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Winter 2007 

 
Prof. Allen Hicken       GSI: Joshua Gubler  
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Phone:  615-9105  
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Final Exam: Wednesday, April 25, 4:00 pm - 6:00 pm 
 
Course Description: 
 
This course examines the problem of how politicians and policies are selected by citizens. The 
mechanics of elections (rules, procedures) have enormous impact on what sorts of choices voters 
are offered, what sorts of coalitions politicians form, whose interests get represented in the 
policymaking process, and, ultimately, what policies are chosen. For this reason, politicians fight 
tenaciously to shape the rules under which they compete. This course will investigate what rules 
matter, and why, and will draw from a broad array of cases to examine the most important issues at 
stake in current electoral reforms, both in the United States and abroad. 
 
This course is designed for advanced undergraduates. Students are expected to have a familiarity 
with the major themes, concepts and debates in political science as covered in PS 111 or 140. PS 
311, 314 or 340 are also recommended but not required. Students who have not had these courses 
should see the instructor about whether this course is appropriate.  
 
This course has a moderate reading load. On average students will be expected to read 40 to 60 
pages for each class. Class lectures are designed as a supplement to rather than a summary of the 
readings. Students who attend lectures without doing the readings are not likely to do well in the 
course. Likewise, students who do the reading but skip lectures will do poorly. Note the midterm 
and final examination dates as well as the writing assignment due dates.  No makeup exams will be 
given without a doctorÕs note, or prior approval of the instructor at least two weeks before the exam 
date. All written work is due at the beginning of class the day it is due. Finally, plagiarism will not be 
tolerated and will result in a failing grade for the course. 
 

Materials   
There is only one assigned book, available for purchase at the bookstore:  

¥ Colomer, Josep M.  2001.  Political Institutions:  Democracy and Social Choice.  New York:  Oxford 
University Press. 

 
The rest of the materials are available in one of two ways: 

1. Most readings can be found in an electronic course pack from University Reserves 
http://w ww.lib.umich.edu/r eserves/ . 



2. Readings not included in the electronic course pack [IN CTOOL READINGS 
FOLDER] will be posted on the course website or handed out in class. 

 
PS 389 has its own homepage on Ctools (http://c tools.umich.edu ). If you lose your copy of this 
syllabus, you can find another there. Lecture notes will be placed on the website prior to each class. 
 
The website is also a good place to see questions from students and my responses.  If you send me a 
question over email that is of general interest, IÕll strip off any identifying information (e.g. your 
sign-off, return address) and post both the question and my response on the homepage. Students 
should feel free to send responses/c omments/conjectures to me by email to be posted on the 
website, so that it can serve as a forum for out-of-class discussion. 
 
This class is an intensive writing course. You will have multiple opportunities to write and to give 
and receive feedback about your and othersÕ writing. If you find yourself struggling please make use 
of the wonderful resources at the Sweetland Writing Center in addition to seeking help from the 
instructor and GSI.  
 
Requirements and Grading 
Quizzes (6-8): 5%  
Take-home exams (2): 30%  (15% each)   
Reading Memo: 5% 
Research Paper: 40% 
Final exam: 20%.  
 
Quizzes 
You are expected to do the reading assigned for each lecture and be prepared to discuss it (which 
includes asking questions about it) in class. Needless to say discussing the readings requires that you 
be in class. I do not take attendance, but as incentive to those who do the readings and regularly 
attend class I will offer 5-8 in class quizzes. These are pop quizzes given at the beginning of each 
class. Generally these will take only a few minutes and will consist of a few basic questions about the 
readings on the syllabus for that day -- main arguments, results, conclusions, etc., or perhaps some 
problems to be solved based on the materials covered in the readings.  I will not ask about  
obscure information, but rather things that should be evident if you have done the reading  
reasonably carefully.  Filling in your name will count as one question (assuming you get it right),  
which is to say youÕll get some credit for showing up.  THERE WILL BE NO MAKE-UPS FOR 
QUI ZZES. However, to allow for religious holidays, sickness, any other unforeseen absence, or 
something that prevents you from doing the reading before a class, each studentÕs lowest quiz grade 
(e.g. a zero, if you happen to miss a class when we have a quiz) will be dropped before the quiz 
grade average is calculated.  Everyone gets one miss without penalty. 

Exams 
There will be two take-home exams during the semester and a final exam (due 2/5  and 3/12). These 
will test your knowledge of the assigned readings and the material covered in lectures and class 
discussions. The take-home exams will most likely be composed of problems to solve and short 
essay questions and will be handed out in the class before they are due. The final will combine short 
answer (ID-type) questions and essay questions. The final exam is scheduled for Wednesday, April 
25, 4:00 pm - 6:00 pm. 
 



Reading Memos  
You will be required to write a memo of at least one page, but not longer than 2 pages (see 
below for formatting) for any 2 class sessions (so 2 memos total). One of these memos must be 
written for a class prior to Spring Break. These will be graded on the following criteria: 
 

1. Up to one point for a summary of the readings. What are the big points or contributions of 
the readings? How is the reading structured? What are the arguments? And so forth. I would 
expect that you could do this in a paragraph, two at the most. 

 
2. Up to two points for explaining the significance of the reading and/or linking it back to 

previous readings/di scussions. How does the reading add to the debates discussed in class or 
in other readings? Does the reading agree or disagree with previous authors? How? This is 
the meat of the paper and may take a few paragraphs. 

 
3. Up to one point for contributing an insight, question, or comment on the readings. This 

question is not one meant to Òstump the class,Ó but rather something you are wrestling with 
or wonder. Or, it might be an insight into how the reading is critical or makes a major 
contribution, etc. Finally, you might also offer a critique of the reading. This should only 
take a paragraph, although you might write more if you have to explain why a contribution is 
especially significant. 

 
Memos are due at the start of class on the day the reading for that memo is assigned. They should be 
typed, double-spaced, 12-point font, 1-inch margins all around.  Late memos will not be 
accepted. 
 
 
Research Paper 
Each student is responsible for producing a 15 page research paper on a topic related to the course. 
The paper is due on the last day of class: April 16.  Late papers will not be accepted. 
 
The accompanying handout will provide more details on the research paper and includes a list of 
suggested general topics in case you are having a hard time getting started. In order to provide you 
with multiple opportunities for feedback and to break the project into smaller, more manageable 
chunks we will adhere to the following schedule: 
 

¥ Statement of research question (1 page maximum) 3% (January 22) 
¥ Revised Statement of research question 3% (1 page) (January 31) 
¥ Research Design (4-5 pages) 5% (February 21) 
¥ First draft of research paper (15 pages) 10% (March 21) 
¥ Peer review 4% (To be completed by April 2) 
¥ Final draft of research paper (15 pages) 15% (April 16) 

 
For the peer review students will be organized into groups of 5. Each group member will read the 
paper drafts of the other four members. The group will then meet outside of class prior to April 2 to 
discuss each paper and offer feedback to the writer. Each group member will produce a written one 
paragraph summary of his/h er comments to each author (so 4 paragraphs total). A copy should be 
given to each writer during the group meeting and a copy of all four paragraphs should be 
turned in at the beginning of class on April 2 as proof the assignment was completed.  



 
Important Course Policies and Procedures 

 
Students with Disabili ties 
Any student with special needs because of a disability is requested to speak with the professor by the 
end of Week 3 (January 22). 
 
Readings and Lectures 
All readings for this course are mandatory. If you attend class, but do not complete the readings you 
are not likely to pass the course. Likewise, if you complete the readings, but do not attend class, you 
are not likely to pass the course. The lectures are designed to supplementÑ not simply reviewÑ the 
assigned readings. 
 
Examination Policies 
Note the midterm (I and II) and final exam dates. No makeup exams will be given without prior 
approval of the instructor at least two weeks before the quiz/exam date/deadline or without a 
doctorÕs note submitted to the professor within 1 week of the quiz/exam. 
 
Plagiarism and Cheating 
Any instance of cheating or plagiarism will result in an E for the course. 
 
 



Mar. 5 Direct Democracy Economist (Swiss) 
LeDuc 
White et. al. 
 

Mar. 7 
Pass-out take-
home exam 2 

Ballot Design and Counting Reynolds and Steenbergen  
Niemi & Herrnson  

* Paper assignment due

Preliminaries 
 
Jan. 8 Course Intro  
 

Social Choice Theory and Electoral Rules 
 

Jan. 10 Social choice and the electorate Colomer 1, 2 
Jan. 15 No Class. Martin Luther King, Jr.  

Day 
 

 

Jan. 18 The power of institutions: Same 
preferences, different outcomes 

Riker 2, 3 

Jan. 22* Indeterminancy with multiple alternatives Riker 4 
Jan. 24 Votes !  Representation Colomer 3 
Jan. 29 Representation !  Government Colomer 4 
Jan. 31* 
Pass-out take-
home exam 1  

What can elections achieve? 
Can democracy work? 

Colomer 5; 
Riker 10 

 
Parties, Representation and Misrepresentation 

 
Feb. 5 
Take-home 
exam 1 due 

Electoral Systems and Party Systems Cox and Amorim Neto 

Feb. 7 
 

Electoral Systems and representation Powell and Vandberg 
Samuels and Snyder 

Feb. 12 
 

WomenÕs representation Reynolds 
Norris 

Feb. 14 Party versus candidate-centered electoral 
rules 

Golden and Chang 
Hicken 

Feb. 19 Mixed Systems: Best of both worlds? Shugart 
Doorenspleet 

Feb. 21* Elections in Divided Societies Lijphart 
Reilly 

 
BREAK 
 

  



 
 

Attempts and Electoral Engineering 
 
Mar. 12 
Take-home 
exam 2 due 

Great Britain Britain Jenkins Commission 
Report  

Mar. 14 Fiji 
Thailand 

Fraenkel and Groffman 
Horowitz 
Fraenkel and Groffman 
Hicken  

Mar. 19 Thailand continued 
Japan 

Hicken 
Reed and Thies (Causes  and 
Consequences) 

Mar. 21* Japan continued 
Italy 

McKean and Scheiner 
Katz 
Bartolini  

 
Reform Issues in the US 

 
 

Campaign Finance 
Mar. 26 
 

The First Amendment and U.S. 
campaign finance reform 

Corrado 
Ortiz 

Mar. 28 Issue advocacy and the BCRA 
Perspectives of the players 

Mann 
Potter and Jowers 

April 2* Fate of the BCRA USSC BCRA (Justice ScaliaÕs 
dissenting opinion only);  
Gross et.al. 2003;  
Corrado & Mann 2003 
(selections--skim) 
Corrado 2006 

 
Redistricting: Minori ty Representation and Incumbent Protection 

April 4 Cumulative Voting and Racial 
Redistricting 

Guinier 
US Supreme Court (Shaw v. 
Reno) 

April 9 
 

Mechanics of modern redistricting  Toobin;  
Peters, Bensen, Bullock,  
McDonald, and Gaddie 
papers from  
Extensions 

April 11 Justiciability of partisan gerrymanders V ieth v. Jubelirer (Syllabus; 
Scalia opinion; Souter and 
Breyer dissents). 
Washington Post 

April 16* Wrap up  



READINGS 
 

Colomer, Josep M. 2001. Political Institutions: Democracy and Social Choice. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 

 
Riker, William. Liberalism Against Populism. Waveland Press, 1982. (Ch.2-4, 10). Handed out in 

Class. 
 
Cox, Gary and Amorim Neto, Octavio. 1997. ÒElectoral institutions, cleavage structures, and the 

number of parties.Ó American Journal of Political Science 41(1):149-174.  
 
Powell, G.B. and Georg Vanberg. 2000. ÒElection Laws, Disproportionality and Median 

Correspondence: Implications for Two Visions of Democracy." British Journal of Political Science 
30(3): 383-411.  

 
Samuels, David and Richard Snyder. 2001. ÒThe Value of a Vote: Malapportionment in Comparative 

Perspective.Ó British Journal of Political Science 31(4): 651-671.  
 
Reynolds, Andrew. 1999. ÒWomen in the legislatures and executives of the world - Knocking at the 

highest glass ceiling.Ó World Politics 51(4): 547-572.  
 
Norris, Pippa. 2004. Electoral Engineering: Voting Rules and Political Behavior. Cambridge University 

Press. Chapter 8. Pp. 179-208. 
  
Golden, Miriam A. and Eric C.C. Chang. 2001. ÒCompetitive corruption: Factional conflict and 

political malfeasance in postwar Italian Christian democracy.Ó World Politics 53(4)(July):588-622.  
 
Hicken, Allen. ÒHow Do Rules and Institutions Encourage Vote Buying?Ó In Elections for Sale: The 

Causes, Consequences, and Reform of Vote Buying Frederic C. Schaffer, ed. Lynne Rienner. IN 
CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 

 
Shugart, Matthew S. 2001. "Electoral 'efficiency' and the move to mixed-member systems." Electoral 

Studies 20(2)(June): 173-193.  
 
Doorenspleet, Renske. 2005. ÒElectoral Systems and Democratic Quality: Do Mixed Systems 

Combine the Best or the Worst of Both Worlds? An Explorative Quantitative Cross-national 
Study.Ó Acta Politica, 40:1. pp. 28-49. Handed out in Class. 

 
Lijphart, Arend. 2004. ÒConstitutional Design for Divided Societies.Ó Journal of Democracy. 15:2 

(April). 
 
Reilly, Benjamin. 2002. ÒElectoral Systems for Divided Societies.Ó Journal of Democracy. 12:2 (April). 
 
The Economist. 1999. ÒPolitics brief: The people's voice.Ó Aug 14, 1999.  
 
LeDuc Lawrence. 2003. The Politics of Direct Democracy: Referendums in a Global Perspective. Broadview 

Press. (chs. 1 and 8.)  
 



White, Stephen, Richard Rose, and Ian McAllister. 1997. How Russia Votes. Chatham, NJ: Chatham 
House Publishers, Inc. Pp. 69-109 (chs.4-5).  

 
Reynolds, Andrew and Marco Steenbergen. 2006. "How the World Votes: The Political 

Consequences of Ballot Design, Innovation and Manipulation.Ó Electoral Studies. 25:3, 570-598.  
 
Niemi, Richard G., and Paul Herrnson. 2003. ÒBeyond the butterfly: The complexity of U.S. 

ballots.Ó Perspectives on Politics 1(2):317-326.  
 
Jenkins Commission Report (a.k.a. Report of the Independent Commission (of the UK) on the Voting System) 

Volume 1. (Volume 2 recommended, selectively). IN  CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 
  http://w ww.archive.official-documents.co.uk/document/c m40/4090/c ontents.htm 
 
Fraenkel, Jon and Bernard Grofman. 2006. ÒDoes the Alternative Vote Foster Moderation in 

Ethnically Divided Societies?: The Case of Fiji.Ó Comparative Political Studies. 39:5, June, 623-651. 
 
Horowitz, Donald L. 2006. ÒStrategy Takes a Holiday: Fraenkel and Grofman on the Alternative 

Vote.Ó Comparative Political Studies. 39:5, June, 652-662. 
 
Fraenkel, Jon and Bernard Grofman. 2006. ÒThe Failure of the Alternative Vote as a Tool for 

Ethnic Moderation in Fiji.Ó Comparative Political Studies. 39:5, June, 663-666. 
 
Hicken, Allen. 2006. ÒParty Fabrication: Constitutional Reform and the Rise of Thai Rak ThaiÓ. 

Journal of East Asian Studies. 6:3, 381-408. 
 
Hicken, Allen. Forthcoming. ÒHow Effective are Institutional Reforms?Ó In Democracy for Sale: The 

Causes, Consequences, and Reform of Vote Buying Frederic C. Schaffer, ed. Lynne Rienner. IN 
CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 

 
Reed, Steven R. and Michael F. Thies. 2001. ÒThe Causes of Electoral Reform in Japan.Ó In Mixed 

Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds. Matthew Soberg Shugart and Martin P. 
Wattenberg, eds. Oxford University Press. 

 
Reed, Steven R. and Michael F. Thies. 2001. ÒThe Consequences of Electoral Reform in Japan.Ó In 

Mixed Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds. Matthew Soberg Shugart and Martin P. 
Wattenberg, eds. Oxford University Press. 

 
McKean, Margaret and Scheiner, Ethan. 2000. ÒJapanÕs New Electoral System: Plus la change...Ó 

Electoral Studies 19(4):447-477. 
 
Katz, Richard S. 2001. ÒReforming the Italian Electoral Law, 1993.Ó In Mixed Member Electoral 

Systems: The Best of Both Worlds. Matthew Soberg Shugart and Martin P. Wattenberg, eds. 
Oxford University Press.  

 
Bartolini, Stefano. 2002. ÒThe Political Consequences of the Italian Mixed Electoral System (1994-

2001.Ó Paper prepared for the Conference of ÒElections and Democracy,Ó Social Science 
Institute, University of Lisbon, 1-2 February 2002. IN CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 

 



Corrado, Anthony. 2005. ÒMoney and Politics: A history of federal campaign finance law.Ó Anthony 
Corrado, Thomas Mann, Daniel Ortiz, and Trevor Potter, eds. The New Campaign Finance 
Sourcebook. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. IN CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 

 http://w ww.brookings.edu/gs/c f/sourcebk01/I nternetChap1.pdf  
 
Ortiz, Daniel R. 2005. ÒThe First Amendment and the limits of campaign finance reform.Ó Anthony 

Corrado, Thomas Mann, Daniel Ortiz, and Trevor Potter, eds. The New Campaign Finance 
Sourcebook. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. IN CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 

 http://w ww.brookings.edu/gs/c f/sourcebk01/I nternetChap3.pdf  
 
Mann, Thomas. 2003. ÒLinking Knowledge and Action: Political Science and Campaign Finance 

Reform.Ó Perspectives on politics 1(1):69-83. 
 
Potter, Trevor and Kirk L. Jowers. 2002. ÒIssue and express advocacy.Ó Anthony Corrado, Thomas 

Mann, Daniel Ortiz, and Trevor Potter, eds. The New Campaign Finance Sourcebook. Washington, 
DC: The Brookings Institution. IN CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 
http://w ww.brook.edu/dybdocroot/gs/c f/sourcebk/I ssueExpressAd.pdf  

 
U.S. Supreme Court (2003). Official Reports of the Supreme Court. McConnell v. FEC (Bipartisan 

Campaign Reform Act). [Justice ScaliaÕs dissenting opinion only requiredÑ p. 168-186.] IN  
CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 
http://a 257.g.akamaitech.net/7 /257/2422/ 10dec20031140/w ww.supremecourtus.gov/o pinions
/03pdf/02-1674.pdf  

 
Gross, Kenneth A., Ki P. Hong, et.al. 2003. ÒSummary of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act and 

impact of Supreme Court decision in McConnell v. FEC.Ó Added Impact: The Newsletter of the Public 
Affairs Council. December. IN CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 

 
Corrado, Anthony, Thomas E. Mann, and Trevor Potter, eds. 2003. Inside the Campaign 
Finance Battle: Court Testimony on the New Reforms. Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press. 

[Selections: ÒViews of the advocates,Ó pp.237-256; Primo ÒCampaign contributions É trust in 
government,Ó pp.285-296; ÒDonor perspectives,Ó pp.297-316; ÒOfficeholder perspectives,Ó 
pp.317-333.]  

 
Corrado, Anthony and Charles A. Dana. 2006. Update on Money and Politics: Party Fundraising in the 

2006 Election. Washington D.C. Committee for Economic Development. IN CTOOL 
READINGS FOLDER 

 
Guinier, Lani. 1991. ÒNo Two Seats: The Elusive Quest for Political Equality.Ó V irginia Law Review 

77(8):1413-1514.  
 
US Supreme Court (1992). Official Reports of the Supreme Court vol.509US part 3. Shaw v. Reno:630-

658. [Selections: Syllabus, Opinion (O-Connor)] IN  CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 
http://s traylight.law.cornell.edu/supct/h tml/92-357.ZO.html  

 
Toobin, Jeffrey. 2003. ÒThe great election grab: When does gerrymandering become a threat to 

democracy?Ó The New Yorker. December 8, 2003. 
 



The following articles are all included in Extensions: A Journal of the Carl Albert Congressional Research 
and Studies Center, Fall 2004. I will provide a copy of the journal for each student. 
¥ Peters, Ronald M. ÒRedistricting and representation:Ó 2-4. 
¥ Bensen, Clark. ÒSubstantial political consequences: A practitionerÕs perspective on 

redistricting:Ó 5-8. 
¥ Bullock, Charles S. III. ÒTwo generations of redistricting: An overview:Ó 9-13. 
¥ McDonald, Michael P. ÒDrawing the line: Redistricting and competition in congressional 

elections:Ó 14-18. 
¥ Gaddie, Ronald Keith. ÒThe Texas redistricting, measure for measure:Ó 19-24. 

IN CTOOL READINGS FOLDER  
http://w ww.ou.edu/special/albertctr/c achome.html  
 
US Supreme Court (2004). Official Reports of the Supreme Court. Vieth v. Jubelirer [Selections: Syllabus, 

Opinion (Scalia), Dissent 2 (Souter), Dissent 3 (Breyer)]. IN  CTOOL READINGS FOLDER 
http://s traylight.law.cornell.edu/supct/search/di splay.html?terms=vieth&url=/supct/h tml/02-
1580.ZS.html  

 
ÒRedistricting Reconsidered.Ó The Washington Post. 15 November, 2006, 
 
 
Final: Wednesday, April 25, 4:00 pm - 6:00 pm 
 


