Political Science 385, Comparative Democratic Institutions

Fall Term 2006
SYLLABUS

Professor: Alfred P. Montero



Office: Willis 407

Phone: x4085 (Office) 645-9603 (Home)

Phone: x4085 (Office) 301-8419 (Cell)


Email: amontero@carleton.edu

Office Hours: Tues. 10 a.m.-12 p.m., Thurs. 12 p.m. – 2 p.m. or by appointment.
Web Page: people.carleton.edu/~amontero
Course Description
This course surveys the major debates concerning alternative democratic institutions in place and proposed for established and developing democracies around the world. Students will examine debates concerning the merits of parliamentary and presidential systems, various electoral regimes, political party systems, models of consociationalism in multi-ethnic societies, and alternative administrative structures such as federal and unitary states. This course will be taught as a research seminar in which students will collaborate with the professor on a common research project as well as engage in their own spinoff of the main project. In addition to classroom discussion, students will participate in a number of adversarial two-on-two debates on particular resolutions throughout the term. The professor will train students in oral presentation skills, the art of rejoinder in debates, the use of strategy and the organization of adversarial debates.

What is Expected of Students
Students will be expected to read, think, criticize, and form arguments. That means that students must keep up in their reading assignments and attend class regularly. Students must be fully prepared at all times to discuss the readings and concepts from previous lectures. The best students will be critical but balanced in their assessments, and will develop coherent arguments that they can defend in their writing and their in-class discussion.

Reading Materials
This course requires your purchase of three books. These materials have been ordered and are presently on sale at the college bookstore. The texts are:

Arend Lijphart. 1999. Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Richard Gunther, José Ramón Montero, and Juan J. Linz. 2002. Political Parties: Old Concepts and New Challenges. New York: Oxford University Press.

Stephan Haggard and Mathew McCubbins, eds. 2001. Presidents, Parliaments and Policy. New York: Cambridge University Press.

In addition to these texts, this course requires your study of a number of other readings from diverse sources. These materials can be found on e-reserves. 
I will occasionally distribute handouts and clippings from The New York Times, the Economist, the Minneapolis/St. Paul newspapers, and the internet via email. Students are also invited to check out links to course relevant web pages on the professor’s web page. Materials on the web page will be updated during the semester and will supplement rather than duplicate the substance of the lectures and the readings. Students will be invited to reference these resources during the term.

Grading
As a true research seminar the assessment of students’ performance will focus on the composition and completion of a 20-25 page research paper due at the end of the course, but it will also involve participation in group research on a common project. The first draft of the individual paper will be graded. Additionally, each student will be called upon during the course of the semester to participate in numerous debates and to present on the readings in structured critiques that will initiate all seminar discussions on the literature. The grade breakdown follows:

	Common Project
	20%

	First Draft of Individual Project
	15%

	Oral Research Presentation
	10%

	Class Participation
	10%

	Debates
	15%

	Final Draft
	30%


The Common Project
The class will test the major propositions concerning democratic institutions and economic reform in Stephan Haggard and Robert R. Kaufman’s The Political Economy of Democratic Transitions (Princeton). The project will begin with students reading key chapters and designing hypotheses for testing. Then the seminar will turn to the task of gathering quantitative data and setting up a time-series, cross-sectional (TSCS) dataset. The professor will instruct students on the method of TSCS with panel-corrected standard errors. Several class meetings will be dedicated to the common research project, including the actual testing of candidate model specifications in class. 
The Seminar Paper
The culmination of student work in this seminar will be the composition of a seminar paper of 20-25 pages of text (typed, double-spaced, 12cpi, one-inch margins, paginated)
 and a research bibliography of a minimum of three pages. The composition of the seminar paper will be broken down into the following steps:

(1) By Sept. 21, students will have decided upon a research topic in consultation with me. The topic must clearly spin off of the main project. 
(2) By Sept. 29, students will hand in a copy of a research bibliography of no fewer than 3 pages. A handout will define the proper citation and reference format for the paper.

(3) By Oct. 20, students will hand in a first draft of the argumentative section of their paper.

(4) On Nov. 9 and 14, each student will orally present their research for no less than 15 minutes in the research seminar. All colleagues will offer their input. If possible, we will schedule a couple of early presentations to free up the schedule at the end of the course.

(5) On Nov. 20, the final draft of the seminar paper will be due. 

Consultation with me during each of these steps is crucial. We will also discuss the format and direction of paper topics and issues as part of the normal discussion of the research seminar. One of the most important lessons of the seminar is that good research depends upon the input and support of colleagues. Each student will be expected to contribute their share to this effort. 

Note: All assignments must be turned in as electronic copies by 5 p.m. in your hand-in folders on Courses on the due dates specified above.  Late work will receive no credit. Proper use of spelling, punctuation, and grammar is expected. Since ability to edit your own work and produce concise argument is a touchstone for assessing and developing your critical skills, students will not be allowed to surpass the required number of pages. A handout will be distributed with the particular parameters of each of these assignments well before the due date. 

The Debates
This seminar will use a series of adversarial debates (2x2) to address current debates in the literature on comparative democratic institutions. Students will be instructed in how to organize these debates and how to participate with an emphasis on rejoinder and argument development.

Class Participation
As a research seminar, the in-class discussions play a pivotal role in this class. Prior to each meeting, a selected number of students will be assigned the task of preparing talking points on the readings. These talking points should form the basis for both descriptive and critical points about the readings. Each student will present these arguments to lead off general discussion in the seminar. Each student will present at least four times. Presenters will post their talking points on Caucus no later than the evening before their presentation in class.
Typically, I will begin each class session by offering a general overview of the issues to be discussed. I will also present you with a set of critical questions to structure discussion. After the overview portion, the seminar will proceed to student presentations, and then general discussion. I will conclude each class session with a brief review of the authors and readings for the next meeting. The seminar will include a brief break of about 5-10 minutes in the middle of each class session. Whenever feasible, refreshments will be served.

The Grading Scale
I will be using the following grading scale in this course: 

98-100 A+

94-97
A

91-93
A-

88-90
B+

83-87
B

79-82
B-

76-78
C+

72-75
C

68-71
C-

67/below D/F

Academic Misconduct
Given the fact that academe relies upon the ethical conduct of scholars, students are held to the same standards in their own work. Any act of academic dishonesty or misconduct will be referred to the Office of the Dean. For further information, see my “Guidelines for Avoiding Academic Misconduct” available at the following URL: http://people.carleton.edu/~amontero/misconduct.htm. 
Special Needs

Students requiring access to learning tools/special schedules approved by Student Support Services should contact me at the beginning of the course.

NOTE: Readings must be completed for the dates assigned below.

Introduction (September 12, Tuesday)
Session 1: Approaches and Theories of Political Institutional Analysis 

Rational Choice, Political Survival and Veto Player Theories (September 14, Thursday)
David Mayhew. 1974. Congress: The Electoral Connection. New Haven: Yale University Press, pp. 13-28.

Lijphart, pp. 9-47 (skim).

George Tsebelis. 1995. "Decision Making in Political Systems: Veto Players in Presidentialism, Parliamentarism, Multicameralism, and Multipartyism." British Journal of Political Science 25:3: 289-325.


Identification and Representation (September 19, Tuesday)
Matthew Soberg Shugart and John M. Carey. 1992. Presidents and Assemblies: Constitutional Design and Electoral Dynamics. New York: Cambridge University Press, ch. 1.

Gary W. Cox. 1987. The Efficient Secret: The Cabinet and the Development of Political Parties in Victorian England. New York: Cambridge University Press, chs. 3 and 6.

Scott Morgenstern. 2004. Patterns of Legislative Politics: Roll-Call Voting in Latin America and the United States. New York: Cambridge University Press, ch. 1. 

Gary Cox and Mathew McCubbins, "Institutional Dimensions of Economic

Policy Outcomes," in Haggard and McCubbins, eds.

Session 2: Presidential versus Parliamentary Systems

The Arguments (September 21, Thursday)
Lijphart, ch. 7.

Juan J. Linz.1994. “Democracy, Presidential or Parliamentary: Does It Make A Difference?” In Juan J. Linz and Arturo Valenzuela, eds. The Failure of Presidential Democracy: The Case of Latin America. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Matthew Shugart. 1995. “Parliaments Over Presidents?” Journal of Democracy 6:2 (April): 168-72.
Matthew Soberg Shugart and Stephan Haggard, “Institutions and Public Policy in Presidential Systems,” in Haggard and McCubbins, eds.

Recommended: 

John Carey and Matthew Shugart. 1998. “Calling Out the Tanks or Filling Out the Forms?” In John Carey and Matthew Shugart, eds. Executive Decree Authority. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Delia Ferreira Rubio and Matteo Goretti. 1998. “When the President Governs Alone: The Decretazo in Argentina, 1989-1993.” In John Carey and Matthew Shugart, eds. Executive Decree Authority. New York: Cambridge University Press.



Debate #1: The Perils of Presidentialism? (September 26, Tuesday)
Session 3: Comparative Electoral Systems

Models and Primary Effects (September 28, Thursday)
Lijphart, ch. 8.

Gary Cox. 1990. “Centripetal and Centrifugal Incentives in Electoral Systems.” American Journal of Political Science 34:4: 903-35.
John Carey and Matthew Shugart. 1995. “Incentives to Cultivate a Personal Vote: A Rank Ordering of Electoral Formulas.” Electoral Studies 14:4: 417-39.

Video: Donald Saari, University of California, Irvine, Convo at Carleton, October 15, 2004. (Time and place TBA)

Recommended: 
Rein Taagepera and Matthew Shugart. 1989. Seats and Votes: The Effects and Determinants of Electoral Systems. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Mark Jones. 1995. “A Guide to the Electoral Systems of the Americas.” Electoral Studies 14:1: 5-21.

Legislative Systems and their Effects on Policy-making: Some Cases (October 3, Tuesday)
Lisa Baldez and John M. Carey, “Budget Procedure and Fiscal Restraint in Posttransition Chile,” in Haggard and McCubbins.

Mark P. Jones, “Political Institutions and Public Policy in Argentina: An Overview of the Formation and Execution of the National Budget,” in Haggard and McCubbins.

Philip Keefer and Mary Shirley, “Privatization in Transition Economies: Politics as Usual?” in Haggard and McCubbins.



TSCS Dataset Review (October 5, Thursday)


Debate #2: Majoritarian versus Proportional Models (October 10, Tuesday) 
Session 4: Political Parties and Party Systems



Party Discipline, Cohesion and Nationalization (October 12, Thursday)
Lijphart, ch. 5. 

Shaun Bowler, David Farrell, and Richard Katz. 1999. “Party Cohesion, Party Discipline, and Parliaments.” In Shaun Bowler, David Farrell, and Richard Katz, eds. Party Discipline and Parliamentary Government. Columbus: Ohio State University Press. 

Scott Morgenstern. 2004. Patterns of Legislative Politics: Roll-Call Voting in Latin America and the United States. New York: Cambridge University Press, chs 2-3.

Mark P. Jones and Scott Mainwaring. 2003. “The Nationalization of Parties and Party Systems: An Empirical Measure and an Application to the Americas.” Party Politics 9:2: 139-66.
Recommended:

Gary W. Cox and Mathew D. McCubbins. 1993. Legislative Leviathan: Party Government in the House. Berkeley: University of California Press, ch. 6. 

Marku Laakso and Rein Taagepera. 1979. “Effective Number of Parties: A Measure With Application to West Europe.” Comparative Political Studies 12: 3-27.

Terry Sullivan. 1987. “Headcounts, Expectation, and Presidential Coalitions in Congress.” American Journal of Political Science 87: 567-89.
Scott Mainwaring and Aníbal Pérez-Liñán. 1997. “Party Discipline in the Brazilian Constitutional Congress.” Legislative Studies Quarterly (November).
Rein Taagepera and Matthew Shugart. 1993. “Predicting the Number of Parties: A Quantitative Model of Duverger’s Mechanical Effect.” American Political Science Review 87:2: 455-64.
Government Formation and the Partisan Base (October 17, Tuesday)
Michael Laver and Kenneth A. Shepsle. 1999. “How Political Parties Emerged From the Primeval Slime: Party Cohesion, Party Discipline, and the Formation of Governments.” In Shaun Bowler, David Farrell, and Richard Katz, eds. Party Discipline and Parliamentary Government. Columbus: Ohio State University Press.

Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan. 1967. “Cleavage Structures, Party Systems, and Voter Alignments: An Introduction.” In Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan, eds. Party Systems and Voter Alignments: Cross-National Perspectives. New York: The Free Press. 

Pradeep Chhibber and Mariano Torcal. 1997. “Elite Strategy, Social Cleavages, and Party Systems in a New Democracy: Spain.” Comparative Political Studies 30:1 (February): 27-54.

Recommended:

Scott Mainwaring. 1999. Rethinking Party Systems in the Third Wave of Democratization: The Case of Brazil. Stanford: Stanford University Press, ch. 2. 

Katrina Burgess and Steven Levitsky. 2003. “Explaining Populist Party Adaptation in Latin America: Environmental and Organizational Determinants of Party Change in Argentina, Mexico, Peru, and Venezuela.” Comparative Political Studies 36:8 (October): 881-911.

Kaare Strøm. 1990. Minority Government and Majority Rule. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Michael Laver and Norman Schofeld. 1990. Multiparty Government: The Politics of Coalition in Europe. New York: Oxford University Press.

Herbert Kitschelt. 1994. The Transformation of European Social Democracy. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Debate #3: Institutional Reform To Enhance Government Formation (October 19, Thursday)

ROUGH DRAFTS OF RESEARCH PAPER DUE (October 20, Friday)


The Debate Concerning Party Types (October 24, Tuesday)
Giovanni Sartori. 1976. Parties and Party Systems: A Framework for Analysis. Volume 1. New York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 56-82.

Katz and Maier; Koole; Gunther and Diamond in Gunther et al. 

Session 5: The Common and Individual Projects
Common Project Workshop (October 26, Thursday)

Individual Project Meetings (October 31, Tuesday)

Common Project Workshop (November 2, Thursday)

Individual Project Meetings (November 7, Tuesday)


Oral Presentations of Individual Projects (November 9, Thursday)


Oral Presentations of Individual Projects (November 14, Tuesday)
FINAL PAPER DUE Nov. 20 (Monday)

� I recommend that Mac users send their final drafts from a PC to correct for the conversion of cardinal numbers for endnotes/footnotes to Roman numerals.
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