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Democracy is in crisis around the world, or so it seems. From the election of aspiring autocrats in 
East Central Europe and Italy to the invasion of the United States Capitol on January 6, 2021, the 
illusion that established democracies were unassailable has been shattered. In third-wave 
democracies – those that came into being after 1974, the stability of democracy was never as assured 
as in first- and second-wave democracies (those that came into being in the nineteenth century and 
the inter-war period in Europe, respectively). But they have given us some illustrations of the 
greatest challenges to democracy today.  
 
This course focuses on the question of why so many democracies are in crisis today, and the 
diversity of the challenges, origins, and possible paths forward, by concentrating on a single region, 
Latin America. Not in decades have so many aspiring autocrats come so close to power in Latin 
America. Parties that have governed democracies for decades are losing popular support, institutions 
that check presidents are under attack, and ordinary people are protesting what they perceive are 
failed policies and exclusionary democratic rules. To explain democratic erosion, scholars have 
pointed to failed economic policies; high levels of corruption and crime; the exclusion of women, 
indigenous peoples, and Afrodescendants from decision making; and fake news and social media 
campaigns as possible causes for the lack of trust in democratic institutions that has opened the door 
to political outsiders seeking to aggrandize power. But there remains considerable uncertainty about 
which of these factors trumps the others, and why they play out differently in different countries. In 
particular, why do democratic institutions “hold” in some countries and times but not in others?  
 
Democratic crises may seem universal today, but there is also something typically “Latin American” 
about them. As a region, Latin America has had more “waves” of democratization, authoritarian 
coups, and democratic backsliding than others. While the lessons are generalizable to other, 
especially third-wave democracies (including but not exclusively on Europe’s southern and eastern 
flanks), the intuition behind this course is that Latin American countries share enough common 
features as a region and diversity of experiences – across countries and over time – to generate rich 
hypotheses about why we find ourselves in this moment, and evidence that can be used to evaluate 
arguments about the future of democracy in Latin America. The seminar will leverage these different 
experiences with democracy, strength of political institutions, degree of social inclusion and strength 
of political representation, and citizen frustration with economic and social policy, public security, 
and corruption to test existing theories and propose new ones. We will examine common themes – 
ethnic, racial, and class divisions; distributive policies; the role of media and social movements in 
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political polarization, and the resilience of democratic institutions – in countries that are no longer 
democracies, those in peril, and those that remain relatively stable.   
 
The course is organized into six parts. The first introduces and briefly describes the problem of 
democracy in Latin America, examines contending theories about democracy, and provides some 
quick benchmarks of democracy in Latin America over time. The second examines four pathways to 
democratic crisis through nine case studies, contrasted with the few democracies that seem not to be 
in crisis. The third part focuses explicitly on how to do political science research, as preparation for 
the research paper required of every student in the class. The fourth part turns our attention to the 
factors that brought countries to the current crisis -- including the economic foundations of 
discontent (neoliberalism, the end of the commodity boom and recession, inequality, and unmet 
demands); the weakness of institutions of political representation (political parties, legislatures); 
ethnic, racial, gender-based, and regional exclusion; and failures of governance (the pervasiveness of 
corruption; public insecurity; and political polarization and the rise of fake news. Through the lens 
of voter preferences, political protest, and the response of the institutional actors that constitute the 
“backstops” of democratic backsliding, the fifth part asks what’s next for Latin American 
democracy. The final part concludes.    
 
The course has three goals. The first is to introduce students to Latin American politics through the 
lens of contemporary challenges to democracy. The second is to give students expertise and practice 
in analyzing a major political problem and maximize opportunities for student discussion and 
learning through interactive participation, to a greater extent than is typical in 1000-level courses. 
The third is to afford students an opportunity to do original research and write a seminar paper. 
Because the expectation is that most of you will not have conducted original research and written a 
seminar paper before this course, some readings and class time and exercises are devoted to building 
student skills in this area.  
 
Note that if you are interested in democratic crises in a country not featured in the course that is in 
Latin America, you are most welcome to explore your interest in the course, and, to make this 
manageable, may substitute readings about that country for required readings. If you are interested 
in democratic crisis in a country or set of countries outside of Latin America, your interest will be 
accommodated to the extent possible. While you are responsible for mastering some aspects of a 
democratic crisis in one or more Latin American countries for class discussions and short exercises, 
you may bring another country or region into your own work in the course (short papers and final 
research paper), preferably in comparison with a Latin American country or the region as a whole. 
 
 

Course Info 
 
Course Requirements 
 
1) Seminar participation. This course is a seminar. Students are expected to attend, be prepared to 

discuss the reading, and participate in class discussions every week. Some weeks, especially 
earlier in the semester, we will closely read fewer pages in order to discuss in depth the 
motivating questions for the course and some examples of how students may define their own 
questions for research. As the course progresses, students will assume more responsibility for 
extracting key empirical details to support their own arguments during class discussions. 
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To help students prepare for class, questions are posted for each week’s theme and readings on 
the syllabus for the week in which they will be discussed. Student participation (worth a total of 
35% of the final grade) will be assessed on two bases:  
 

 Attendance and participation in class discussions. (23 percent of the grade) 
 Reading Exercises.  To enhance class participation and help students to focus on some of the 

most important lessons to draw from each week’s reading and to prepare for their research 
papers, students will prepare three short memos (1-2 pages) following guidelines provided 
on three occasions during the semester in advance of the class in which they will be 
discussed, based entirely on the course readings for that week. What are important are sharp 
answers to the questions asked, and thus, you may answer questions with bullet points, 
figures, diagrams, and graphs, or prose. Each unit has detailed guidance on how to approach 
these memos. Come to class prepared to discuss your ideas, and please submit your memos 
to the Canvas website by 9:30AM on the days these memos will be discussed (January 24, 
February 7, and February 21 (4 % of the grade each; 12% of the grade in total). 

 
2) Memos. On four occasions, students will submit memos that will involve going beyond a simple 

summary of required readings to wrestle with a question that comes out of the week’s theme.  
 

 Memo I: Data   
 Memo II: Economic Foundations of Discontent 
 Memo III: Voters, Trust, and Polarization 
 Memo IV: Institutional Backstops 

 Submissions are due to the course website (https://canvas.harvard.edu/courses/23253#) by midnight of the 
day before the reading will be discussed. You should have submitted them by 11:59PM on January 30, 
March 6, April 10, and April 17. (3, 4, 4, and 4 percent of the grade, respectively; 15 percent of the grade 
overall). 

 
3) Short Papers. In preparation for the seminar paper, four times during the semester, students will 

submit to the course Dropbox a short paper (suggested lengths and point values are summarized 
on page 22 of this syllabus), which will correspond to different stages of framing research. These 
papers are intended to help build toward your research paper.  

 Short Paper 1: Question/Literature review/Outcome 
 Short Paper 2: Theory/Explanation/Hypotheses 
 Short Paper 3: Research Design  
 Short Paper 4: Evidence 

 Submissions are due to the course website (https://canvas.harvard.edu/courses/23253#) by midnight of the 
day after the week’s class. You should have submitted them 11:59PM on February 15, March 1, March 
22, and April 5. (These are worth 15% of the overall grade. Because later assignments build on earlier ones 
with the benefit of instructor feedback, the value of each assignment rises. They are worth 2, 3, 4, and 6 
percent of the grade, respectively.) 

 
4) Synopsis: An important step in producing research is to present it for comments by peer. 

Every student in the class will post a two-page (single-spaced) version of their projects 
(summarizing questions, outcomes, theories/explanations, and preliminary evidence) to a 
dedicated page on the course webpage, which classmates will review. Students are expected 
to ask at least one question or make at least one comment/suggestion for five papers that are 
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the closest to their expertise and interest. We will discuss these on the last day of class. (5 
percent of the grade).  

 Synopses must be posted by midnight on 6PM on April 23.  
  

5) Final research paper.  Students may choose to do cross-national statistical or qualitative analysis 
exploring an explanatory factor (for example, the degree of political polarization, the popularity of 
presidents, or some aspect of government performance). Or you may choose to do a focused 
comparison across a few cases or trace the causal processes of your theory in or more countries. 
Suggested length:  25 pages (including figures and references) (30 percent of the grade) 

 The final paper is tentatively due by 5PM on May 3. (The papers will be due no earlier than May 3 and 
might be extended depending on the Final Exam schedule, which has yet to be released by the Registrar’s 
Office.) 

 
These assignments are summarized on the final page of the syllabus. 
 
Meetings with Instructor 
 
To help prepare for the short papers and final paper submission, I will meet with all students in the 
class on at least two occasions during the semester. Please schedule appointments with me via 
Calendly in advance of short paper #1 (February 21), and after you have submitted short paper #2. 
You may schedule the first meeting as early in the semester as you would like, but no later than 
February 15, and the second should be scheduled during the weeks of March 20 and March 27 (I 
will make extra hours available). The purpose of the second meeting will be to discuss your second 
and third short papers (in progress), and for me to answer any questions you have about how to 
marshal evidence to test your hypotheses and advance toward your final paper. 
 
Policy on joint submission of student research proposals and papers 
 
Juniors in the course may wish to incorporate their work in this course into their senior thesis or in 
thesis preparation courses such as Government 62. Students should be aware that Government 
Department policy requires the permission of both instructors to do so. Please see me if you have 
any questions or would like to ask for permission to do a joint submission. 
 
Late Policy 
 
Every student receives a “bank” of 96 late hours that they can use throughout the term to hand in 
assignments late, no questions asked. After they have drained the bank, assignments will be 
graded down one-third of a letter grade (e.g. A to A-) for every day they are late.  
 
Exceptions and extensions may still be granted for medical and personal emergencies, which 
normally should be certified by a student’s Resident Dean or a University physician. When in doubt, 
please contact me.  
 
Course website 
 
On the course website https://canvas.harvard.edu/courses/117421, accessible through 
my.harvard.edu, “Courses”), you will find a copy of the course syllabus, access to course readings, 
and a summary of course modules and assignments, as well as important announcements and 
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background information. Links to online resources, data sources, and where to find additional 
support will also be provided on the course website. 

 
Outside of class, the primary means of communication with students will be through email and 
announcements on the course website (of which you will be notified by email). Students are 
expected to ensure they have access to and use the website, and check their email, on a regular basis.  
 
Course readings 
 
• Expectations for required and suggested reading. Students are expected to do all the required 

reading. Suggested reading on a given topic is listed for students wishing to acquire deeper 
background on that topic and recommended for students writing a memo, short paper, or research 
paper on either that topic or country.  

 
• How to access course readings. Again, all course readings will be available on the course website.    
 
Additional Course Resources 
 
Kathleen Sheehan (ksheehan@fas.harvard.edu) is the research librarian who is the official liaison of 
the Government Department. She is a valuable resource for each of you as you search for evidence 
for your research papers. Please feel free to reach out to her. 
 
Collaboration Policy Statement  
 
For all written work in this class, students’ ideas must be their own.  Students may read each other’s 
papers and memos and offer feedback.  However, all idea generation and writing for handed-in 
assignments must be done individually. Students that peer review each other’s work must be sure 
that their ideas and composition reflect their own individual effort. In your prospectus, you must 
also adhere to standard citation practices in the discipline and properly cite any books, articles, 
websites, lectures, etc. that have helped you with your work.  
 
Accommodations for students with disabilities  
 
In accordance with College policy, students needing academic adjustments or accommodations 
because of a documented disability must present their Faculty Letter from the Disability Access 
Office (DAO) by the end of the second week of the term, February 3th. All discussions will remain 
confidential, although it may be necessary to discuss appropriate implementation with the AEO 
staff.  
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COURSE SYLLABUS AND OUTLINE 
 
 

I. COURSE INTRODUCTION 
 

Week 1, January 24: Democratic Trajectories. What Causes Democracies to “Backslide?”  
 
In our first class, we will introduce ourselves, discuss course expectations, and introduce the course 
themes. We will also engage in a substantive discussion of the nature and background of the current 
crisis facing Latin American democracies. 
 
As you do this week’s reading, keep in mind the following questions (which we will discuss in class): 

♦ How, historically, did established democracies “die?” 
♦ What forms does contemporary “democratic backsliding take? 
♦ What causes democratic backsliding? Why now?  

 
Reading Exercise 1 (1-2 pages): Taking one of the readings for this week, trace the following four steps in the 
frame of their work: 

1. How do the authors describe their outcome of interest? Do they use a figure? If so, what does that 
figure tell us and how does the author convey its most important finding? 

2. Trace the steps the author follows to move from the outcome to the question the paper asks. Identify the 
question, and then, identify the steps the author takes to get there. 

3. Now trace the steps from question to puzzle. What is the puzzle? Identify the steps the author used to get 
there. 

4. What is the author’s thesis?  
 

Due: 9:30AM, January 24 
 
Required Reading: 
 

Steven Levitsky and Daniel Ziblatt, How Democracies Die (Crown Publishers, 2018) 
“Introduction” (pp. 1-10) and Chapter 1, “Fateful Alliances” (pp. 11-32). Note. This work is 
available to read online through Hollis here, but cannot be downloaded as a PDF. 
 
Nancy Bermeo, “On Democratic Backsliding,” Journal of Democracy 27(1) 2016: pp. 5-19. 
 
Milan Svolik, “Polarization versus Democracy,” Journal of Democracy 30 (3) 2019, 20-32 (pay 
careful attention to pages 20-24). 

 
Suggested Reading: 
 

Robert Dahl, Polyarchy (Yale University Press, 1971), Chapters 6, “Equality and Inequality,” 7, 
“Subcultures,” and 8, “The Beliefs of Activists,” pp.81-104, 105-123, 124-188.  
 
(This reading is long, but a classic. Many of the themes in these chapters will be discussed later 
in the course. You will not be responsible for this reading, but we will return to the role of 
inequality, political cleavages, and political beliefs later in the course.)  

https://web-p-ebscohost-com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/ehost/detail/detail?vid=0&sid=b3eecd08-1be2-4a1e-a75d-b602d87a0ee5%40redis&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZSZzY29wZT1zaXRl#anchor=tocAnchor&db=nlebk&AN=1517159
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Week 2, January 31: Who’s Democratic, and Why? Finding Puzzles in Mapping Democracy 
in Latin America 
 
This week, we will take some of the broad themes we introduced last week and apply them to Latin America. There 
will be no required reading for this week. Instead, students will choose a hypothesis from last week (only one is 
necessary, but if you wish to explore the interaction of two, that is okay), and determine whether some long-standing 
assumptions about democracy are true in Latin America today. In any case, you should ask a specific question that 
can be answered with empirical evidence.  
 
There are different ways you may approach this short exercise through accessing data from the following sources to plot 
values on an explanation to a question that has intrigued you from the reading: 
 
♦ Option 1: Public opinion data from the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP), for survey data of 

public opinion, which are available at: https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/ Using your laptop with a 
Harvard ISP, you can access the interactive tool that allows you to generate graphs by cross-
tabulating responses to two questions in the public opinion surveys that are administered in each 
country in the region every two years. 

 
Students who choose this option may wish to consult a LAPOP “Topic Brief” (available online at the LAPOP 
website) for ideas about how LAPOP survey data can be used to identify a question and “test” some initial ideas. 
Here a few examples are provided for students: 

∗ Mariana V. Ramírez Bustamante and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, “Tolerance of Executive “Coups” in 
Peru,” LAPOP Topical Brief #035 (October 2019). 

∗ Sebastian Larrea and J. Daniel Montalvo, Can Presidential Popularity Decrease Public Perceptions of 
Political Corruption? The Case of Ecuador under Rafael Correa LAPOP Topical Brief #032 (December 
2017) 

∗ Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, Noam Lupu, and Mollie J. Cohen, Democracy and Governance in the Americas: 
Key Findings from LAPOP’s AmericasBarometer, LAPOP Topical Brief #030 (September 2017). 

 
 If you choose this option, write a short memo (1 paragraph + a graph are sufficient) about something that is 

puzzling that emerged from your data analysis. The memo should include a sentence or two explaining your 
question, and another sentence or two explaining your puzzle, and what is surprising about what you have 
found, given what either the literature or your own intuition tells you should be true. Be prepared to present 
your data and puzzle in class. 

 
♦ Option 2: Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem), for expert rankings of values on various components of democracy 

such as institutional integrity and political participation over time. Available at: https://v-dem.net/ 
See especially “datasets” and the “graphing tools” tabs.  
 

 If you choose this option, write a short memo (again, 1 paragraph and a graph are sufficient) about which 
countries can be considered cases of “democratic backsliding” or “executive action” in at least two points in 
time. Justify your choice of indicators and points in time. 

 
Short Memo 1. Due to Canvas by 11:59 PM on Monday, January 30 
 
 
  

https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/
https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/ITB032en.pdf
https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/ITB032en.pdf
https://v-dem.net/


8 
 

 
II. PATHWAYS TO DEMOCRATIC CRISIS: CASE STUDIES  

  
This part of the course will help students to build knowledge about a country or set of countries that 
interests them and that will inform your final research papers. It will also allow us as a group to 
classify countries according to the type of democratic crisis they are experiencing, and how far down 
the path of democratic crisis they have traveled.  
 
Week 3, February 7:  Pathways, Part I. Democratic Breakdown in Venezuela and Nicaragua, 
and “Near Breakdown” in Bolivia and Ecuador 
 
This week, we begin to sort countries into buckets of different pathways to different forms of democratic crisis. We begin 
by examining two sets of countries: those where democracy “broke down” and those where it was gravely challenged, but 
so far has not. 
 
Reading Exercise 2 (1-2 pages): Respond to one of the following two questions. Sketch out the arguments the 
authors make. Are their arguments convincing?  
 

1. What are the explanations for why democracies in Venezuela and Nicaragua broke down and became 
autocracies by any definition? How do explanations about one country “travel” to the other?  

2. What are some explanations for why democracies that were threatened with autocratic outcomes (Bolivia, 
Honduras, Ecuador) appear to have survived these crises?  

 
Due 9:30 AM, February 7. 

 
Required Reading 
 

Kai M. Thaler and Eric Mosinger, “Nicaragua: Doubling Down on Dictatorship,” Journal of 
Democracy 33, 2 (April 2022), 133-146.  
 
Michael Penfold and Javier Corrales, Dragon in the Tropics: Venezuela and the Legacy of Hugo Chavez 
(Brookings Institution Press 2nd edition, 2015), Chapter 1, “The Chávez Revolution in 
Perspective” (pp. 1-14) and Chapter 2, “Power Grabbing and the Rise of a Hybrid Regime in 
Venezuela, 1999-2009” (pp. 15-47). Online access through Harvard Library - https://muse-jhu-
edu.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/book/38945)   
 
V. Ximena Velasco Guachalla, Calla Hummel, Sam Handlin, and Amy Erica Smith, “Latin 
America Erupts: When Does Competitive Authoritarianism Take Root?” Journal of Democracy 3 
(July 2021), 63-77.  Note that this article covers three countries – Venezuela, Bolivia, and Brazil. This week, 
we will discuss only Venezuela and Bolivia. You may therefore skim pp. 68-70, which we will return to next 
week. 
 
John Polga-Hecimovich and Francisco Sánchez, “Latin America Erupts: Ecuador’s Return to 
the Past,” Journal of Democracy 32, 3 (July 2021), 5-18.  

 
Suggested Reading: 
 

https://muse-jhu-edu.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/book/38945
https://muse-jhu-edu.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/book/38945
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Michael McCarthy, “Six Things you need to know about Venezuela’s political and economic 
crisis,” The Washington Post, May 28, 2016. 
 
Michael Penfold and Javier Corrales, Dragon in the Tropics: Venezuela and the Legacy of Hugo Chavez 
(Brookings Institution Press 2nd edition, 2015), Chapter 3, “Economic Policy and the Oil Honey 
Pot” (pp. 48-71) and Chapter 4, “Institutional Resource Curse: Seizing Political Control of 
PDVSA” (pp. 72-98). Online access through Harvard Library - https://muse-jhu-edu.ezp-
prod1.hul.harvard.edu/book/38945).  
 
V. Ximena Velasco Guachalla, Calla Hummel, Jami Nelson-Nuñez, and Carew Boulding =, 
“Compounding Crises: Bolivia in 2020,” Revista de Ciencia Política, 41 (2021), 211-237. 
 
John Polga-Hecimovich, “Reshaping the State: The Unitary Executive Presidency of Rafael 
Correa,” in Francisco Sánchez and Simón Pacheco, eds., Assessing the Left Turn in Ecuador (New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2020), pp. 15-41. 
 
Paolo Moncagatta, Arturo Moscoso Moreno, and Simón Pachano, Ecuador and in the Americas, 
2018/19: Taking the Pulse of Democracy, LAPOP/USAID, 2020. 
 
Carlos de la Torre & Andrés Ortiz Lemos (2016) Populist polarization and the slow death of 
democracy in Ecuador, Democratization, 23:2, 221-24. 
 
To be added: optional reading on Honduras 

 
 
  

https://muse-jhu-edu.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/book/38945
https://muse-jhu-edu.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/book/38945
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Week 4, February 14: Pathways, Part II. The Problem of the Executive Aggrandizement of 
Power in Brazil, Mexico, and El Salvador 
 
This week, we continue our unit on pathways to democratic crisis. We focus on the attempts of 
executives to expand their power bases in Mexico, Brazil, and El Salvador. 
 
As you do this week’s reading, keep in mind the following questions (which we will discuss in class): 

♦ What explanations have been offered for why democratically elected presidents in Mexico, Brazil, and El 
Salvador appear to have initiated democratic backsliding?  

♦ Are democratically elected presidents who attempted democratic backsliding succeeding? Where are they 
succeeding, and where did they not, or might they not, succeed? 

♦ Do any of the explanations for democratic backsliding in other cases explain at least the early steps toward 
democratic backsliding in the “successful” cases? 

♦ What are some explanations for why democratic backsliding was stymied? Do these represent the absence of 
the conditions that led to successful backsliding, or have authors introduced new factors?  

 
Required Reading 
 

Guillermo O’Donnell, “Delegative Democracy,” Journal of Democracy 5 (1994), 55-69 
 
Guillermo O’Donnell, Dissonances: Democratic Critiques of Democracy (University of Notre Dame 
Press, 2007), Chapter Two, “Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies,” pp. 49-74, and 
Chapter Three “Horizontal Accountability: The Legal Institutionalization of Mistrust pp. 77-97. 
(Available for download from Hollis/also available on course website). 
 
Mariano Sánchez-Talanquer and Kenneth F. Greene, “Is Mexico Falling into the Authoritarian 
Trap,” Journal of Democracy 32 (2021), 56-71. 
 
Brian Winter, “Messiah Complex,” Foreign Affairs, August 11, 2020, pp. 119-131. 
 
Manuel Meléndez-Sánchez, “Latin America Erupts: Millennial Authoritarianism in El Salvador,” 
Journal of Democracy 32 (2021), 19-32. 

 
Suggested Reading: 
 

The Economist. “Special Report: Brazil on the Brink,” June 5, 2021. 
 
Mariano Sánchez Talanquer, “Mexico 2019: Personalistic Politics and Neoliberalism from the 
Left,” Revista de Ciencia Política 40, 2 (2020), 401-430. 
 

First short paper due: February 15, 11:59 PM  
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Week 5, February 21:  Pathways, Part III: Why Did Radical Outsiders Get Elected in Chile 
and Peru (but not Costa Rica and Uruguay)? When are Disruptions the Way to Expanding 
Responsiveness and Inclusion? 
 
To this point, we have examined several cases in which elected executives have attempted to broaden their powers at the 
expense of other branches of government and their political opponents. But however frequent an occurrence in 
contemporary Latin America, it is not the only pathway from the apparently consolidated democracies we saw in the 
region twenty years ago. This week, we examine two other pathways: that of excluded citizens demanding, and electing, 
governments that differ dramatically from their predecessors, as well as cases in which democracy appears to be stable.  
 
Reading Exercise 3 (1-2 pages): This week, you have two options. Choose one. 
 

Option 1: Drawing from the case of Chile or Peru, what are some hypotheses for why established parties and 
institutions lose citizen support?  
 
Option II: We have tentatively examined five sets of countries. Compare at least two countries from different piles. 
Does your observed variable in a key explanatory variable chosen for one case strengthen or weaken your 
explanation for why that country followed the pathway it did when you trace its effect in a country that ended up 
following a different path to a different outcome?  

 
Due: 9:30 AM, February 21. 
 
Required Reading 
 

Claudia Heiss, “Re-founding Chile.” Journal of Democracy 32, 3 (July 2021), 33-47 
 
Paulo Munoz, “Latin America Erupts: Peru Goes Populist,” Journal of Democracy 32, 3 (July 2021), 
48-62 
 
Fabrice Lehoucq, “Costa Rica: Paradise in Doubt,” Journal of Democracy 16, 3 (July 2005), 140-154. 
 
Veronica Pérez Bentancur, Rafael Piñero Rodríguez, and Fernando Rosenblatt, “The Case of 
Uruguay’s Frente Amplio,” Chapter 2 (pp. 29-47) in Juan Pablo Luna, Rafael Piñeiro Rodríguez, 
Fernando Rosenblatt and Gabriel Vommaro, eds., Diminished Parties: Democratic Representation in 
Contemporary Latin America (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2021). 
 

Suggested Reading: 
 
Noam Lupu, “The End of the Kirchner Era,” Journal of Democracy 27, 2 (2016), 35-49. 
 
Miguel Angel Rodríguez Echeverría, “Getting Costa Rica Right,” and Fabrice Lehoucq, 
“Different Times, Different Demands,” Journal of Democracy 17, 2 (April 2006), 161-167. 
 
Daniel Buquet and Rafael Pinheiro, “The Quest for Good Governance: Uruguay’s Shift from 
Clientelism,” Journal of Democracy 27, 1 (January 2016), 239-151. 
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III: How to Do Original Research 
 
Week 6, February 28: Preparing to do original research 
 
This week will be a departure from our typical schedule. We will read closely two methodological works. The first is 
intended to help you understand how to frame descriptive and causal arguments. The second is to help you choose a case 
or cases to test your explanation. 
 
In order to fully absorb these lessons, it is important that students begin to test initial ideas for a paper. Please schedule 
a meeting with me before this class in order to prepare for the exercise that is due on March 1, and/or after Spring 
Break to prepare for the short paper that is due on March 22nd.  
  
As you do the following reading, keep in mind the following questions: 
 

1. What is a descriptive argument? What is a causal argument? What is the difference? 
2. When we do research, unless we are doing a large-N analysis, we often choose a case or cases. But on what 

basis? Can our choices help us to make causal arguments? Or can they help us to explain the causal processes 
or causal mechanisms at work in our theory?  

3. Seawright and Gerring offer several options to help guide our choices about how to choose cases. Choose two, 
and be prepared to defend (a) what these two types of cases are best suited to; (2) when might you choose them; 
and (3) which might seem potentially applicable to your paper or, if you haven’t gotten that far, fruitful for 
you to consider adopting.  

 
Required Reading 
 

Gerring, John. 2012. Social Science Methodology: A Unified Framework. New York, NY: Cambridge 
University Press. “Chapter 6: Descriptive Arguments” (pp. 141-154) and Chapter 8: Causal 
Arguments” (pp. 202-217); and “An elaborated causal graph” (pp. 228 – 230). 
 
Seawright, Jason, and John Gerring. 2008. “Case Selection Techniques in Case Study Research: 
A Menu of Qualitative and Quantitative Options.” Political Research Quarterly 61(2): 294–308. 
 

 
[Second Short Paper Due:  March 1] 
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IV:  WHAT FACTORS BROUGHT COUNTRIES TO THE CURRENT CRISIS?  
 
This part of the course brings to the fore the factors that scholars contend have contributed to the 
current democratic crisis in Latin America – poor economic performance, the weakness of the 
institutions of political representation, ethnic and racial exclusion, government corruption, and 
government inability to confront lethal violence. These are examined across countries; students are 
free to focus on these questions in the contexts that most interest them.  

 
Week 7, March 7. The Economic Foundations of Discontent: Neoliberalism, Recession, 
Inequality, Unmet Demands 

An oft-repeated explanation for the crisis in democracy in Latin America is “neoliberalism.” In some cases, it is true 
that harsh neoliberal policies generated massive social unrest. But in others, voters returned to office presidents who 
tamed inflation. Elsewhere, presidents benefitted from or were hurt by international commodity prices over which they 
have little control. This week, we take a close look at the role of economic governance on democratic stability and crisis. 

As you do this week’s reading, keep in mind the following questions: 
1. What is “neoliberalism?” What problem(s) are neoliberal policies designed to solve? Have they been 

successful? 
2. What has been the impact of neoliberalism on inequality? What demands have neoliberal policies left unmet? 
3. How have international factors beyond the control of governments (global commodity prices, international 

wars) affected public perceptions of government performance? 
4. How have social policies such as conditional cash transfers affected support for incumbent governments? 

 
Required Reading: 

Javier Corrales, “Neoliberalism and its Alternatives,” pp. 133-157 in Peter Kingstone and 
Deborah Yashar, eds., Routledge Handbook of Latin American Politics (New York: Routledge, 2012). 

Eduardo Silva, Challenging Neoliberalism in Latin America (Cambridge University Press, 2009), 
Chapters 1, “The Inconvenient Fact of Anti-Neoliberal Mass Mobilization” (pp. 1-13) and 
Chapter 3, “The Argument: Explaining Episodes of Anti-Neoliberal Contention in Latin 
America,” (pp. 43-55). 

François Gelineau and Matthew M. Singer, “The Economy and Incumbent Support in Latin 
America,” Chapter 11 (pp. 281-299) in Ryan E. Carlin, Matthew M. Singer, and Elizabeth J. 
Zechmeister, eds., The Latin American Voter: Pursuing Representation and Accountability in Challenging 
Contexts (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2015). 
 

Suggested Reading: 

Danielle Campello and Cesar Zucco, Jr. “Presidential Success and the World Economy,” The 
Journal of Politics 77, 4 (2016), 589-602. 

Beatriz Magaloni and Vidal Romero, “Partisan Cleavages, State Retrenchment and Free Trade: 
Latin America in the 1990s.” Latin American Research Review 43, 2 (2008), 107-135. 
 

Short Memo 2, 1-2 pages. Choosing either a single country at different points in time, or two or more countries at 
one (or more) points in time (your choices should be guided by your interests, and with an eye toward your research 
papers), describe the economic situation and offer some arguments (with any evidence you can gather from the reading) 
about how the economy impacted democracy. Due: March 6, 11:59 PM . 



14 
 

 
March 14 – No Class, Spring Break 

 
Week 8, March 21: The Weakness of Political Representation in Contemporary 
Democracies: Political Parties, Political Cleavages, and the Connections between 
Institutions and Citizens 
 
In 1968, Prof. Samuel Huntington famously argued that social mobilization did not destabilize 
political regimes. Rather, it was the capacity of political institutions to process civil society demands 
that could lead to the breakdown of order. This week, we look at the institutions of political 
representation, especially political parties, as a window on how parties manage or exacerbate society’s 
divisions, how they organize consent or fail to, and how they contribute to citizen satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with democracy and democratic governance.  
 
Reading Questions 
 
This week, keep in mind the following questions as you do the reading: 

1. What role(s) are political parties supposed to play in a democracy?  
2. Where did political parties traditionally play their roles well in Latin America, and where did they do so 

poorly? On what basis are you making your judgement? 
3. Taking a country or two in which you are interested, has anything changed? Have old parties failed? Have 

new parties emerged? Has a turn to more internal party democracy, or sharper political programs, or more or 
less political clientelism, stabilized or destabilized democracy? On what basis did you reach your conclusion? 

 
Required Reading: 
 

Juan Pablo Luna, Rafael Piñero Rodríguez, Fernando Rosenblatt and Gabriel Vommaro, 
“Political parties, diminished subtypes, and democracy,” Party Politics 27, 2 (2021), 294-307. 
 
Jana Morgan, “Deterioration and Polarization of Party Politics in Venezuela,” Chapter 10 (pp. 
291-325) in Scott Mainwaring, ed., Party Systems in Latin America: Institutionalization, Decay, and 
Collapse (Cambridge University Press, 2018). 
 
Steven Levitsky, “Peru: The Institutionalization of Politics without Parties,” Chapter 11 (pp. 
326-355) in Scott Mainwaring, ed., Party Systems in Latin America: Institutionalization, Decay, and 
Collapse (Cambridge University Press, 2018).  

 
Suggested Reading: 
 

Robert Dahl, Polyarchy (Yale University Press, 1971), Chapters 7, “Subcultures,” and 8, “The 
Beliefs of Activists,” pp. 105-123, 124-188. 
 
Frances Hagopian, “Horizontal Accountability, Social Inclusion, and Political Crisis in Brazil?” 
Journal of Democracy, 27, 3 (July 2016): 119-128.   

 
 

[Third Short Paper Due: March 22, 11:59 PM] 
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Week 9, March 28: The Demands for Inclusion and Justice: Civil Society Mobilization, 
Ethnic, Racial, and Gender-Based Social Movements, and Institutional and Non-
Institutional Avenues of Protest and Demands 
 
One of the most dramatic shifts in Latin American politics in recent decades has been the prominent role of protests 
from previously excluded groups for greater representation and political, economic, and social inclusion.  
In some cases, the middle and upper classes have emulated the (sometimes violent) street protests that began as 
movements for water rights, against bus fare increases, and for affordable education. 

Required Reading: 

Mala Htun, Inclusion without Representation: Gender Quotas and Ethnic Representation in Latin America 
(Cambridge University Press, 2016), Chapter 1, “Introduction: Politics of Inclusion in Latin 
America,” (pp.1-19). 

Calla Hummel, “Trial by Fire: Informal Agreements, Destructive Protest, and Civil Society in 
Bolivia,” Latin American Politics and Society (2022), pp. 93-115. 

Beatriz Magaloni, Alberto Díaz-Cayeros, and Alex Ruiz, “Public Good Provision and Traditional 
Governance in Indigenous Communities in Oaxaca, Mexico,” Comparative Political Studies Vol. 52, 
12 (2019), 1841-1880. 

Leonardo Avritzer, “Participation in democratic Brazil: from popular hegemony and innovation 
to middle-class protest,” Opinião Pública (April 2017), 23(1), pp. 43-59. 

Alisha Holland, “Chile’s streets are filled with protests. How did a 4 percent fare hike set off 
such rage? The Washington Post, Monkey Cage, November 1, 2019. Available here.   

Suggested Reading: 

Carew Boulding, Raymond Foxworth, Jami Nelson Nuñez, and Xizema Vania Velasco 
Guachalla, “Indigenous Attitudes toward the Political System in Bolivia,” Revista Latinoamericano 
de Opinión Pública 8, 1 (2019), 41-81 (note pp. 74-81, the Appendix, contain statistical data; you 
may refer to this if interested, but this reading is not required). 

Daniel E. Moreno Morales, “Ethnicity and Electoral Preferences in Latin America” Chapter 5 
(pp. 122-142 in Ryan E. Carlin, Matthew M. Singer, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, eds., The Latin 
American Voter: Pursuing Representation and Accountability in Challenging Contexts (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2015). 

Deborah Yashar, Contesting Citizenship in Latin America: The Rise of Indigenous Movements and the 
Postliberal Challenge (Cambridge University Press 2005), Chapter 3, “The Argument: Indigenous 
Mobilization in Latin America,” pp. 54-82. 

Donna Lee Van Cott, From Movements to Parties in Latin America: The Evolution of Ethnic Politics 
(Cambridge University Press 2005), Chapter 3, “‘A Reflection of Our Motley Reality’: Bolivian 
Indians’ Slow Path to Political Representation,” pp. 49-98. 

Mala Htun, Inclusion without Representation: Gender Quotas and Ethnic Representation in Latin America 
(Cambridge University Press, 2016), Chapters 5, “Political Inclusion in Colombia” (pp. 93-120), 
and Chapter 6, “Brazil: Combatting Exclusion through Quotas in Higher Education” (pp. 121-
137).  

[No Required Assignment Due This Week]  

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/11/01/chiles-streets-are-fire-with-protests-how-did-percent-fare-hike-set-off-such-rage/
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Week 10, April 4: Threats to Democracy: Corruption, Crime, and Fake News  
 
This week’s reading covers several themes which are all related to how voters react to highly salient issues that can 
potentially erode support for established parties and have a complex relationship to the rule of law. The two that stand 
out are how voters have reacted to revelations of extensive corruption in high places, and the ongoing but intensifying 
efforts of Latin American governments to contend with criminal organizations and high levels of violence. Fueling 
citizen anger in recent years has been the spread of fake news.   
 
As you do this week’s reading, keep in mind the following questions: 

1. Accusations of corruption in Latin America are not new. But voter anguish seems more intense. Why? What 
is different about corruption today than in decades past?  

2. Scholars do not always disagree about whether or not voters punish corrupt politicians. What is the evidence 
in support of the different positions? 

3. How have voters reacted to the seemingly intractable problem of high levels of lethal violence in Mexico, 
Central America, and beyond? 

4. How has the spread of fake news exacerbated political polarization in Latin America?  
 
Required Reading: 
 
1. The scope of the problem: 

Laurence Whitehead, “Latin America Erupts: The Danger of Democratic Delinquency,” Journal 
of Democracy, 32, 3 (2021), 78-93. 
 

2. Do voters punish corrupt politicians? 
 
Eric Avis, Claudio Ferraz, and Frederico Finan. “The Impact of Exposing Corrupt Politicians 
through Government Audits in Brazil”. Research Report, The Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty 
Action Lab. (2017). Available at: https://www.povertyactionlab.org/evaluation/impact-
exposing-corrupt-politicians-through-government-audits-brazil.  
 
Nara Pavão, “Corruption as the Only Option: The Limits to Electoral Accountability,” Journal of 
Politics (July 2018), 80(3), pp. 996-1010. 

 
3. Is “mano dura” a winning appeal? 

 
Alisha C. Holland, “Right on Crime? Conservative Party Politics and Mano Dura Policies in El 
Salvador,” Latin American Research Review 48, 1 (2013), 44-67.  
 
Vidal Romero, Alberto Díaz-Cayeros, and Beatriz Magaloni, “Presidential Approval and Public 
Security in Mexico’s War on Crime.” (2016) Latin American Politics and Society 58.2: 100-123. 
 
Orlando J. Pérez, “The Impact of Crime on Voter Choice in Latin America,” Chapter 13 (pp. 
324-345) in Ryan E. Carlin, Matthew M. Singer, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, eds., The Latin 
American Voter: Pursuing Representation and Accountability in Challenging Contexts (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2015). 
 

4. Amplifying Political Polarization and Sowing Distrust: Fake News 
 

https://www.povertyactionlab.org/evaluation/impact-exposing-corrupt-politicians-through-government-audits-brazil
https://www.povertyactionlab.org/evaluation/impact-exposing-corrupt-politicians-through-government-audits-brazil
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Noam Lupu, Mariana V. Ramírez Bustamante, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, “Social Media 
Disruption: Messaging Mistrust in Latin America, Journal of Democracy, 31, 3 (July 2020), 160-171. 

 
Suggested Reading: 
 

Ezequiel González-Ocantos and Viviana Baraybar Hidalgo, “Lava Jato beyond Borders: The 
Uneven Performance of Anticorruption Judicial Efforts in Latin America,” Taiwan Journal of 
Democracy 15, 1: 63-89. 
 
Sebastian Larrea and J. Daniel Montalvo, “Can Presidential Popularity Decrease Public 
Perceptions of Political Corruption? The Case of Ecuador under Rafael Correa,” Latin American 
Public Opinion Project, Topical Brief #032, December 2017. 
 
Luigi Manzetti and Guillermo Rosas, “Corruption and the Latin American Voter,” Chapter 12 
(pp. 300-323) in Ryan E. Carlin, Matthew M. Singer, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, eds., The 
Latin American Voter: Pursuing Representation and Accountability in Challenging Contexts (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2015). 
 
Rebecca Weitz-Shapiro and Brian Winters, “Can Citizens Discern? Information Credibility, 
Political Sophistication, and the Punishment of Corruption in Brazil,” Journal of Politics 79, 1 
(October 2016).  
 
Jessie Bullock and Matthew Stephenson, “How Should Lava Jato End?” Chapter 14 (pp. 213-
226) in Paul F. Lagunes & Jan Svejnar, eds., Corruption and the Lava Jato Scandel in Latin America 
(New York: Routledge, 2020).  
 
Abby Cordova, “Living in Gang-Controlled Neighborhoods: Impacts on Electoral and 
Nonelectoral Participation in El Salvador,” Latin American Research Review 54, 1 (2019), 201-221. 

 
 

[Short Paper 4 Due: April 5, 11:59 PM] 
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V. What’s Next?  
 
Thus far, we have described the challenges to democracy in Latin America, charted various courses 
different countries have taken, and examined some of the most important explanations offered for 
why Latin American democracy is “on the brink.” In this section, we will look ahead, focusing both 
on elite politics and mass politics. We first examine the nature of mass cleavages, public opinion, and 
where voters stand on policy issues and the integrity of political institutions. Second, we turn to 
when the institutional “backstops” that are meant to prevent democratic breakdown and the rise of 
autocrats hold, when they do not, and why. 
 
 
Week 11, April 11: Political Polarization and the Appeal of Outsiders: The Voters Speak 
 
Last week, we began to consider the role of disinformation via social media in fueling political polarization. But “fake 
news” is not the only source of polarization. Both leaders who divide the electorate into “their voters” and “the other 
side,” and policies that have generated real winners and losers, exacerbated political divisions, and led to a narrative 
their one side or the other is the “real” threats to democracy. This week’s reading takes a deeper look at political 
polarization, and at voters’ trust and distrust in democratic political institutions.  
 
As you do this week’s reading, keep in mind the following questions: 

1. Taking a country or countries that interest you, and drawing from other reading in the course, identify 
contemporary political divisions. If you went back in time, would you see the same divisions twenty years ago? 
Fifty years ago? Or are they “new?” 

2. Taking a country or countries that interest you, and drawing from other reading in the course, now estimate 
whether the “sides” are about as far apart as in the recent and more distant past or if political divisions are 
wider than before? 

3. Who “represents” the different political factions? Can you identify a political party or political parties that 
have loyal followings among voters? Or would you say that political factors are loyal to a political leader or a 
leader or a social movement or religious institution?    

4. Does voter distrust of political institutions precede or follow political polarization? 
 
Required Reading: 

Milan Svolik, “Polarization versus Democracy,” Journal of Democracy 30 (3) 2019, 20-32 (we have 
read this before, but it is directly relevant to this week’s discussion). 

 
Michael Albertus and Guy Grossman, “The Americas: When Do Voters Support Power 
Grabs?” Journal of Democracy, 32.4 (April 2021), 116-131. 

 
Suggested Reading: 

TBA 
 
Short Memo 3 (1-2 pp.): Taking one of the reading questions above, now test your thesis with LAPOP or other 
survey data available to you from class. Having developed a thesis based on a country of particular interest to you, you 
are free to test it using either several years of public opinion surveys in that country, or against a broader set of cases. 
Due: April 10, 11:59 PM]  
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Week 12, April 18: Do Institutional Backstops Hold? Courts, Legislatures, and the Military  
 
When he left Brazil on December 31, the out-going president of Brazil, Jair Bolsonaro, told his supporters as he fled 
to Florida, presumably to evade multiple ongoing investigations in Brazil, that he had tried every avenue to reverse the 
outcome of Brazil’s presidential election, but had not succeeded. We can interpret his statement to mean, “the 
institutions held.” They subsequently held again on January 8 in the wake of “January 6th” style assault on the 
Brazilian Supreme Court, Congress, and Presidential Palace. In the United States, local election officials, county 
certification boards, (often Republican) secretaries of state and governors, and ultimately, the Vice President, also 
blocked efforts to overturn the 2020 election. In Latin America, where independent national election courts certify 
candidacies and count ballots, the most relevant institutions are electoral courts, Supreme Courts, legislatures, and the 
military. We will examine each this week. 
 
As you do this week’s reading, keep in mind the following questions: 

1. What are the formal division of powers between the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government 
in one or more countries that interest you? 

2. What are the informal incentives that institutions of horizontal accountability, especially legislatures and 
courts, have to check the power of the executive?  

3. Of the two – formal powers and responsibilities and informal incentives and powers, which were more 
important where courts and legislatures held presidents accountable? Which failed where they did not? 

4. Are Latin American militaries today the same threat to democracy that they have been throughout Latin 
American history? Have they acted as institutional backstops or as pillars of autocratic ambitions?   

 
Required Reading: 

 
Gretchen Helmke and Julio Rios-Figueroa, “Introduction: Courts in Latin America,” pp. 1-26 in 
Gretchen Helmke and Julio Rios-Figueroa, eds., Courts in Latin America (Cambridge University 
Press, 2011).  
 
Julio Ríos-Figueroa, “Institutions for Constitutional Justice in Latin America,” Chapter 1 (pp. 
27-54) in Gretchen Helmke and Julio Rios-Figueroa, eds., Courts in Latin America (Cambridge 
University Press, 2011).  
 
Gretchen Helmke, YeonKyung Jeong, Jae-Eun Kim, and Seda Ozturk, “Upending Impunity: 
Explaining Post-Tenure Presidential Prosecutions in Latin America,” Unpublished manuscript, 
August 2019. 
 
Mark P. Jones, “Presidentialism and Legislatures,” Chapter 2 (pp. 21-32 in Peter Kingstone and 
Deborah J. Yashar, eds., Routledge Handbook of Latin American Politics (Routledge 2012). 
 
David Pion-Berlin and Igor Acácio, “The Return of the Latin American Military?” Journal of 
Democracy 31, 4 (October 2020), 151-165. 
 
Wendy Hunter and Diego Vega, “Populism and the military: symbiosis and tension 
in Bolsonaro’s Brazil,” Democratization (2021), 1-23, doi=10.1080/13510347.2021.1956466 

 
Suggested Reading: 
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Carlos de la Torrea and Andre´s Ortiz Lemos, “Populist polarization and the slow death of 
democracy in Ecuador,” Democratization 23, 2 (2016), 221–241. 
 
Gretchen Helmke and Jeffrey K. Staton, “The Puzzling Judicial Politics of Latin America: A 
Theory of Litigation, Judicial Decisions, and Interbranch Conflict,” Chapter 11 (pp. 306-331) in 
Gretchen Helmke and Julio Rios-Figueroa, eds., Courts in Latin America (Cambridge University 
Press, 2011). 

 
Short Memo 4 (1-2 pp.): Choosing any country in Latin America, outline the steps taken by an 
institution or institutions to block or abet an anti-democratic power grab. You may pick (1) a single 
institution; (2) an institution that was divided (for example, within the judiciary, higher versus lower 
courts; within the legislature, the upper versus lower chamber; the police versus the army, retired 
versus active-duty officers, etc.); or (3) two institutions in conflict (the legislature versus the courts).    
 

[Fourth Short Memo Due: April 17, 11:59 PM] 
 

 
 

VI. COURSE CONCLUSION 
 

 
Week 13, April 25: Presentation of Student Research  
  
This week, you will each prepare a “synopsis” of your research project. Sharing your work in 
progress, and inviting comments from peers, is an important step in producing research.  
 
Every student in the class will post a two-page (single-spaced) version of their projects (summarizing 
questions, outcomes, theories/explanations, and preliminary evidence) to a dedicated page on the 
course webpage, which classmates will review. Everyone should also plan to speak for five minutes, 
summarizing your project and tentative results, and posing questions on which you would 
particularly value feedback.  
 
All students should try to read their classmates’ synopses. Students are not required to provide written 
comments on other students’ synopses, but you should be prepared to offer in-class comments on at 
least five that are close to your interests or expertise. 
  

Synopses Due to Canvas Site: April 23, 6PM 
 

 
 

[FINAL PAPER DUE:  MAY 3 (Tentative)] 
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ASSIGNMENTS 
 
Memos 
 
Four times during the semester, you will answer a question or test an explanation. This assignment is 
meant to be short, go beyond summarizing the reading for the week, but not necessarily part of your 
research paper (though it can be). Specific instructions are contained in the week’s assignment for 
which they are due (2, 7, 11, and 12 [January 30, March 16, April 10, and April 17]. 
 
Short Paper Assignments 
 
First Short Paper: Suggested Length: 1 page. Due: February 15. 

The first step in doing research is to ask a question, especially a puzzling one, and then, to describe 
the outcome. Considering the big-picture question we examined in week 1, the data analysis you did 
in week 2, and a case or more than interested you in weeks 3 and 4 (and potentially week 5), frame a 
question of your own. Ideally, you will choose a question you would like to explore for your research 
paper, but this short paper is not a contract, and you can be confident you will have ample 
opportunity to revise your question as you move through the course. 
 
Second Short Paper: Suggested Length: 1-2 pages. Due: March 1. 

Taking the outcome and question from your first short paper (or, if you have changed your thinking, 
you may define a new one), now develop a tentative answer to your question in the form of an 
explanation and identify observable implications or derive some testable hypotheses. These will 
form the platform on which you will design research and empirical tests to answer the puzzle 
motivating your research paper. 
 
Third Short Paper: Suggested length: 2-3 pages.  Due: March 22. 

Taking your second short paper, now suggest a tentative research design for your paper. You should 
be thinking especially about case selection. Will your cases be one country or more than one? 
Which? Or will they involve a comparison over time of elections or support for political parties? Be 
sure to justify your case selection.   
 
Fourth Short Paper: Suggested length:  3 pages.  Due: April 5. 

Building on your first three short papers, now discuss the type of evidence you will collect and 
analyze (you may list specific sources as an appendix to the paper), and pay special attention to 
identifying how you will use this evidence to test your main hypotheses. 
 
Synopsis: Suggested length: 2 single-spaced pages. Due April 23, 6PM. 

The synopsis should summarize the four components of your project that were the subject of your 
four short papers (these should obviously be revised if your thinking changed). You should report 
preliminary findings of your research and invite your classmates to give you feedback on questions 
and doubts you may have as you enter the homestretch of writing your research papers. 

 
Final Research Paper: Suggested length: 20-25 pages. Tentatively due May 3.   
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Assignment Due Dates and Contribution to Final Grade 
 
Nature of Assignment Week Length Percent of Grade Date Due 
Seminar Participation weekly -- 35 -- 
 Attendance, participation   23  
 Reading Exercises   12  

1. Outcomes, Questions, Puzzles 1 1-2 pages 4 January 24 
2. Democratic and Near 

Democratic Breakdowns 
3 1-2 pages 4 February 7 

3. Pathways, Part III 5 1-2 pages 4 February 21 
     
Short Memos   15  
1. Data Memo/Graph 2 1 page 3 January 30 
2. Economic Foundations of 

Discontent 
7 1-2 pages 4 March 6 

3. Voters, Trust, and Polarization 11 1-2 pages 4 April 10 
4. Institutional Backstops 12 1-2 pages 4 April 17 
     
Short Papers   15  
1. Question, puzzle, outcome 4 1 page 2 February 15 
2. Theory/explanation 6 1-2 pages 3 March 1 
3. Research Design 8 2-3 pages 4 March 22 
4. Evidence 10 3 pages 6 April 5 

     
Synopsis 13 2 ss pages 5 April 23 
     
Final Research Paper  20-25 

pages 
30 May 3* 

 
*Date tentative (depending on Final Exam schedule) 


