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Introduction.  The study of democracy and democratization has a long history in the discipline of political science.  Interest in this topic has expanded dramatically over the past decade and one-half, because of what seems to have become since the mid-1970s a global wave of democratization—extending from southern Europe and Latin America to eastern Europe, Africa and east and southeast Asia.  Thus, to the considerable literature on democratization as a longterm process of historical development has been added a huge number of new studies of what could be termed “quick democratization.”  It is primarily this literature that we will be addressing in this course—though we are happy to recommend comparative work on “slow democratization” as well.

The course is guided by two goals.  The first is to introduce you to the major issues, theories, concepts, and arguments in the literature on recent democratization.  This will not be easy, because there is so much work in this area.  In this syllabus, we have tried to provide you with a representative sample of two types of work, which sometimes (and only sometimes) overlap—the best research and the research that grapples with the most important and interesting puzzles.  The second goal of the course is to give you a comparative perspective on some of the major cases of transitions from dictatorship to democracy.  In practice, this will mean focusing primarily—but far from entirely—on the postcommunist Eurasian states and Sub-Saharan Africa.  This focus is not just self-serving on our part, given our areas of expertise.  It is also easily defensible in methodological terms.  These two regions feature a very large number of cases; each region exhibits unusual diversity in both causes and effects, thereby making for instructive comparisons (in direct contrast to Latin America, for example, where variations in regime outcomes are limited); and these two areas share, nonetheless, some important characteristics, such as weak states, long experiences with colonial rule, and far from ideal correlations between national and state boundaries.  

What we are trying to do in this course, therefore, is to balance theory with empirics.  This is difficult business.  No doubt, this will leave us at times feeling that we should do more of one or the other.  However, please keep in mind that:  1) you have the option of writing a research paper (or taking an examination at the end of the course); 2) this is a survey course which will, we hope, help identify the kinds of questions you may want to pursue in greater detail in the future.

Format   This is a seminar.  Thus, the weekly meetings will be devoted to discussion of the assigned readings.  Our role will be one of providing some structure to the discussion and adding, where useful, additional information.  Your role will be to lead the discussion—which two of you will be doing each week, in addition to providing the class (on Monday by noon through email) with a critical summary of the assigned readings.  This summary should be no longer than two double-spaced pages.  In addition to taking turns at leading the discussion, we expect each of you to participate in the discussion and will feel free to call on you, even when you do not volunteer.

Requirements .  As already noted, each of you will be a discussion co-leader at several sessions during the term (with how often a function of enrollment), and each of you will be providing your colleagues and me with a critical review of the readings.  Finally, you have the choice of either writing a research paper (of about 20-25 pages in length) or doing a take-home examination (composed of questions similar to those offered at A examinations in the subfield of comparative politics).  

Readings:  The assigned readings are in a box in the Government Reading Room at the library.  In addition, the following books are assigned, and they are available at the campus store: 

1. Nancy Bermeo, Ordinary People in Extraordinary Times: The Citizenry and the Breakdown of Democracy.  Princeton University Press, 2003.

2. Valerie Bunce, Subversive Institutions: The Design and the Destruction of Socialism and the State. Cambridge University Press, 1999.

3. Marc Howard, The Weakness of Civil Society in Postcommunist Europe. Cambridge University Press, 2003.

4. Frederic Charles Schaffer, Democracy in Translation: Understanding Politics in an Unfamiliar Culture. Cornell University Press, 1998.

5. Anna Grzymala-Busse, Redeeming the Communist Past: The Regeneration of Communist Parties in East Central Europe.  Cambridge University Press, 2002.

August 31:  Introduction to the Course.  

September 7:  Overviews and (Some) Methodological Issues.  This session has two goals.  The first is to get a lay of the land by reading and then discussing several recent reviews of the literature on recent democratization.  The second is to confront some important methodological issues in the study of democratization—an issue that will be addressed repeatedly throughout the semester.  Please read the following:

1. Valerie Bunce, “Comparative Democratization: Big and Bounded Generalizations.” Comparative Political Studies , 33 (August/September 2000): 703-734.

2. Larry Diamond, “Thinking about Hybrid Regimes.” Journal of Democracy , 13, no. 2 (April 2002): 21-35.

3. Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm.” Journal of Democracy, 13, no. 1 (January 2002): 5-21. http://www.journalofdemocracy.com/articles/Carothers-13-1.pdf
4. Philippe C. Schmitter and Terry Lynn Karl, “What Democracy Is…and Is Not.”  Journal of Democracy, 2, no. 3 (Summer 1991): 75-88.

5. Bela Greskovits, “Rival Views of Postcommunist Market Society.” In Michel Dobry, ed., Democratic and Capitalist Transitions in Eastern Europe: Lessons for the Social Sciences. (Kluwer, 2000): 19-47.

6. Samuel P. Huntington. "Democracy's Third Wave." In Larry Diamond and Marc F. Plattner, eds., The Global Resurgence of Democracy. 2nd ed. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996. 3-25.

September 14: The Breakdown of Authoritarian Rule. In this session, we will look at very different approaches to explaining why authoritarian regimes weaken.  Surprisingly enough, this topic has not received a great deal of attention.  This is because of three factors, all testifying to the biases of how we have analyzed recent democratization—in particular, the rush to look at democratization, the tendency to conflate the breakdown of authoritarian rule with democratization, and the emphasis, especially evident in the transitions school, on proximate rather than longer-term influences on democratization.  Please read the following:

1. Valerie Bunce, Subversive Institutions: The Design and the Destruction of Socialism and the State . Cambridge University Press, 1999.  Chapters 1-4.

2. Elizabeth Jean Wood, “An Insurgent Path to Democracy: Popular Mobilization, Economic Interests, and Regime Transition in South Africa and El Salvador.” Comparative Political Studies , 34, no. 8 (October 2001): 862-888.

3. Susanne Lohmann, “The Dynamics of Informational Cascades: the Monday Demonstrations in Leipzig, East Germany, 1989-1991.” World Politics ,  47 (October 1994): 42-101.

4. Michael Bratton, and Nicolas Van De Walle. Democratic Experiments in Africa: Regime Transitions in Comparative Perspective. Cambridge University Press, 1997. Chapters 3-4.

5. Guillermo O’Donnell, “Tensions in the Bureaucratic-Authoritarian State and the Question of Democracy.”  In David Collier, ed., The New Authoritarianism in Latin America. Princeton University Press, 1979.

6. Timur Kuran, “Now Out of Never: The Element of Surprise in the East European Revolution of 1989.” In Nancy Bermeo, ed.,  Liberalization and Democratization: Change in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992: 7-48.

September 21: International Influences and Democratization.  The transition to democracy in the postcommunist region was—and is—strongly affected by international actors—for example, various non-governmental organizations, along with the European Union.  In addition, the political economy of the Soviet bloc virtually guaranteed that political and economic change would be region-wide.  By contrast, in the African cases change was less certain and often less dramatic.  Authoritarian leaders struggled to obtain much needed resources from abroad, while minimizing the political conditions attached to aid.  African democracy activists sought support from regional and international agencies and NGOs.  Democracy assistance programs mushroomed as foreign organizations directed funds towards elections, legal systems, political parties and civil society groups.

1. Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way, “Ties That Bind? International Linkage and Competitive Authoritarian Regime Change in the Post Cold War Era.” Paper presented at the Conference, “Democratic Advancements and Setbacks? What Have We Learned?”, Uppsala, June 11-13, 2004.

2. Quan Li and Rafael Reuveny, “Economic Globalization and Democracy: An Empirical Analysis.” British Journal of Political Science,  33(2003): 29-54.

3. Sarah Henderson, “Selling Civil Society: Western Aid and the Nongovernmental Organization Sector in Russia.” Comparative Political Studies, 35 (March 2002): 136-167.

4. V.P.Gagnon, Jr., “International NGOs in Bosnia-Herzegovina: Attempting to Build Civil Society.  In Sarah E.Mendelson and John K.Glenn, eds., The Power and Limits of NGOs: A Critical Look at Building Democracy in Eastern Europe and Eurasia. Columbia University Press, 2002.

5. Jeffrey S. Kopstein and David A. Reilly, “Geographic Diffusion and the Transformation of the Postcommunist World.” World Politics, 53 (October 2000): 1-37.

6. Marina Ottaway and Teresa Chung “Toward a new Paradigm,” 

Elizabeth Spiro Clark, “A Tune-up, Not an Overhaul,” 

Journal of Democracy 10, no. 4 (October 1999): 99-118.  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_democracy/toc/jod10.4.html
7. Thomas Carothers, “Promoting the Rule of Law Abroad: The Problem of Knowledge.” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (CIEP), Working Paper No. 34 (January 2003).    http://www.ceip.org/files/pdf/wp34.pdf
8. Marc Peceny, “Building Half-Assed Democracies in Afghanistan and Iraq.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Montreal, Canada, March 17-20, 2004.

September 28: Social Requisites Versus Intra-Elite Bargaining. Earlier studies of democratization (for example, in the 1960-1970s) focused on socio-economic variables, such as the size and balance of power among classes as countries made the transition from agrarian to industrial societies.  By contrast, studies of recent democratization have placed far more emphasis on bargaining between opposition leaders and authoritarian elites.  The assumption in the latter body of work—which has been heavily influenced by the transitions school in general and the Spanish case in particular—is that structured bargaining that produces agreements between the two sides about the rules of the transition (what is commonly called pacting) is the approach that is most likely to produce robust democratic outcomes.  Once we shift our attention from the Latin American and southern European cases to, say, Sub-Saharan Africa and the postcommunist region, however, we can begin to question how common such an approach has been and whether it is in fact so ideal.  

1. Richard Gunther, “Spain: The Very Model of a Modern Elite Settlement.”  In John Higley and Richard Gunther, eds., Elites and Democratic Consolidation in Latin America and Southern Europe .  Cambridge University Press, 1992: 38-80.

2. Gerardo L. Munck and Carol Skalnik Leff, “Modes of Transition and Democratization: South America and Eastern Europe in Comparative Perspective.” Comparative Politics , (April 1997): 343-362.

3. Michael McFaul, “The Fourth Wave of Democracy and Dictatorship: Noncooperative Transitions in the Postcommunist World.” World Politics, 54 (January 2002): 212-44.

4. Anna Seleny, “Old Political Rationalities and New Democracies: Compromise and Confrontation in Hungary and Poland.” World Politics, 51, no. 4 (July 1999): 484-519.

5. Review Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm” (Jan. 28).

6. Eva Bellin, “Contingent Democrats: Industrialists, Labor, and Democratization in Late-Developing Countries.” World Politics, 52 (January 2000): 175-205.

7. Valerie Bunce, “Rethinking Recent Democratization: Lessons from the Postcommunist Experience.”  World Politics,  55 (January, 2003): 167-192.


October 5: Civil Society and Social Capital.  Civil society can be defined as associational life independent of the state, and social capital can be defined as “features of social organization, such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Robert Putnam, “Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital.” Journal of Democracy , January, 1995, p. 67).  The argument is that democracy is well-served by a vibrant civil society and by a largesse of social capital.  The readings lay out these arguments and then complicate them.

1. Marc Howard, The Weakness of Civil Society in Postcommunist Europe. Cambridge University Press, 2003. 

2. Sheri Berman, “Civil Society and the Collapse of the Weimar Republic.” World Politics, 49 (April 1997): 401-29.

3. James Gibson, “Social Networks, Civil Society, and the Prospects for Consolidating Russia’s Democratic Transition.” American Journal of Political Science , 45, no. 1 (January 2001): 51-66.

4. Aili Tripp, “Gender, Political Participation, and the Transformation of Associational Life in Uganda and Tanzania.” African Studies Review, 37 no. 1 (1994): 107-131    http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0002-0206%28199404%2937%3A1%3C107%3AGPPATT%3E2.0.CO%3B2-0
5. Anirudh Krishna, “Enhancing Political Participation in Democracies:  What Is the Role of Social Capital?” Comparative Political Studies, 35 (May 2002): 437-460.

October 12:  Fall Break

October 19:  Political Culture and Democratic Attitudes. It is ironic that the literature on recent democratization was, until recently, largely a literature on elite attitudes and intra-elite bargaining and not about mass perspectives and mass participation in politics.  In this session, we will focus on political values and attitudes.  Which mass attitudes are likely to be supportive or threatening to new democracies?  How are those attitudes formed and what causes them to change? 

1. Frederic Charles Schaffer, Democracy in Translation: Understanding Politics in an Unfamiliar Culture. Cornell University Press, 1998.

2. Zoltan Barany, “Ethnic Mobilization without Prerequisites: The East European Gypsies.” World Politics ,  54 (April 2002): 277-307.

3. James Gibson, “The Russian Dance with Democracy.”  Post-Soviet Affairs , 17, no. 2 (2001): 101-128.

4. Judith Kuhlberg and William Zimmerman, “Liberal Elites, Socialist Masses and the Problem of Russian Democracy.” World Politics,51 (April 1999): 323-58.

5. Michael Bratton and Robert Mattes. "Support for Democracy in Africa: Intrinsic or Instrumental?" British Journal of Political Science 31 (2001): 447-74.

6. Devra Moehler. “Informed Distrusting Democrats: The Effects of Citizen Participation in Ugandan Constitution-Making”.

October 26:  Political Parties, Unions and Voting Behavior.  The primary ways in which publics link to government in a democratic order is through two institutions--political parties and unions.  Moreover, it can be argued that the central problem in many new democracies, aside from the weakness of the state, is the weakness of political parties. Finally, the most common form of political participation in new democracies, as well as well-established democratic orders, is voting.   In this session, we will look at political parties, voting behavior, and unions. Please read the following:

1. Anna Grzymala-Busse, Redeeming the Communist Past: The Regeneration of Communist Parties in East Central Europe.  Cambridge University Press, 2002.

2. Joshua Tucker, “Economic Conditions and the Vote for Incumbent Parties in Russia, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic from 1990-1996.” Post-Soviet Affairs , 17, no. 4 (2001): 309-331.

3. Denise Powers and James H.Cox, “Echoes from the Past: The Relationship between Satisfaction with Economic Reforms and Voting Behavior in Poland.”  American Political Science Review, 91, no. 3 (Sept. 1997): 617-634.

4. Jennifer A. Widner. "Political Parties and Civil Societies in Sub-Saharan Africa." In Marina Ottaway, ed. Democracy in Africa : The Hard Road Ahead. (Boulder, Colo.: L. Rienner Publishers, 1997): 65-79.
5. David Ost, “Illusory Corporatism in Eastern Europe: Neoliberal Tripartism and Postcommunist Class Identities.” Politics and Society , 28 (December 2000): 503-530.

November 2: Institutions and Democratization.  In this session, we will examine (in very superficial fashion—this is a very large literature) institutional design and democratization.  Many authors who write about institutions assume that institutions are causes, not effects, and many authors assume as well that the design of institutions tells us in straight-forward fashion how they operate in practice.  More recently a number of scholars began investigating the political influences on institutional choice and institutional performance in different contexts.  Please read the following:

1. Michael Bernhard, “Institutional Choice and the Failure of Democracy: The Case of Interwar Poland.” East European Politics and Societies, 13 (Winter 1999): 34-70.

2. M. Steven Fish, “Nondemocratization in the Postcommunist Region.” Paper presented at the conference on “Democratic Advancements and Setbacks: What Have We Learned?” Uppsala, Sweden, June 11-13, 2004.

3. Guillermo O’Donnell, “Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies.” Journal of Democracy, 9 (July 1998): 112-126.

4. Steven S. Smith and Thomas F. Remington, ed., The Politics of Institutional Choice: Choosing an Electoral System . (Princeton University Press, 2001), Ch. 5: “Choosing an Electoral System.”

5. Ellen Lust-Okar and Amaney A. Jamal, “Rulers and Rules: Reassessing the Influence of Regime Type on Electoral Law Formation.” Comparative Political Studies, 35, no. 3 (April, 2002): 337-366. 

6. Pauline Jones Luong, “After the Break-Up: Institutional Design in Transitional States.” Comparative Political Studies, 33, no. 5 (June 2000): 563-592.

7. Oliver Furley and James Katalikawe, “Constitutional Reform in Uganda: The New Approach." African Affairs 96 no.383 (1997): 243-60.    http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0001-9909%28199704%2996%3A383%3C243%3ACRIUTN%3E2.0.CO%3B2-D
8. John Carey, “The Reelection Debate in Latin America.” Latin American Politics and Society 45, no. 1 (2003):. 119-133.

November 9:  Democratization, Economic Reform and Economic Performance.  There are two good reasons to assume patterned relationships among democratization, economic reform and economic performance.  The first is that the global wave of democratization has been accompanied by a global wave of economic reform—or marketization, privatization and free trade.  The second is that in a democratic setting, politicians are accountable to the electorate, and a core issue to the electorate is their own economic circumstances, along with their reading of the overall performance of the economy (or “sociotropic” voting). 

1. M. Steven Fish, “The Determinants of Economic Reform in the Post-Communist World.” East European Politics and Societies, 12 (Winter 1998): 31-78.

2. Joel Hellman, “Winners Take All: The Politics of Partial Reform in Postcommunist Transitions.” World Politics, 50 (January 1998): 203-34.

3. Timothy Frye, “The Perils of Polarization: Economic Performance in the Postcommunist World.” World Politics, 54 (April 2002): 308-37.

4. Mary E. Gallagher, “’Reform and Openness: Why China’s Economic Reforms Have Delayed Democracy.” World Politics, 54 (April 2002): 338-72.

5. Marcus Kurtz, “The Dilemmas of Democracy in the Open Economy.” World Politics, 56 (January 2004): 262-302.

6. Nicolas van de Walle, “Economic Reform in a Democratizing Africa.” Comparative Politics, 32, no. 1 (Oct 1999): 21-41.

November 16:  Democratization as the Dependent Variable: Variable Outcomes. The literature on redemocratization in Latin America and southern Europe had one methodological problem (which was also a “real-world problem”):  little variation in the dependent variable.  This was, by the way, quite unexpected.  When the project on transitions from authoritarian rule began, the assumption was merely that authoritarian rule was weakening, not that democracy would necessarily follow in all cases.  However, postcommunist political dynamics, as well as political change in Africa, have been quite variable.  Thus, a number of studies have grappled with the question of why, with the purported end of authoritarian rule, the new regimes that came into being were either authoritarian, democratic in character, or a melding of the two.  The other questions that we will address in this session are concerned with the sustainability of democracy.  Why do some new democracies break down and others survive?  Is there a positive relationship between the quality and the survival of democracy—as many assume?  The readings are heavy this week; I apologize.  

1. Nancy Bermeo, Ordinary People in Extraordinary Times: The Citizenry and the Breakdown of Democracy.   (Princeton University Press, 2004).

2. Valerie Bunce, “The Political Economy of Postsocialism.” Slavic Review, 58 (Winter 1999): 756-794.

3. Adam Przeworski, Michael Alvarez, Jose Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi, “What Makes Democracies Endure?” Journal of Democracy, 7 (January 1996): 39-55.

4. Carles Boix and Susan C Stokes, “Endogenous democratization.” World Politics. 55, no. 4 (July 2003): 517-547.  http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=0&did=000000524808311&SrchMode=1&sid=3&Fmt=6&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1089942247&clientId=8424
5. Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way, “The Rise of Competitive Authoritarianism.” Journal of Democracy, 13, no. 2 (April 2002): 51-65.

6. Michael Bernhard, “Democratization in Germany: A Reappraisal.” Comparative Politics , (July 2001): 379-400.

7. Jan Teorell and Axel Hadenius, “Global and Regional Determinants of Democratization: Taking Stock of the Large-N Evidence.” Paper presented at the conference on “Democratic Advancements and Setbacks: What Have We Learnt?” Uppsala, Sweden, June 11-13, 2004.

8. Abdeslam N. Maghraoui, “Depoliticization in Morrow.” Journal of Democracy,  13, no. 4 (October 2002): 24-86.

November 23:  The State, the Nation and Democratization.  The recent transitions to democracy in southern Europe and Latin America took place within longstanding, capable states.  Moreover, national identities were relatively well-defined and national and state borders were roughly congruent—both of which spoke in part to how long ago colonial rule had ended.  As a result, the boundaries of the state, the state’s claim to the legitimate use of coercion, and membership in the nation were not contested—though Spain provides, we must admit, a partial exception to this generalization.  By contrast, in the postcommunist region and in Sub-Saharan Africa, the state is contested. Moreover, the weakness of so many of these states—that is, their difficulties in extracting compliance and controlling borders-- has made the transition to democracy far more difficult.  Finally, if national identities are always fluid, they are particularly so in the two contexts of particular interest to us in this course.  Indeed, their very fluidity, coupled with continuing struggles over the borders of both nations and states, means that two conditions of democratization have not been met—that is, as Dankwart Rustow argued thirty years ago, settlement of the national and the state questions.  

1. Guillermo O’Donnell, “On the State, Democratization, and Some Conceptual Problems:  A Latin American View with Glances at Some Postcommunist Countries.” World Development, 1993: 133-173.

2. Valerie Bunce, “Learning from Postsocialism.”  In Yitzhak Brudny, Jonathan Frankel and Stefani Hoffman, eds., Restructuring Postcommunist Russia.  Cambridge University Press, 2004:  68-96.

3. Anna Grzymala-Busse, « Informal Institutions and the Postcommunist State. »  Paper presented at the July, 2004  Luxembourg conference.

4. Wei Pan, “Toward a Consultative Rule of Law Regime in China.” Journal of Contemporary China, 12 (2003): 3-43.

5. Brian Loveman, “Protected Democracies and Military Guardianship: Political Transitions in Latin America, 1978-1993.” Journal of InterAmerican Studies and World Affairs, 36, no. 2 (Summer 1994). (Copies of this will be available in the Government Reading Room at Olin Library).

6. Benjamin Forest and Juliet Johnson, “Unraveling the Threads of History: Soviet-Era Monuments and Post-Soviet National Identity in Moscow.” Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 92 (2002): 524-547.

7. Valerie Bunce and Stephen Watts, “Managing Diversity and Sustaining Democracy: Ethnofederal Versus Unitary States in the Postsocialist World.”  In Philip Roeder and Donald Rothchild, ed., Power-Sharing and Peace-Making.  Forthcoming, Cornell University Press.

November 30:  Open Session
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