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Course Description

What are the expectations for the political behavior of democratic citizens and how well do ordinary
Americans meet those expectations? Democratic theories attempt to ground government in the will of the
people, but do the people demonstrate a capacity for self-government? Political leadership is rendered
accountable to the people primarily through the institutional mechanism of elections, and this mechanism
provides strategic politicians with a continuing incentive to pay some attention to the needs and opinions
of the people while in office. Do democratic citizens hold their elected leaders responsible? What
information serves as a basis for the political judgments of democratic citizens? The central purpose of
the course is to investigate the extent to which, and the way in which, citizens in the United States meet
expectations regarding their capacity for self-governance. We begin with discussion of classical and
contemporary normative expectations for democratic citizens and then review research from political
science to assess how well Americans meet these expectations.

Required Texts

Nina Eliasoph, Avoiding Politics

Morris Fiorina, Culture War? (2™ ed.)

Thomas Frank, WhatOghe Matter with Kansas?

Pietro Nivola and David Brady, eds., Redand Blue Nation?
Robert Putnam, Bowling Alone

Michael Schudson, The Good Citizen

Katherine Cramer Walsh, Talking about Politics

Electronic copies of journal articles are available on-line at the course website.

A coursepack of remaining readings will be available.



Course Requirements

CLASS DISCUSSION (30%): Discussion is, in many ways, the critical component to what you and others
learn from the seminar. As a result, your thoughtful participation during our weekly meetings is an
essential part of the course and your grade. Come with questions and comments on the readings, as well
as thoughts about what the readings failedto address. You should build critically and constructively, but
always with civility, on the comments of your classmates. Absences count against your grade.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS (10%): In advance of class each week, you must submit a question or comment
about the readings for possible discussion. A series of related comments or questions is fine, but they
should fit together coherently. You should write enough to make your question or comment clear,
perhaps indicating why the issue interests or concerns you, but you do not need to, nor should you, write a
mini-essay. Questions or comments should be responsive to assigned material, reflecting some effort to
read and think about the material. These are due via the course website at 8:00 am on the day of class.

SHORT RESPONSE PAPERS (30%): You must submit two papers responding to a week’s assigned
readings. You may choose when to write, as long as you write in two of the first four sections of the
course. I want to know your reactions to the material. You might discuss what you especially liked and
disliked about the arguments. You might point out interesting ways in which the readings relate to one
another, to current events, or to your own experiences. You might discuss questions that the material
provoked you to think about. Regardless of what you discuss, your goal is to share your own views and
support or exgdain them with reference to the readings. But you should not merely summarize the
material. Papers must touch on the entire set of readings. The best papers will have a single theme that
structures the paper, rather than discussing each reading separately.

I will grade the papers on adherence to these guidelines and, more generally, on grasp of the material,
thoughtfulness of the discussion, and writing quality. Proofread: Grammar, spelling, and style count!

The length should be no more than thr eedouble-spaced pages(12 pt TimesNew Roman, or about 900
wor ds); longer papers will be penalized. Submit the papers at the start of class during which we discuss
the readings (no excepions!).

RESEARCH PAPER (30%):

The final requirement is a research paper. You may write on any topic so long as it is closely tied to the
central question of this course. In choosing a topic, for example, you may expand on all or a portion of
one of the weekly themes, explore connections between weekly debates, or investigate a related theme we
did not have time to cover. You might build on the themes you raised in one or more of your response
papers. You must do outside research (i.e., beyond the assigned readings) by examining scholarly sources
on the topic and discussions of the issue in popular sources. For scholarly publications, you must consult
at least six library books and six journal articles by different authors. These are minimum standards;
excellent papers may involve more extensive research. The paper should discuss normative expectations
and actual behavior, but one can be emphasized more than the other. If you need help locating additional
material, you should bring a clear description of the intended topic and a list of sources you have already
found.

The paper should meet standard, high expectations for a good term paper — well-organized, well-written,
well-argued (i.e., with a clear argument and supporting evidence). The length should be no more than
4000 wor ds (not counting references); longer papers will be penalized. Papers must be submitted in two
places—hard copies in the box on my door and electronic copies via the course website—no later than
9:00 AM on Thursday, April 19.



COURSE SCHEDULE

* = readings found in the coursepack

1. WHAT Do WE EXPECT OF CITIZENS IN OUR DEMOCRACY?

1. INTRODUCTION AND CiVIC SURVEY (JAN. 9)

2. IDEALS OF DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP IN AMERICAN HISTORY (JAN. 16)

Michael Schudson. The Good Citizen (entire)

3. IDEALS OF DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP IN POLITICAL THEORY (JAN. 23)

*Jane Mansbridge. 1999. “On the Idea that Participation Makes Better Citizens.” Citizen Competence
and Democratic Institutions, ed. Elkin & Soltan. (pp. 291-320)

*Michael Walzer. 1992. “Civility and Civic Virtue in Contemporary America.” What It Meansto Be an
American. (pp. 81-101)

*Michael Delli Carpini and Scott Keeter. 1996. What Americans Know about Politicsand Why It
Matters. (pp. 22-40)

*Will Kymlicka and Wayne Norman. 2001. “The Return of the Citizen.” Democracy. (pp.220-7)
Charles Bens. 2001. “What Does It Mean to Be a Good Citizen?” National Civic Review 90:193-97.

II. DO AMERICANS GET INVOLVED?

4. PoLITICAL PARTICIPATION (JAN. 30)

*Russell Dalton. 2006. CitizenPolitics 4™ ed. pp. 35-77.

Sidney Verba et al. 1993. “Citizen Activity: Who Participates? What Do They Say?” American
Political Science Review 87(2): 303-18.

Readings on Jury Duty: Pabst et al. “The Myth of the Unwilling Juror.” Richert. “A New Verdict on
Juror Willingness.” Pabst et al. “The Value of Jury Duty: Serving is Believing.”

John Gastil et al. 2002. “Civic Awakening in the Jury Room: A Test of the Connection between Jury
Deliberation and Political Participation.” Journal of Politics64(2): 585-95.

David Leal. 1999. “It’s Not Just a Job: Military Service and Latino Political Participation.” Political
Behavior 21(2): 153-74.



5. CiIvIC ENGAGEMENT |: PATTERNSAND TRENDS (FEB. 6)

Robert Putnam. 2000. Bowling Alone. (chapters 1-9) pp. 15-180.

6. Civic ENGAGEMENT Il: CAUSESAND CONSEQUENCES (FEB. 13)

Robert Putnam. 2000. Bowling Alone. (chapters 10-15, 16-22) pp. 183-284, 287-363.

III. How WELL DO AMERICANS GOVERN THEMSELVES?

7. PoLiTiIcAL KNOWLEDGE AND MAKING SENSE OF PoLITIcs (FEB. 20)

*Michael Delli Carpini and Scott Keeter. 1996. What Americans Know about Politicsand Why It
Matters. pp. 62-104

Martin Gilens. 2001. “Political Ignorance and Collective Policy Preferences.” APSR 95(2): 379-96.

Milton Lodge, Kathleen McGraw, and Patrick Stroh. 1989. “An Impression-Driven Model of Candidate
Evaluation.” APSR 83:399-419.

Arthur Lupia. 1994. “Shortcuts versus Encyclopedias: Information and Voting Behavior in California
Insurance Reform Elections.” American Political Science Review 88(1): 63-76.

Philip Converse. 2000. “Assessing the Capacity of Mass Electorates.” Ann. Rev. of PS3: 331-53

FEBRUARY 27 — NO CLASS (WINTER TERM BREAK)

8. SociAL NETWORKSAND PoLI TICAL DiscussioN (MAR. 6)

Katherine Cramer Walsh. 2004. Talking about Politics (chapters 1 and 3-7; pp. 1-15, 34-167)

Diana Mutz. 2002. “Cross-cutting Social Networks: Testing Democratic Theory in Practice.” American
Political Science Review 96(1): 111-26.

9. THE QUALITY OF CiviCc LIFE (MAR. 13)
Nina Eliasoph. 1998. Avoiding Politics How Americans Produce Apathy in Everyday Life. (chs. 1-7)
pp. 1-209.

*Morris Fiorina. 1999. “Extreme Voices: The Dark Side of Civic Engagement.” Civic Engagement and
American Democracy, ed. Skocpol and Fiorina. (pp. 395-425)



10. SELF-INTEREST AND VALUESASPOLITICAL MOTIVATIONS (MAR. 20)

Thomas Frank. 2004. WhatOghe Matter with Kansas?
Larry Bartels. 2006. “What’s the Matter with WhatOghe Matter with Kansas?” QJPS 1(2): 201-226.

Larry Bartels. 2005. “Homer Gets a Tax Cut: Inequality and Public Policy in the American Mind.”
Perspectiveson Politics3(1): 15-31.

*Jack Citrin and Donald Green. 1990. “The Self-Interest Motive in American Public Opinion.”
Researchin Micropolitics3:1-27.

IV. DO AMERICANS HOLD THE RIGHT VALUES AND CAN THEY GET ALONG?

11. THEVALUESDIVIDE? (MAR. 27)

Morris Fiorina. 2004. Culture War: The Myth of a Polarized America. 2nd ed.
Pietro Nivola and David Brady, eds. 2006. Redand Blue Nation? Selections TBD

12. Civic ATTITUDES AND DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES (APR. 3)
*Robert Erikson and Kent Tedin. 2007. “Public Opinion and Democratic Stability.” American Public
Opinion, 8" ed. (7" ed. updated). pp. 162-65, 174-90.

*Jill Edy. 1999. “The Content of Our Attitudes: Public Opinion in the Contemporary United States.”
Public Opinion, by Carroll Glynn et al. pp.341-57, 370-79.

Pamela Johnston Conover, Ivor Crewe, and Donald Searing. 1991. “The Nature of Citizenship in the
United States and Great Britain.” Journal of Politics53(3): 800-832

Seymour Martin Lipset. 1996. “Ideology, Politics, and Deviance.” American Exceptionalism. pp. 31-
52.,

Ronald Inglehart. 2003. “How Solid Is Support for Democracy — And How Can We Measure 1t?” PS
Political Scienceand Politics36:51-57.



13. TOLERANCE AND CIVILITY (APR. 10)

Robert Erikson and Kent Tedin. 2007. “Public Opinion and Democratic Stability.” American Public
Opinion, 8" ed. (7" ed. updated). pp. 166-74.

Jill Edy. 1999. “The Content of Our Attitudes: Public Opinion in the Contemporary United States.”
Public Opinion, by Carroll Glynn et al. pp. 357-70.

Dennis Chong. 1993. “How People Think, Reason, and Feel about Rights and Liberties.” American
Journal of Political Science 37:867-99.

Darren Davis and Brian Silver. 2004. “Civil Liberties vs. Security: Public Opinion in the Context of the
Terrorist Attacks on America.” AJPS48(1): 28-46.

Dennis Chong. 2006. “Free Speech and Multiculturalism In and Out of the Academy.” PP 27(1): 29-54.

V. CAN AMERICAN CITIZENSHIP BE STRENGTHENED?

14. PRESCRIPTIONSFOR CIVIC ILL S? (APR. 17)

*James Fishkin. 1999. “Toward Deliberative Democracy: Experimenting with an Ideal.” Citizen
Competence and Democratic Institutions, ed. Elkin & Soltan. (pp. 279-90)

Henry Brady, James Fishkin, and Robert Luskin. 2003. “Informed Public Opinion about Foreign Policy:
The Uses of Deliberative Polling.” Brookings Review21(3): 16-19.

*Michael Delli Carpini and Scott Keeter. 1996. What Americans Know about Politicsand Why It
Matters. pp. 41-61.

*Pamela Johnston Conover and Donald Searing. 2000. “A Political Socialization Perspective.”
Red scovering the Democratic Purposesof Education, ed. McDonnell, Timpane, and Benjamin. (pp.
91-123)

*Donald Kinder and Don Herzog. 1993. “Democratic Discussion.” Reconsidering the Democratic
Public, ed. Marcus and Hanson. (pp. 347-78)

Robert Weissberg. 2001. “Democratic Political Competence: Clearing the Underbrush and a
Controversial Proposal.” Political Behavior 23(3): 257-84.



