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This seminar investigates several questions at the heart of American democracy.  We begin by assessing two contrasting theories of democracy, the elitist arguments of Joseph Schumpeter and the participatory advocacy of Benjamin Barber.  Following that, we examine John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse’s study of popular attitudes toward politics and democratic government and attributes of public opinion assessed by George Bishop, Robert Shapiro, Benjamin Page and other authors. We next examine empirical evidence concerning the current operations of American national government.  Analyses by Jeffrey Berry and the authors in the Pierson Skocpol edited volume reveal shifting patterns of influence and decisionmaking in Washington.  After that, we examine some reform alternatives: initiatives and referendums that promote direct rule by the people.  We finally return to the questions of representative versus participatory democracy in the arguments of Benjamin Barber and John Haskell.

A seminar is owned by its students, but ownership has its share of obligations.  You will set the discussion agenda through your discharge of these obligations.  Each session, one of you will write a brief “critical analysis” of the readings, responding to the questions about the assignments in the enclosed questionnaire for analyzing the logic of an assignment.  I will present the first critical analysis, on Schumpeter’s theories of democracy, to show you how to do it.  Each of you will create one critical analysis for the class, worth 80 points.

ALL members of the class must write at least three discussion questions on the daily assignments.  Your critical analyses and discussion questions MUST be submitted to me (via e-mail) by 8:30 AM of the day of the relevant seminar session.  Also, please MAKE COPIES of your critical analysis and bring them to class to distribute to class members on the day of your presentation. 
An additional component of class participation involves discussion of current political analysis in the national media during the first fifteen minutes of each class.  Each class session, one of you will bring one recent analysis piece to present for class discussion.  A list of able analysts in the national media is included at the end of this syllabus; you can find their work on the web.  Try to avoid polemical and strongly ideological analyses because they tend to be predictable and empirically questionable.  Your work at this, and all other class participation, constitutes 50 points of your seminar grade.  
170 points of your seminar grade depends upon the quality of the seminar paper you write.  I will help you select a topic and advise you during the paper-writing process.  You’ll need to decide on a topic by Thursday, January 17.  An outline of your paper (three-page minimum) is due to me at my office by noon on Monday, February 25.  If you so choose and have a complete rough draft ready, you can submit a hard copy of your rough draft to me by 3 PM on Tuesday, March 6 for my comments.  The final draft of the paper is due to me by 5 PM on Wednesday, March 10.  You have three general options concerning paper topics.  Guidance on these options appears later in the syllabus.  

300 total points are awarded for seminar work. 270 points (90%) earns an “A,” 240 points (80%) a “B,” 210 points (70%) a “C,” and 180 points (60%) a “D.”

The following course books are required reading.  They are available in the bookstore and on closed reserve in the library.  BE SURE to bring your copy of any book assigned for a particular day to class that day.  If using a reserve book, also BE SURE to bring it to class for use during the seminar.

Benjamin Barber, STRONG DEMOCRACY

George Bishop, THE ILLUSION OF PUBLIC OPINION
John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, STEALTH DEMOCRACY

Jeffrey Berry, THE NEW LIBERALISM

Paul Pierson and Theda Skocpol, eds., THE TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN POLITICS
Larry Sabato, Howard Ernst and Bruce Larson, eds., DANGEROUS DEMOCRACY?

Other readings on e-reserve or as handouts are noted in the following class schedule:

I. Class Introduction  (January 3)  Video:  Election 2000 from CNN
Topic A: The Debate between Elitist and Participatory Theories of Democracy

II. An Elitist Theory of Democracy  (January 8)

Joseph Schumpeter, CAPITALISM, SOCIALISM AND DEMOCRACY, chapters 21-23 (on e-reserve)

III. For Participatory Democracy  (January 10)

Benjamin Barber, STRONG DEMOCRACY, prefaces, chapters 1 & 5
Topic B: American Popular Politics

IV. Current American Popular Politics  (January 15)

Pierson and Skocpol, TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN POLITICS, 39-102
V. The 2004 Elections  (January 17)

James Ceaser and Andrew Busch, RED OVER BLUE, chapters 1, 4; 
Abramson, Aldrich and Rohde, CHANGE AND CONTINUITY IN THE 2004 and 2006 ELECTIONS, chapters 11-12 (on e-reserve)
Topic C:  Public Opinion and Popular Views of Politics
VI. Assessing Public Opinion I  (January 22)


George Bishop, THE ILLUSION OF PUBLIC OPINION, preface and chapters 1-
5 ; Benjamin Page and Robert Shapiro, THE RATIONAL PUBLIC, chapters 1-2  
(on e-reserve)

VII. Assessing Public Opinion II (January 24)


George Bishop, THE ILLUSION OF PUBLIC OPINION, chapters 6-9


Benjamin Page and Robert Shapiro, THE RATIONAL PUBLIC, chapter 10 (on 
e-reserve)

VIII. How the Public Views Politics I  (January 29)

John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, STEALTH DEMOCRACY, 
introduction, Appendix A, chapters 1-5

IX. How the Public Views Politics II  (January 31)

John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, STEALTH DEMOCRACY, chapters 
6-9 


X. Additional Perspectives on Citizen Competence (February 5)

Doris Graber, “Government by the People, for the People – Twenty-First Century Style,” Russell Hardin, “Ignorant Democracy,”  Gregory Wawro, “The Rationalizing Public?”  (all on e-reserve)
Topic D: Changing Conditions in National Politics
XI. Postmaterialism and the Rise of Citizen Groups (February 7)

Jeffrey Berry, THE NEW LIBERALISM, chapters 1-4
XII. Consequences of the New Liberalism  (February 12)

Jeffrey Barry, THE NEW LIBERALISM, chapters 5-7 and methodological appendix
XIII. The Rise of Conservatism (February 14)

Pierson and Skocpol, TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN POLITICS, 160-188, 256-295

XIV. Trends in National Policy (February 19)

Pierson and Skocpol, TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN POLITICS, 19-38, 191-255
Topic E: Participatory Reforms

XV. The Politics of Initiatives I  (February 21)

Larry J. Sabato, et al., DANGEROUS DEMOCRACY?  introduction and chapters 1-3

XVI. The Politics of Initiatives II  (February 26)

Larry J. Sabato, et al., DANGEROUS DEMOCRACY?  chapters 4-6

Topic F: Participatory or Representative Democracy?

XVII. The Case for Strong Democracy I  (February 28)

Benjamin Barber, STRONG DEMOCRACY, 131-8, chapter 7, 178-212

XVIII. The Case for Strong Democracy II  (March 4)

Benjamin Barber, STRONG DEMOCRACY, 217-225, 233-311

XIX. Arguments for Representative Democracy   (March 6)

John Haskell, DIRECT DEMOCRACY OR DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT?
Chapters 4-5 (on e-reserve)

On Research Papers

You can pursue one of several avenues for your research papers.  For those enrolled in POSC 305 the final paper must be 16-22 pages long, for those enrolled in POSC 205, the final paper must be 8-11 pages long.  The paper must be printed with one-inch margins, double-spaced, 12-point font, and parenthetical references in the text with a list of complete citations for those references at the rear of the paper.

1. The seminar frames a major debate between elitist and participatory democracy.  You can make an argument for either alternative, drawing on the empirical and normative readings in the course and those you discover though additional research.  Your paper could argue the superiority of one of the variants of democracy over the other, or it could do a more mixed evaluation of the two alternatives.

2. One theme of the seminar is the impact of the Progressive reforms upon the quality of American democracy.  These reforms – primaries, personal voter registration, long ballots, initiatives, referendums, recalls and nonpartisan forms of government – are a uniquely American creation.  What effects have they had on the operations of our electoral system?  Pick one or a few such reforms and study their impacts.  You could examine this historically in America, or do a comparative analysis of how Progressive procedures cause our electoral system to operate differently than those of other constitutional democracies.

3. You also could use the case study method to examine interest group power in national government to test the recent accuracy of some of the findings in the Berry book.  Drawing upon the Berry book, you could examine one or a few recent cases of citizen group lobbying on a major cultural, social or economic issue and determine if group effectiveness in those cases confirmed or disconfirmed Berry’s findings.  

4. Since we will focus on the 2004 and 2006 elections, you could focus your paper on a particular aspect of those elections, relating that aspect to a theme of the course.  Possible themes include activation politics, direct democracy, representative democracy, interest group influence and access, and the public agenda.  Your paper could tie discussion of the topic in the course readings to your research on the 2004 or 2006 election, and draw conclusions regarding the implications of your 2004 or 2006 evidence for our understanding of course themes.

5. Drawing upon the National Election Study dataset available at our department’s computer network location for POSC 230, our methods course, you could undertake a quantitative examination of an aspect of public opinion in the 2004 of 2006 elections, or across several presidential election years.  Examples include the role of trust in political attitudes and behavior, the distinctive demographic attributes of political activists, public attitudes toward interest groups and determinants of political participation, party identification or candidate preference.

6. Pierson and Skocpol present a variety of theoretical perspectives on national politics and policy.  You could explore a particular policy or election in depth to determine the strengths and weaknesses of one or more of those perspectives for explaining your case.  For example, do the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts support McCarty’s arguments about the policy consequences of political polarization?  Does the 1995 welfare reform support Mettler’s thesis about the transformed welfare state?  Does the 2004 or 2006 election provide evidence for or against Campbell’s or Skocpol’s arguments?

Some recommended national media analysts for class use:

Ron Brownstein, Los Angeles Times

David Broder, Washington Post
E. J. Dionne, Washington Post

Jackson Diehl, Washington Post
Elizabeth Bumiller, New York Times

David Brooks, New York Times

Linda Feldman, Christian Science Monitor

Dick Morris, The Hill

Mark Mellman, The Hill
David Hill, The Hill

Joe Klein, Time

Michael Barone, US News and World Report

Gallup.com for public opinion analysis

Pew Research Center for the People and the Press for public opinion analysis

John Judis, The New Republic (center-left)

Ryan Lizza, The New Republic (center-left)

Fred Barnes, The Weekly Standard (center-right)

William Kristol, The Weekly Standard (center-right)

Matthew Yglesias, The American Prospect (progressive)

Garance Franke-Ruta, The American Prospect (progressive)

Byron York, National Review (conservative)

Rich Lowry, National Review (conservative)
Template for Analyzing the Logic of an Assignment

1) The main purpose of this assignment is __________________________________________. (State as accurately as possible the author’s purpose for writing the piece.)

2) The key question that the author is addressing is ___________________________________. (Figure out the key question in the mind of the author when s/he wrote the piece.)

3) The most important information in this assignment is ______________________________. (Figure out the facts, experiences, data the author is using to support her/his conclusions.)

4) The main inferences/conclusions in this assignment are _____________________________. (Identify the key conclusions the author comes to and presents in the assignment.)

5) The key concept(s) we need to understand in this assignment is (are) __________________. By these concepts the author means _____________________________________________. (Figure out the most important ideas you would have to understand in order to understand the author’s line of reasoning.)

6) The main assumption(s) underlying the author’s thinking is (are) _____________________. (Figure out what the author is taking for granted [that might be questioned].)

7)   a)   If we take this line of reasoning seriously, the implications are ____________________. (What consequences are likely to follow if people take the author’s line of reasoning seriously?)

       b)  If we fail to take this line of reasoning seriously, the implications are _______________. (What consequences are likely to follow if people ignore the author’s reasoning?)

8) The main point(s) of view presented in this assignment is (are) _______________________. (What is the author looking at, and how is s/he seeing it?)

The Logic of Schumpeter's Argument in Chapters 21-23

1. PURPOSE: Schumpeter first demonstrates the shortcomings of the classical doctrine of democracy, which he describes as an eighteenth century concept of instructed representatives carrying out a coherent popular will (250). He then presents an alternative theory of democracy holding that the task of elections is not to reveal and follow a popular will on issues but rather to choose a set of leaders to form a government (269). His alternative approach views elected representatives as Burkean "trustees" who follow their own convictions, not as "instructed delegates" who follow the will of their constituents. Schumpeter believes his alternative is more realistic and feasible because public knowledge about and interest in politics is limited (261-2). He also lists the necessary characteristics for successful democracy (290-3).

2. QUESTION: The primary question Schumpeter addresses is "what is the best practicable democracy?" He sets forth his alternative theory of democracy as an answer to the question (269).

3. INFORMATION: The most important information here is Schumpeter's assessment of how human nature manifests itself in politics (256-264) and his discussion of Great Britain's political system as a model for creating governments after elections (274-283).

4. CONCLUSIONS: Three main conclusions result from Schumpeter's analysis. First, publics in democracies have a limited capacity to govern themselves (256-64). Second, the main end of elections is to produce a government that can rule (269). Third, four conditions exist for the success of democratic governments (290-4).

5. CONCEPTS: The key concepts are the classical doctrine of democracy (250), rationality (259), manufactured will (263), democratic method (269), democratic self-control (294) and division of labor (295).

6. ASSUMPTIONS: They include first, a "common good" does not exist (251); second, a "general will" doesn't exist (252 and 254); third, the public tends toward low levels of rationality (262); and fourth, leadership creates coherent politics (282-3).

7. IMPLICATIONS IF TAKEN SERIOUSLY: Elections should be kept simple, given the limits of public rationality. Leaders should not follow public opinion (via polls, for example) in government. Electoral systems should be structured to create stable leadership after an election. Because the public will does not exist, governmental leaders should act as trustees, not delegates.

IMPLICATIONS IF NOT TAKEN SERIOUSLY: We can expect more of the public than Schumpeter argues we can. Government should follow popular opinion closely, which usually is rational. The proper task of government is reflecting public opinion through mechanisms of representation or direct popular participation, such as town
meetings and initiatives. We should not defer policy to leaders as this can squelch the popular will.

8. POINT OF VIEW:  Analyzing the quality of popular democracy during World War II, Schumpeter finds a great disparity between democratic reality and the classical doctrine of democracy. He argues this based on his perception of the current evidence and criticizes both socialism (302) and the classical doctrine of democracy (253) as unrealistic and unworkable.
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