
PLS 101 - Lecture 7

One of the things I have found is that when Iím studying for a test 
thereís three types of materials.  Thereís ó or three different levels.  I 
take sort of a triage approach and that is this.  If thereís stuff in the 
book, thatís in the book, and I talk about it, is it important?  You better 
believe it.  If you see stuff overlap between what I talk about and whatís in 
the book, take that as a definite indicator of the importance of the material.

Number two.  What about stuff thatís not so much in the book but stuff I 
talk about.  Would that be important material on a test?  Yeah.  And thatís 
not to be so egotistical or something, but Iím not gonna waste your time and 
talk about stuff thatís not important.  We donít have much time to deal with 
in the classes, so I want to make sure what we talk about is worth talking 
about.  So thatís indicator number two.

Now, what about stuff thatís in the book but we donít talk about it in 
class.  Is that fair game for a test?  Itís fair game but I will not be as 
likely or inclined to draw heavily from that kind of stuff.  So the most 
important thing is when youíre studying for the test, say did we talk about 
this in class, is it in the book?  Then chances are you really need to know 
that pretty well.  So I would keep that in mind as youíre doing this.

But we were talking a few days ago about the whole idea about tyranny of 
the majority and tyranny of the minority, and stuff like that.  This is a 
great time to talk about how other things that we see going on outside apply 
to whatís going on inside here.  Letís look at whatís going on in Iraq right 
now.  Aaron, you were in Iraq for two years, right, or so?  Okay.  You 
probably are thinking with pride about whatís going on with the elections 
yesterday in terms of a major accomplishment of having these democratic 
elections going on in Iraq.

Now, tell me ó youíve all been reading the papers and stuff or if you 
arenít you should be.  Youíre in college here.  What do we know about the 
different kinds of groups over in Iraq?  Tell me the different groups or 
people youíve heard of in Iraq, religious groups.  Whatís the majority 
religious group over there?  Theyíre all Muslim.  Thatís good.  Thatís good.  
Thatís good.  But what type of Muslim is the majority in Iraq?  Shiites.  
Whatís the minority?  Sunnis.  Under Suddam Hussein ó Suddam Hussein was a 
Suni, right?  Under Suddam Hussein the majority did not get their way, okay?  
Therefore, now the Shiites ó theyíve been told by their Ayatollahs, their 
religious leaders, that they should go out and vote.  And they know that by 
voting theyíre gonna be clearly voting for representatives that are gonna be 
Shiite representatives, right?  So theyíre finally gonna be able to see, ìWe 
are the majority and the majority is ruling.î

Now, let me ask you this, though.  If the Shiites decide to engage in 
tyranny of the majority and not provide the minority, the Sunnis ó which 
theyíre fearful ó the Sunnis are fearful of this and thatís why they didnít 
turn out hardly at all at the polls yesterday.  Their percentage was much, 
much lower.  If you donít give accommodation, representation, rights to this 
minority called the Sunnis, if it becomes a blatant tyranny in the majority, 
whatís gonna happen in Iraq?  Civil war.  So what do you need to do to 
preserve democracy, real democracy and peace?  You should definitely have 
rights of the majority but protection of minorities as well.  The majority 
interests and the minority interests.  

It cannot be ó youíve got to design a system that provide the minority 
adequate measures of representation that they feel is democratic and 



appropriate and that gives them a voice.  Because if you donít give them the 
appropriate voice, theyíre gonna see the system as illegitimate and theyíre 
gonna see nothing simply but a switch from a pure ó purely in the past a 
tyranny of the minority to now a tyranny of the majority. 

Democracy to work really has to accommodate majoritarian preferences but 
at the same time itís also got to accommodate minority interest.  And what we 
see happening yesterday is a very good case in point of that.  And whatís 
gonna happen in the future will very much depend upon the answer to that 
question.  So in a lot of ways, in some respects, I know that theyíre not 
going to import a U.S. Constitution obviously, but they are modeling it after 
a type ó theyíre incorporating these kinds of democratic ideas.  
Representative democracy, a little bit of the idea maybe of a parliamentary 
kind of democracy as well, but also a federal system too to incorporate and 
allow for local control in areas that are dominated by minority groups such as 
Sunnis.  So itíll be interesting to see how it all works out.  I really will.  
And larger issues, foreign policy -- I mean, again a lot of people are gonna 
look at this as a vindication of Bushís policies.  When they see democratic 
reform movements that are moving in Afghanistan and Iraq, some other places 
now going on ó for example, in the Ukraine.

When we were last talking on Friday, we were talking about how federalism 
has evolved over a period of time and I think we got to the point where we 
moved from dual federalism to start talking about cooperative federalism.  I 
think as I indicated at the time on that discussion, is that we move into this 
new era ó this new era from 1933 on really began to characterize a very 
changing or different kind of relationship between the Federal government and 
the states.  And in part, it was again based more on, as it says right here in 
the title, cooperative or cooperation between the two.  And it was because of 
a couple of things that were going on.  The Great Depression that occurred in 
1929 and the economic catastrophes that occurred.

The people across the U.S. began to blame the Republicans and their 
laissez-faire.  You remember the term laissez-faire, a French term?  It means 
hands off.  This laissez-faire economics.  So hands-off government.  Donít let 
the government get involved in the economy.  That hands-off approach to 
managing the economy apparently didnít work too well because of the Great 
Depression, and people began to blame the Republicans in large measure for the 
Great Depression.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt came in in 1932 and said, ìIf you elect me, I 
will institute a New Deal and we will put people back to work.  Weíre gonna 
create all these government programs to help design -- to alleviate poverty.î  
During that time a lot of agencies were created.  The Federal Labor Relations 
ó Iím sorry ó the National Labor of Relations Board was created.  The 
Civiliansí Conservation Corps.  The Works Progress Administration.  A lot of 
different agencies were created, in part designed to put people back to work.

But besides that and people began to look at the desirability of the 
Federal government playing ó you know, integrating in the economy.  During the 
time a massive ó there was a massive change in voter support from the 
Republicans to the Democrats, and that was called the beginning of the New 
Deal Coalition.  The New Deal program that was instituted by Roosevelt created 
a coalition of voters called the New Deal Coalition.  And that New Deal 
Coalition remained very, very strong at least through the late 1960s or so.  
People have some debates about whatís happened to that New Deal Coalition 
since then.

But to show you how you see sort of remnants of that, let me just ask you 



real quickly.  Your grandparents, maybe even some of your parents here too.  
Do you have grandparents who are Democrats?  How many of you have grandparents 
that are Democrats?  Anybody?  Okay.  Quite a few.  Part of them may have 
joined the Democratic Party during that New Deal Coalition.  I was talking 
about my mother-in-law who lost her farm back when she was a child in Texas 
during the Great Depression.  She and my father-in-law are very, very strong 
supporters of the Democratic Party, in part going all the way back to that New 
Deal Coalition.

Another reason, however, was that people saw a desirable role of the 
Federal government not only in terms of the economy, but also in another way, 
too.  And there was this escalating perception that the states were not doing 
a very good job in maintaining certain basic kinds of rights.  They were 
really performing ó they were seen as performing badly in many key areas.  
Especially, for example, civil rights.

By the early 1960s many of the states had come to be seen as perpetuators 
of discrimination, particularly in the South.  There was a lot of 
discrimination that was going on.  And the governors, on top of that, the 
governors in each of the states had pretty weak powers.  The state 
legislatures were very small and unprofessionalized.  And so the Federal 
government became very active, not only in trying to alleviate poverty, but 
also to enhance civil rights. And so particularly during the ë50s and ë60s 
and ë70s, people were calling on Washington for greater help.

So if we were to say in terms of different errors, we begin to see a shift 
in our thinking about the role, the desirable role of the Federal government 
during this time.  And that had an impact in terms of how money was allocated.  
So that sort of brings me up to the 1960s on, certainly from the ë60s through 
the ë80s, what I would call the era of fiscal federalism.  And during this 
time of fiscal federalism ó and this again is sort of an outgrowth of 
cooperative federalism, but you see it really magnified in terms of how money 
is being allocated.  There was a huge growth of Federal grants to many states 
and cities.  

Let me just give you an interesting statistic here.  By 1990 even there 
were federal grants that amounted to over 100 billion dollars per year and 
they were spent through over 400 separate federal programs.  So basically a 
huge pot of money divvied up into 400 different kinds of programs designed to 
provide money to state and local governments.  Now, youíd better believe that 
under these kinds of programs the states welcomed this ó these kinds of 
initiatives.  Because after all whatís happening here is Washington would be 
paying for the bills and the states would be given the capability of running 
or the responsibility of running these programs.

So the states welcomed it.  Because, for example, letís say Alabama.  If 
the port of Mobile, Alabama, could actually get the Federal government to put 
up money to help improve its port facilities, then itís not the citizens of 
Alabama but the citizens of an entire nation paying for these kinds of 
improvements.  And, in fact, some local governments were becoming so dependent 
on federal money that were beginning to be called federal aid junkies.  For 
example, in 1978 about 77 percent of all the revenue in Detroit, that was 
given to Detroit, was spent and actually came from the federal government.

When we talk about fiscal federalism today, Iíd like to talk about sort of 
the two general most important kinds of grants that are provided here.  Weíve 
got basically categorical grants and block grants.  Letís talk a little bit 
about the difference between these two.  Itís a very, very easy difference 
between them.  An example of a block grant is a community development block 



grant.  But letís talk about these things here just for a second.
Categorical grants.  Categorical grants are basically money provided by 

the Federal government for a very specific purpose.  Thatís why they call them 
categories.  Specific category or specific purpose.  Whatís interesting about 
categorical grants, they are by far the largest categories and they often 
require the state or locality to put up matching funds.  So there may be a 
matching fund requirement as well.  But the key here is itís for a very 
specific purpose.  

Iíll give you a couple of quick examples of this.  To build an airport.  
Weíre going to allocate this money.  The Federal government is gonna give the 
City of Springfield money to enhance their airport facilities.  That will be a 
categorical grant that would be coming through the Department of 
Transportation ó Iím sorry ó the Federal Aviation Administration, which is 
part of the Department of Transportation.  

Another example, college dorm.  Letís say that SMS applied for some 
federal funds from the Department of Education to build a college dorm, a new 
college dorm.  Now, I know youíre all happy with the dorms here.  Theyíre the 
best in the land, right?  And no oneís got any complaints whatsoever about the 
dorms here.  But letís say that we had dorms that were very, very decrepit and 
we needed to have some money to build a new dorm.  Well, SMS could apply for a 
federal grant through the Department of Education and they could actually get 
money to build a college dorm.  That money would have to be used specifically 
and exclusively for a college dorm.

Letís say the City of Springfield wanted to get some money to build some 
apartment complexes for the elderly.  Right now, for example, thereís a multi-
unit high-rise apartment complex near Battlefield Mall thatís for the elderly.  
Letís say, you know, thatís getting kind of old.  There are some other units 
around here.  Letís say that the City of Springfield applied for some federal 
money to build a new one.  Again, that money would have to be used exclusively 
for that purpose.  Not for some general slush fund or something else.  And 
again, like I said, thereís often some kind of matching fund or matching 
requirements, or matching funds that would be required.

Another example of matching funds or matching requirements would be in 
terms of highway funds.  Oftentimes to build new highways we would require 
states or local governments to put up the matching funds.  Not only are there 
matching requirements, but another little condition here is sometimes they 
will put some kind of strings attached to that money as well.  So not only 
that you have to put up the money to help match it, but also might be 
something like this.  Again weíll use highways as an example.

The Federal government might say, ìFor us to give Missouri this amount of 
money for enhancing their interstate or making improvements to their 
interstates across Missouri, theyíre gonna have to raise the minimum drinking 
age from 18 to 21.î  Whatís the minimum drinking age in Missouri?  No one 
knows, right?  Oh, you all know, right?  Of course you do.  Itís 21.  At one 
time it used to be 18.  Why is it 21?  For that very reason.  Is it because 
the legislators in their infinite wisdom said, ìWe think that people at 18 are 
too young to drink and therefore weíre gonna raise it to 21"?  Well, thereís 
some empirical evidence to suggest that there are fewer highway fatalities 
among that age group by raising the minimum drinking age requirement from 18 
to 21.  But the real reason why they imposed that was the fear of losing 
federal transportation dollars.  And the Federal government told all the 
states, ìRaise your minimum drinking age.  We think itís a good public policy 
for you to do so.  And if you donít raise your minimum drinking age, weíre 



going to withhold our funding to you for improving your interstate system or 
maintenance of your interstate systems.î

Some states tried to hold out when this happened several years ago.  Texas 
tried to hold out, Louisiana tried to hold out.  Ultimately they even conceded 
and said, ìThatís a lot of money to give up so weíre also gonna pass laws to 
raise the minimum drinking age to 21.î  But again, an example of categorical 
grants.  Sometimes matching requirements and other kinds of strings attached 
to that funding as a basis for getting those funds.

Now, besides categorical grants, another important grant category is 
something called block grants.  The basic difference between the two is the 
block grants are a lot more flexible.  I have here as an example Community 
Development Block Grant.  This is also called CDBG.  This is a very famous 
block grant administered by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.  
HUD you may have heard of.  HUD is responsible for administering this grant.  
And basically what it is is instead of saying, ìWeíre going to have a specific 
category like elderly housing or college dormitories,î or something like that, 
theyíre basically saying, ìLook.  Weíre gonna provide you money in a general 
category called community development.  And you can apply for these funds.  
And as long as you can justify showing that this is gonna be used in the name 
of community development, you can do that.î  

So if the City of Springfield, for example, decides to apply for some CDBG 
funds to help build a senior citizen meeting center on the north side, they 
can do that in the name of community development.  Or they can then say the 
very next year, ìWe donít want to do that this year.  Instead, we want to 
build a new park or recreation center somewhere else in another part of town.î  
Is that done in the name of community development?  Can you justify it on 
those grounds?  If you can, then chances are you might very well get approved.

But the whole idea behind the block grants was to give the states and the 
local governments more flexibility in terms of how that money is spent.  So 
you donít have the same level of matching requirements or the same kinds of 
strings attached like you do with the categorical grants.  Question?

[Inaudible student response]
Yes.  For the general purpose of community development.  So as long as you 

can justify what is done in the name of community development because thatís a 
broad category.  Or it could be an economic development grant, is another kind 
of grant, too.  As long as you can say in the name of economic development or 
in the name of community development, weíre gonna apply for this and these are 
the funds, then it does give you a little bit more flexibility in terms of how 
those funds are administered.

Another thing that I will give you ó oh, oh.  Another example of a block 
grant is something that I mentioned the other day, this thing called TANF, 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families.  Itís in your notes earlier, TANF.  
TANF is a block grant given to the states for public assistance.  It replaced 
a categorical grant called AFDC, Aid to Families of Dependant Children.  
Youíve heard of that before?  Okay.  AFDC was a specific categorical grant 
basically under some welfare reform initiatives that have taken place over the 
last 10 years. They moved to a block grant, TANF, to give the states more 
flexibility.  In making certain determinations as to who shall be provided 
public assistance and for how long, shall we incorporate work requirements 
that youíve gotta work, so we moved from welfare to workfare.  And again, the 
states liked this idea because it gives them more flexibility in terms of how 
they administer and use these kinds of funds.

Let me give you one other example.  We donít have this anymore, GRS, 



General Revenue Sharing.  General Revenue Sharing was a program that actually 
ended when Ronald Reagan became president.  It was a very interesting kind of 
idea.  Under General Revenue Sharing, the way the program was designed was 
weíre simply gonna have a pot of money here and weíre gonna call this General 
Revenue Sharing.  And basically, no one has to apply for this.  Weíre just 
gonna automatically divvy it out to the cities on the basis of how wealthy or 
how poor they are.  So weíre gonna look at indicators.  Weíre gonna use a 
formula here and look at these indicators as to whether or not youíre a poorer 
city or a richer city, a wealthier city.  And weíll look at things like ó 
okay.  You tell me.  What would you look at in terms of looking at the 
economic health of a city?  What kinds of factors would you consider?  What 
would be a good example?  How would you tell a rich city from a poor city?  

[Inaudible student response]
The presence of hospitals, is that what you mean?  Could be.  Unemployment 

ratios, unemployment rates.  That would be good.  Along the same lines, what 
else?  Per capita income?  Okay.  Those with a more per capita average income 
would be considered a wealthier city?  Okay.  Their tax base.  What else would 
you look at?  Maybe what?  Number of homeless maybe?  Okay.  Maybe public 
dollars spent on a per person basis.  Quality of life, per se, might be.  But 
again, little things like that.  Youíd look at the quality of housing, the age 
of housing stock, for example.  Is a good portion of the housing dilapidated 
housing or new housing.  So all these kinds of indicators would go in.

Hereís what would happen.  Somebody would ó some bureaucrat in Washington 
in the Department of Housing and Urban Development would plug in all these 
variable indicators into a formula.  Then all of a sudden, ìHereís the amount 
of money we hear,î and it spits out how much money goes to each city on an 
automatic basis.  So looking at all these kinds of variables and automatically 
you decide which cities should get the most.

Now, if youíre smart and youíre the mayor of a city and youíre not getting 
enough money, whatís gonna be your argument to get more money?  Say thereís a 
problem with this system.  Whatís the problem?  This city does not take into 
account other kinds of variables that ought to be in the formula, right?  So 
basically, GRS really ended up creating a lot of conflict between not only 
governors, but also particularly mayors in each of the cities arguing for more 
of a piece of the federal dollars because of this.  They said, ìWe should get 
more money because this formula is flawed.  It doesnít really take into 
account, you know, these kinds of conditions that are particularly paramount 
in our city.  Therefore, we think you need to change those formulas ó or tweak 
that formula to include these other additional variables.î

So anyway, General Revenue Sharing ó that was sort of a basis.  Itís more 
of a formula and it was an automatic kind of payment to the cities.  Again, 
the poorer cities were designed to get the most money, the wealthier cities 
less money.

There are other kinds of grants that people have tried as well.  Iíll just 
give you an example.  You donít have to worry about knowing this one.  But 
during the 1980s,  there was a very popular grant also administered by HUD 
called UDAG, U-D-A-G.  It was called Urban Development Action Grant.  And let 
me just tell a little interesting story to show you why this program did not 
last very long.  It was designed to provide economic development for 
particularly distressed areas in each of the cities.

Well, when I was going to school up at Syracuse University, if you look at 
ó and like a lot of universities, this university was on a hill and around the 
community here you had a lot of student housing.  Now, people who live in 



student housing probably donít have a whole lot of money, wouldnít you say?  
Is that a fair statement or am I wrong here?  Okay.  Well, in those years that 
was considered an economically distressed area.  So what happened?  The 
Marriott Corporation applied for a UDAG grant.  They said, ìWe have a great 
idea.  Let us set up an Marriott right on the outer edges of the property of 
Syracuse University and give us a grant to help build this hotel.  This is 
gonna be a really nice hotel.  And weíre gonna put people to work and weíre 
gonna hire people from around the community here, put ëem in jobs to work in 
the hotel and they can make some money off of that.  In the process, this will 
be just a very, very good economic sense for that community, to help transform 
that community to a wealthy community.î

Well, do you see a flaw already built into this?  I mean, did Marriott 
need the Federal government, your tax-paying dollars, to help build that 
hotel?  No.  And today being on the outer edge ó I mean, itís a huge 20-story 
high-rise.  If you knew anything about Big East basketball or football, they 
take their basketball there very, very seriously.  And so whenever thereís 
some basketball games, they have all these boosters that come in and stay, and 
pay, you know, $200 a night at this Marriott on the outskirts, very, very 
conveniently located to where, you know, the coliseum and the football and 
basketball arenas.  So because of that, you know, you might say they couldíve 
done that anyway.  Did they have to have federal dollars?

So the point here is there have been other examples of federal funds ó of 
federal programs that have been tried and, like General Revenue Sharing, have 
not lasted for different reasons.  UDAG didnít last because of the fact that 
it really did lead to some potential abuse.  People trying to take advantage 
of the rules in a way and they really didnít need to do that.  But those were 
some of the basic programs.

The most three important that I think you need to know are the 
categorical, block, and General Revenue Sharing.  Even then understand that 
GRS is not even in effect today.

A couple of other quick things I want to say that I think is important to 
know.  And, in fact, even before we even get to there, let me say one other 
quick thing here, too, about federalism that I think is a really, really 
interesting point that I want you to know. 

When you start having ó think about this.  When you start having a system 
of funding where the Federal government turns on the spigot and thereís a pile 
of money thatís created, and that money is designed to go to the states and/or 
local government.  Do you know what youíre gonna create?  Youíre gonna create 
one of two things.  Youíve got to create bureaucracy, huge bureaucracy, or 
abuse of public dollars.  Because youíve got a lot of money being transferred 
into different hands.  The question is, how do you make sure that money is 
spent appropriately?  Well, what do you do?  The Federal government has to 
create an agency.  In other words, my point here is that federalism enhances 
or creates bureaucracy.  Weíre complaining about how big, you know, our 
federal bureaucracy is or our bureaucracy in general.  Well, guess what?  
Federalism is a major reason why we have such a huge bureaucracy.  And so a 
very, very simple idea.  If you have a lot of money thatís created, this pot 
of money, going out somewhere, then youíve gotta hire federal bureaucrats to 
monitor the flow of that money.  They need to make sure that itís going into 
the right hands.

So letís say this money is going to the states.  Well, then, the State of 
Missouri in Jeff City, theyíre gonna have to hire bureaucrats to make sure 
that money is being spent in the right ó being used for the right purposes.  



So you hire auditors, you hire accountants, you hire financial analysts, you 
hire compliance experts, you hire management information system specialists to 
create MIS systems designed to monitor the flow of money.  All of these things 
kind of go hand in hand with this whole flow of money.

And then at the same time you also have to hire people who are ó who have 
to fill out these reports to show they have complied with the requirements of 
this grant.  So you hire bureaucrats at the city level, you hire bureaucrats 
at the state level who are basically filling out reports, annual reports, 
showing how that money has been spent and are they in compliance with the 
terms and provisions of that grant.

So the point here I want to suggest to you is that federalism spawns 
bureaucracy.  Federalism creates bureaucracy at all three different levels of 
government, Federal, State, and Local.  And I want you to understand thereís a 
reason for that.  If you donít have that  ó we might complain about 
bureaucracy, we might call it all red tape and unnecessary waste and all that, 
but if you donít have this bureaucracy, if you donít have this red tape, what 
happens?  That money is going and we donít know where it goes.  Thereís no one 
to account for it.  And if you have no accountability, what happens?  
Potentially people could abuse it.  And that basically means that your 
taxpaying dollars are being spent potentially in inappropriate ways.

And Iíve heard one person say that ó a famous scholar said that one 
personís red tape is somebody elseís accountability system or treasured 
procedural safeguard.  The idea is that you have to be able to monitor that 
money.  Otherwise, itís a potential for abuse.  So when we start complaining 
about how big bureaucracy is, letís remember one of the sources of that big 
bureaucracy is actually the flow of federal dollars back and forth from the 
Federal to the State and on down.

Okay.  A couple of other concepts I want to share with you real quickly 
here.  There was one ó a famous scholar named Morton Grogens who, back in the 
1960s, came up with sort of an analogy of looking at federalism that to a 
large degree is very relevant today as well.  Thereís some different models of 
federalism but his is probably the most famous, the one I want to give to you.

A lot of specialists in this whole field of federalism will look at ó 
traditionally will look at saying, ìHereís the Federal government, here are 
the state governments, and here are local governments.î  And they suggest 
there are very clearly defined, you know, divisions of authority between the 
two.  And he said basically, you know, that looks like a layer cake where 
thereís clearly defined layers.  He said thatís not really a very appropriate 
analogy for looking at the nature of federalism today.  And he said instead of 
looking at it like a layer cake with these very neatly defined layers of 
government authority, a much better way of looking at this is actually like a 
marble cake.  If youíve seen a marble cake, you know, itís sort of ó the 
swirls in the cake are all around.  And the idea is thatís a much better way 
of looking at the nature of federalism today.  

And he gives some examples.  Letís say, for example, that thereís a 
federal grant that is provided to hire a teacher for a Head Start program.  Is 
this teacher gonna be responsible to the Federal government.  Part of her 
funding is from the Federal government, part of her funding is from the state, 
and part of her funding may actually be from the local school district.  So he 
or she may have three separate funding sources here that helps to supplement 
their salary.  And who is this person gonna be responsible to ultimately, the 
principal or the director of the Head Start, the director of the 
superintendent for education in the local school district, or some state or 



federal bureaucrat?  
So this is simply just one of many kinds of examples in which you see sort 

of this confluence of authority, overlapping authority, where you donít really 
know where federal authority ends and where state authority begins, and vice-
versa.  So thatís kind of the idea that he was talking about in terms of this 
marble cake analogy of federalism.

And then let me give you one other quick thing, this idea of unfunded 
mandates.  Unfunded mandates is a common criticism that state and local 
governments have.  In fact, some people suggest that the No Child Left Behind 
is a form of an unfunded mandate.  There are some differences of opinion about 
that.  The Bush administration will say, ìWe have increased more money for 
education at the federal level than we ever have before.î  But yet many local 
administrators say, ìWeíre not getting anywhere near enough money and support 
to actually implement No Child Left Behind.î 

But the idea here behind unfunded mandates almost is as the term suggests.  
Itís simply where the Federal government imposes a, quote, ìmandateî on the 
state or local governments without providing the commensurate federal funding 
to do so.  So a good example that other people have used that apply here would 
be the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Youíve heard of the ADA of 1990.  The 
Americans with Disabilities Act required the government ó basically, any kind 
of public buildings you provide accommodation for for those with disabilities.

Before we moved over here into this building our class was over in 
Siceluff Hall.  During the time I was teaching there, there was all this 
construction going on in terms of making wider bathroom accommodations, to 
accommodate this, all part of ADA.  Again, the State of Missouri said, ìWe 
donít have money to do this.  Youíre imposing these requirements but at the 
same time we donít have the money to do that.î  And thereíve been a lot of 
changes all throughout campus with the specific intent of complying with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.

I know none of you have been here that long, but many, many years ago 
Karls Hall, the agricultural building ó if you were walking out by Karls Hall 
to that parking lot with the underground passage there, you would go by Karls 
Hall and they had these two huge staircases on the outside.  And the way youíd 
go upstairs was to go up these staircases.  Several years ago they completely 
tore all that down and built in an elevator right there, specifically because 
of ADA.  And theyíve done that some other places here on campus as well.

So thatís where you see some examples of that.
Congress passed in 1995 something called ó if you put it here in your 

notes ó Unfunded Mandates, the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995.  And 
under that act ó again, just put Reform Act right next to Unfunded Mandates ó 
under that act basically it said that any new mandates must have the required 
finances to go along with it.  In other words, if the Federal government 
imposes a new mandate, Congress says the Federal government should also 
therefore provide the funding along in there with it.  It hasnít been a 
complete success in terms of that.  Itís still kind of mixed.  But again, 
thatís sort of the hot buzz term right now in terms of unfunded mandates.

Let me give you another example how things have changed just over a period 
of time.  Back when I was in grad school at the University of Georgia, we had 
our department in a very old building.  A historic building, probably 150 
years old, very beautiful building.  But it didnít have elevators there.  It 
just had some stairs.  And back in my days, you know, when I had to walk five 
miles to school everyday and all that, and read by candlelight at night, 
during those times I would occasionally see someone in a wheelchair being 



picked up by students to go up and down the stairs.  So basically you have a 
person in a wheelchair and like two or three or four students taking them up 
and down the stairs to get to class.

Now, what was interesting ó I look at that and Iím thinking why donít they 
provide an elevator, for heavenís sakes?  Well, you know why?  Because they 
made an economic decision way back then that said itís cheaper to hire student 
workers to shuffle people in wheelchairs up and down the stairs than it is to 
put a brand new elevator in there.  

Now, thatís changed, in part because of the ADA of 1990.  But I just saw 
that and I thought, that ó I felt sorry for the person in the wheelchair 
because they mustíve felt a certain degree of humiliation that they required 
somebody to take ëem up and down stairs to class.  And I just thought, you 
know, there ought to be a better way.  Well, the ADA was an example of 
providing a better way, even though it can be very expensive in the process.  
Did you have a question?

[Inaudible student response]
Reform Act.  Unfunded Mandates Reform Act, yeah.  That was passed in 1995.

The last thing I want to say about federalism is this.  I want you to 
think about this some.  This is not gonna be ó again, letís say if we really 
have essay questions.  For those of you out in TV land, maybe one of these 
days you might get lucky here.  Youíre gonna have an essay question.  Here 
would be a great essay question.  Even though youíre not gonna have this essay 
question, think about ó think about the implications here as you understand 
federalism.  This will enhance your understanding of the whole area of 
federalism.

Think about if we were to go back to the days where we did not have a 
federal system of government.  Think about the days if we had a confederation.  
This is where it ties in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3.  What if we had a 
confederation today, a confederal system where the states called all the 
shots.  The Federal government was a creature of the state.  Any kind of 
changes that occurred required ó had to have the approval of the states.  If 
the states didnít like what the Federal government was doing, just get rid of 
the Federal government altogether and replace it with a new system of 
government.  I shouldnít even say Federal government; I should say national 
government.

Under this, what would our society ó what would our country look like 
under a confederal system today?  Just think about that, okay?  Is it possible 
that you might have ó youíd go to one state and all of a sudden certain kinds 
of law apply, federal laws apply.  You go to another state and a whole 
different hodgepodge of laws might apply.  You go yet to another state and a 
whole different patchwork of laws might apply.  And you donít know whether or 
not itís a federal law ó youíre violating a federal law in this state for 
these kinds of behaviors versus over here you donít know if you can.  And some 
of the states may say, ìHey, do we like this?  Because we can call our own 
shots.î

And the idea is just think about what kind of ó you know, again, what 
would a picture of the United States look like if that doctrine nullification 
had been allowed to stand?  If we had a confederal system of government today, 
you know, what would you see differently in regard to how things would look?  
I think thatís something you ought to think about and I think it makes for a 
great essay question, actually.

You know, would we have, for example, some states have foreign policies 
with some countries or alliances with some countries and other states having 



different kinds of alliances with other countries?  There are lots of 
different things to think about there in that regard.

Now that we have talked a little bit about this, I know that weíve got ó I 
would like to go into public opinion but, you know, I donít want to do that 
yet.  I want to basically ask you if I could answer any questions about 
anything at all that weíve talked about  ó this is gonna be for the next five 
minutes here, a potential review session to the extent that you want to take 
advantage of it.  Do you guys have any questions?  I want to make sure that 
you all do well on the test.  And I well tell you that, again, itís not a very 
difficult exam but there are 50 questions.

And one of the things I would say to you right now off the bat is that if 
you do not on Wednesday when you come and take this test ó if you do not 
understand a question or how itís worded, please come to me and ask me whatíre 
you getting at here.  I wonít give you answer, obviously, but Iíll try to say 
ó okay.  If you donít understand how itís worded, let me try to word it a 
different way for you.  Iíll be happy to do that.

So thatís one thing Iíll say to you.  Again, in terms of your studying for 
it, like I mentioned before, where you see overlap focus on that kind of 
material.  If youíve been looking at the study guide, let me say this.  The 
study guide is, again, there for you.  It basically covers some basic topics 
that weíve talked about since we started meeting this semester.  But hereís 
the danger and hereís a warning to you about the study guide.  If you can 
basically give a simple one word or one sentence answer to a question on the 
study guide, be careful.  Chances are you may not really know the question 
that well.  If you can only get beyond one word or one sentence statement, you 
may not really know the question.  Because I may have a broad question and if 
you can only simply just take it at the most superficial level, that may not 
be a level of understanding enough. 

So all Iím trying to say is if you use the study guide ó which again, itís 
a guide to help you --- feel free to use it.  But again, understand that I may 
have a question on there that has certain layers.  My daughterís a big fan of 
Shrek, you know.  Shrek is like an onion.  Heís got layers here, you know.  
Well, itís the same kind of idea.  There might be some layers to these kinds 
of questions and understand there are some nuances to that.

Now, having said that, what kind of answers ó what kind of questions do 
you have that I could answer for you?

[Inaudible student response]
Dual federalism, yeah.  The idea of dual ó the question is, whatís dual 

federalism all about.  Itís basically sort of an attitude of relationships 
between the states and the Federal government toward each other.  Itís 
basically this posture that weíre not gonna interfere in the affairs of each 
other.  In other words, the Federal government has this set of activities itís 
responsible for and the states have this set of activities.  And during that 
period from about 1865 to about 1933 it was the idea that theyíre not gonna 
really interfere with the affairs of each other.  Again, thatís not always the 
case, but that was sort of the general posture that characterized 
relationships between the Federal government and the states during that period 
of time.  Does that make a little bit more sense?  Okay.

What other kinds of questions can I answer for you at this point?  Yes?
[Inaudible student response]
No.  In fact, thatís a very good question.  Some of the things Iíve put on 

my notes ó if I donít talk about it and itís not in the book, donít worry 
about it.  In that case, zero purpose grants.  I used to talk about them but 



theyíre not that relevant today.  Thatís kind of like the UDAG thing.
One other question.  Yes, sir?
[Inaudible student response]
Nation center federalism.  Somebody tell me?  What is nation center 

federalism?  Thatís a form of federalism in which what?  Sure, you can answer 
that.  Who dominates in a nation center federalist system?  The Federal 
government, right, as opposed to state center federalism.  Again, two 
contrasting views, the relative power of the states versus the federal 
government.

[Inaudible student response]
Exactly.  We have a nation center federalism today.  It doesnít mean that 

people are not ó there are people in our society who believe very strongly in 
statesí rights.  It doesnít mean that states donít have power; they do.  But 
we pretty much really are, if you looked at our federal relationships today, 
federal/state relations, it really much more is a nation center form of 
federalism.  Because when it comes to a conflict between the Federal 
government and the states, whoís gonna win out every time?  Who has won out 
every time?  The national government.  

By the way, hereís an application question.  Which particular court case 
really was a very important milestone for the supporters of nation center 
federalism?  McCulloch v. Maryland.  Because it affirmed the supremacy of the 
national government when it said that the State of Maryland cannot tax a 
branch bank of this U.S. national bank.  Good question.

What other kinds of questions can I answer for you?
[Inaudible student response]
Right.  You cannot be arrested or detained arbitrarily.
[Inaudible student response]
Okay.  Thatís something youíll never see today but itís the idea of the 

legislature basically passing a law or passing an actual resolution that says, 
ìWeíre passing a law that declares you guilty of a crime.  You donít have a 
trial by jury or anything like that.  Weíre just gonna pass this bill, weíre 
all gonna vote on it.  Is Aaron guilty of this?  If you say so, vote yes.  We 
pass this bill declaring you guilty.  And therefore weíre also gonna provide 
you a punishment, again without benefit of a trial.î

[Inaudible student response]
And in the past it was actually legal when it was committed.  So it wasnít 

a crime when it was actually done.  So itís making something legal 
retroactively illegal.  Which is obviously unfair.  These were specific 
limitations placed upon the Federal government.  And, by the way, where will 
you find those in the Constitution, under what section?  Under Article I, 
Section 9.  Good.  Article I, Section 9.  I see youíre all constitutional 
scholars here.

Can I answer any other questions for you?  Okay.  I want you all to do 
well.  Another question?

[Inaudible student response]
Very good question.  Whatís the basic difference between a majoritarian 

model versus a pluralist model?  These are two different models of democracy.  
The majoritarian model basically is Iím a government politician or I work in 
government, and the idea is I respond to public opinion polls.  Whoever is the 
majority in favor of this, this is what we do.

Under the pluralist model, it presumes a very different role for the 
government.  Again, politician or the government bureaucrat.  Under the 
pluralist model, I donít respond to what the public as a whole wants.  I 



respond to the squeaky wheel.  Who is actually, you know, generating the 
noise?  Specifically, what weíre talking about are the myriad of interest 
groups.  And so all these interest groups.  And basically, if you want to have 
an impact, our system has both elements but itís much more clearly oriented in 
the pluralist model.  So your ticket to influence the government is by joining 
an interest group of some sort.  If you really want to have an impact on the 
system, you need to do that.  Thatís sort of your ticket to play and thatís 
whatís sort of presupposed under a pluralist model.  Good question.  Other 
questions I can answer for you?  Okay.

Again, I want you all to do well.  Right now youíre all at 100.  Keep it 
at that.  I want you all to make 100 so we can keep that high grade for you, 
all right?


