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Предисловие 
Данное учебное пособие предназначено для студентов 4 курса специальности 032301.65- регионоведение, составлено в соответствии с требованиями к курсу «Язык изучаемого региона» этой специальности, и может применяться на практических занятиях по данному курсу в рамках тем «Конституция США» и «Институт президентства США». Цель данной работы – помочь студентам понять особенности структуры и функционирования исполнительной власти США через рассмотрение языковых единиц, которые являются носителями страноведческой информации.

Подготовка специалистов - регионоведов требует формирования и развития у них широкого круга навыков основных видов речевой деятельности в различных коммуникативных сферах на языке изучаемого региона, а также навыков реферирования и аннотирования материалов средств массовой информации и специальной литературы на соответствующем языке. Данное учебное пособие разработано в полном соответствии с данными требованиями.


Учебное пособие представляет собой сборник аутентичных статей и текстов,  посвященных содержанию статей и поправок конституции США, полномочиям и административному аппарату главы исполнительной власти США, системе выборов и избирательной кампании президента США. После каждой статьи представлены вопросы на проверку понимания содержания текста, а также упражнения, направленные на  формирование и совершенствование навыков, необходимых для построения собственных высказываний по изучаемой теме. К наиболее интересным, широким или актуальным проблемам, затронутым в 

Introduction 
Possibly no political office in history is more known or visible than the President of the United States. Often in the study of US History, we find ourselves reflecting on the American story in terms of presidential administrations (Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal combated the problems of the Great Depression; President Richard Nixon's administration was shattered by Watergate; the Civil War was fought during Abraham Lincoln's term of office; etc.) Since the presidency is such an important part of American culture and history, it is important for our students to understand the office, the men who have held the office, and how the office is obtained.

Since the United States Constitution officially took effect in 1788, very few changes to the document have been made; yet in spite of the relative static nature of the document, the power of the American presidency has increased. And rather than fight against the expanding authority of the president, the American public seems to embrace an ever-enlarging assumption of power by the president. Americans want their president to be strong but not overreaching, decisive but inclusive, commanding but not overbearing. These kinds of demands on the American chief politician have stretched the powers of the presidency. Today, the office has grown to immense proportions not just in the United States, but also in the eyes of the entire world. 
This was partly a result of Constitutional provisions for the executive. The framers of the Constitution did not intend to create an “imperial presidency”. Distrustful of executive power as a result of their experience with royal mandates and colonial governors, a majority of the delegates to the Constitutional Convention expected Congress to be the heart of the new government. They spelled out in considerable detail the powers of the legislative branch, while the presidency was left in wholesome ambiguity. Yet, if the framers did not grant many specific powers to the executive, neither did they withhold any. 

The growth of presidential power since 1900 has been due to several factors, ranging from broad historical factors to the political socialization of the American people, but four of them have been especially important.

First: the office itself has been democratized. The election of presidents in the early years of the Republic was removed from the people.  With the rise of democratic sentiment that accompanied the Jacksonian period, however, the choice of electors was turned over to the populace, and the convention system replaced “King Caucus”.

Second: with the advent of the New Deal and widespread federal involvement in domestic affairs, the president acquired a new job – that of “manager of the national prosperity”. 

Third: since the president has chief responsibility under the Constitution for the conduct of foreign affairs, the emergence of the United States as a world power assured the growth of presidential prerogatives.

Fourth: the mass media have given the president a sophisticated means of influencing public opinion; no one has more power over the airwaves than the president of the United States.

Historical factors aside, the centrality of the presidency in the American political system is due to the factor of leadership. The president has prime responsibility for setting the national agenda and for acting on national problems in the name of a national constituency.

Nonetheless, it is best to speak of the presidency as an office of potential power. Each president has at his disposal certain resources which, if used skillfully, can transform potential power into actual power. But the resources themselves make a president no more than a clerk – the choice depends on the personality that occupies the Oval Office. 
The Meaning of Democracy
Throughout the centuries, thinkers in many different cultures contributed to the development of democratic government. Early Greek philosophers contributed the word democracy, which means "rule by the many." But there is no single definition of democracy, nor is there a tightly organized system of democratic thought. It is better, perhaps, to speak of democratic traditions than of a single democratic ideology.
Unfortunately, the looseness of the term democracy allows it to be perverted by antidemocratic governments. Hardly a nation in the world exists that does not claim to be "democratic." Governments that outlaw political opposition, suppress dissent, discourage religion, and deny fundamental freedoms of speech and press still claim to be “democracies,” "democratic republics," or "people's republics" (for example, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea is the official name of Communist North Korea). These governments defend their use of the term democracy by claiming that their policies reflect the true interests of their people. But they are unwilling to allow political freedoms or to hold free elections in order to find out whether their people really agree with their policies, in effect, they use the term as a political slogan rather than a true description of their government.
The actual existence of democratic ideals varies considerably from country to country regardless of their names. A meaningful definition of democracy must include the following ideals: recognition of the dignity of every individual; equal protection under the law for every individual; opportunity for everyone to participate in public decisions; and decision making by majority rule, with one person having one vote.
Individual Dignity The underlying value of democracy is the dignity of the individual. Human beings are entitled to life and liberty, personal property, and equal protection under the law. These liberties are not granted by governments; they belong to every person born into the world. The English political philosopher John Locke (1632-1704) argued that a higher "natural law" guaranteed liberty to every person and that this natural law was morally superior to all human laws and governments. Each individual possesses "certain inalienable Rights, among these are Life, Liberty, and Property".
Individual dignity requires personal freedom. People who are directed by governments in every aspect of their lives, people who are "collectivized" and made into workers for the state, people who are enslaved – all are denied the personal dignity to which all human beings are entitled. Democratic governments try to minimize the role of government in the lives of citizens.
Equality True democracy requires equal protection of the law for every individual. Democratic governments cannot discriminate between blacks and whites, or men and women, or rich and poor, or any groups of people in applying the law. Not only must a democratic government refrain from discrimination itself, but it must also work to prevent discrimination in society generally. Today our notion of equality extends to equality of opportunity – the obligation of government to ensure that all Americans have an opportunity to develop their full potential.
Participation in Decision Making Democracy means individual participation in the decisions that affect individuals' lives. People should be free to choose for themselves how they want to live. Individual participation in government is necessary for individual dignity. People in a democracy should not have decisions made for them but by them. Even if they make mistakes, it is better that they be permitted to do so than to take away their rights to make their own decisions. The true democrat would reject even a wise and benevolent dictatorship because it would threaten the individual's character, self-reliance, and dignity. The argument for democracy is not that the people will always choose wise policies for themselves but that people who cannot choose for themselves are not really free.
Majority Rule: One Person, One Vote Collective decision making in democracies must be by majority rule with each person having one vote. That is, each person's vote must be equal to every other person's, regardless of status, money, or fame. Whenever any individual is denied political equality because of race, sex, or wealth, then the government is not truly democratic. Majorities are not always right. But majority rule means that all persons have an equal say in decisions affecting them. If people are truly equal, their votes must count equally, and a majority vote must decide the issue, even if the majority decides foolishly.
Direct Versus Representative Democracy
In the Gettysburg Address, Abraham Lincoln spoke about "a government of the people, by the people, for the people," and his ringing phrase remains an American ideal. But can we take this phrase literally? More than 265 million Americans are spread over 4 million square miles. If we brought everyone together, standing shoulder to shoulder, they would occupy 66 square miles. One round of five-minute speeches by everyone would take 5,000 years. People could be born, grow old, and die while they waited for the assembly to make one decision.
Direct democracy (also called pure or participatory democracy), where everyone actively participates in every decision, is rare. The closest approximation to direct democracy in American government may be the traditional New England town meeting, where all of the citizens come together face to face to decide about town affairs. But today most New England towns vest authority in a board of officials elected by the townspeople to make policy decisions between town meetings, and professional administrators are appointed to supervise the day-to-day town services. The town meeting is rapidly vanishing because citizens cannot spend so much of their time and energy in community decision making.
Representative democracy recognizes that it is impossible to expect millions of people to come together and decide every issue. Instead, representatives of the people are elected by the people to decide issues on behalf of the people. Elections must be open to competition so that the people can choose representatives who reflect their own views. And elections must take place in an environment of free speech and press, so that both candidates and voters can freely express their views. Finally, elections must be held periodically so that representatives can be thrown out of office if they no longer reflect the views of the majority of the people.
No government can claim to be a representative democracy, then, unless
1. Representatives are selected by vote of all the people.
2. Elections are open to competition.
3. Candidates and voters can freely express themselves.
4. Representatives are selected periodically.
So when we hear of "elections" in which only one party is permitted to run candidates, candidates are not free to express their views, or leaders are elected "for life," then we know that these governments are not really democracies, regardless of what they may call themselves.
Comprehension Check
1. Define democracy. Explicate the democratic ideals you have included into your definition.
2. Dissenters contend that U.S., Great Britain, France and other countries in Western Europe appear to be democracies because they hold free elections, but that they actually are run by elites for the elites’ benefit. Do they have any grounds for saying so?
3. Try to perceive flaws and merits of representative democracy.  
Vocabulary
1. Provide synonyms and derivatives for the words.
Verbs: contribute, claim, ensure.
Nouns: dissent, dignity

2. Supply Russian and English equivalents for (pay attention to prepositions)

1) in effect;

2) to be entitled to;
3) to refrain from;
4) to deny smb. smth. / deny smth. to smb.;
5) to have an equal say in; to have a say in; 
6) on behalf of.

3.
Give English equivalents for (see the families of words in task 1)

 
Жертвователь, спонсор; предъявляющий права, претендент; оскорбление, унижение; негодование, возмущение; лицо, занимающее высокий пост; обладающий чувством собственного достоинства; инакомыслящий, диссидент; голос "против".
4. Paraphrase using your topical vocabulary

1) The law which guaranteed the public right to express its disagreement with the government policy war ratified unanimously.

2) Some high-ranking officials had a hand in this legislation.

3) Democracy provides a guarantee that each citizen can express his/her opinion and thus influence governmental decisions.

4) Only 62-year-olds are eligible for Medicaid. 

5) Virtually those who disagreed were refused to hold the meeting.

6) “Sometimes you just can’t keep from misusing the power you have,” confessed one of government officials.
7) They are the first ten amendments to the Constitution that provide and guarantee basic civil liberties to American citizens.

8) In truth the whole situation was plain humiliation.

9) I’m here to talk to you as a representative of the entire team.

10) Discrimination in employment refers to cases when an employee is not given a promotion because of his/her race, ethnicity, sex, religion.

11) Democracy gives everyone an opportunity to influence policymaking in one’s country.
5. Render in English

Представительная демократия — политический режим, при котором основным источником власти признается народ, но управление государством делегируется различными представительными органами, члены которых избираются гражданами. Представительная (репрезентативная) демократия является ведущей формой политического участия в современных государствах. Её суть заключается в опосредованном участии граждан в принятии решений, в выборе ими в органы власти своих представителей, призванных выражать их интересы, принимать законы и отдавать распоряжения.

Представительная демократия необходима особенно тогда, когда из-за больших территорий или вследствие других причин затруднено регулярное непосредственное участие граждан в голосованиях, а также когда принимаются сложные решения, труднодоступные для понимания неспециалистов.

Принципиальным недостатком представительной демократии является формирование властных органов посредством выборов, во время которых избиратели вынуждены голосовать за малознакомых им кандидатов, не представляющих интересы всех слоёв населения.

The Articles of Confederation

Having declared their independence, the colonies needed to establish a governmental structure. In November of 1777, the Continental Congress adopted the Articles of Confederation and Perpetual Union – the United States’s first written constitution. Although it was not ratified by all the states until 1781, it was the country’s operative constitution for almost twelve years, until March 1789.
The Articles of Confederation was a constitution concerned primarily with limiting the powers of the central government. The central government, first of all, was based entirely in a Congress. Since it was not intended to be a powerful government, it was given no executive branch. Execution of its laws was to be left to the individual states. Second, the Congress had little power. Its members were not much more than delegates or messengers from the state legislatures. They were chosen by the state legislatures, their salaries were paid out of the state treasuries, and they were subject to immediate recall by state authorities. In addition, each state, regardless of its size, had only a sin​gle vote.
The Congress was given the power to declare war and make peace, to make treaties and alliances, to coin or borrow money, and to regulate trade with the Native Americans. It could also appoint the senior officers of the United States army. But it could not levy taxes or regulate commerce among the states. Moreover, the army officers it appointed had no army to serve in because the nation's armed forces were composed of the state militias. Probably the most unfortunate part of the Articles of Confederation was that the central government could not prevent one state from discriminating against other states in the quest for foreign commerce.
In brief, the relationship between the Congress and the states under the Articles of Confederation was much like the contemporary relationship be​tween the United Nations and its member states, a relationship in which vir​tually all governmental powers are retained by the states. It was properly called a "confederation" because, as provided under Article II, "each state re​tains its sovereignty, freedom and independence, and every Power, Jurisdiction and right, which is not by this confederation expressly delegated to the United States, in Congress assembled." Not only was there no execu​tive, there also was no judicial authority and no other means of enforcing the Congress's will. If there was to be any enforcement at all, it would be done for the Congress by the states.

Provisions of the Articles
In light of these sentiments, it's hardly surprising that our first constitution creat​ed a nation that was hardly a nation at all. The Articles created in law what had existed in practice from the time of the Declaration of Independence: a loose con​federation of independent states, with little power in the central government, where most of the decisions about the issues of the day took place in the state legislatures (see Figure 2.1). Like member states of the United Nations today, each state jealously guarded and exercised its independence during the war, while the Continental Congress tried to coordinate their efforts. As historian Gor​don Wood describes it,
The states not only jealously guarded their independence and sovereignty by repeated assertions and declarations, but in fact assumed the powers of a sover​eign state ... making war, providing for armies, laying embargoes, even in some cases carrying on separate diplomatic correspondence and negotiations abroad.
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Figure 1. The design of the Articles of Confederation
If the objective was to preserve the independence of the separate states, then the provisions of the Articles accomplished their objective. While there was a central government of sorts – there was a Congress, for instance – it had little to do and had virtually no power. It could make war or peace, but it had no power to levy taxes (even customs duties) to pursue either goal. It could not regulate commerce between the states or deny states the right to collect customs duties. It had no independent chief executive to ensure that the laws passed by Congress were enforced, nor a national judiciary to adjudicate disputes between the states. Legislating in the few areas of responsibility assigned to the central govern​ment – to establish a postal service, to set uniform standards of weights and mea​sures, and to manage affairs with Native Americans – was almost impossible in light of the rule that all congressional legislation had to be approved by 9 of the 13 states. Finally, any defects in the new constitution were difficult to remedy in light of the provision that amendment of the Articles required the unanimous approval of the states.
Unsolved Problems
The Articles did what their authors wanted them to do: preserve the power, independence, and sovereignty of the states, and ensure that the central govern​ment did not encroach on the liberty of the people. Unfortunately, there were also many problems that the confederation was ill-equipped to handle.
The new government was unable to get its finances in order. The central government was forced to rely on each state's willingness to pay its annual tax assessment. Few states were eager to cooperate, many paying less than 10 per​cent of what was owed. As a result, the bonds and notes of the confederate gov​ernment – which, for the most part, were for debts incurred during the war – became almost worthless (giving rise to the saying "not worth a Continental"), and the government's ability to borrow was stymied.
The central government was also unable to defend American interests in foreign affairs. Without a chief executive, with veto power in the hands of the states, and devoid of a standing military, the confederation lacked the capacity to reach binding agreements with other nations or to deal with a wide range of problems. These included the continuing presence of British troops in western lands ceded to the new nation by the Treaty of Paris, which ended the Revolu​tionary War, violent clashes with the Native Americans on the western frontier, and piracy on the high seas.
Finally, the government was unable to prevent the outbreak of commercial warfare between the states. Being virtually independent nations, with the power to levy customs duties, many states became intense commercial rivals of their neighbors and sought to gain every advantage that they could against the prod​ucts of other states. New York and New Jersey, for instance, imposed high tariffs on goods that crossed their borders from other states. This hindered the develop​ment of stable regional and national markets, slowed the rate of economic growth, and threatened financial chaos.
By 1787, most of America’s economic, social, and political leaders were convinced that the new nation and the experience in self-government were in great danger of failing. This helped convince the state governments to select 73 delegates to attend the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia (55 showed up for its deliberations) the goal was to create a new government capable of providing energy and stability.
Comprehension
1. What was the title of the first American Constitution? When was it adopted? How long was it the operative constitution of the USA? 

2. What were the provisions of the Articles?

3. What problems did the young United States of America face? Why?

Vocabulary
1. Provide English equivalent from the text for the following.
Провозгласить независимость; действующая конституция; состоять из; предотвратить, предупредить; сохранить свободу, суверенитет и независимость; делегировать, передавать власть, полномочия; тема дня; преследовать цель; достичь цель; исправлять недостатки; единогласный; покушаться, посягать на свободу; исполнительная власть; законодательная власть; препятствовать развитию;
2. Provide synonyms for the following verbs and then paraphrase the sentences.
Retain, enforce, pursue, encroach, prevent, hinder, appoint
1) The U.S. President appoints Supreme Justices.
2) The U.S. Constitution prohibits the Congress to encroach on fundamental civil liberties: freedom of speech, press, religion.
3) One of the many President’s jobs is to enforce laws and regulations passed by Congress.

4) Theу U.S. National Security failed to prevent terrorist attacks on World Trade Center.
5) Nothing could prevent the accident.

6) The Articles pursued the goal of limiting the powers of the central government.

7) According to the Articles each state retained its sovereignty.

8) Unwise rule is likely to hinder the country’s economic growth.
3. Make up a speech calling for a Constitutional Convention, make use of the following words and expressions.
To claim, to hinder, operative constitution, to pursue, to delegate, to enforce, to ensure, to refrain from, to exercise power, to encroach, to handle, to be devoid of, to be composed of, to remedy.
The Constitution
In particular, the framers sought a new government that, first, would be strong enough to promote commerce and protect property from radical state legislatures such as Rhode Island's. This became the constitutional basis for national control over commerce and finance, as well as for the establishment of national judicial supremacy and the effort to construct a strong presidency. Second, the framers sought to prevent what they saw as the threat posed by the "excessive democracy" of the state and national governments under the Articles of Confederation. This led to such constitutional principles as bicameralism (division of the Congress into two chambers), checks and balances, staggered terms in office, and indirect election (selection of the president by an electoral college rather than by voters directly). Third, the framers, lacking the power to force the states or the public at large to accept the new form of government, sought to identify principles that would help to secure support. This became the basis of the constitutional provision for direct popular elec​tion of representatives and, subsequently, for the addition of the Bill of Rights to the Constitution. Finally, the framers wanted to be certain that the govern​ment they created did not pose even more of a threat to its citizens' liberties and property rights than did the radical state legislatures they feared and de​spised. To prevent the new government from abusing its power, the framers incorporated principles such as the separation of powers and federalism into the Constitution. Let us assess the major provisions of the Constitution's seven articles to see how each relates to these objectives.
The Legislative Branch
The Constitution provided in Article I, Sections 1-7, for a Congress consist​ing of two chambers – a House of Representatives and a Senate. Members of the House of Representatives were given two-year terms in office and were to be elected directly by the people. Members of the Senate were to be ap​pointed by the state legislatures (this was changed in 1913 by the Seventeenth Amendment, which instituted direct election of senators) for six-year terms. These terms were staggered so that the appointments of one-third of the sen​ators would expire every two years. The Constitution assigned somewhat dif​ferent tasks to the House and Senate. Though the approval of each body was required for the enactment of a law, the Senate alone was given the power to ratify treaties and approve presidential appointments. The House, on the other hand, was given the sole power to originate revenue bills.
The character of the legislative branch was directly related to the framers' major goals. The House of Representatives was designed to be directly re​sponsible to the people in order to encourage popular consent for the new Constitution and to help enhance the power of the new government. At the same time, to guard against "excessive democracy," the power of the House of Representatives was checked by the Senate, whose members were to be ap​pointed by the states for long terms rather than be elected directly by the peo​ple. The purpose of this provision, according to Alexander Hamilton, was to avoid, "an unqualified complaisance to every sudden breeze of passion, or to every transient impulse which the people may receive." Staggered terms of service in the Senate, moreover, were intended to make that body even more resistant to popular pressure. Since only one-third of the senators would be selected at any given time, the composition of the institution would be pro​tected from changes in popular preferences transmitted by the state legisla​tures. This would prevent what James Madison called "mutability in the public councils arising from a rapid succession of new members." Thus, the structure of the legislative branch was designed to contribute to governmental power, to promote popular consent for the new government, and at the same time to place limits on the popular political currents that many of the framers saw as a radical threat to the economic and social order.
The issues of power and consent were important throughout the Constitution. Section 8 of Article I specifically listed the powers of Congress, which include the authority to collect taxes, to borrow money, to regulate commerce, to declare war, and to maintain an army and navy. By granting Congress these powers, the framers indicated very clearly that they intended the new government to be far more influential than its predecessor. At the same time, by defining the new government's most important powers as be​longing to Congress, the framers sought to promote popular acceptance of this critical change by reassuring citizens that their views would be fully rep​resented whenever the government exercised its new powers.
As a further guarantee to the people that the new government would pose no threat to them, the Constitution implied that any powers not listed were not granted at all. This is the doctrine of expressed power. The Constitution grants only those powers specifically expressed in its text. But the framers in​tended to create an active and powerful government, and so they included the necessary and proper clause, sometimes known as the "elastic clause," which signified that the enumerated powers were meant to be a source of strength to the national government, not a limitation on it. Each power could be used with the utmost vigor, but no new powers could be seized upon by the na​tional government without a constitutional amendment. In the absence of such an amendment, any power not enumerated was conceived to be “reserved” to the states (or the people).
The Executive Branch

The Constitution provided for the establishment of the presidency in Article II. As Alexander Hamilton commented, the presidential article aimed toward "energy in the Executive." It did so in an effort to overcome the natural ten​dency toward stalemate that was built into the bicameral legislature as well as into the separation of powers among the three branches, The Constitution afforded the president a measure of independence from the people and from the other branches of government – particularly the Congress.
In line with the framers' goal of increased power to the national govern​ment, the president was granted the unconditional power to accept ambas​sadors from other countries; this amounted to the power to "recognize" other countries. The president was also given the power to negotiate treaties, although their acceptance required the approval of the Senate. The president was given the unconditional right to grant reprieves and pardons, except in cases of impeachment. And the president was provided with the power to ap​point major departmental personnel, to convene Congress in special session, and to veto congressional enactments. (The veto power is formidable, but it is not absolute, since Congress can override it by a two-thirds vote.)
The framers hoped to create a presidency that would make the federal government rather than the states the agency capable of timely and decisive action to deal with public issues and problems. This was the meaning of the "energy" that Hamilton hoped to impart to the executive branch. At the same time, however, the framers sought to help the president withstand ex​cessively democratic pressures by creating a system of indirect rather than di​rect election through a separate electoral college.
The Judicial Branch

In establishing the judicial branch in Article III, the Constitution reflected the framers' preoccupations with nationalizing governmental power and check​ing radical democratic impulses while guarding against potential interference with liberty and property from the new national government itself.
Under the provisions of Article III, the framers created a court that was to be literally a supreme court of the United States, and not merely the highest court of the national government. The most important expression of this in​tention was granting the Supreme Court the power to resolve any conflicts that might emerge between federal and state laws. In particular, the Supreme Court was given the right to determine whether a power was exclusive to the national government, concurrent with the states, or exclusive to the states. In addition, the Supreme Court was assigned jurisdiction over controversies be​tween citizens of different states. The long-term significance of this provision was that as the country developed a national economy, it came to rely in​creasingly on the federal judiciary, rather than on the state courts, for the resolution of disputes.
Judges were given lifetime appointments in order to protect them from popular politics and from interference by the other branches. This, however, did not mean that the judiciary would remain totally impartial to political considerations, or to the other branches, for the president was to appoint the judges, and the Senate to approve the appointments. Congress would also have the power to create inferior (lower) courts, to change the jurisdiction of the federal courts, to add or subtract federal judges, and even to change the size of the Supreme Court.
No direct mention is made in the Constitution of judicial review – the power of the courts to render the final decision when there is a conflict of interpretation of the Constitution or of laws between the courts and Congress, the courts and the executive branch, or the courts and the states. The Supreme Court eventually assumed the power of judicial review. Its assump​tion of this power was not based on the Constitution itself but on the politics of later decades and the membership of the Court.
National Unity and Power

Various provisions in the Constitution addressed the framers' concern with national unity and power, including Article IV's provisions for comity (reci​procity) among states and among citizens of all states. Each state was prohib​ited from discriminating against the citizens of other states in favor of its own citizens, with the Supreme Court charged with deciding in each case whether a state had discriminated against goods or people from another state. The Constitution restricted the power of the states in favor of ensuring enough power to the national government to give the country a free-flowing national economy.
The framers' concern with national supremacy was also expressed in Article VI, in the supremacy clause, which provided that national laws and treaties "shall be the supreme law of the land." This meant that all laws made under the "authority of the United States" would be superior to all laws adopted by any state or any other subdivision, and the states would be expected to respect all treaties made under that authority. The supremacy clause also bound the officials of all state and local as well as federal govern​ments to take an oath of office to support the national Constitution. This meant that every action taken by the United States Congress would have to be applied within each state as though the action were in fact state law. 
The Seven Articles of the Constitution
1. The Legislative Branch
House: two-year terms, elected directly by the people.

Senate: six-year terms (staggered so that only one-third of the Senate changes in any given election), appointed by state legislature (changed in 1913 to di​rect election).
Expressed powers of the national government: collecting taxes, borrowing money, regulating commerce, declaring war, and maintaining an army and a navy; all other power belongs to the states, unless deemed otherwise by the elastic ("necessary and proper") clause.
Exclusive powers of the national government: states are expressly forbidden to issue their own paper money, tax imports and exports, regulate trade out​side their own borders, and impair the obligation of contracts; these powers are the exclusive domain of the national government.
2. The Executive Branch
Presidency: four-year terms (limited in 1951 to a maximum of two terms), elected indirectly by the Electoral College.
Powers: can recognize other countries, negotiate treaties, grant reprieves and pardons, convene Congress in special sessions, and veto congressional enact​ments.
3. The Judicial Branch
Supreme Court: lifetime terms, appointed by the president with the approval of the Senate.
Powers: include resolving conflicts between federal and state laws, determin​ing whether power belongs to the national government or the states, and set​tling controversies between citizens of different states.
4. National Unity and Power
Reciprocity among states: establishes that each state must give "full faith and credit" to official acts of other states, and guarantees citizens of any state the "privileges and immunities" of every other state.
5. Amending the Constitution
Procedure: requires approval by two-thirds of Congress and adoption by three-fourths of the states.
6. National Supremacy
The Constitution and national law are the supreme law of the land and can​not be overruled by state law.
7. Ratification
The Constitution became effective when approved by nine states.

Comprehension
1. What principles does the U.S. Constitution embody?

2. What goals do the constitutional principles aim at?
3. What are the provisions of the Legislative Article?

4. What principle is embodied in somewhat different tasks assigned to the House of Representatives and the Senate?

5. What other principles are manifested in Article I?
6. Explain the doctrine of expressed power; reveal the essence of the “elastic clause”.

7. What principles does Article II incorporate?

8. What powers are vested in President?

9. Tell about the provisions and principles of Article III of the U.S. Constitution.
10. Define judicial review. Is the power provided by the Constitution?

11. What are Articles IV and VI devoted to? 

Vocabulary
1. Provide English equivalents for the following.

Чрезмерная демократия; отцы-основатели, создатели конституции; двухпалатный Конгресс; палата (учреждение); согласно статье конституции; избиратель; злоупотреблять властью; представлять угрозу свободам граждан; срок полномочий, срок пребывания у власти; исполнительная, законодательная, судебная ветвь власти. 
2. Translate into Russian the sentences taken from the text.

1) The framers sought to prevent what they saw as the threat posed by the "excessive democracy" of the state and national governments under the Articles of Confederation. This led to such constitutional principles as bicameralism (division of the Congress into two chambers), checks and balances, staggered terms in office, and indirect election (selection of the president by an electoral college rather than by voters directly).
2) Though the approval of each body was required for the enactment of a law, the Senate alone was given the power to ratify treaties and approve presidential appointments. The House, on the other hand, was given the sole power to originate revenue bills.

3) Thus, the structure of the legislative branch was designed to contribute to governmental power, to promote popular consent for the new government, and at the same time to place limits on the popular political currents that many of the framers saw as a radical threat to the economic and social order.
4) The necessary and proper clause, sometimes known as the "elastic clause," signified that the enumerated powers were meant to be a source of strength to the national government, not a limitation on it. Each power could be used with the utmost vigor, but no new powers could be seized upon by the na​tional government without a constitutional amendment.
5) The framers hoped to create a presidency that would make the federal government rather than the states the agency capable of timely and decisive action to deal with public issues and problems.
6) The Supreme Court was given the right to determine whether a power was exclusive to the national government, concurrent with the states, or exclusive to the states.
3. Paraphrase using words and phrases from the text.
1) The framers wanted to be certain that the govern​ment they created did not menace its citizens' liberties and property rights.
2) According to Article II legislative branch of the USA consists of two houses.
3) To prevent the new government from misusing its power, the authors of the Constitution incorporated such principles as the separation of powers and federalism.
4) The veto power is overwhelming, but it is not absolute, since Congress can override it by a two-thirds vote.
4. Explain in English

1) excessive democracy;

2) checks and balances;

3) separation of powers;

4) federalism;

5) popular consent;

6) staggered terms in office.
5. Render in English

В Конституции США сам этот документ называется «Основным законом страны». Суды истолковали это положение таким образом, что если конституция и законы, принимаемые законодательными собраниями штатов или федеральным конгрессом, противоречат федеральной Конституции, эти законы не имеют силы. Эта доктрина примата Конституции в течение двух столетий подтверждалась и закреплялась решениями Верховного суда.

Верховной властью является американский народ, который может изменять основной закон путем внесения поправок в Конституцию или - во всяком случае теоретически – разработать новую. Однако народ изъявляет свою волю непосредственно. Он делегирует каждодневное ведение дел должностным лицам, которые могут либо выбираться, либо назначаться.

Полномочия государственных должностных лиц ограничиваются Конституцией. Их действия должны соответствовать Конституции и принятым в соответствии с нею законам. Лица, занимающие выборные должности, должны периодически переизбираться. При этом результаты их деятельности становятся предметом пристального внимания общественности. Назначаемые на должность целиком зависят от лица или инстанции, которая назначила их, и могут быть уволены в любое время. Исключением из этой практики является пожизненное назначение президентом членов Верховного суда и других федеральных судей. Это делается для того, чтобы они были свободны от политических обязательств или влияний.

Обычно американцы изъявляют свою волю путем голосования. Однако в Конституции есть положения, позволяющие отстранить должностное лицо в случае явных правонарушений через процедуру импичмента. В Статье II, Раздел 4 говорится: «Президент, вице-президент и все гражданские должностные лица Соединенных Штатов могут быть отстранены от должности после осуждения в порядке импичмента за государственную измену, взяточничество или другие важные преступления и мисдиминоры».
Constitutional Limits on the National Government’s Power
As we have indicated, although the framers sought to create a powerful na​tional government, they also wanted to guard against possible misuse of that power. To that end, the framers incorporated two key principles into the Constitution – the separation of powers and federalism. A third set of limita​tions, in the form of the Bill of Rights, was added to the Constitution to help secure its ratification when opponents of the document charged that it paid insufficient attention to citizens' rights.
The Separation of Powers No principle of politics was more widely shared at the time of the 1787 founding than the principle that power must be used to balance power. The French political theorist Montesquieu (1689-1755) be​lieved that this balance was an indispensable defense against tyranny, and his writings, especially his major work, The Spirit of the Laws, "were taken as political gospel" at the Philadelphia Convention. The principle of the sepa​ration of powers is not stated explicitly in the Constitution, but it is clearly built on Articles I, II, and III, which provide for the following:
1. Three separate and distinct branches of government (see Figure 2).
2. Different methods of selecting the top personnel, so that each branch is responsible to a different constituency. This is supposed to produce a "mixed regime," in which the personnel of each department will develop very different interests and outlooks on how to govern, and dif​ferent groups in society will be assured some access to governmental decision making; and
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Figure 2. Separation of Powers
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Figure 3. System of Checks and Balances
3. Checks and balances – a system under which each of the branches is given some power over the others. Familiar examples are the presiden​tial veto power over legislation, the power of the Senate to approve presidential appointments, and judicial review of acts of Congress (see Figure 3).
One clever formulation of the separation of powers is that of a system not of separated powers but of "separated institutions sharing power," and thus diminishing the chance that power will be misused.
The Bill of Rights Late in the Philadelphia Convention, a motion was made to include a bill of rights in the Constitution. After a brief debate in which hardly a word was said in its favor and only one speech was made against it, the motion was almost unanimously turned down. Most delegates sincerely believed that since the federal government was already limited to its ex​pressed powers, further protection of citizens was not needed. The delegates argued that the states should adopt bills of rights because their greater pow​ers needed greater limitations. But almost immediately after the Constitution was ratified, there was a movement to adopt a national bill of rights. This is why the Bill of Rights, adopted in 1791, comprises the first ten amendments to the Constitution rather than being part of the body of it. 
Discussion
Imagine that you’re a delegate for the Constitutional Convention; give your reasons for the necessity to introduce limits on the national government.
Render in English
Действующая Конституция РФ состоит из Преамбулы и двух разделов. В Преамбуле провозглашается, что народ России принимает данную Конституцию; закрепляются демократические и гуманистические ценности; определяется место России в современном мире. Первый раздел включает 9 глав и состоит из 137 статей, закрепляющих основы политической, общественной, правовой, экономической, социальной систем в Российской Федерации, основные права и свободы личности, федеративное устройство Российской Федерации, статус органов публичной власти, а также порядок пересмотра Конституции и внесения в неё поправок. Второй раздел определяет заключительные и переходные положения и служит основой преемственности и стабильности конституционно-правовых норм.
The Changing Constitution
The Constitution has endured for two centuries as the framework of govern​ment. But it has not endured without change. Without change, the Constitution might have become merely a sacred text, stored under glass.
Amendments: Many Are Called, Few Are Chosen
The need for change was recognized by the framers of the Constitution, and the provisions for amendment incorporated into Article V were thought to be "an easy, regular and Constitutional way" to make changes, which would oc​casionally be necessary because members of Congress "may abuse their power and refuse their consent on that very account ... to admit to amend​ments to correct the source of the abuse." Madison made a more balanced defense of the amendment procedure in Article V: "It guards equally against that extreme facility, which would render the Constitution too mutable; and that extreme difficulty, which might perpetuate its discovered faults."
Experience since 1789 raises questions even about Madison's more mod​est claims. The Constitution has proven to be extremely difficult to amend. In the history of efforts to amend the Constitution, the most appropriate charac​terization is "many are called, few are chosen." Between 1789 and 1993, 9,746 amendments were formally offered in Congress. Of these, Congress of​ficially proposed only 29, and 27 of these were eventually ratified by the states. But the record is even more severe than that. Since 1791, when the first 10 amendments, the Bill of Rights, were added, only 17 amendments have been adopted. And two of them – Prohibition and its repeal – cancel each other out, so that for all practical purposes, only 15 amendments have been added to the Constitution since 1791. Despite vast changes in American society and its economy, only 12 amendments have been adopted since the Civil War amendments in 1868.
Four methods of amendment are provided for in Article V:
1. Passage in House and Senate by two-thirds vote; then ratification by majority vote of the legislatures of three-fourths (thirty-eight) of the states.
2. Passage in House and Senate by two-thirds vote; then ratification by conventions called for the purpose in three-fourths of the states.
3. Passage in a national convention called by Congress in response to petitions by two-thirds of the states; ratification by majority vote of the legislatures of three-fourths of the states.
4. Passage in a national convention, as in (3); then ratification by conventions called for the purpose in three-fourths of the states.
Since no amendment has ever been proposed by national convention, however, methods (3) and (4) have never been employed. And method (2) has only been employed once (the Twenty-first Amendment, which repealed the Eighteenth, or Pro​hibition, Amendment). Thus, method (1) has been used for all the others.
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   Figure 4. The ways the Constitution can be amended
Now it should be clear why it has been so difficult to amend the Constitution. The requirement of a two-thirds vote in the House and the Senate means that any proposal for an amendment in Congress can be killed by only 34 senators or 136 members of the House. What is more, if the nec​essary two-thirds vote is obtained, the amendment can still be killed by the refusal or inability of only thirteen state legislatures to ratify it. Since each state has an equal vote regardless of its population, the thirteen holdout states may represent a very small fraction of the total American population.
Comprehension
1. Why is the Constitution difficult to amend?

2. What purpose do the amendments to the Constitution serve?

Vocabulary
Paraphrase the underlined words (refer to the vocabularies of previously studied texts). In case you’re able to substitute any other words in the sentences, feel free to do that!
1. Members of Congress "may abuse their power and refuse their consent on that very account ... to admit to amend​ments to correct the source of the abuse."

2. "It guards equally against that extreme facility, which would render the Constitution too mutable..."
3. And two of them – Prohibition and its repeal – cancel each other out, so that for all practical purposes, only 15 amendments have been added to the Constitution since 1791.
4. …the amendment can still be killed by the refusal or inability of only thirteen state legislatures to ratify it.
Which Were Chosen? An Analysis of the Twenty-Seven

There is more to the amending difficulties than the politics of campaigning and voting. It would appear that only a limited number of changes needed by society can actually be made through the Constitution. Most efforts to amend the Constitution have failed because they were simply attempts to use the Constitution as an alternative to legislation for dealing directly with a public problem. A review of the successful amendments will provide two in​sights: First, it will give us some understanding of the conditions underlying successful amendments; and second, it will reveal a great deal about what constitutionalism means.
The purpose of the ten amendments in the Bill of Rights was basically structural, to give each of the three branches clearer and more restricted boundaries. The First Amendment clarified the jurisdiction of Congress. Al​though the powers of Congress under Article I, Section 8, would not have justified laws regulating religion, speech, and the like, the First Amendment made this limitation explicit: "Congress shall make no law...." The Second, Third, and Fourth amendments similarly spelled out specific limits on the ex​ecutive branch. This was seen as a necessity given the abuses of executive power Americans had endured under British rule.
The Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth amendments contain some of the most important safeguards for individual citizens against the arbitrary exer​cise of government power. And these amendments sought to accomplish their goal by defining the judicial branch more concretely and clearly than had been done in Article III of the Constitution. Table 1.1 analyzes the ten amendments included in the Bill of Rights.

Table 1.1. THE BILL OF RIGHTS: ANALYSIS OF ITS PROVISIONS

	Amendment
	Purpose

	
	

	I
	Limits on Congress: Congress is not to make any law establishing a religion or abridging speech, press, assembly, or petition freedoms.

	II, III, IV
	Limits on Executive: The Executive branch is not to infringe on the right of people to keep arms (II), is not to arbitrarily take houses for a militia (III), and is not to engage in the search or seizure of evidence without a court warrant swearing to belief in the probable existence of a crime (IV).

	V, VI, VII, VIII
	Limits on courts: The courts are not to hold trials for serious offences without provision for a grand jury (V), a petit (trial) jury (VII), a speedy trial (VI), presentation of charges, confrontation of hostile witnesses (VI), immunity from testimony against oneself (V), and immunity from trial more than once for the same offence (V). Neither bail nor punishment can be excessive (VIII), and no property can be taken without just compensation (V).

	IX, X
	Limits on National Governments: All rights not enumerated are reserved to the states or the people


.
Five of the seventeen amendments adopted since 1791 are directly con​cerned with the expansion of the electorate and, thus, political equality (see Table 1.2). The Founders were unable to establish a national electorate with uniform voting qualifications. They decided to evade it by providing in the final draft of Article I, Section 2, that eligibility to vote in a national election would be the same as "the Qualification requisite for Elector of the most nu​merous branch of the state Legislature." Article I, Section 4, added that Congress could alter state regulations as to the "Times, Places, and Manner of holding Elections for Senators and Representatives." Nevertheless, this meant that any important expansion of the American electorate would al​most certainly require a constitutional amendment.
Table 1.2. AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION TO EXPAND THE ELECTORATE

	Amendment
	Purpose
	Year proposed
	Year adopted

	
	
	
	

	XV
	Extended voting rights to all races
	1869
	1870

	XIX
	Extended voting rights to women
	1919
	1920

	XXIII
	Extended voting rights to residents of the District of Columbia
	1960
	1961

	XXIV
	Extended voting rights to all classes by abolition of poll taxes
	1962
	1964

	XXVI
	Extended voting rights to citizens aged 18 and over
	1971
	1971*


*The Twenty-sixth Amendment holds the record for speed of adoption. It was proposed on March 23, 1971, and adopted on July 5, 1971.
Six more amendments are also electoral in nature, although they are not concerned directly with voting rights and the expansion of the electorate (see Table 1.3). These six amendments are concerned with the elective offices themselves (the Twentieth, Twenty-second, and Twenty-fifth) or with the rela​tionship between elective offices and the electorate (the Twelfth, Fourteenth, and Seventeenth). One could conclude that one effect was the enhancement of democracy.
Another five amendments have sought to expand or to delimit the powers of the national and state governments (see Table 1.4). The Eleventh Amendment protected the states from suits by private individuals and took away from the federal courts any power to take suits by private individuals of one state (or a foreign country) against another state. The other three amend​ments in Table 1.4 are obviously designed to reduce state power (Thirteenth), to reduce state power and expand national power (Fourteenth), and to expand national power (Sixteenth). The Twenty-seventh put a limit on Congress's ability to raise its own salary.
Table 1.3. AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION TO CHANGE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ELECTED OFFECES AND THE ELECTORATE

	Amendment
	Purpose
	Year proposed
	Year adopted

	
	
	
	

	XII
	Provided separate ballot for vice president in the electoral college
	1803
	1804

	XIV
	(Part 1) Provided a national definition of citizenship*
	1866
	1868

	XVII
	Provide direct election of senators
	1912
	1913

	XX
	Eliminated “lame duck” session of Congress
	1932
	1933

	XXII
	Limited presidential term
	1947
	1951

	XXV
	Provided presidential succession in case of disability
	1965
	1967


*In defining citizenship, the Fourteenth Amendment actually provided the constitutional basis for expanding the electorate to include all races, women, and residents of the District of Columbia. Only the “eighteen-year olds’ amendment” should have been necessary, since it changed the definition of citizenship. The fact that additional amendments were required following the Fourteenth suggests that voting is not considered an inherent right of U.S. citizenship. Instead it is viewed as a privilege. 
The one missing amendment underscores the meaning of the rest: the Eighteenth, or Prohibition, Amendment. This is the only instance in which the country tried to legislate by constitutional amendment. In other words, it is the only amendment that was designed to deal directly with some substan​tive social problem. And it was the only amendment ever to have been re​pealed. Two other amendments – the Thirteenth, which abolished slavery, and the Sixteenth, which established the power to levy an income tax – can be said to have had the effect of legislation. But the purpose of the Thirteenth was to restrict the power of the states by forever forbidding them to treat any human being as property. As for the Sixteenth, it is certainly true that income tax legislation followed immediately; nevertheless, the amendment concerns itself strictly with establishing the power of Congress to enact such legisla​tion. The legislation came later; and if down the line a majority in Congress had wanted to abolish the income tax, they could also have done this by leg​islation rather than through the arduous path of a constitutional amendment repealing the income tax.
Table 1.4. AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION TO EXPAND OR LIMIT THE POWER OF GOVERNMENT

	Amendment
	Purpose
	Year proposed
	Year adopted

	
	
	
	

	XI
	Limited jurisdiction of federal courts over suits involving the states
	1794
	1798

	XIII
	Eliminated slavery and eliminated the right of states to allow property in persons
	1865*
	1865

	XIV
	(Part 2) Applied due process of Bill of Rights to the states
	1866
	1868

	XVI
	Established national power to tax incomes
	1909
	1913

	XXVII
	Limited Congress’s power to raise its own salary
	1789
	1992


*The Thirteenth Amendment was proposed January 31, 1865, and adopted less than a year later, on December 18, 1865.
All of these points to the principle underlying the twenty-five existing amendments: All are concerned with the structure or composition of govern​ment. This is consistent with the dictionary, which defines constitution as the makeup or composition of something. And it is consistent with the concept of a constitution as "higher law," because the whole point and purpose of a higher law is to establish a framework within which government and the process of making ordinary law can take place. Even those who would have preferred more changes in the Constitution would have to agree that there is great wisdom in this principle. A constitution ought to enable legislation and public policies to take place, but it should not determine what that legislation or those public policies ought to be.
For those whose hopes for change center on the Constitution, it must be emphasized that the amendment route to social change is, and always will be, extremely limited. Through a constitution it is possible to establish a working structure of government; and through a constitution it is possible to establish basic rights of citizens by placing limitations on the powers of that govern​ment. Once these things have been accomplished, the real problem is how to extend rights to those people who do not already enjoy them. Of course, the Constitution cannot enforce itself. But it can and does have a real influence on everyday life because a right or an obligation set forth in the Constitution can become a cause of action in the hands of an otherwise powerless person.
Private property is an excellent example. Property is one of the most fun​damental and well-established rights in the United States; but it is well estab​lished not because it is recognized in so many words in the Constitution, but because legislatures and courts have made it a crime for anyone, including the government, to trespass or to take away property without compensation.
A constitution is good if it produces the cause of action that leads to good legislation, good case law, and appropriate police behavior. A constitution cannot eliminate power. But its principles can be a citizen's dependable de​fense against the abuse of power.
Comprehension
1. Analyze the provisions of the Bill of Rights. When was it ratified?
2. What three categories do the rest seventeen amendments fall into?
3. Which amendment was the fastest to be ratified? The slowest?
4. What principle underlies twenty-five constitutional amendments? Why are the Nineteenth and the Twenty-first Amendments not taken into consideration?
5. What kind of constitution is a good one, according to the article?
Vocabulary
1. Supply equivalents for the following

1) a measure, such as a law or procedure, designed to prevent something undesirable ;
2) make (a statement or situation) less confused and more clearly comprehensible, explain;

3) compatible or in agreement with something;

4) intensify, increase, or further improve the quality, value, or extent of democracy;

5) put a limit on power;

6) determine the limits or boundaries of powers

2. Insert the proper preposition, synonymous phrases will help you
1) the power lies ​​__ the states (be attributable to);
2) __ the First Article of the Constitution (in accordance with);
3) to guard _ excessive democracy (take precautions in order to avoid);
4) infringe __ the people’s right to private property (encroach, violate);
5) to be consistent __ the provisions of the Constitution (compatible or in agreement with);
6) to be composed ​​​​__ two chambers (constitute or make up);
7) to refrain __ open dissent 
3. In each column find a verb synonymous to those in the first column; consider the differences in meaning and make up sentences related in essence to Constitution, its provisions, constitutional amendments, etc. 

limit



comprise



abolish

evade



modify



entitle

expand



repeal




delimit

list




restrict



avoid

alter



enumerate



encompass

infringe



enhance



encroach

contain



escape



amend

cancel



trespass



extend

empower



delegate



spell out
4. Render in English
Уникальность Конституции состоит в том, что предусмотренная ею организация федеральной власти обеспечила Соединенным Штатам исключительную степень стабильности в течение двух столетий. Билль о правах и последующие поправки сделали защиту основных прав человека основой юридической системы США.

В периоды общенационального кризиса правительство имело большой соблазн временно ограничить эти права в интересах национальной безопасности, но в Соединенных Штатах такие шаги принимались весьма неохотно и сопровождались тщательно прописываемыми гарантиями. Так, например, в военное время военные власти подвергали цензуре почту, направляемую из Соединенных Штатов в другие страны и обратно, в особенности письма солдат с фронта домой. Но конституционное право на справедливый суд сохранялось и в военное время. Лица, обвиняемые в преступлениях - в частности, граждане враждующих стран, обвиняемые в шпионаже, диверсиях и других опасных видах деятельности - имеют право на защиту и, в соответствии с американской системой правосудия, считаются невиновными, пока их вина не будет доказана.

Поправки к Конституции, принятые после Билля о правах, касаются самых разнообразных предметов. Одна из самых значительных - 14-ая поправка, ратифицированная в 1868 г. В ней дается четкое и простое определение гражданства и гарантируется равное право на защиту закона. По существу в 14-й поправке устанавливается обязанность штатов уважать все права, указанные в Билле о правах. Другие поправки ограничивают судебную власть федерального правительства; вносят изменения в порядок выборов президента; запрещают рабство; охраняют право голоса независимо от расовой принадлежности, цвета кожи, пола либо в связи с прежним нахождением в подневольном услужении; дают право Конгрессу облагать налогом личные доходы и вводят прямые выборы сенаторов США.

Самые последние поправки - 21-ая, ограничивающая пребывание в должности президента двумя сроками; 23-я, дающая право голоса гражданам Округа Колумбия; 24-я, дающая гражданам право голоса независимо от внесения подушного избирательного налога; 25-я, в которой оговариваются условия замещения должности вице-президента, если таковая становится вакантной в период между выборами; 26-я, предусматривающая снижение возрастного ценза при голосовании до 18 лет, и 27-я, касающаяся окладов сенаторов и членов Палаты представителей.

Важно, что большинство из 27 поправок направлено на расширение гражданских и политических свобод личности, и лишь немногие направлены на расширение структуры государства по сравнению с первоначальным проектом, принятым в Филадельфии в 1787 г.

Revision
1. Paraphrase the underlined parts using the words and expressions from the previous vocabularies. Often there is more than one variant!
1) The U.S. Constitution consists of the preamble, seven articles and twenty-seven amendments.

2) U.S. Congress consists of two houses.
3) Initially the goal of the Constitutional Convention was to introduce some changes into the Articles of Confederation. 

4) A president has to withstand a lot of pressures stemming from the responsibilities given to him.

5) The principles of separation of powers and checks and balances guarantee that no branch has an overwhelming power, and no high official can misuse his power.

6) Congress can override presidential veto if voting shows that two-thirds of legislators support the law.
7) Before the Twenty-sixth Amendment was adopted Americans had a right to vote only after their twenty-first birthday.

8) Some countries claim that Iran’s nuclear program is a menace to the world peace.

9) The power of judicial review belongs to the Supreme Court.

10) Our job here is to improve democracy, not to obstruct it. 

11) The executive order has been declared unconstitutional.

12) I will not tolerate any encroachment on my Constitutional rights!

13) The system of presidential elections in the USA is co complex, so difficult for me to understand. Could you, please, explain it to me?
2. Coping successfully with the next task may require knowledge of some facts this manual does not provide. Take time to answer all the questions.
I. Fill in the gaps.
1) In all of its history the USA has had __ written constitutions.
2) The full title of the first US Constitution is __. It was adopted in (year) and was the country’s operative constitution for __ years.

3) The Articles provided for __ branch(es) but gave no provisions for __. In effect the central government was based entirely__, and the execution of laws was entrusted to__.

4) Each state had __vote(s), __ its size.

5) __of the Articles required approval of all the states.

6) The bonds and notes of the confederate government became almost worthless; it gave birth to a saying “__”.

7) The U.S. operative Constitution was ratified in (month, year).

8) The Constitution was framed by the delegates of __ Convention which met in (place), on (in) (date).

9) __is considered the “father of the Constitution”.

10) The US Constitution incorporates__.
11) The Bill of Rights is __ amendments of the Constitution.

12) Article 3 of the Constitution provides for __ branch.

13) Article 1 of the Constitution provides for __ branch.

14) Article 2 of the Constitution provides for __ branch.

15) __ comprises __ chambers: the Senate and __.

16) The total number of Congressmen is __.

17) The number of Senators is__, __ per state.

18) The number of Representatives from a state depends on__ and totals__.

19) The Electoral College is a body consisting of __ persons.

20) The Presiding officer in the Senate is __.

21) The Presiding officer in the House of Representatives is __.

22) Originally members of the Senate__, but in __ this was changed by the __th  amendment.

23) A Senator’s term in office is __ years, a Representative’s -  __ years.

24) Congressional sessions begin on (date) in (building) in (city).
25) In __, President’s term in office was limited to __ terms of __ years by the __ amendment.

26) The Presidential term begins on (date) with an __ ceremony, which is traditionally held on the steps of __.

27) The official residency of the U.S. President is__.

28) If a President dies or is unable to carry out his duties, he is succeeded by __.

29) The Supreme Court consists of  __, who are selected by__. Their term of service is__.

30) The Supreme Court of the USA meets in (building) in (city).

II.

1) Prove that “confederation” was an appropriate name for the Union formed after the War of Independence.

2) State the principles the framers incorporated into the Constitution. Explain the essence of each.

3) Explicate the notion “staggered terms in office”.

4) Clarify the doctrines of expressed, implied, inherent, reserved, and concurrent powers. Give examples.

5) What is “elastic clause”? What is its other name? Which Article contains it?

6) What is judicial review? What body assumed the power of judicial review?

7) Describe the ways the Constitution can be amended. Which method is the most frequently used? Which Article gives provisions for amending the Constitution?

8) Which Constitutional amendments expand the electorate? Indicate the year of ratification.

9) Give ratification year and the number of Amendment which

a) abolished slavery; 
b) limited Congress’s power to raise its own salary;

c) provided for direct election of senators;

d) limited the number of presidential terms;

e) provides immunity from testimony against oneself and from trial more than once for the same offence;

f) denies Congress power to make any law abridging speech, press, religion, peaceful assembly freedoms;

g)  denies the executive power to infringe on the right of the people to keep arms;

h) prohibits search or seizure of evidence without a court warrant;

i) One of the Amendments repeals another. Which amendments are these? What are they concerned with?

Presidential Personality and Style
Since the president is a single, very visible human being, the American presidency looks like a highly personal office. It sometimes seems to change drastically with the personality and style of the person who occupies that office. Indeed political scientists have written of the protean presidency, alluding to the Greeks god Proteus who could change his shape at will, to describe the transformative powers of a single president. As we have suggested, however, reality is more complicated than that. The presidency is not just an individual; it is an institution.  It is shaped by many other forces both inside and outside government. Nevertheless, the personalities and styles or presidents do make a difference and are worth some attention. We will take a quick look at the post-World War II presidents, focusing on their political styles.

The Operating Styles of Recent Presidents
Harry Truman's style was feisty and combative whether taking on Congress, the Republicans, the Soviets, or the media. (When the Washington Post’s music critic panned a piano performance by the president’s daughter Margaret, Truman called him a "frustrated old man" and an "eight-ulcer man on a four-ulcer job.)  Truman's "give 'em hell" style in his 1948 come-from-behind election victory seemed in harmony with his decisions to challenge the Soviets in Europe and to send U.S. troops to Korea. 

Dwight Eisenhower was a commanding personality who radiated warmth and won great popularity. Much like our first war-hero president, George Washington Eisenhower’s public persona was that or father figure who stayed above the political fray (ratifying much of the Democrats' New Deal) and enjoyed relative peace in foreign policy. Eisenhower seemed to preside loosely over the executive branch by means of a staff system. Recent scholars, however, have argued that he exerted firm control through hidden-hand techniques.

John Kennedy was a glamorous president – handsome, young, energetic, stylish, and blessed with a winning sense of humor. (Once a high school boy asked President Kennedy how he had become a war hero. Kennedy replied, "It was absolutely involuntary. They sank my boat") Trying to "get America mov​ing again" after the quiet Eisenhower years, Kennedy pursued anti-Communist activism abroad, but bumped into a conservative coalition of congressional Republicans and southern Democrats when he tried to pass domestic programs Years later, average Americans (though not so many historians; see the table) rated Kennedy as one of the great presidents and celebrated the Kennedy days as “Camelot” in books and films. 

Lyndon Johnson, who assumed the presidency in 1963 after Kennedy was assassinated, was spectacularly successful in enacting his Great Society domestic program but eventually was overwhelmed by the Vietnam War and urban unrest. At his best, Johnson seemed to be a giant of a man, physically large, bursting with superhuman energy (he has “extra glands” his fellow Texan, Jack Valenti, once remarked), working his will on Congress; his powerful personal presence overawed those he could grasp in his hands. But Johnson's style worked better on the  floor of the Senate (where he had been majority leader) than on the world stage or on television; there he appeared to be stiff and sober and even a purveyor of deception (“My granddaddy fought at the Alamo,” he fibbed).
Richard Nixon was seen by many Americans as a cold, awkward, and perhaps ruthless personality but also as a striving common man and an experienced, shrewd, hard-driving professional, especially adept at foreign policy. Nixon largely ignored domestic matters, though he signed some significant legislation (much of it Democrat-sponsored). The same secretive style that helped him negotiate an end to the Vietnam War and a diplomatic opening to China probably con​tributed to the cover-up of Watergate crimes and misdeeds that led to his resignation in disgrace.

Gerald Ford, who ascended to the presidency when Nixon resigned and served only briefly, was widely perceived as solid but unexciting, a former col​lege football center unused to playing quarterback. The effect of Ford's honest and reassuring manner was undercut by suspicions of a deal when he pardoned Nixon for any crimes committed in the Watergate affair. Ford's apparent propensity for stumbling and pratfalls caused him to become the butt of jokes about physical clumsiness. More important, he had the misfortune to occupy the presidency during a period of deep economic recession and rapid inflation, just after the first OPEC oil price rise of 1973-1974.

 
Jimmy Carter was an outsider (a peanut farmer, governor of Georgia and “nuclear engineer”) who projected an image of moral rectitude, frequently criticizing the Washington establishment. Carter's relaxed, open, and unassuming down-home style, and his deeply religious Southern Baptist values, initially reassured a nation troubled by Vietnam and Watergate. The honeymoon did not last long, however. Before long, the media depicted a disorganized administration, "radiat​ing chaos" and making enemies on Capitol Hill, Carter's decision making was seen widely as weak, anguished, or vacillating, especially after several crises that were largely beyond his control: the second big OPEC oil prce rise (1979), which helped plunge the United States deeper into economic stagflation, the introduction of Soviet troops into Afghanistan, and the taking of American hostages in Iran. Carter was punished at the polls, but later established a reputation as an out​standing ex-president, working for human rights and international peace.

Ronald Reagan, like Carter, was an outsider who attacked the government in Washington, D.C. But while Carter was cool, Reagan projected warmth; whereas Carter worried publicly about the nation’s malaise, Reagan conveyed bubbling optimism. Reagan a longtime movie and TV actor charmed the public with self-deprecating humor and roused public passions with dramatic appeals and emotion-laden anecdotes. And while Carter often seemed uncertain, Reagan nearly always knew what he wanted. Reagan seemed to hold rather loose reins on the executive branch, leaving specifics to others and often displaying fuzziness about facts. He had the good fortune to serve as president at a time when the Soviet Union was becoming weaker and more conciliatory. Pushing those trends along, his administration sharply cut taxes, cut domestic spending, and built up the U. S. military.
George Bush promised a “kinder, gentler” presidency, but delivered a less charismatic one than Reagan’s. Visiting an elementary school in 1991, and encountering skepticism about whether he was really the president of the United States, Bush pulled out a green card and asked, “Will you accept American Express?” Still, while awkward at speaking and occasionally called a “wimp”, Bush was no pushover. Born to a wealthy and prominent family in Connecticut, Bush headed west, making his own mark in the rough-and-tumble Texas oil business. He served in Congress and then as ambassador to the United Nations, liaison to China, and CIA director, before being elected Reagan’s vice-president. As president, Bush kept a firm hand on foreign affairs; he navigated through the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe and triumphed over Saddam Hussein. But he paid less attention to domestic policies, and when the US economy declined he suffered electoral punishment.
Bill Clinton headed for a political career early; as Boys’ State senator he shook President Kennedy’s hand. Coming of age in the 1960s, 

	Presidential Greatness

	In 1982, a sample of 953 professors of American history rated the presidents as follows: 

	Great

1.Lincoln

2. F. Roosevelt

3.Washington

4.Jefferson

Near Great

5.T.Roosevelt

6.Wilson

7.Jackson

8.Truman

Above Average
9.J Adams

10.L. Johnson

11.Eisenhower

12.Polk

13.Kennedy

14.Madison

15.Monroe

16.J.Q.Adams

17.Cleveland
	Average
 18.McKinley

 19.Taft

 20.Van’Buren

 21.Hoover

 22.Hayes

 23.Arthur

 24.Ford

 25.Carter

 26.B.Harrison

Below Average
27.Taylor

28.Tyler

29.Fillmore

30.Coolidge

31.Pierce

Failure
32.A.Johnson

33.Buchanan

34.Nixon

35.Grant

 36.Harding


he stretched his Arkansas roots at Georgetown, Oxford, and Yale law school; after briefly teaching law he served as attorney general and then governor of Arkansas. Jolted by a reelection loss in 1980, Clinton regained the governorship and mastered the art of compromise with business, labor, blacks, whites, and practically everyone else in his small and low-income –but growing – state. As president he came across as boyish, eager to please, energetic, hard working, and immersed in policy details, but also indecisive and not always trustworthy. Lacking Bush's Washington experience, Clinton suffered initial setbacks over appointments, gays in the military, foreign trouble spots, and even expensive haircuts; he seemed better at listening and talking than at deciding or commanding. Beset by media attacks, public doubts, and vigorous Republican opposition, Clinton’s efforts at cutting the budget, making government more efficient, promoting free trade, combating crime, reforming health care, and dealing with other issues frequently ran into obstacles.                                                                                                                            

         These thumbnail sketches of recent presidents highlight some variations in presidential style and personality. But they cannot take us very far toward understanding which aspects of personality are most important, or how personality interacts with the institution of the residency. A more systematic analysis is required. One such analysis – a controversial one – has been proposed by political scientist James David Barber.
A Theory of Presidential Character
According to Barber, much depends on the president's character, his enduring orientation toward life and toward himself, which is mainly formed in childhood. One crucial dimension of character involves whether a president is active or passive: full of energy, like the human cyclone Lyndon Johnson, or inactive, like the nap-taking Calvin Coolidge. Another key dimension concerns whether a person is positive or negative, whether he fees good or bad about life, about the job of the presidency, and about
himself.

When these dimensions are combined, they suggest four fundamental types of character. Barber most admires the active-positive type; healthy, full of energy and enthusiasm for the job, a "doer." He places such presidents as Franklin Roosevelt and Kennedy in this category, along with Carter, Ford, and Truman.

Active-negative personalities, on the other hand, are said to be dangerous.  Their activity has a compulsive, aggressive quality, as if they were trying to compensate for something; it sometimes leads to rigid, inflexible behavior, with disastrous results. Woodrow Wilson, for example, may have suffered damaged self-esteem as a child because of his domineering father, a strict preacher and scholar who humiliated young "Tommy" Wilson in public and forced him to produce per​fect translations from Greek and Latin. Wilson subsequently resented authority fig​ures and resisted compromise, even to save his beloved League of Nations treaty. Barber also judges as active-negative personalities Richard Nixon and Lyndon Johnson, both of whom – in the Watergate scandal and the Vietnam War – seemed stubbornly to pursue a course of action after it had failed disastrously.

According to Barber, a passive-positive personality like William Howard Tart, Warren Harding, or perhaps Reagan, deprived of love in childhood, seeks love and affection by being agreeable and cooperative rather than assertive. Passive-positive presidents don't usually accomplish much. A passive-negative personality, such as Calvin Coolidge or perhaps Dwight Eisenhower, compensates for low self-esteem and a feeling of uselessness by doing dutiful service – doing little and enjoying it less, withdrawing from conflict by emphasizing vague principles and standing for rectitude.

Assessing the Barber theory Barber's theory has provoked much criticism. Some scholars argue that character comes in many more than four types. Some say it is difficult or impossible to pigeonhole individual presidents. Was Reagan, who reshaped American politics, really passive? Others suggest that ideology may be more important than character in determining how presidents approach their job. Maybe Barber confuses personalities with political philosophies. (Perhaps Herbert Hoover resisted government action against the Great Depression because of his conservative worldview, not a negative character or the student-manager style he learned at Stanford.) Still others suggest that presidents are less affected by their character than by events and circumstances; the situation may make the person, rather than vice versa. Perhaps it was the failure of the Vietnam War, rather than a character flaw, that made Lyndon Johnson's outlook negative at the end of his presidency.

Thus, many political scientists are skeptical of Barber's theory. Most would put less emphasis on character and more emphasis on a president's situation and surroundings. Still, the theory is intriguing, especially since it suggests that the climate of expectations, the mood and desires of the citizens at a given moment in history, leads voters to choose a particular kind of president. The personal characteristics of presidents may be intervening variables, which affect what happens but which themselves mostly reflect various political and structural factors.
Comprehension
1. What are the key political personality dimensions according to Barber’s theory?

2. What characteristics and patterns of behavior pertain to each of the four fundamental types of character?

3. Select the words which you would you use in describing each of the four character types.

4. This is what categories Barber himself put presidents into:
	
	Positive
	Negative

	Active
	F.D. Roosevelt
Harry Truman

Gerald Ford

John Kennedy

Bill Clinton

Jimmy Carter
	Woodrow Wilson
Lyndon Johnson

Richard Nixon

	Passive
	James Madison
Warren Harding

Ronald Reagan

William Howard Taft
	George Washington
Dwight Eisenhower

Calvin Coolidge

George Bush 


What category would you put the recent presidents, the current U.S. President? Reason your choice.
5. Assess Barber’s theory, present your critical view. How do you understand the phrase: “Maybe Barber confuses personalities with political philosophies”?

Vocabulary
1. Search the text for English equivalents of the following

задавать жару, устраивать разнос; держаться в стороне от политических стычек; осуществлять жесткий контроль; секретный, тайный метод, прием; обладающий нечеловеческой энергией; приврать; знающий, опытный, сведущий в чем-л.; склонность, предрасположение, пристрастие (к чему-л.); мишень (объект) насмешек; производить впечатление порядочного человека, человека высоких моральных принципов; колеблющийся, нерешительный; мягко, без должной строгости (букв. отпустив поводья); не дурак, (парень/малый) не промах, (на мякине) не проведёшь; погружаться, уходить с головой; человек-ураган; сонный, заторможенный; провалиться с треском; иметь низкую самооценку; уходить, убегать от конфликта; классифицировать, навешивать ярлык; мировоззрение; личностные характеристики.
2. Search the text for equivalents of the following
1) become President / be President;

2) exercise strong control;

3) lose (re)elections;

4) lie;

5) criticize.

3. True or false?

1) Harry Truman’s presidency was vacillating and stiff.

2) Dwight Eisenhower presided loosely over the executive.

3) Historians rate JFK as one of the greatest U.S. presidents.

4) Lyndon Johnson was a powerful public persona.

5) Richard Nixon largely ignored foreign matters.

6) Gerald Ford served two presidential terms.

7) Jimmy Carter started well but the honeymoon didn’t last long.
8) Ronald Reagan projected an image of moral rectitude.

9) George Bush was called a “wimp” and he deserved it.

10) Bill Clinton’s political efforts often ran into obstacles.

4. Paraphrase using the vocabulary

1) Dwight Eisenhower often kept away from the political battles.

2) He only looks a weak leader who can’t make his staff do what he wants, but actually he exercises strong control over the government.

3) He only looks a weak leader who can’t make his staff do what he wants, but actually he exercises strong control over the government using covert methods.

4) Richard Nixon was an expert in foreign policy.

5) Even a president can lie a little bit.

6) When Reagan was president, he often looked uncertain of the facts.

7) In his theory of presidential character, Barber distinguishes four basic presidential characters, using the criteria of affect to work and energy to task.

8) Barber’s theory has been much criticized; many scholars speculate it’s hardly possible to assign to a particular category each president.

9) Not only character traits make presidents, but they are influenced by ideology and situation.

10) When Nixon retired in dishonor, Ford became President.

11) Ford’s awkwardness made him a popular object of jokes.

12) Passive-negatives often tend to evade confrontation and support integrity.

13) Jimmy Carter lost reelections.

14) Woodrow Wilson had a low opinion of himself.

5. Supply prepositions where necessary and make up sentences with the resulting phrases.
in contrast __ smth/smb;

to compensate __ smth;

to suffer __ damaged self-esteem;

to resent __ authority figures and resist __ compromise;

to pursue __ a course of action;

to deprive smb __ smth;

to withdraw __ conflict;

to stand __ rectitude;

to confuse smb/smth __ smb/smth;

to emphasize __ smth;

to put emphasis __ smth;

to focus __ smth;

to be immersed __ policy details;

to run __ obstacles;

to attack __ the government;
to be born __ a poor family;

to head __ political career;

to head __ west;

to come __ age;

to ascend __ presidency;

to assume __ presidency;

to pardon __ smb __ a crime;

to have a propensity __smth;

to plunge __economic stagflation;

to work one’s will __ smb;

to be adept __ smth;

to take __ Congress (challenge);

to stay __ the political fray;

to be blessed __ sense of humor;

to bump __ smth/smb;
to change greatly __ presidency __ presidency.

6. Translate into Russian.

1) Все попытки реформировать систему здравоохранения с треском провалились.

2) Боюсь, склонность ко лжи - его главный недостаток.

3) Его исполненная сознанием долга, но не впечатляющая деятельность на посту мэра не могла вызвать, ни критики, ни одобрения.

4) Бегство – не лучший способ решения конфликта.
5) Всех своих домочадцев он держит в узде.
The Job of the President: Too Much to Do?

         Since Franklin Roosevelt’s day, the American presidency has involved powers and duties, unimaginable to the Founders, that touch the daily lives, of everyone in the United States and indeed everyone in the world. Political scientist Clinton Rossiter’s writings have introduced generations or students to the many different "hats" that presidents wear.
Chief of State The president is the symbol of national authority and unity. In contrast to European parliamentary nations like Great Britain and Norway, where a monarch acts as chief of state while a prime minister serves as head of the government, the two functions are combined in the American presidency. It is the president who performs the many ceremonial duties that are carried out by members of royal families in other nations. Jimmy Breslin, an irreverent New York newspaper columnist and author, once wrote, “The office of President is such a bastardized thing, half royalty and half democracy, that nobody knows whether to genuflect or spit.”
Commander in Chief The Constitution clearly lodges command over American armed forces in the office of president. The development of so-called war powers has grown enormously over the years, to the point at which President Bush was quickly able to put more than 500,000 U.S. troops in the Persian Gulf area, poised to strike against Iraq once Congress authorized the use of force.
Chief Legislator While constitutional responsibility for the legislative agenda seems at first glance clearly lodged in Congress, over the years the initiative for public policy has shifted to the president and the executive branch. To a large extent, Congress now awaits and responds to presidential actions. The twentieth century is dotted with presidential labels on legislation: Wilson's New Freedom, Roosevelt's New Deal, Truman's Fair Deal, Kennedy's New Frontier, and Johnson's Great Society. Ronald Reagan pushed through major changes in 1981 and remained a dominant legislative force during much of the 1980s. Bill Clinton kept Congress's plate full, with tax and spending proposals, national service, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), health care reform, anticrime legislation, and much more.
Manager of the Economy We now expect presidents to worry about and do something about, the economy. The Great Depression convinced most Americans that the federal government has a role to play in fighting economic downturns, and the example of Franklin Roosevelt convinced most Americans that the main actor in this drama ought to be the president. The Employment Act of 1946 man​dates that the president report on the state of the economy and recommend actions to maintain employment and control inflation. The role is now so well established that even conservative presidents, such as Ronald Reagan and George Bush, have felt compelled to encourage the involvement of the federal government in the prevention of bank failures, the stimulation of economic growth, and the promotion of American trade.
Chief Diplomat The Constitution, by specifying that the president "shall have the power ... to make Treaties" and to appoint and receive ambassadors, lodges the main diplomatic responsibility of the United States in that office. It is in this role, perhaps, that American presidents are most visible: traveling abroad, meet​ing with foreign leaders, negotiating and signing treaties. President Bush's suc​cessful negotiations with the Soviet leaders and his extraordinary efforts to assemble and hold together the multinational coalition against Iraq made the diplomatic function especially prominent in his presidency. President Clinton, though dedicated to focusing on domestic matters, presided over the historic Israeli-Palestinian peace agreement, met repeatedly with foreign leaders to open markets for American trade (he followed his NAFTA success, for example, with an Asia and Pacific Economic Conference in Seattle and with a major trade agree​ment under GATT), and journeyed to Russia to support Boris Yeltsin's efforts to establish a market economy.

Several other "hats" could be mentioned: The president serves as head of his political party and as leader and representative of the general public. Each of these presidential functions is demanding; together, they are overwhelming. Little wonder Barber acknowledges that pas​sive presidents "may be a vanishing breed."
Comprehension
1. What are the major tasks the U.S. President is charged with?
2. Which of them are constitutionally provided? Which the office has assumed along the way?

3. Name presidential labels on their legislative programs (the latest provided in the text is that of the 36th president, what about the subsequent ones?)
Grammar Note
Pay attention to the use of the bare infinitive in a semantically governed structure used in the sentence ”The Employment Act of 1946 man​dates that the president report on the state of the economy and recommend actions to maintain employment and control inflation.”

Discussion
1.  Enlarge upon the following: The framers of the Constitution did not intend to create an “imperial presidency.” Distrustful of executive power as a result of their experiences with royal mandates and colonial governors, a majority of the delegates to the Constitutional Convention expected Congress to be the heart of the new government. They spelled out in considerable detail the powers of the legislative branch, while the presidency was left to wholesome ambiguity. Yet, if the framers did not grant many specific powers to the executive, neither did they withhold any. And partly as a result, the history of twentieth-century America was marked by the gradual expansion of presidential prerogatives.
2. People have always had strong opinions about the kind of personality that a political leader ought to have. There is arguably no one who is better known for advice about the kind of personality the political leader needs than Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527).
“Everyone sees what you seem to be,” Machiavelli observed, “few know what you really are.” Machiavelli believed that the leader must combine the qualities of the lion (aggression, bravery) and the fox (cleverness) and must make citizens completely dependent upon the leader’s every decision and action. In the pursuit of the good society, the leader must be single-minded and, if necessary, ruthless, in order to achieve desirable ends. Machiavelli argued that there are times when the ends justify the political means, even if ethics must be sacrificed. “To preserve the state, he often has to do things against his word, against charity, against humanity, against religion… he should not depart from the good if he can hold to it, but he should be ready to enter on evil if he has to.”

What is your opinion on the subject? 
 The President’s Staff and Cabinet
The White House Staff

Of course, presidents do not face their burdens alone; they have many advisors and helpers. The White House staff, for example, which is specially shaped to fit the particular needs of each president, includes a number of close advisors. One top advisor, usually designated chief of staff, tends to serve as the president's right hand. For most of George Bush's term, John Sununu (a conservative former governor of New Hampshire and a strong advocate of nuclear power) exercised a firm hand on virtually all aspects of domestic and foreign policy, from budget problems to the Persian Gulf War; twice he succeeded in thwarting the Environ​mental Protection Agency's initiatives on global warming and federal protection of wetlands.
Different presidents have used their chiefs of staff in different ways. Franklin Roosevelt kept a tight rein on things himself, granting equal but limited power and access to several close advisors. Dwight Eisenhower, used to the hier​archical army staff system, gave overall responsibility to his chief of staff, Sherman Adams.
Chiefs of staff who abrasively give orders to cabinet members and other high officials tend to make powerful enemies, and are vulnerable to any hint of scandal. Sherman Adams was forced to resign after he had accepted gifts from a lobbyist; Haldeman was toppled by Watergate; after Sununu took heavy criticism over his trips at government expense for private purposes (e.g., to find rare postage stamps for his collection), he was replaced by Samuel Skinner.
Another important staff member in most presidencies is the national secu​rity advisor, who is also head of the president's national security staff, operating out of the White House basement. The national security advisor generally meets with the president every day in order to brief him on foreign policy matters and to advise him on foreign policy decisions. Some national security advisors, such as Henry Kissinger (under Nixon) and Zbiginiew Brzezinski (under Carter), were strong foreign policy managers who often clashed with the secretary of state (in Kissinger's case, this was eventually resolved by Nixon appointing him secretary of state) and with the secretary of defense and the director of the Central Intelligence Agency for the president's ear on foreign policy. The most recent presidents, however, have appointed such team players as "Bud" MacFarlane and John Poindexter (Reagan), Brent Scowcroft (Bush), and Anthony Lake (Clin​ton), who have closely reflected the president's wishes and coordinated matters with the various executive departments.
Most presidents also have a top domestic policy advisor, who coordinates plans for new domestic laws and regulations and spending, though this role is often subordinate to that of the chief of staff and is not usually very visible. Close political advisors, usually old comrades of the president from past campaigns, may be found in a number of different White House or other government posts (James Baker served as Bush's secretary of state, for example), or may have no official position at all.
Prominent in every administration is the press secretary (e.g., Dee Dee Myers, for Clinton), who holds press conferences, briefs the media, and becomes a major administration voice in the media. This may or may not be the same person who is director of communications and generally manages how the president and his activities are presented to the public. (Stephanopoulos initially tried to do both jobs but wound up in shouting matches with the media.) These communica​tions and media positions, along with that of in-house pollster or public opinion surveyor, have become increasingly important as the president's connections with the public have grown closer.

Nearly all presidents have a legal counsel; a special assistant to act as liaison with Congress, another to deal with interest groups, another for political matters, and still another for intergovernmental relations. However, the exact shape of the White House staff changes greatly from one presidency to another.
The White House staff members are the people the president talks to every day; they are the ones who do their best to see that he gets his way.
The Executive Office of the President
One step removed from the White House staff, mostly housed in its own building nearby, is a set of organizations that form the Executive Office of the President (EOP). Most important of these is the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The OMB is in charge of the numbers. Acting on agency requests, it advises the president on how much the administration should propose to spend for each gov​ernment program and where the money will come from. The OMB also exercises legislative clearance; that is, it examines the budgetary implications of any pro​posed legislation and sometimes kills proposals as being too expensive or incon​sistent with the president's philosophy or goals. The director of the OMB can be a major figure in the administration, as was the case with David Stockman, the chief architect of Reagan's 1981 budget and tax proposals. Richard Darman, Bush's director of the OMB, had broad domestic responsibilities and frequently tangled with Congress over his budget-cutting proposals. Leon Panetta, Clinton's OMB director and former con​gressional budgeter, was much quieter, as was successor Alice Rivlin.
Another unit in the Executive Office of the President is the Council of Eco​nomic Advisors (CEA), a small group of economists that advises the president on economic policy. Occasionally the head of the Council exercises great influence, as Walter Heller did during the Kennedy administration. At other times, the head of the CEA may be almost invisible. Ronald Reagan did not warm to the "doom-sayers" on the Council during his administration, and generally shunted it aside. Bush revived the CEA under economist Michael Boskin. Clinton appointed non-traditionalist Laura Tyson as chair.
The Executive Office of the President also includes the National Security Council (NSC), a body of leading officials from the State and Defense Depart​ments, the CIA, the military, and elsewhere who advise the president on foreign affairs; it has been particularly active in crisis situations and covert operations. The NSC's staff, charged with various analytical and coordinating tasks, is headed by the president's national security advisor. At times the NSC staff has gone beyond analysis to conduct actual operations. The NSC staff was important in planning and coordinating the Per​sian Gulf War.
In recent years, the Executive Office of the President also has included the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the Council on Environmental Quality, and the Office of United States Trade Representative. Again, however, the makeup of the EOP changes from one administration to another, depending on which national problems seem most pressing and on the preferences and operat​ing styles of individual presidents. One recent arrangement is shown in Figure 12.1.
The Executive Office of the President has a measure of independence. Its employees cannot be considered personal arms of the resident in quite the same way the White House staff is, and they do not meet with him as frequently, but they are generally loyal and responsive to the president and assist him in estab​lishing central authority over the wider bureaucracy of the executive branch. Much of that bureaucracy is more distant and more independent, sometimes responding to constituency pressures that conflict with the president's program. Federal agencies outside the immediate reach of the president and his staff are more likely to go their own way.
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Discussion
1. Make up a chart to reveal the makeup of the president’s White House Staff and the responsibilities held by each advisor.

2. What organizations does the Executive Office of the President comprise? What tasks are they in charge of?
Vocabulary
1. Provide Russian equivalents for all the offices and positions mentioned in the text.

2. Provide Russian equivalents for

повестка дня; главный советник; быть правой рукой; добиться своего; сторонник, приверженец; поручать кому-л. Задание; держать в узде; внешняя политика; внутренняя политика; вступать в конфликт; проводить пресс-конференцию; главная фигура; постановление, распоряжение. 
3. Scan the text for the equivalents of the following:
1) to be an efficient or indispensable assistant to smb.;

2) a person who publicly supports or recommends a particular cause or policy;

3) use or apply strict discipline or control (2 variants);
4) total (responsibility);
5) to instruct or inform (someone) thoroughly;

6) to come into violent conflict, have a forceful disagreement;

7) to get or do what one wants in spite of opposition;
8) to be responsible for , in control of.
4. Insert correct prepositions.

1) Officials may clash ___ other governmental figures ___ the president’s ear ___ various issues.
2) The Office of Management and Budget is ___ charge ___ the numbers.

3) National Security Council is charged ___ analytical tasks.

4) The makeup of the White House Staff changes ___ presidency ___ presidency.
5) Recent presidents have tended to keep a tight rein ___ domestic policy.
6) The national security advisor briefs the president __ foreign policy matters and advises him ___ foreign policy decisions.
7) A law is declared unconstitutional if it is inconsistent ___ the Constitution.
5. Paraphrase using your topical vocabulary (mind the previous ones as well)
1) Chief of Staff is the president’s closest, indispensable assistant.

2) The president can’t be an expert in all spheres of politics, that’s why he has a group of helpers who inform him about different policy matters.

3) National Security Advisor may conflict with the Secretary of State.

4) The President’s White House Staff is responsible for various advisory functions.

5) According to the 2010 Census, the total population of the USA is 308,745,000 people.
6) From time to time top officials get involved in conflicts for the President’s attention in some issues.

7) He always gets what he wants.

8) He is an ardent supporter of economic reform.
9) The total responsibilities given to president are overwhelming, that is why he has the right to have a group of helpers who consult him on different urgent problems.

However, it is varies with different presidents whether he exercises a firm hand on everything himself or gives a share of responsibilities to his closest advisor – Chief of Staff. Members of the staff never tangle with the president, for it is a must for President’s helpers to support his political ideals and see that the President gets what he wants. All proposals which contradict the official doctrine get defeated.
6. Render in English

Помощник президента США по вопросам национальной безопасности является главным советником Президента США по вопросам национальной безопасности. Является членом Совета национальной безопасности США, который входит в Исполнительный офис Президента США. Кабинет Советника по национальной безопасности находится в западном крыле Белого дома. У него есть штат людей, которые проводят исследования, брифинги, и разведывательную работу для рассмотрения и представления на Совет по национальной безопасности и Президенту США.

Советник по национальной безопасности выбирается Президентом США без утверждения Сенатом США. По существу он не связан бюрократией государственного департамента и министерства обороны, и поэтому способен давать независимые советы. Власть и роль Советника по национальной безопасности меняется от администрации к администрации.

Во время кризиса, Советник по национальной безопасности работает в Ситуационной комнате Белого Дома предоставляя Президенту последние новости о кризисе.

Нынешний советник (советник Барака Обамы)— адвокат, советник, правительственный чиновник Томас Е. Донилон.

Исполнительный офис Президента США  — орган государственной власти, подчиняющийся непосредственно президенту США и включающий его помощников и советников по различным вопросам. Иногда в отечественной литературе упоминается как Администрация президента США. Исполнительный офис возглавляет глава аппарата Белого дома, в текущее время Уильям Дейли.

The Vice Presidency
Vice-presidents find themselves in an awkward position, because their main job is to be available in case something happens to the president. They play what has been called "American roulette", fearing or hoping to take over the presidency if the president dies or otherwise leaves office - and many do. In the twentieth century, Theodore Roosevelt, Calvin Coolidge, Harry Truman, Lyndon Johnson, and Gerald Ford all became president in this way; they have constituted one-quarter of the presidents we have had since 1900. Moreover, two others - Richard Nixon and George Bush - were elected to the presidency on their own after serving as vice-president. The two-term limit on presidents (imposed in 1951 by the Twenty-Second Amendment to the Constitution) makes such succession easier.
The vice-presidency itself, however, has not always been highly regarded. John Nance Garner, Franklin Roosevelt's first vice-president, has been quoted as saying in his earthy Texan way that the office was "not worth a pitcher of warm spit." When Harry Truman was informed that Franklin Roosevelt wanted him on the 1944 ticket as vice-president, Truman complained: "I don't want to be Vice-President. I bet I can go down the street and stop the first ten men I see and that they can't tell me the names of two of the last ten Vice-Presidents of the United States."
Within administrations, vice-presidents have often tended to be fifth wheels not fully trusted – since they cannot be fired – and not personally or politically close to the president – since they are usually chosen to balance the ticket. (Al Gore, a border-South centrist like Clinton, was a conspicuous exception to ticket balancing.) The Constitution mentions nothing about what vice-presidents should do except preside over the Senate, a duty that is largely ceremonial (except for rare tie-breaking votes) and usually is left to senators who act as president pro tempore. Vice-presidents often spend their time running minor errands of state, attending funerals of foreign leaders who are not important enough to demand presidential attention, or carrying out limited diplomatic missions. Dan Quayle's early tasks for President Bush included helping American businesses sell goods abroad: AT&T telephone equipment in Indonesia, Boeing airlines to Japan and Bolivia, the Wall Street Journal in Singapore.
Some vice-presidents have been virtually frozen out of the policymaking process. Eisenhower cruelly told the press that he might be able to cite something important that Vice-President Nixon had done if he had a week to think about it. Harry Truman was never told of the existence of the Manhattan Project to build the atomic bomb and felt "the moon, the stars, and all the planets had fallen on me" when he suddenly had to assume the presidency. In a few cases, presidents have been seriously and publicly at odds with their vice-presidents.
In recent years, however, presidents have realized that it is a favor to the country to give their potential successors some training before they take over the job. John Kennedy put Lyndon Johnson in charge of an interagency task force to oversee the space program; Jimmy Carter gave Walter Mondale a number of domestic policy assignments. Ronald Reagan made clear that he wanted George Bush to be loyal, quiet, and discreet, but he included Bush in major policy meetings and put him in charge of antidrug efforts. In turn, Bush gradually gave Dan Quayle more to do, on the space program, government deregulation efforts, and aspects of policy planning for the Gulf War. For Clinton, Al Gore took on a number of important assignments, including the formulation of environmental policy, coping with Ross Perot's opposition to NAFTA, and the ambitious effort to "reinvent government" by reorganizing federal agencies, streamlining procedures, and dispensing with unnecessary employees.
In 1804, the Twelfth Amendment fixed the flaw in the original Constitution under which Aaron Burr, Thomas Jefferson's running mate in l800, had tied Jefferson in electoral votes and had tried, in the House of Representatives, to grab the presidency for himself. Since then, vice-presidents have been elected specifically to that office on a party ticket with their president. But now there is another way to become vice-president. The Twenty-Fifth amendment (ratified in 1967) provides for succession in case of the temporary or permanent inability of a president to discharge his office. It also states that, if the vice-presidency becomes vacant, the president can nominate a new vice-president, who would take office on confirmation by both houses of Congress. This is how Gerald Ford became vice-president in 1973, when Spiro Agnew was forced to resign because of a scandal, and how Nelson Rockefeller became vice-president in 1974, when Ford replaced Richard Nixon.

Presidential Succession and the Twenty-Fifth Amendment Under the Twenty-Fifth Amendment to the US Constitution, if the president is removed from office, dies, or resigns, the vice-president becomes president.
Whenever the office of vice-president is vacant, the president nominates a new vice-president, who takes office when he has been confirmed by majority vote of both houses of Congress.
If the president (or the vice-president and a majority of the cabinet) submits to Congress a written declaration that the president is unable to discharge the powers and duties of his office, the vice president becomes acting president.

If the president later submits a written declaration that no inability exists, he resumes the powers and duties of his office, unless the vice- president, a majority of the cabinet, and a two-thirds vote in both houses of Congress declare that he is unable to do so.         

Comprehension
1. What are the ways to vice presidency?
2. What responsibilities does the Constitution grant Vice Presidents?
3. Why does there exist a familiar phrase “Vice Presidents play American roulette”?

4. Why do Vice Presidents tend to be fifth wheels? What does it mean to be a fifth wheel?

5. What kinds of tasks did various presidents charge their Vice Presidents with?

Vocabulary
1. Explain the expressions used in the text

1) be a fifth wheel;

2) be on the ticket;

3) balance the ticket;

4) a tie-breaking vote.

2. Who is referred to as “running mate”? Why?

3. Give Russian and English equivalents for

1) find oneself in an awkward position;

2) take over the presidency;

3) run minor errands;

4) be frozen out of policy making process;

5) be at odds with;

6) put in charge of;

7) fix a flaw;

8) dispense with.

4. Paraphrase 
1) Can the U.S. do without the Electoral College?

2) Dick Cheney was a Republican candidate for Vice Presidency to accompany George Bush.

3) Albert Gore was a Democratic candidate for presidency in 2000.

4) He prefers to send his assistants to deal with unimportant missions.

5) Sometimes Vice Presidents are compelled to withdraw from political process by their Presidents.

6) Vice President assumes presidency in case of president’s disability.

7) The situation was quite embarrassing.

8) Originally the Constitutional convention was called to mend some defects in the Articles of Confederation.

5. Provide all meanings of and phrases with the words wheel and odd.
a) Provide synonyms for

to bribe; a car; an important and influential person; be in control, in command; a situation which is complicated and affected by secret or indirect influences; engage in commercial or political scheming, esp. unscrupulously; a symbol of random luck or change; the chances are 1 to 5 that…; a queer, bizarre person; a person differing from all other members of a particular group or set in some way, outsider; a casual work, esp. of manual nature; separated from a usual pair or set and therefore out of place or mismatched e.g. socks; miscellaneous articles or remnants; be in conflict or at variance.
b) Give English equivalents for the following Russian expressions

колесо фортуны; уладить дело (лестью, деньгами и т. п.) «подмазать»; государственная машина; идти как по маслу; стрелять из пушки по воробьям; ставить кому-л. палки в колеса; энергично, решительно взяться за работу; нечетное число; как это ни странно; тридцать с лишним лет; разрозненные предметы, всякая всячина, остатки, обрезки, обрывки, клочки; третий лишний.
c) Use the above expressions in sentences of your own or brief situations.
6. Choose the correct variant

1) American Vice Presidents play what has been called

a) Russian roulette;

b) American roulette;

c) hide-n-seek game;

2) Who has been quoted as saying that the Vice President’s office was “not worth a pitcher of warm spit”?

a) JFK’s Vice President, Lyndon Johnson;

b) John Nance Garner, Franklin Roosevelt’s 1st Vice President;
c) Franklin Roosevelt’s 3d Vice President, Harry Truman;

d) Albert Gore, Bill Clinton’s Vice President.

3)  To be a fifth wheel means
a) to be a supercilious person;

b) to be a superficial person;

c) to be a superfluous person;

d) to be a superstitious person.

4) To be on the ticket means

a) to be in the party list of candidates for an office;

b) to be appointed to an office;

c) to be on the black list;

d) to be a public persona.

5) Which is NOT constitutionally provided duty of Vice President?

a) to preside over the Senate;

b) to cast tie-breaking votes in the Senate;

c) to take over the presidency in case of President’s disability;

d) to run minor errands of state.

6) Traditionally, presidential candidates sought to “balance” the ticket by selecting running mates from
a) different generations;

b) different regions of the country;

c) different ideological wings of the party;

d) all the above mentioned together.

7) The 22nd Amendment provides for

a) presidential succession;

b) vice presidents to be selected specifically to that office with their president;

c) the two-term limit on presidents.

8) The 25th Amendment provides for

a) presidential succession;

b) vice presidents to be selected specifically to that office with their president;

c) the two-term limit on presidents.

9) The 22nd Amendment was ratified in

a) 1948;

b) 1950;

c) 1951;

d) 1955.

10) The 22nd Amendment was ratified in

a) 1966;

b) 1697;

c) 1968;

d) 1969.
7. Supply prepositions if necessary

1) Vice President is to take ___ the presidency if something happens ___ the president.
2) Two presidents in the history of U.S. were elected ___ the presidency ___ their own___ serving as vice presidents.

3) Lyndon Johnson succeeded ___ presidency after JFK was assassinated.

4) Dick Cheney was ___ the 2000 Democratic ticket as vice president.

5) Vice presidents are usually chosen to balance ___ the ticket.

6) The only constitutional duty of vice presidents is to preside ___ the Senate.

7) Vice presidents often spend ___ their time ___ running ___ minor errands ___ state.

8) Some vice-presidents were virtually frozen ___ the policymaking process.

9) ___ a few cases, presidents have been seriously ___ odds ___ their vice presidents.

10) If  the vice presidency becomes vacant, the president can nominate ___ a new vice president, who would take ___ office ___ confirmation ___ both houses ___ Congress.
The Cabinet

The President’s cabinet is not mentioned in the Constitution. No legislation designates the composition of the cabinet, its duties, or its rules of operation. Nevertheless, all presidents since George Washington have had one. It was Washington who established the practice of meeting with his top executive officials as a group to discuss policy matters. Later presidents continued the practice, some meeting with the cabinet as often as twice a week – as James Polk and Andrew Johnson did – but others paying it less attention. Andrew Jackson, for example, depended much more on a “kitchen cabinet” of informal advisors than on one composed of the heads of the executive departments.

Table 13.5 The Cabinet Departments

	Department
	Function

	The Department of State
	Founded in 1789, responsible for making foreign policy, including treaty negotiations

	The Department of Treasury
	The Government’s banker, founded in 1789

	The Department of Defense
	Created in 1947 by consolidating the former Departments of the Army and the Navy

	The Department of Justice
	Created in 1870 to serve as the Government’s attorney, headed by the attorney general

	The Department of the Interior
	Created in 1849, manages the nation’s natural resources, including wildlife and public lands

	The Department of Agriculture
	Created in 1862, administers farm and food stamp programs and aids farmers

	The Department of Commerce
	Created in 1903 as the Department of Commerce  and Labor, aids business and conducts the US census

	The Department of Labor
	Separated from the Department of Commerce in 1913, runs programs and aids labor in various ways

	The Department of Health and Human Services
	Runs health and welfare programs; created as the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 1953; it lost its education function in 1979 and Social Security in 1995

	The Department of Housing and Urban Development
	Created in 1966, responsible for urban and housing programs

	The Department of Transportation
	Created in 1966, responsible for mass transportation and highway programs

	The Department of Energy
	Created in 1977, responsible for energy policy and research, including atomic energy

	The Department of Education
	Created in 1979, responsible for the federal government’s education programs

	The Department of Veterans Affairs
	Created in 1988, responsible for programs aiding veterans


The Cabinet consists of (1) the heads of 15 major executive departments (the Cabinet secretaries are appointed by the president with the consent of the Senate), (2) the vice-president, (3) the director of CIA and whichever other officials the president deeps appropriate.

Rarely, if ever, have presidents actually relied on the cabinet as a decision-making body. Most recent presidents have convened the cabinet infrequently and have done serious business with it rarely. Ronald Reagan held only a few cabinet meetings each year, and those meetings were so dull and unimportant that he was said to doze off from time to time. Bush used cabinet meetings mainly as photo opportunities. Clinton thoroughly dominated cabinet discussions.

Discussion
As you can see from the content of the text, the present-day situation is characterized by the decline of the role of the Cabinet. Search literature for the reasons of why the Cabinet’s significance has diminished.
Render in English 

Порядок замещения должности

В случае отстранения президента от должности, его смерти, отставки или неспособности осуществлять полномочия и обязанности таковые переходят к вице-президенту США. Первоначальный текст конституции США был двусмыслен и позволял как толкование, согласно которому вице-президент получает только полномочия и обязанности (то есть становится, условно говоря, «и. о. президента США»), так и толкование, согласно которому вице-президент получает саму должность (то есть становится президентом США и приносит соответствующую присягу). На протяжении XIX века и XX века это положение всегда практически толковалось в том смысле, что вице-президент становится полновластным президентом; первый прецедент такого перехода полномочий имел место с Джоном Тайлером в 1841, который после кончины Уильяма Гаррисона немедленно провозгласил себя президентом США и отказывался распечатывать письма, адресованные «и. о. президента». Лишь в 1967 принята 25-я поправка к Конституции, согласно которой в таком случае однозначно «вице-президент становится президентом».

В случае отстранения, смерти, отставки или недееспособности как президента, так и Вице-президента Конгресс может принять закон, указывающий, какое должностное лицо будет действовать в качестве президента. Такое должностное лицо выполняет соответствующие обязанности, пока не устранена причина неспособности президента выполнять свои обязанности или не избран новый президент. C 1947 действует закон, согласно которому президента замещают в его должности следующие официальные лица в таком порядке (указан современный состав министерств, включая созданные после 1947 г.):

вице-президент,

спикер Палаты представителей (после освобождения с должности спикера и члена Палаты представителей),

временный председатель Сената (традиционно этот пост занимает старший сенатор из партии большинства),

государственный секретарь,

министр финансов,

министр обороны,

министр юстиции,

министр внутренних дел,

министр сельского хозяйства,

министр торговли,

министр труда,

министр здравоохранения и социальных служб,

министр жилищного строительства и городского развития,

министр транспорта,

министр энергетики,

министр образования,

министр по делам ветеранов,

министр внутренней безопасности.

После вице-президента и избираемых председателей палат в списке идут министерские должности Кабинета США в порядке учреждения (последним идёт Министерство внутренней безопасности, созданное в 2003 г.). До 1947 г. председатели палат Конгресса не имели приоритета над министрами; этот приоритет введён Гарри Трумэном для уменьшения вероятности ситуации, когда президент сам назначает своего преемника. В настоящее время список насчитывает всего 18 должностей (есть теории заговора, согласно которым существует секретное продолжение списка, насчитывающее 50 или 100 имён и рассчитанное на случай ядерной войны или масштабной катастрофы; большинство экспертов воспринимает их скептически).

Порядок замещения ограничен тем условием, что лицо, вступающее в обязанности президента, должно быть гражданином США по рождению на его территории, иметь не менее 35 лет от роду и жить в США 14 лет (если одно из этих условий не выполняется, то соответствующее лицо пропускается, и право замещения переходит на следующий номер в списке). Невозможен переход президентских полномочий к временно исполняющему обязанности спикера или министра; лицо, получающее президентские полномочия, должно быть до момента открытия вакансии на этом посту официально назначено (избрано Конгрессом) на дающую это право должность. Опять же не существует действующих законов, уточняющих, становится ли это лицо президентом или и. о. президента; прецедентов такой передачи власти пока не было.

Следующие президенты: Тайлер, Филлмор, Э. Джонсон, Артур, Т. Рузвельт, Кулидж, Трумэн, Л. Джонсон и Форд вступили в должность с поста вице-президента, причём Форд раньше не был избран и на этот пост, а назначен Конгрессом по представлению президента. Т.Рузвельт, Куллидж, Трумэн и Л. Джонсон были избраны впоследствии на очередных выборах.
Согласно той же 25-й поправке к Конституции, в случае временной недееспособности президента (определяемой им самим или другими представителями исполнительной власти, а прекращаемой согласно заявлению президента) вице-президент США может временно действовать как исполняющий обязанности президента США. Всего было 3 таких случая, связанных с медицинскими процедурами, требующими общего обезболивания (1985 — Рейган на 8 часов передавал полномочия Бушу-старшему, 2002 и 2007 — Буш-младший передавал полномочия Чейни, каждый раз на 2 часа).
Presidential Elections
In some years, particularly when an incumbent president is running for reelection, one party's nomination may not be contested. If, however, the Democratic or Republican presidential nomination is contested, candidates typically compete in primaries or presi​dential nominating caucuses in all fifty states, attempting to capture national convention delegates. Most states use primary elections to choose the dele​gates for national conventions. A few states use the caucus, a nominating process that begins with precinct-level meetings throughout the state. Active party members and officials attending the caucuses typically elect delegates to statewide conventions at which delegates to the national party conventions are chosen. Primaries can be open or closed. Closed primaries are primary elections in which voters must declare their party affiliation and cast a ballot only in their own party’s primary election. In open primaries a voter may cast a ballot in either party’s primary election: voters simply request the ballot of one party or the other (only in Alaska and Washington can primary voters cast ballots in both party primaries).
The primaries and caucuses usually begin in February of a presidential election year and end in June. The early ones are most impor​tant because they can help front-running candidates secure media attention and financial support. Gradually, the primary and caucus process has become "front loaded," with states vying with one another to increase their political influence by holding their nominating processes first. Traditionally, the New Hampshire primary and the Iowa caucuses are considered the most important of the early events, and candidates spend months courting voter support in these two states. A candidate who performs well in Iowa and New Hampshire will usually be able to secure support and better media coverage for subsequent races. A candidate who fares badly in these two states may be written off as a loser.

The Democratic Party requires that state presidential primaries allocate delegates on the basis of proportional representation. Democratic presidential candidates win delegates in rough proportion to their percentage of the primary or caucus vote, after the candidates reach a 15% vote threshold. The Republican Party does not require proportional rep​resentation, but most states have now written proportional representation requirements into their election laws. A few states use the winner-take-all system, by which the candidate with the most votes wins all the party's delegates in that state.

When the primaries and caucuses are concluded, it is usually clear which candidates have won their parties' nominations. Yet one major step remains before the nomination is actually awarded: the national party convention. 
The Convention

The Democratic and Republican national party conventions occur every four years to formally certify each party's presidential and vice presidential nomi​nees. In addition, the conventions draft a statement of party principles called a platform, and determine the rules that will govern party activities for the next four years.

Convention Procedure Each party convention lasts several days. The con​vention usually begins with the selection of party committees, including the credentials, rules, and platform committees, and the election of a temporary convention chairperson. This individual normally delivers a keynote address highlighting the party's appeals and concerns. After all the delegates have been seated by the credentials committee, a permanent chair is elected. This person presides over the presidential and vice presidential nominations, the adoption of a party platform, and any votes on rules that are proposed by the rules committee.

Although the actual presidential nomination is effectively decided before the convention, the names of a number of candidates are generally put in nomination and speeches made on their behalf at the convention. To be nom​inated is considered an honor, and ambitious politicians are eager for the media attention, however brief, that such a nomination brings.

All the nominating speeches, as well as speeches by party notables, are carefully scrutinized by the mass media, which report and analyze the major events of the convention. In the 1950s and 1960s, the television networks provided "gavel-to-gavel" coverage of the Democratic and Republican na​tional conventions. Today, however, the major television networks carry con​vention highlights only. Because the parties are eager to receive as much media coverage as possible, they schedule convention events in order to reach large television audiences. The parties typically try to present the actual pres​idential nomination and the nominee's acceptance speech during prime view​ing time, normally between 8:00 and 11:00 p.m. on a weeknight. Intensive media coverage of the national conventions has allowed voters an opportunity to see the ideological makeup of each party, as well as the differ​ences between the two major parties.

After the nominating speeches are concluded, the voting begins. The names of the states are called alphabetically and the state delegation's vote re​ported by its chairperson. During this process, noisy and colorful demonstra​tions are staged in support of the nominees. When the nomination is formally decided, a lengthy demonstration ensues, with bands and colorful balloons celebrating the conclusion of the process. The party's vice presidential candi​date is usually nominated the next day. This individual is almost always se​lected by the presidential nominee, and the choice is merely ratified by the convention. After the nominations have been settled and most other party business has been resolved, the presidential and vice presidential nominees deliver acceptance speeches. These speeches are opportunities for the nomi​nees to begin their formal campaigns on a positive note, and the speeches are usually carefully crafted to make as much of an impression on the electorate as possible.                                                            

The General Election

For those candidates lucky enough to survive the nominating process, the last hurdle is the general election. 

The national presidential election is the media-driven, capital-intensive electoral campaign. This type of campaign requires vast amounts of money to fuel its efforts. These campaigns also make use of vol​unteers and organization and candidate appearances. The main technique of these more visible campaigns, however, is to use the broadcast media to pre​sent the electorate with themes and issues that will induce them to support one candidate over another. Extensive use of radio and television has become the hallmark of the modern statewide or national political campaign. One commonly used broadcast technique is the fifteen-, thirty-, or sixty-second television spot advertisement, which permits a candidate's message to be de​livered to a target audience before uninterested or hostile viewers can tune it out. Television spot ads are used to establish candidate name recognition, to create a favorable image of the candidate and a negative image of the oppo​nent, to link the candidate with desirable groups in the community, and to communicate the candidate's stands on selected issues.

The 1992 presidential campaign introduced three new media techniques: the talk show interview, the “electronic town hall meeting” and the “infomercial.” Candidates used television and radio interview programs to reach the large audiences drawn to this newly popular entertainment program for​mat. Some of these programs allow audience members to telephone the show with questions, which gives candidates a chance to demonstrate that they are interested in the views of ordinary people. The town meeting format allows candidates the opportunity to appear in an auditorium-like setting and interact with ordinary citizens, thus underlining the candidates’ concern with the views and needs of the voters. Moreover, both the talk show appearance and the town meeting allow candidates to deliver their messages to millions of Americans without the input of journalists or commentators who might criti​cize or question the candidates’ assertions.

The infomercial is a lengthy presentation, often lasting thirty minutes. Although infomercials are designed to have the appearance of news pro​grams, they are actually presentations of a candidate’s views. 
The most dramatic use of the broadcast media in contemporary politics is the televised candidate debate. Televised presidential debates began with the famous 1960 Kennedy-Nixon clash. Today, both presidential and vice presi​dential candidates hold debates, as do candidates for statewide and even local offices. Debates allow candidates to reach voters who have not fully made up their minds about the election. Moreover, debates can increase the visibility of lesser-known candidates. In 1960, John F. Kennedy’s strong performance in the presidential debate was a major factor in bringing about his victory over the much-better-known Richard Nixon.
Comprehension
1. What is the purpose of primary elections?

2. What types of primary elections are there? What are the differences between them?

3. Why has the primary and caucus process become “front-loaded”?

4. What systems to allocate delegates to the state presidential candidates are used by the Republican and Democratic Parties? What is the essence of winner-take-all system? Majority system? Plurality system?
5. How often are the National Conventions held? What is their central aim?

6. Describe the National Convention procedure.

7. After the Convention what is the party presidential nominee’s last hurdle to clear on his way to the Oval office?

8. What is the hallmark of the modern political campaigns? What is the prime concern of the extensive use of the broadcast media?
9. What are the common broadcast techniques used in presidential elections campaigns? Reveal their design and essence.

Vocabulary
1. Translate the phrases from the text into Russian

Incumbent president; primary elections (primaries); precinct; to secure media attention and financial support; voter support; to write off; election law; credentials committee; chairperson (chair); to scrutinize; to receive media coverage; deliver a speech; to clear the hurdle; election (electoral) campaign; to communicate the candidate’s stands on the issue; to show concern with the views and needs of the voters.
2. Provide the families of the verbs scrutinize; contest 

3. Find in the text words with the following meanings, make up sentences
1) to apportion (delegates);

2) compete eagerly with someone in order to do or achieve something, contest; 

3) current president; 

4) examine or inspect closely and thoroughly;
5) propose or formally enter as a candidate for election or for an honor or award;

6) a person who is proposed or formally entered as a candidate for an office or as the recipient of a grant or award;

7) all the people in a country or area who are entitled to vote in an election;

8) a distinctive feature , characteristic.

4. Supply prepositions if necessary

1) The 25th Amendment provides ___ presidential succession.

2) The president may not run ___ re-election if he fares badly ___ his first term.

3) The Democratic Party allocates ___ delegates ___ on the basis __ proportional representation.

4) He was awarded ___ the Nobel Prize.

5)  The names of several candidates are generally put ___ nomination and speeches made ___ their behalf ___ the convention.
6) Those candidates who survive ___ the nominating process, have to clear ___ one more hurdle – the general election.

7) I still haven’t made up my mind and can’t choose one candidate ___ the other.

8) Candidates exploit every opportunity to communicate ___ their stands ___ various issues __ the voters.

5. Paraphrase 
1) The distinctive feature of contemporary political elections is that they require much money and try to draw as much TV, radio and newspaper attention as possible.
2) Candidates make use of every opportunity to deliver their appeals and concerns. 

3) All politicians feign that they care about common people.

4) You have to overcome many obstacles to achieve your goal.

5) The speeches of nominees are carefully examined and analyzed by politicians and the public.
6) Candidates begin to compete in primary elections.

7) In most states the candidate gets convention delegates’ votes in rough proportion to their percentage of primary vote.
The Presidential Debates
Presidential debates attract more viewers than any other campaign activity. They produce vastly greater audiences than the candidates could garner by any other means. Most campaign activities – speeches, rallies, motorcades – reach only supporters. Such activities may inspire supporters to go to the polls, contribute money, and even work to get others to vote their way. But televised debates reach undecided voters as well as supporters, and they allow candi​dates to be seen by supporters of their opponent. Debates allow people to directly compare the responses of each candidate. Even if issues are not really discussed in depth, people see how presidential candidates react as human beings under pressure.
Kennedy-Nixon Televised presidential debates began in 1960 when John F. Kennedy and Richard M. Nixon confronted each other on a bare stage before an America watching on black-and-white TV sets. Nixon was the vice president in the popular presi​dential administration of Dwight Eisenhower; he was also an accomplished college debate-team member. He prepared for the debates as if they were college debates, memorizing facts and arguments. But he failed to realize that image triumphs over substance on television. Nixon was shifty-eyed and clearly in need of a shave or more makeup to hide his pronounced "five o'clock shadow." By contrast, Kennedy was handsome, cool, confident; whatever doubts the American people may have had regarding his youth and inexperience were dispelled by his polished manner. Radio listeners tended to think that Nixon won, and debate coaches scored him the winner. But television viewers preferred the glam​orous young Kennedy. The polls shifted in Kennedy's direction after the debate, and he won in a very close general election. Nixon blamed his makeup man.
Carter-Ford President Lyndon Johnson avoided debating in 1964, and Nixon, having learned his lesson, declined to debate in 1968 and 1972. Thus televised presidential debates did not resume until 1976, when incumbent president Gerald Ford, perceiving he was behind in the polls, agreed to debate challenger Jimmy Carter. Ford made a series of verbal slips – saying, for example, that the nations of Eastern Europe were free from Soviet domination. In that same year, the first vice presidential debate was held. In it, Republican Robert Dole’s biting comments appeared mean-spirited in contrast to Democrat Walter Mondale’s "Boy Scout" image. Both Carter and Mondale were widely perceived as having won their debates, and they went on to victory in the general election.
Reagan-Carter and Reagan-Mondale It was Ronald Reagan who demonstrated the true power of television. Reagan had lived his life in front of a camera. It was the principal tool of both of his trades – actor and politician. In 1980 incumbent president Jimmy Carter attempted to portray Reagan as a mean-spirited conservative ideologue who was a threat to peace. Carter talked rapidly and seriously about programs, figures, and budgets. But Reagan was master of the stage; he was relaxed, confident, joking. He appeared to treat the president of the United States as an overly aggressive, impulsive younger man, regrettably given to exaggeration ("There you go again."). When it was all over, it was clear to most viewers that Carter had been bested by a true professional in media skills.
However, in the first of two televised debates with Walter Mondale in 1984, Reagan's skills of a lifetime seemed to desert him. He stumbled over statistics and groped for words. Mondale was respectful of the presidency, somewhat stiff and ill at ease before the cameras but nevertheless clearheaded in his responses. Reagan's poor performance raised the only issue that might conceivably defeat him – his age. The president had looked and sounded old.
In preparation for the second debate, Reagan decided, without telling his aides, to lay the perfect trap for his questioners. When asked about his age and capacity to lead the nation, he responded with a serious deadpan expression to a hushed audience and waiting America: "I want you to know that I will not make age an issue in this campaign. I am not going to exploit for political purposes [pause] my opponent's youth and inexperience."The studio audience broke into uncontrolled laughter. Even Mondale had to laugh. With a classic one-liner, the president buried the age issue and won not only the debate but also the election.

Bush-Dukakis In 1988 Michael Dukakis ensured his defeat with a cold, detached performance in the presidential debates, beginning with the very first question. When CNN anchor Bernard Shaw asked, "Governor, if Kitty Dukakis were raped and murdered, would you favor an irrevocable death penalty for the killer?" The question demanded an emotional reply. Instead, Dukakis responded with an impersonal recitation of his stock positions on crime, drugs, and law enforcement. Bush seized the oppor​tunity to establish an intimate, warm, and personal relationship with the viewers: "I do believe some crimes are so heinous, so brutal, so outrageous ... I do believe in the death penalty." Voters responded to Bush, electing him.
Clinton-Bush-Perot The three-way presidential debates of 1992 drew the largest television audiences in the history of presidential debates. In the first debate, Ross Perot's Texas twang and down-home folksy style stole the show. Chided by his opponents for having no governmental experience, he shot back, "Well, they have a point. I don't have any experience in running up a $4 trillion dollar debt. I don't have any experience in gridlock government. I don't have any experience in creating the worst public school system in the industrialized world, the most violent crime-ridden society in the industrialized world. But I do have a lot of experience in getting things done." Perot's popularity in the polls, hardly visible at all following his earlier abrupt withdrawal from the race, suddenly sprang to life again.
But it was Bill Clinton's smooth performance in the second debate, with its talk-show format, that seemed to wrap up the election. Ahead in the polls, Clinton appeared at ease walking about the stage and responding to audience questions with sympathy and sincerity. By contrast, George Bush appeared stiff and formal, and somewhat ill at ease with the "unpresidential" format. Bush made a modest comeback in the third and final debate with hard-hitting attacks on Clinton as a "waffler," but his modest recovery was too little and too late.
Clinton-Dole A desperate Bob Dole, running 20 points behind, faced a newly "presidential" Bill Clinton in their two 1996 debates. (Perot's poor standing in the polls led to his exclusion.) Dole tried to counter his image as a grumpy old man in the first encounter; his humor actually won more laughs from the audience than the president's more stately comments. Dole injected more barbs in the second debate, complaining of "ethical problems in the White House" and repeating the mantra "I keep my word," suggesting that Clinton did not. But Clinton remained cool and comfortable, ignoring the challenger and focusing on the nation's economic health. Viewers, most of whom were already in Clinton's court, judged him the winner of both debates.
Comprehension
1. What part do the presidential debates play in candidate’s campaigns?

2. How are they different from other campaign activities?

3. When did the history of televised presidential debates begin? What year did the debates resume?

4. Why did the viewers prefer JFK over Nixon?

5. How did the debates anticipate Republican defeat in 1976?

6. Prove that Ronald Reagan demonstrated the true power of TV when he ran for his first term.

7. Trace the change of debates’ outcome during Reagan’s second campaign.

8. How did George Bush best Dukakis in 1988?

9. Who stole the first show in 1992? Who gained the lead in the following round of debates?

10. What strategy did Clinton adopt in 1996 encounter with Bob Dole?

Vocabulary
1. Provide Russian equivalents of the following

image triumphs over substance on TV; a verbal slip; biting comment; to be given to; to grope for words; to respond with a deadpan expression; to exploit for political purposes; to seize an opportunity; at one’s easy; to feel ill at ease; to stumble over statistics.

2.  Scan the text for expressions and words that can be used as synonymous for the following
1) to decide that someone has won;

2) opponent;

3) to win over, beat, outdo;

4) to meet in the debates.
3. Render in English

Заключительные дебаты между кандидатами в президенты США Бараком Обамой и Джоном Маккейном в среду посмотрело меньше телезрителей, чем их предыдущую встречу, сообщает Reuters. Причиной падения рейтинга стала параллельная трансляция важного бейсбольного матча между "Филадельфия Филлиз" и "Лос-Анджелес Доджерс" по каналу Fox Network. 

Рейтинг дебатов 14 октября составил 38,3 процента от общего числа американских телезрителей. Рейтинг их первых дебатов 26 сентября составил 34,7 процента, а вторые дебаты 7 октября собрали самую большую аудиторию - 42 процента. При этом президентские дебаты посмотрело меньше зрителей, чем встречу 2 октября двух кандидатов в вице-президенты - Джо Байдена и Сары Пэйлин, собравшую у экранов около 70 миллионов человек. 

Заключительные дебаты между Обамой и Маккейном состоялись в университете Хофстра в Хемпстеде. Большинство опросов телезрителей показали, что победу в них одержал Обама. Так, по данным CNN, Обаму признали победителем 58 процентов, а Маккейна - 31 процент проголосовавших. Зрители канала CBS отдали предпочтение Обаме с результатом 53 процента против 22, а на консервативном Fox News Обама набрал 67 против 33 процентов у Маккейна. Предыдущие дебаты также заканчивались в пользу Обамы, однако его перевес не был столь велик. 

Discussion
1. Do you believe presidential debates helpful in selecting a viable and efficient president?

2. Make a list of do’s and don’ts for a candidate preparing for debates. Take into consideration the experience of past debaters, add the points you personally believe are of importance. Make use of the vocabulary!
The Electoral College
In the early history of popular voting, nations often made use of indirect elec​tions. In these elections, voters would choose the members of an intermediate body. These members would, in turn, select public officials. The assumption underlying such processes was that ordinary citizens were not really qualified to choose their leaders and could not be trusted to do so directly. The last vestige of this procedure in America is the Electoral College, the group of elec​tors who formally select the president and vice president of the United States.


The president of the United States is not elected by nationwide popular vote but rather by a majority of electoral votes of the states. The Constitution grants each state a number of electors equal to the number of its congressional representatives and senators combined (see map).

When Americans go to the polls on Election Day, they are technically not voting directly for presidential candidates. Instead, voters within each state are choosing among slates of electors selected by each state's party leadership and pledged, if elected, to support that party's presidential candidate. The names of electors seldom appear on the ballot, only the names of the candidates and their parties. The slate that wins a plurality of the popular vote in a state (more than any other slate, not necessarily a majority) casts all of the state's vote in the Electoral College.
Each state is entitled to a number of electoral votes equal to the num​ber of the state's senators and representatives combined, for a total of 535 electoral votes for the fifty states.

Because representatives are apportioned to the states on the basis of population, the electoral vote of the states is subject to change after each ten-year census. No state has fewer than three electoral votes, because the Constitution guar​antees every state two U.S. senators and at least one representative. The Twenty-third Amendment granted three electoral votes to the District of Columbia even though it has no voting members of Congress.

The winner-take-all system in the states helps ensure that the Electoral College produces a major​ity for one candidate. Indeed, winning candidates usually garner a heavy majority in the Electoral College, even when they win the nationwide popu​lar vote by only a modest margin.
The Electoral College never meets at a single loca​tion; rather, electors meet at their respective state capitols to cast their ballots around December 15, on the Monday following the second Wednesday in December, following the general election on the first Tuesday after the first Monday of November. The results are sent to Washington D.C. where in January the presiding officer of the Senate, the vice president, presides over their count in the presence of both houses of Congress and formally announces the results. These procedures are usually considered a formality, but the U.S. Constitution does not require that electors cast their vote for the winning presidential candidate in their state, and occasionally "faithless electors" disrupt the process.
If no candidate wins a majority of electoral votes, the House of Representatives chooses the president from among the top three candidates, with each state casting one vote. The Constitution does not specify how House delegations should determine their vote, but by House rules, the state's vote goes to the candidate receiving a majority vote in the delegation.
Only two presidential elections have ever been decided formally by the House of Representatives. In 1800 Thomas Jefferson and Aaron Burr tied in the Electoral College because the Twelfth Amendment had not yet been adopted to separate presidential from vice presidential voting; all the Democratic-Republican electors voted for both Jefferson and Burr, creating a tie. In 1824 Andrew Jackson won the popular vote and more electoral votes than anyone else but failed to get a majority. The House chose John Quincy Adams over Jackson, causing a popular uproar and ensuring Jackson's election in 1828.
In addition, in 1876, the Congress was called on to decide which electoral results from the south​ern states to validate; a Republican Congress chose to validate enough electoral votes to allow Repub​lican Rutherford B. Hayes to win, even though Democrat Samuel Tilden had won more popular votes. Hayes promised the Democratic southern states that in return for their acknowledgment of his presidential claim, he would end the military occupation of the South.
In 1888, the Electoral College vote failed to reflect the popular vote. Benjamin Harrison received 233 electoral votes to incumbent president Grover Cleveland's 168, even though Cleveland won about 90,000 more popular votes than Harrison. Harrison served a single lackluster term; Cleveland was elected for a second time in 1892, the only pres​ident to serve two nonconsecutive terms.
Finally, Bush narrowly won the November 7, 2000 election, with 271 electoral votes to Gore's 266 (with one elector abstaining in the official tally). The election was noteworthy for a controversy over the awarding of Florida's 25 electoral votes, the subsequent recount process in that state, and the unusual event of the winning candidate having received fewer popular votes than the runner-up.  It was the closest election since 1876 and the fourth election in which the electoral vote did not reflect the popular vote.
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In this map, each state is drawn in a size relative to the number of Electoral College votes it represented after the 1990 census.
Constitutional proposals to reform the Electoral College have circulated for nearly two hundred years, but none has won widespread support. These reform proposals have included: (1) election of the president by direct national popular vote; (2) allocation of each state’s electoral vote in proportion to the popular vote each candidate has received in the state; (3) allocation of electoral votes to winners of each congressional district and two to the statewide winners; (4) requirement that all electoral votes be cast for the state’s winner, eliminating the possibility of faithless electors.

But most reform proposals create as many problems as they resolve. If the president is to be elected by direct nationwide popular vote, should a plurality vote be sufficient to win? Or should a national runoff be held in the event that no one receives a majority in the first election? Would proportional allocation of electoral votes encourage third-party candidates to enter the race in order to deny the leading candidate a majority?
Comprehension
1. What kind of elections are presidential elections in the USA on their final stage?

2. Why did the framers of the Constitution provide for the non-direct elections?

3. Who do people technically vote for when they go to the polls on Election Day? Do their names appear on the ballots?

4. How are the electoral votes apportioned? What system is employed?

5. What does the winner-take-all system help ensure?

6. What is the number of electors? How is it determined?

7. When and where does the Electoral College cast its ballots?

8. Who, when and where tallies and announces the results?

9. How many electoral votes must a candidate receive to be scored the winner? 

10. Explain the term “faithless elector”.

11. What if the Electoral College fails to produce a majority for any of the candidates?

12. How many and which presidential elections were decided by the House of Representatives?

13. How many minority presidents have been elected throughout the U.S. history?

14. What proposals have been made to reform the Electoral College and system of presidential elections in the USA?

15. What problems do they pose in their turn?

Vocabulary
1. Find in the text equivalents of the following

Должностное лицо; непрямые выборы; избиратель; выборщик; коллегия выборщиков; голоса избирателей; голоса выборщиков; идти на выборы, на голосование; список выборщиков; приносить клятву, дать торжественное обещание; избирательный бюллетень; отдавать голос, голосовать; набрать … голосов;  победить со скромным, небольшим преимуществом; равный счет; проводить второй тур выборов.
2. Match the words in columns and make up sentences with the resulting phrases.
cast



a runoff

electoral



a ballot

Electoral



system

slate of



president

preside over


College

hold



vote

incumbent


electors

winner-take-all


count
Discussion
Imagine that you are a member of U.S. Congress. Prepare and deliver a speech urging your fellow Congressmen to initiate a constitutional amendment to reform the system of presidential elections in the USA. Justify the need for the amendment; describe what the new system should look like and how American democracy and the people of the USA will benefit from it.
The Vanishing Electorate
During the first century or so of American history, not only did more and more people gain the right to vote, but also higher and higher proportions of eligible voters actually "turned out" on election day and voted. It is not easy to be sure of the exact turnout percentages because of data inaccuracies and voting fraud, but in presidential elections, the figure of roughly 11 percent of eligible voters who turned out in 1788-1789 jumped to about 31 percent in 1800 (when Thomas Jef​ferson was elected) and to about 57 percent in 1828 (Andrew Jackson's first victo​ry). By 1840, the figure had reached 80 percent, and it stayed at about that level until 1896.
The disturbing fact, however, is that today a much smaller proportion of people participates in politics than did during most of the nineteenth century. Since 1912, only about 55-65 percent of eligible Americans have voted in presi​dential elections and still fewer in other elections – 40-50 percent in off-year (nonpresidential year) congressional elections and as few as 10-20 percent in minor local elections. In recent years, the turnout rate has dropped to the low end of those ranges. It was only 36 percent in 1986 and 37 percent in 1990; in those years little more than one-third of eligible Americans participated in elect​ing congressional representatives; hence the talk about a vanishing electorate. (Take a look at Figure 9.3 on turnout in presidential elections.)
Despite the early development of broad suffrage rights in the United States, our voting turnout rate is exceptionally low compared with other modern indus​trialized countries, where 80 percent rates are common (see Figure 9.4). Most observers consider this a serious problem for democracy in America, particularly since (as we will see) those who vote tend to be different from those who do not. Nonvoters do not get an equal voice in political choices. Political equality, one of the key elements of democracy, is violated.
Causes of Low Turnout

Why do so few Americans participate in elections? Scholars disagree, but several factors seem definitely to be at work: registration requirements, lack of attractive choices, changes in eligibility rules, alienation of the public from politics, and lack of mobilization of voters by the parties.

Registration In the United States, only those who take the initiative to register before an election are permitted to vote. Sometimes registration is made difficult, with limited locations, limited office hours, and requirements to register long before the election. This is especially hard on people who move from one community to another. In 1988, about 35 percent of the nonvoters, but only 16 percent of voters, said that they had moved in the past two years.
In most European countries with high turnout rates, the government, rather than individual citizens, is responsible for deciding who is listed as eligible to vote. In fact, in some countries, such as Belgium and Luxem -
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bourg, citizens are required to vote and may have to pay a fine if they don't. In Italy, voting is not compulsory, but an individual's failure to vote is publicized. Moreover, in most countries, election days are holidays; unlike Americans, Europeans do not have to vote very early or late in the day or get special permission to leave their jobs in order to go to the polls. In Australia, voting is compulsory – individuals who don't vote can be fined – and elections are always held on a Saturday, thus ensur​ing a high turnout.

Political equality and popular sovereignty in the United States could cer​tainly be increased if voting were made easier. Possible ways of doing so include the national use of postcard registration, same-day registration, an extended vot​ing period (such as the two-and-a-half weeks tried in Texas), or the broadened right of absentee voting granted in California. The federal "Motor Voter" law of 1993, providing for registration in motor vehicle bureaus and other government offices, was a small step in this direction.
Lack of Attractive Choices Many scholars believe that the nature of the political parties and the choices that they offer also affect turnout. As Figure 9.4 indicates, countries with proportional representation and multiparty systems – that is, with diverse parties from which to choose – have averaged an 83 percent turnout rate, whereas single-district, plurality vote countries (which usually have just two parties) have had a voter turnout rate that is closer to 70 percent. Also, unlike most European countries, the United States does not have a workers' party to mobilize blue-collar workers and poor people. Political scientist and historian Walter Dean Burnham argues that the crushing defeat of the Populists and radical Democrats in 1896 led to a conservative realignment that excluded many citizens and discouraged people from voting for years afterward. Shortly thereafter, such progressive reforms as registration requirements also reduced participation and cut into the political strength of immigrants in the big cities – perhaps deliberately. According to this point of view, some groups and organized interests in society are happy with low turnout, especially among lower-income citizens, and try to discourage broader participation.
Changes in Eligibility Rules Changes in eligibility rules also have affected turnout rates, at least temporarily. As Figure 9.3 makes clear, turnout as a proportion of eligible voters dropped sharply just after women were enfranchised in 1920, because at first women were less likely to vote than men. But that difference gradually disappeared and is now gone. In fact, in 1988, 58 percent of women but only 56 percent of men reported voting. Similarly, turnout percentages dropped a bit after 18-year-olds won the vote in 1971, because young people do not participate as much; they are less firmly established in local communities. But the enfranchisement of young voters, which reduced turnout, has been partly balanced by rising educational levels (since people with more
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education are more likely to vote) and by somewhat easier registration requirements.
Alienation The alienation and apathy about politics that many Americans felt after the 1960s as a result of the Vietnam War, urban unrest, the Watergate and Iran-Contra scandals, and various economic troubles probably contributed to recent declines in turnout. In 1988, 59 percent of nonvoters said that government "is run by a few big interests looking out for themselves" and 67 percent said that people in government "waste a lot of money paid in taxes." Just about as many voters said the same things, however, casting doubt on the idea that alienation is a major cause of abstention from voting. Yet certainly abstention cannot be attributed to contentment or satisfaction, either.
Lack of Voter Mobilization by Parties A related factor may be the failure of parties in the 1980s and 1990s to register poor African-Americans and Latinos. Both the Republican and Democratic parties sometimes showed little eagerness to increase the number of voters among the poor, possibly because of worries that they would support Jesse Jackson or other candidates who were more liberal than most party officials. In 1993, in the glare of publicity after Republican campaign manager Ed Rollins boasted (apparently with little or no foundation) that the New Jersey gubernatorial campaign he was managing for Christine Todd Whitman had paid Democratic party workers and black ministers to suppress the vote, it emerged that the Democrats had not tried hard to turn out black voters and that the Republicans had carefully avoided stimulating them to vote, keeping a popular referendum issue off the ballot and not running any candidates in hopeless districts.
More broadly, some would argue that during the Reagan and Bush (and even the Clinton) administrations, neither party clearly stood for the kinds of active domestic programs that are very popular and that might have kindled voter enthusiasm.
Campaign Participation
Despite the low voter-turnout levels in the United States, however, Americans are actually more likely than people in other coun​tries to participate actively in campaigns. In a typical U.S. presidential election, like that of 1984, some 12 percent give money, 8 percent attend meetings, 9 per​cent wear a button, and fully 32 percent say that they try to persuade someone to vote their way – more than do so elsewhere. Much the same thing is true of con​tacting officials and writing letters, which some 25 percent of Americans say they have done in the past year, according to recent surveys. Exactly why Americans vote less but campaign more than citizens elsewhere is something of a puzzle.
Comprehension
1. What two tendencies of voting turnout took place in the USA in the 18-19th centuries and 20th century?

2. What key element of democracy is violated?

3. What are the causes of low voter turnout?

4. Why is registration necessary for American voters?

5. How is the U.S. voting system different from that in Europe?
6. What are the ways to make voting easier?

7. What is the dependence between party system and representation type and voter turnout?

8. Why is lack of attractive choices an essential problem for the USA?

9. Why a party might prefer not to encourage voters to go to the polls?

10. What activities may campaign participation imply?

Vocabulary
1. Find in the text equivalents of the following
Гражданин (человек) имеющий право голоса; процент, уровень явки избирателей; избиратель, не явившийся на выборы; избирательное право; голосование по открепительному талону, заочное голосование; многопартийная система; предоставлять избирательные права; неучастие в голосовании, воздержание при голосовании.

2.  Find in the text equivalents of the following

1) the right to vote;

2) give the right to vote;

3) an instance of declining to vote for or against;

4) a measure, quantity of eligible people who voted.
3. Render in English

Процент явки избирателей на президентских выборах в США достиг самого высокого уровня за несколько десятилетий или даже за сто лет, передает Associated Press. Предварительные итоги голосования указывают на решительную победу демократа Барака Обамы, которому предстоит стать первым в истории страны президентом-афро-американцем. 

Как рассказал Майкл Макдоналд (Michael McDonald) из Университета Джорджа Мейсона, число проголосовавших избирателей может достигнуть 136,6 миллиона человек. По словам Макдоналда, таким образом, уровень явки достигнет 64,1 процента. В последний раз более высокий процент явки - 65,7 процента - был зафиксирован в 1908 году, когда республиканец Уильям Говард Тафт одержал победу над демократом Уильямом Дженнингсом Брайаном. 

Избиратели побили прежний рекорд послевоенного периода, установленный в 1960 году, во время ожесточенной борьбы демократа Джона Кеннеди и республиканца Ричарда Никсона, тогда явка составила, по разным данным, от 62,8 до 63,8 процента. Кроме того, побит рекорд по числу проголосовавших избирателей: он был установлен в 2004 году, когда на участки пришли 122,3 миллиона человек. 

По последним подсчетам, демократ Обама получает 62,3 миллиона голосов, а республиканец Джон Маккейн - 55,2 миллиона. Обаме удалось обеспечить себе более 340 голосов в коллегии выборщиков, тогда как для победы требуется лишь 270. Голосование выборщиков состоится в декабре, а инаугурация Обамы и его напарника - будущего вице-президента - Джо Байдена должна пройти 20 января.
Raising Campaign Cash
The professionalization of campaigning and the heavy costs of television advertising drive up the costs of running for office. Campaign costs are rising with each election cycle. In the presidential election year 1996, campaign spending by all presidential and congressional candidates, the Demo​cratic and Republican parties, and independent political organization topped $2 billion. Fund raising to meet these costs is the most important hurdle for any candidate for public office.

Paying for Campaigns Campaign funds come from a wide range of sources – small donors, big donors, interest groups of every stripe, corporations, labor unions, even taxpayers. In some cases, candidates pay their own wav (or most of it). More typically, however, candidates for high public office – particularly incumbents – have become adept at running their campaigns using other people's money, not their own. Sources of campaign cash for all congressional races in 1996 as well as the presidential race and spending by the national parties are shown in the table.

Public Money All taxpayers have the option of helping fund presidential elections through public money by checking off a box on their income tax returns that allocates $3 of their tax money for the Presidential Election Campaign Fund. In reality, only about 13 percent of taxpayers have checked that box in the last couple of years, and recently the fund has been in jeopardy of not having enough money to make its promised payments to the candidates. In 1996 each of the major party presidential candidates got $61.8 million in public funds. (Ross Perot got $29 million, under a formula based on his vote total when he ran in 1992). Public funds are also allocated to help the parties pay for their nominating conventions; the Democrats and Republicans each got about $12.4 million for that purpose in 1996.

SOURCES OF CAMPAIGN CASH IN 1996 ELECTIONS

	Source
	$ (millions)
	Percentage of Total Campaign

	
	
	

	Public (Taxpayer) Financing
	$211
	8.8

	Small Donors
	$734
	30.6

	Large Individual Donors
	$597
	21.8

	Political Action Committees
	$243
	10.1

	Soft Money
	$262
	10.8

	Candidates
	$161
	6.7

	Other 
	$200
	8.2

	TOTAL
	$2,400
	


Source: Center for Responsive Politics, from Federal Elections Commission data

Small Donations Millions of Americans participate in campaign financing, either by giving directly to candidates or the parties, or by giving to political action committees, which then distribute their funds to candidates. For members of Congress, small donors typically make up about 20 percent of their campaign funds. The proportion is higher for presidential candidates and is high​est of all in hard money contributions – money given directly to candidates' campaigns and subject to regulated limits. In 1995-96, both Clinton and Dole got about three-quarters of their hard-dollar contributions from donors giving less than $200. Beyond the total of dollars given, however, little is known about where all that money came from. Under federal law, donations under $200 need not be itemized, so contributors’ names and addresses are recorded only by the candidates and parties, not passed along to the Federal Election Commission as part of the public record.

SOURCES OF GEORGE W. BUSH CAMPAIGN CASH 

IN 2000 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS

	Source
	$
	Percentage of Total Campaign

	
	
	

	Individual contributions
	$271,814,020
	74%

	Federal Funds
	$74,620,000
	20%

	Political Action Committees
	$2,917,017
	1%

	Candidate self-financing
	$0
	0%

	Other 
	$17,877,764
	5%

	TOTAL
	$367,228,801
	


Source: www.opensecrets.org
SOURCES OF BARACK OBAMA CAMPAIGN CASH 

IN 2008 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS

	Source
	$
	Percentage of Total Campaign

	
	
	

	Individual contributions
	$656,357,572
	88%

	Federal Funds
	$0
	0%

	Political Action Committees
	$1,830
	0%

	Candidate self-financing
	$0
	0%

	Other 
	$88,626,223
	12%

	TOTAL
	$744,985,625
	


Source: www.opensecrets.org


Large Individual Donors The single most important source of campaign dollars for Senate candidates, presidential candidates, and the political parties are individuals who can afford to write checks for $500, $1,000, or more. In all, some 630,000 donors did so in 1995-96, but despite their financial impor​tance, these donors make up less than one-quarter of 1 percent of the nation's population. A $1,000 check is the preferred entry fee for "fat-cat" contribu​tors; many give substantially more. They are the donors whose names are on the candidates' Rolodexes. They are the ones in attendance when the president, the Speaker of the House, or other top political dignitaries travel around the coun​try doing fund raisers. They are also the ones who are wined, dined, prodded, and cajoled in a seemingly ceaseless effort by the parties and the candidates to raise funds for the next election.


Political Action Committees Political action committees (PACs) are a mainstay of reelection campaigns in Congress, particularly in the House of Representatives, where they provide nearly 40 percent of the total contribution dollars for winning candidates. In the Senate, the proportion of money from PACs is lower – about 22 percent. Corporations and unions are not allowed to contribute directly to campaigns from corporate or union funds, but they may form PACs to seek contributions from managers and stockholders and their families, or union workers and their families. PACs are organized not only by corporations and unions but also by trade and professional associations, environmental groups, and liberal and conservative ideological groups. The wealthiest PACs are based in Washington, D.C. PACs are very cautious; their job is to get a maximum return on their contributions, winning influence and goodwill with as many lawmakers as possible in Wash​ington. There's no return on their investment if their recipients lose at the polls, therefore most PACs – particularly business PACs – give most of their dollars to incumbents seeking reelection. When the Democrats controlled Congress, business PACs split their dollars nearly evenly between Democrats and Republicans. In 1996, with Republicans newly in control of both houses of Congress, they shifted their dollars heavily to the GOP, giving $2 in contributions to Republicans for every $1 they gave to Democrats. Labor PACs, however, did not back down from their traditional support of Democrats, even though they too raised their allocation to Republicans.


Soft Money Under federal election law, hard money is used directly to benefit federal candidates such as the president and vice president. Soft money, in contrast, can be raised by the Democratic and Republican parties with no restrictions on amount or who can give. Technically, soft money is supposed to be used for party building, get-out-the-vote drives, issues education, and general party participa​tion. In reality, both parties undertook an all-out blitz to raise as much soft money as possible in the 1996 election, an effort that had a lot more to do with electing the president than building the party. 


Soft money is the fastest growing source of campaign funds .Nearly all soft money is raised in large contributions – indeed, the reason soft money has been so popular with the parties is that it allows big donors to give with​out having to abide by the limits imposed on direct campaign contributions. Another advantage is that corporations, labor unions, and other groups can give directly from their organization's treasury, which they cannot legally do in contri​butions to candidates. For both the Democrats and the Republicans, corporate donations are the biggest single source of soft money.


Candidate Self-Financing Candidates for federal office also pump millions into their own campaigns. Leading the field in 1996 was publishing magnate Steve Forbes, whose race for the Republican nomination for president was largely funded with $37 million from his personal fortune. In all, some 54 Senate candidates and 91 House candidates put $100,000 or more of their own money into their campaigns, through either outright gifts or personal loans. (Candidates who loan themselves the money to run are able to pay themselves back later from outside contributions).

How PACs Invest Their Money
In response to reporters' questions concerning the influence of money in politics, controversial banker Charles Keating once said, "One question, among the many raised in recent weeks, [has] to do with whether my finan​cial support in any way influenced several political figures to take up my cause. I want to say in the most forceful way I can: I certainly hope so." Another businessman was equally candid before the Senate committee investigating the campaign finance scandals of the Clinton/Gore 1996 cam​paign. Roger Tamraz had long wanted government support for his idea of building an oil pipeline under the Caspian Sea. When asked if his $300,000 donation to the Democratic party gave him access to the president, be replied, "Of course. The only reason to give money is to get access." Tamraz also said that his "only regret now is that he didn't give $600,000.”
PACs take part in the entire election process, but their main influ​ence lies in their capacity to contribute money to candidates. Candidates today need a lot of money to wage their campaigns. It is no longer uncommon for House candidates to spend more than a million dollars, and for many senators or would-be senators to spend ten times that amount.
As PACs contribute more, their influence grows. What counts is not only the amounts they give but to whom they give. PACs give to the most influential incum​bents, to committee chairs, party leaders and whips, and to the Speaker. PACs not only give to the majority party but to key incumbents in the minority party as well, because they understand that today's minority could be tomorrow's majority.
PACs, like individuals, are limited by law in the amount of money they can contribute to any single candidate in an election cycle. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 limits PACs to $5,000 per election or $10,000 per election cycle (primary and general elections). Individuals have a limit of $2,000 per candi​date per election cycle. PACs have found some creative ways around this limit. They can host fund-raisers attended by other PACs to boost their reputation with the can​didate, or they can collect money from several persons (each limited to $2,000) and give them to the candi​date as a bundle. Through bundling, PACs and interested individuals can increase their clout with elected officials.

The Effectiveness of PACs

How much does РАС money influence election outcomes, legislation, and represen​tation? One critic has written, "When politicians start to see a dollar sign behind every vote, every phone call, every solicitation, those other factors sometimes weighed during governance, like the public good and equal access to government, become less and less important." An organization called Citizens Against PACs publishes attacks on members of Congress who, in their opinion, accept too many out-of-state РАС contributions. In this area, as in others, money obviously talks. But it is easy to exaggerate that influence. While a candidate may receive a great amount of PAC money, only a fraction of that total comes from any single interest. In addition, it is debatable how much campaign contributions affect election outcomes and uncertain that winning candidates will be willing and able to “remember” their financial angels or that the money in the end produces a real payoff in legislation.
Comprehension
1. Name the sources of campaign cash.

2. Where does the public money come from?

3. How much of public cash did the presidential contenders get in 1996?

4. What sums are labeled as small donations?

5. What is the preferred fee for large individual donors?

6. What is the percentage of small and large individual donations of total 1996 campaign? 

7. What is soft money? Hard money?

8. Why is soft money preferable for parties?

9. What is Political Action Committee? Who organizes PACs?

10. What goal do PACs pursue? What kind of return on their investment can they expect?

11. How much can a PAC contribute in hard money? What are the ways to evade these limitations?

Vocabulary
1. Provide English equivalents for the following

Комитет политических действий; оплот, опора; «вкачивать» миллионы в предвыборную кампанию; выделять $3 с налоговых выплат; склонить лестью к; беспрерывные, непрестанные попытки; быть в опасности; придерживаться, соблюдать установленные рамки; повысить репутацию.
2. Supply synonyms from the text

1) give money to candidates;

2) be in danger;

3) money given directly to candidates’ campaigns;

4) specify the source of money;

5) persuade someone to do something by sustained coaxing or flattery;

6) central component, cornerstone, bulwark, base;

7) divide into equal parts;

8) Republican Party;

9) run a campaign;

10) the result of elections;

11) a rich giver of money;

12) an important person of high rank or office.

13) all words which can be used to designate money in different contexts.

3. True or False?

1) In 1996 public financing made up more than 12% of campaign cash.

2) Hard money is funds given directly to candidates’ campaigns with no restriction on amount.

3) Under federal law, donations under $200 needn’t be itemized.

4) The preferred “fat-cat” contribution is $500.

5) The wealthiest PACs are based in New York City.

6) Business PACs traditionally give their money to the incumbents who are likely to suffer electoral punishment.

7) Soft money is contributions to a party from small donors only, with no strict limitations on the amount.

8) Candidates for federal office are not allowed to spend their own money in the election race.

9) Bundling is a technique used by PACs to increase their influence on candidates and secure their protection and support when they are in office.

4. Supply prepositions, if necessary.

1) Incumbents have become adept ___ using other people’s money in their campaigns.

2) In the last years the Presidential Election Fund has been __ jeopardy.

3) He wrote a check ___ $100.

4) Despite ___ the limitations set ___ the federal law, big corporations’ cash influences ___ candidates ___ a considerable degree.

5) The prime concern of PACs is to get a maximum return ___ their investments.

6) Business PACs often split their dollars evenly ___ Democrats and Republicans.

7) Everyone must abide ___ the established rules.

Discussion
Read the article and the quotes and express your opinion concerning the influence of money on election outcomes, legislation, representation. 
The President Shakes the Money Tree

"Ready to start overnights right away," President Clin​ton wrote in his left-handed scrawl on a memo from the Democratic National Committee asking him to "energize" Democratic financial contributors in the 1996 presidential campaign. "Overnights" referred to invitations to wealthy donors to stay overnight in the White House Lincoln Bedroom as a reward for their soft-money contributions of $50,000 to $100,000 or more to the Democratic National Committee.
But sleepovers in the Lincoln Bedroom were only one of many access-for-cash schemes developed by the Clinton White House and Democratic National Committee during the presidential campaign. Indeed, the money drive included an unwritten memo of perks for donors, as shown in the table below.
President Clinton and the First Lady were reported to have invited more than a hundred guests for sleepovers in the White House and to have held hundreds of coffees, receptions, and tours for wealthy donors. The White House press secre​tary acknowledged, "It's clear that Mr. Clinton and the First Lady are social by nature. They enjoy entertaining in the White House."
The Democratic National Committee raised "somewhere between $ 100 and $125 million" in soft money in the 1996 presidential election. These funds were in addition to taxpayer-funded presidential campaign spending of $62 million for each of the Democratic and Republican nominees in the general election. The intensity of the money drive occupied much of Clinton's time during the election year. For the donors, "Mostly it's ego. It's to be able to sit around in a room with the President and later be able to say they had dinner with the President."

But the intensity of the Democratic money drive in 1996 also led to some embarrassing disclosures and even the return of some contributions. Several major donors acknowledged before a Senate Judi​ciary Committee investigation that they made large contributions with the expectation of favorable review of their business ventures both at home and abroad. Evidence developed that foreign contribu​tions (illegal under the federal campaign laws) were funneled through third persons (also an illegal prac​tice) to the Clinton-Gore campaign and to the Democratic National Committee. Republicans in Congress objected to the use of federal property (the White House, including the Oval Office, the vice president's office, and so on) to solicit campaign funds. An especially controversial luncheon was held at a Buddhist temple near Los Angeles featuring Vice President Al Gore; Senate testimony from Buddhist nuns indicated they were reimbursed – illegally – for their political contributions. Among the more controversial entanglements:
· John Huang, a paid fund raiser for the Democratic National Committee and former Assistant Secre​tary of Commerce for International Trade, raised $3.4 million allegedly from foreign sources. He denied wrongdoing but fled to China.
· Lippo Group, a huge Indonesian conglomerate with ties to China, allegedly funneled contributions to the Democratic National Committee.
· Charles Trie, formerly the owner of a Chinese restaurant in Little Rock favored by Bill Clinton, raised more than $600,000 for the president's legal defense fund (defending Clinton from sexual harassment charges).
· Buddhist Temple, near Los Angeles, contributed $140,000 from improvised monks and nuns (reimbursed) following a personal appearance by Al Gore.
Equally embarrassing disclosures were made regarding Republican and Democratic congressional access – golf and dining with congress members, trips, receptions, and other exclusive events – in exchange for large campaign contributions. However, the use of the White House, the nation's revered symbol of government, for fund raising seemed more questionable than common Capitol Hill practices.

“Soft money is bad business. Cash race undermines both democracy and genuine business interests. The result will be an increasingly loud voice for big-moneyed interests, and an increasingly alienated electorate, and an increasingly fragile democracy.”

Jerome Kohlberg “Soft Money is Bad Business”,
The New York Times, July5, 1998

“Campaign contributions matter a lot less than most people assume. The more important an issue, the less campaign money matters. Social security, Medicare, and other programs for the elderly constitute more than a third of all federal spending. They have regularly expanded, not because their supporters make big campaign gifts but because these programs have huge constituencies and are highly popular.

Exaggerating the evil of campaign money diverts us from wrestling with the important issues that divide the nation. ”

Robert J. Samuelson “The Price of Politics”,
Newsweek, August 28, 1995
Impeachment and Removal Power
A dramatic example of congres​sional elaboration of our constitutional system is the use of the impeachment and removal power. An impeachment is a formal accusation against a public official and the first step in removal from office. Constitutional language about the impeachment process defining the grounds for impeachment is sparse. Look at your copy of the Constitution, and note that Article II (the Executive Article) calls for removal of the president, vice-president, and all civil officers of the United States on impeach​ment for, and conviction of, "Treason, Bribery, or other High Crimes and Misdemeanors." It is up to Congress to give meaning to that language.

Article I (the Legislative Article) gives the House of Representatives the sole power to initiate impeachments and the Senate the sole power to try impeachments. When sitting for that purpose, senators "shall be on Oath or Affirmation." In the event the president is being tried, the chief justice of the United States presides. Article I also requires conviction on impeachment charges to have the agreement of two-thirds of the senators present. Judgments shall extend no further than removal from office and disqualification from holding any office under the United States, but a person con​victed shall also be liable to indictment, trial, judgment, and punishment according to the law. Article I also exempts cases of impeachment from the president's pardoning power. Article III (the Judicial Article) exempts cases of impeachment from the jury trial requirement. That is all the relevant constitutional language. We must look to his​tory to answer most questions about the proper exercise of these powers.

Fortunately, past experience has triggered few acute constitutional disputes about the interpretation of impeachment procedures, so there is little history to go on. The House of Representatives has investigated 67 individuals for possible impeachment and has impeached 17 – 2 presidents and 15 federal judges.

The Senate convicted seven, all federal judges. The recent spate of impeachment proceedings involving federal judges – three since 1986 – caused the Senate to decide, not without controversy, that the responsibility to hear evidence against impeached fed​eral judges should be delegated to a Senate committee. The Supreme Court confirmed that the Senate may so delegate and, in fact, stated that the House and Senate possess the constitutional authority to decide what the precise impeachment process shall be, sub​ject to little, if any, judicial review. This precedent, however, about delegating to Senate committees the responsibility for hearing evidence against impeached judges does not apply to impeachment trials of presidents, which have to be held before the full Senate with, as the Constitution prescribes, the Chief Justice of the United States presiding.
Only two presidents have been impeached – Andrew Johnson in 1868 and William Clinton in 1998. The Senate failed by one vote to muster the two-thirds nec​essary to support the charges against Johnson. In December of 1998 the House of Representatives adopted two articles of impeachment against President Clinton. The first article was adopted by a vote of 228 to 206, with all but five Republicans voting for it and all but five Democrats voting against it. It charged that President Clinton committed perjury – lying under oath about material matters before a federal grand jury. The alleged perjury was about the precise nature of his sexual relations with Monica Lewinsky. The second article of impeachment, adopted by a closer vote of 221 to 212, accused the president of obstructing justice by trying to withhold evidence about, and to influence others to conceal, his affair with Monica Lewinsky.

Proponents of President Clinton's removal from office contended that lying under oath and obstruction of justice rise to the constitutional definition of "High Crimes and Misdemeanors" justifying the immediate removal of the president from office. Opponents argued that the facts did not justify either charge, and that although the president's actions deserved serious condemnation, concealment of a sexual affair is not an offense against the United States or an abuse of presidential power, and thus does not rise to the level of an impeachable offense. The Senate rejected the perjury charge 55 to 45 and the obstruction charge 50 to 50. Ten Republicans on the perjury charge and five on the obstruction charge joined all 45 Democratic senators in voting "not guilty."

What precisely constitutes impeachable offenses are political questions, that is, questions the Constitution directs to the House and Senate for resolution and not reviewable by the courts. Most historical evidence about what constitutes an impeach​able offense relates to charges against federal judges, who are not elected by the voters and who serve for "good behavior" – a standard different from that which applies to the president and vice-president, who are elected by the voters for fixed terms.

Congressional precedents have consistently rejected the broadest view that the Constitution authorizes removal of presidents or other United States officers or feder​al judges because of political objections to them, or dislike of the decisions they make, or because of their unpopularity (a view that might have moved us more in the direc​tion of a parliamentary type of government). Congress has also rejected the narrowest construction that impeachable offenses are only those that involve violations of the criminal laws. Rather, the firmly established position, challenged by the House but reconfirmed by the Senate in the Clinton case, is that impeachment and conviction of a president are justified only if there have been serious violations of constitutional responsibilities by abuse of governmental powers and a clear dereliction of duty.
Comprehension
1. What is impeachment?

2. What are the Constitutional provisions of impeachment?
a) What is the power of House of Representatives?

b) What is the Senate’s authority? Who presides if a president is tried? What is the necessary number of Senators’ votes to impeach a president?

c) What happens to a president when he is impeached and convicted?
d) Can the President grant a pardon to an impeached predecessor?

3. How many individuals did the House of Representatives investigate, and how many were impeached in the final run?
4. How many were convicted by the Senate?
5. Does the precedent of delegating to Senate committees the responsibility for hearing evidence against impeached judges apply to presidents?
6. How many presidents have been impeached?
7. What were the articles of impeachment against Bill Clinton?
8. What is the major problem of impeachment procedure?

9. What interpretations are given to the Constitutional wording?
Vocabulary
1. Render in English
Отрешение президента от должности в России

В России по Конституции, принятой в 1993 году, процедура во многом схожая с американской: отрешение Президента Российской Федерации от должности производит Совет Федерации 2/3 голосов по представлению Государственной думы.

В России процедура импичмента (отрешения от должности) инициировалась трижды, один раз — согласно действующей Конституции. Во всех случаях объектом становился первый президент — Борис Ельцин.

В первый раз вопрос об импичменте встал в марте 1993 года, по инициативе Верховного Совета и Съезда народных депутатов России. Хотя действовавшая на тот момент (с изменениями) Конституция РСФСР 1978 года позволяла Съезду народных депутатов самостоятельно решать «любой вопрос, находящийся в ведении Российской Федерации», в результате переговоров между Верховным Советом и президентом, вопрос о полномочиях был вынесен на всенародный референдум, в ходе которого одновременно решался вопрос и о доверии Съезду. В результате народного волеизъявления обе ветви власти сохранили свои полномочия.

Во второй раз вопрос об импичменте встал в сентябре 1993, после указа президента о прекращении действия Съезда и Верховного Совета. Решение об импичменте было принято депутатами, собравшимися на так называемый X Съезд, законность которого однако не была признана исполнительной властью. Конфликт был разрешен вооруженным путем в ходе событий 3-4 октября.

В третий раз вопрос об импичменте рассматривался в 1998—1999 годах. Президент Ельцин обвинялся Государственной Думой по четырём пунктам: развал СССР, развязывание войны в Чечне, ослабление обороноспособности и безопасности России, расстрел Верховного Совета в 1993 году. Факультативно рассматривался вопрос о «геноциде российского народа». В Государственной Думе была создана специальная парламентская комиссия по рассмотрению вопроса об импичменте во главе с членом фракции КПРФ Вадимом Филимоновым (председатель), Виктором Илюхиным (КПРФ) и Еленой Мизулиной «ЯБЛОКО» (заместители председателя). В результате голосования ни одно из обвинений не получило поддержки квалифицированного большинства депутатов (для выдвижения обвинения по вопросу о войне в Чечне не хватило 17 голосов) и процедура была прекращена.
Conclusion

Now, when you have studied the course write an essay, completing the paragraphs, or using them as broad guidelines for stating your opinion on democracy in general and American democracy in particular.

“What kind of government should we have? This is the basic question of political life. With many persons and groups disagreeing about ends and means in political life, governing is difficult, and no system of government is likely to win everyone’s applause.

The choice of democracy is based on the assumption that human beings should be free and equal…

With these assumptions goes another: that people are more likely to get consideration and respect from government if they can reward governmental behavior that they approve and penalize behavior they oppose. And the central method of accomplishing this is…

Whinstone Churchill once described democracy as the worst form of government except for all the others; and it obviously has many weaknesses and failings…”
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