations and parties.  
 

Please email your syllabi to POP Secretary Tim 
LaPira at lapiratm@jmu.edu, with “POP Syllabus 
Collection” in the subject line. The POP Syllabus 
Collection will be available soon to all POP 
members on the POP APSA website: 
https://connect.apsanet.org/s5/. 

 

New POP Graduate Student Award: 
The Virginia Gray Graduate Research Award 

 

This award honors distinguished scholar of American 
politics and mentor of many graduate students, Dr. 
Virginia Gray, Professor Emerita at the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The award is for 
graduate student members of the Political 
Organizations and Parties section of APSA (join now - 
it's free!). Graduate students with research and 
teaching interests in political organizations and parties 
(e.g., political parties, interest groups, social 
movements, etc.) are invited to apply.  
 

Any graduate student who is a POP member and 
presenting their research at the APSA Annual Meeting 
is eligible for the $250 award. Applicants do NOT need 
to be participating in a POP-sponsored event at the 
2021 APSA Annual Meeting to be eligible; they need 
only be a POP member and be included on the program 
to present their research at any panel, roundtable, poster 
session, etc. We encourage applicants who identify as a 
member of an underrepresented group in the profession. 
 

To apply, submit your application by June 18 to: 
https://apsa.secure-
platform.com/a/solicitations/44/home 
You will be asked to submit a CV and a brief (500-
word) essay about how your research connects with 
political organizations and parties. 
 
Award notifications will be sent after July 9. 
 

If you have questions about this new POP grant, please 
contact POP President Diana Dwyre at 
ddwyre@csuchico.edu. If you have questions about the 
application process, please contact 
membership@apsanet.org.  

 

 
 

 
POP-Sponsored APSA Theme Panel 

 
A POP panel was selected to be a Theme Panel at 
the 2021 APSA Annual Meeting!  
 

The U.S. Campaign Finance System 
and Consequences for Representation 

 
This will be an in-person panel in Seattle. Papers:  
• How Early Fundraising Keeps Candidates of 

Color Out of Office 
Jake M. Grumbach, University of Washington; 
Adam Bonica, Stanford University 

• Keep Winning with Win Red? Online 
Fundraising Platform as the Party’s Public 
Good 
Seo-young Silvia Kim, American University; 
Zhao Li, Princeton University 

• The Impact of Structural Factors on Small 
Dollar Donors in American Politics 
Zachary Albert, Brandeis University; Raymond 
J. La Raja, University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst 

• Lemons in the Political Marketplace: A Big-
Data Approach to Detect ‘Scam PACs’ 
Zhao Li, Princeton University 

 
Chair: Jay Goodliffe, Brigham Young University 
 

Discussants: Jay Goodliffe, Brigham Young 
University and Eitan Hersh, Tufts University 
 
Check the Annual Meeting schedule for the day and 
time of this excellent panel. 
 

 

 
Student POP membership is FREE! 

 

POP membership is FREE for students.  
Join now!  
 

@ https://www.apsanet.org/MEMBERSHIP/Individual-
Membership  
Select section 05, Political Organizations & Parties, 
on the membership form; cost is $0. 
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POP Award Citations form the APSA 2020 Annual Meeting 
Celebrating Our POP Colleagues 

 

Emerging Scholar Award 
Committee: Janet Box-Steffensmeier, Ohio State University (chair), Larry Bartels, Vanderbilt University, 
Danielle Thomsen, University of California Irvine 
 

Alexander Hertel-Fernandez, U.S. Department of Labor (on leave from Columbia University) 
In just four years since receiving his Ph.D., Alexander Hertel-Fernandez has produced two significant books 
and several articles in major journals, a remarkable record of professional accomplishment for such a 
young scholar. His first book, Politics at Work: How Companies Turn Their Workers into Lobbyists (Oxford 
University Press, 2018), shed new light on how businesses mobilize their employees to participate in politics, 
including instances of retaliation by employers against workers who do not toe the company line. His second 
book, State Capture: How Conservative Activists, Big Businesses, and Wealthy Donors Reshaped the American 

 
POP-sponsored Short Course 

 “Data Sources for Interest Group Research” 
 

Wednesday, September 29 
9 AM to 1 PM  

Washington State Convention Center, Room 604 
 

This half-day short course will be a hands-on workshop featuring work published in the September 
2020 special issue of Interest Groups & Advocacy, “Data Sources for Interest Group Research.”  
 

There is a growing range of data sources available for the study of the advocacy efforts of 
organized interests and a growing ability to address interesting questions that had long been left on 
the sidelines. This workshop introduces some of the largest and most useful data sets for studying 
interest groups and instructs participants in how to use those data.  
 

The data sources discussed include reports filed under the US Lobbying Disclosure Act and data 
about the policy positions of US interest groups collected by the MapLight nonprofit organization, 
and a wide range of data about the advertising efforts of US interest groups collected through the 
Wesleyan Media Project, the Federal Communications Commission, and social media sites 
themselves.  
 

The short course will also feature presentations about data for interest groups in the European 
Union and the United Kingdom, as collected by the Comparative Interest Groups survey project 
and the INTERARENA project.  
 

Presenters include Jesse M. Crosson (Trinity University), Alexander C. Furnas (Northwestern 
University), and Geoffrey M. Lorenz (University of Nebraska) on interest group positions data 
from MapLight.org. Next, Tim LaPira (James Madison University) and Herschel F. Thomas III 
(West Virginia University) will demonstrate best practices on using data from the Lobbying 
Disclosure Act form OpenSecrets.org. Travis Ridout (Washington State University), Erika Fowler 
(Wesleyan University) and Michael Franz (Bowdoin College) will share how to use data on interest 
group advocacy through advertising, and Hye Young You will demonstrate the best uses of data 
from the Foreign Agents Registration Act. On the European side, Jan Beyers (University of 
Antwerp) will share data from the Comparative Interest Group survey project, and Helene Helboe 
Pedersen (Aarhus University) will present on the INTERARENA project. 
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States – and the Nation (Oxford University Press, 2019), documented the history, funding, and lobbying 
activities of key conservative political organizations in state politics and policymaking. In addition, he has 
collaborated with Theda Skocpol and Vanessa Williamson on a comprehensive study of the structure and 
political activities of the Koch network and Democracy Alliance, the two most prominent examples of 
ideological umbrella organizations on the contemporary political scene. All of this work is based upon 
painstaking collection of data from private documents, interviews, and other sources. Hertel-Fernandez has 
clearly established himself as a creative and consequential scholar of how powerful organized interests—
including businesses, labor unions, and networks of wealthy individuals—shape the American policymaking 
process. 

gh 
 

Jack Walker Outstanding Article Award (co-winners) 
Committee: Tim LaPira, James Madison University (chair), Geoffrey Layman, Notre Dame University, Hye 
Young You, New York University 
 

Zhao Li, Princeton University 
“How Internal Constraints Shape Interest Group Activities: Evidence from Access-Seeking PACs,” American 
Political Science Review 112.4 (2018): 792-808. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000382 
 
The 2020 Jack Walker Award recognizes Zhao Li for making an outstanding contribution to research and 
scholarship on political organizations and parties. In “How Internal Constraints Shape Interest Group Activities: 
Evidence from Access-Seeking PACs,” Li introduces a novel theory of interest group access by turning our 
attention inward to the constraints political action committees (PACs) face from their own donors. The article 
questions the implicit assumption that PACs strategically seek access to policymakers with little thought to the 
partisanship of their prospective donors. Using a clever combination of causal inference, experimental, and 
observational methods, Li reveals how donors’ partisanship limits PAC funding largely to co-partisans, even 
though that may minimize interest groups’ ability to seek access to out-partisan policymakers. 
 
Shane P. Singh, University of Georgia 
“Compulsory Voting and Parties’ Vote-Seeking Strategies,” American Journal of Political Science 63.1 (2019): 
37-52. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12386 
 

The 2020 Jack Walker Award recognizes Shane Singh for making an outstanding contribution to research and 
scholarship on political organizations and parties. “Compulsory Voting and Parties’ Vote-Seeking Strategies” 
argues that political parties respond to compulsory voting by shifting vote-maximizing strategies from vote-
buying and clientelism toward more programmatic and ideologically consistent position-taking. The theory also 
helps resolve ambiguity in the literature about the relationship between compulsory voting and political 
sophistication in the electorate. Singh uses a creative mix of cross-national observational, causal inference, and 
experimental designs to convincingly show that compulsory voting institutions improve political party 
responsiveness to voters and advance citizen engagement and political knowledge.  
 

gh 
 

POP/Party Politics Award for Best Meeting Paper Presented at the 2019 APSA Annual Meeting (co-
winners) 
Committee: Raymond LaRaja, University of Massachusetts-Amherst, Paul Djupe, Denison University, Sultan 
Tepe, University of Illinois-Chicago 
 

Jesse M. Crosson, Trinity University, Alexander C. Furnas, Northwestern University, and Geoffrey 
M. Lorenz, University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
“Polarized Pluralism: Preferences and Biases in the American Pressure System” 
 

Polarized Pluralism breaks new ground on US interest groups by developing a new measure of interest group 
preferences and illustrates the breadth of interest group advocacy in national politics. Not only do these scholars 
measure a very wide population of groups from many domains – business, labor, and issue groups – they 
generate a linked scale to the preferences of members of Congress to observe possible asymmetries in 
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representation. In this way, the paper adds substantially to our knowledge about the distribution of interests in 
US politics, and how this distribution reflects the current contours of the party system in Congress. This is 
critical, because they aim to evaluate a central claim about biased distribution of policy preferences among 
pressure groups.  They find that, contrary to the conventional wisdom that center-right business dominates, 
there is substantial heterogeneity of policy preferences across the pressure group population. Moreover, this 
distribution is strongly bimodal or what they call polarized pluralism, which connects their work to the literature 
on the party system more broadly. Despite this preference heterogeneity, the paper demonstrates evidence of 
bias among the wealthiest and most active groups. The groups have a decidedly moderate to conservative slant. 
This research breaks new ground by providing innovative measures, which will be helpful in building 
knowledge about how groups build advocacy strategies, how coalitions form, and the contours of partisan 
networks.  The paper also raises intriguing questions about polarization by illustrating how Republican 
members of Congress tend to be more conservative than the conservative pressure groups in the population. In 
sum the paper displays creative methods, evaluates important theories, interrogates previous important findings, 
and lays the groundwork for substantial new research in interest groups.  
 
Maraam A. Dwidar, Syracuse University 
 “Interest Group Coalitions and Minority Representation in Rulemaking” 
This paper represents efforts to understand who controls the federal bureaucracy and what makes them 
effective.  It looks specifically at agency rulemaking where agencies have considerable discretion, probing a 
path in the lobbying process where interest groups conceivably have the most influence over decisions made by 
the bureaucracy.  While previous research demonstrated how interest groups shape outcomes by providing 
information, influencing public opinion and loosening political resistance, this paper focuses on the notice and 
comment process, which has not been explored so robustly to this point.  It shines a spotlight on how different 
strategies potentially influence bureaucratic policymaking.  Using new data, the paper demonstrates that agency 
decision-makers tend to value diverse coalitions containing many perspectives, arguing that bureaucrats have 
incentives to prioritize proposals that have broad and diverse support.  By looking at co-signature patterns on 
interest group comments across 400 US federal agencies and the corresponding outcome in the final rule, it 
demonstrates that groups have more influence when the policy salience is low and especially when comments 
on rulemaking are highly-detailed.  The results provide systematic evidence that the composition of lobbying 
coalitions may strengthen influence over the bureaucracy’s implementation of public policy. While not the first 
study to demonstrate the influence on policy of diverse and collective interest group lobbying it expands the 
scope of understanding pressure group influence by showing how such strategies apply specifically to the 
bureaucratic rule-making setting. In doing so it addresses ongoing theoretical debates about how coalitional 
lobbying and composition affects success, while raising important questions about the kind of policy issues for 
which interest group have the most influence.   

gh 
Leon Epstein Outstanding Book Award 
Committee: Brian Brox, Tulane University (chair), Shamira Gelbman, Wabash College, Geoffrey Lorenz, 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
 
Verónica Pérez Bentancur, Universidad de la República, Uruguay; Rafael Piñeiro Rodríguez, 
Universidad Católica del Uruguay, Fernando Rosenblatt, Universidad Diego Portales, Chile 
How Party Activism Survives: Uruguay’s Frente Amplio (Cambridge University Press 2019) 
 

In the early 1970s, the Frente Amplio (Broad Front) formed to unite several leftist groups, parties, and 
politicians in Uruguay. Declared illegal following a 1973 coup, it re-emerged in the 1980s, and in the 
subsequent forty years, the Frente Amplio developed a robust political organization with committees extending 
to the neighborhood level and contested elections with notable growth in vote percentages. In How Party 
Activism Survives, Verónica Pérez Bentancur, Rafael Piñeiro Rodríguez, and Fernando Rosenblatt chart the rise 
of the Frente Amplio with a particular focus on the development of party organization and the engagement of 
party activists.  
 

In their remarkable case study of the Frente Amplio in Uruguay, the authors lay out a theory of party 
development that places party activists at the center of organizational development and decision-making. After 
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describing the Uruguayan party system, the authors provide a deep description of the structure of the Frente 
Amplio and the role of activists in populating the lowest unit of the party organization, the Base Committee. 
Through process tracing, they document the reproduction of an organizational structure that solidified the role 
of grassroots activists in higher level decision-making. They also engage in individual level analysis to describe 
the role of efficacy in motivating activist participation in the party.  After having analyzed the history, structure, 
and role of activists within the party, the authors analyze party decisions and how the party organization exerts 
influence over the party in government. They conclude with a comparison of the Frente Amplio with Brazil's 
Partido dos Trabalhadores, another leftist mass party that, unlike the Frente Amplio, evolved into a 
professional-electoral party. 
 

The award committee was impressed by the authors' theoretical contribution to the role of party organizations in 
cultivating citizen engagement as well as their deep description of a mass party that defies many of the 
expectations of the literature on party development. The committee noted the extensive empirical work that 
serves as a foundation for authors' arguments and the multiple methods used to evaluate the evidence. How 
Party Activism Survives is worthy of the Leon Epstein Outstanding Book Award because it leaves readers with 
a better understanding of a great many areas of interest to scholars of political organizations and parties, 
especially the development of party organizations, the engagement of activists, as well as the rise and current 
prospects of leftist parties in Latin America. 

gh 
 

Samuel Eldersveld Career Achievement Award 
Committee: Marie Hojnacki, Pennsylvania State University (chair), Susan Scarrow, University of Houston, 
Marc Hetherington, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
 

Pippa Norris, Harvard University 
Pippa Norris’ wide-ranging, insightful, and influential work has shaped research agendas in many aspects of 
comparative politics, including the study of political parties, partisanship, and party systems.  Her early work on 
candidate recruitment, including Gender and Party Politics (1993); Political Recruitment: Gender, Race and 
Class in the British Parliament (1995); and Passages to Power: Legislative Recruitment in Advanced 
Democracies (1997), broke new ground in its theoretical treatment of candidate recruitment as a market, and its 
systematic analysis of how that market-based process in a range of Western democracies affected the 
advancement of women and other under-represented groups in partisan politics.  She has written numerous 
books on electoral integrity, including a trilogy – Why Elections Fail (2014); Why Electoral Integrity Matters 
(2015); and Strengthening Electoral Integrity (2017) -- that offers a global assessment of the implications of 
poorly-run elections, examines how the quality of electoral governance can be improved, and evaluates the 
relative effectiveness of different programs for improvement.  Her recent scholarship on authoritarian populism 
and right-wing parties, including Radical Right: Voters and Parties in the Electoral Market (2005) and Cultural 
Backlash: Trump, Brexit and Authoritarian Populism (2019), both challenges conventional notions of why the 
radical right has been successful and advances our understanding of how intergenerational differences in 
attitudes explain support for populist authoritarian parties and candidates. 
  
In addition to her fifty books, Norris is the author of nearly three hundred book chapters and journal articles that 
have influenced scholarly debates about the process of democratization; gender and politics; comparative 
political behavior; political communication in campaigns; and elections. As founding director of the Electoral 
Integrity Project, director of the Global Party Survey, and co-director of the TrustGov Project, she has a 
formative influence on scholarship in comparative politics.  Norris also has been widely influential in the 
discipline, serving in numerous leadership positions in the American Political Science Association, the 
International Political Science Association, and the Political Studies Association of the UK, and as a member of 
the editorial boards of many of the field’s top journals. In short, through her expansive and influential research 
and her project entrepreneurship, Norris has been instrumental in shaping many important debates about 
political parties and partisan politics for nearly thirty years.  It is with great enthusiasm and appreciation that we 
recognize her contribution to the field of political organizations and parties with the Samuel Eldersveld Career 
Achievement Award. 
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