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A bunch of country transition to democracy within a certain period of time.  

The first democratic wave
Early 1828-1942
Democracy came out by revolution as people are exposed to urbanization and modernization etc. Some countries that were democratic become un democratic. 

The second Wave 
Imposition
decolonization( those countries that are decolonized generally became democratic and took on those systems of government.)

The Third Wave
1974 Carnation Revolution 
The virtual absence of democracy in Latin America 
Western developed countries , few other democracies scattered central Europe; 
Soviet Union – communist rule
Latin America, Africa remained in dictatorship

The number of democratic counties expanded since  April 1974
Towards the end of 1980s, democratic is more in a regional phenomena, rather than a global phenomenon . But this changed in 1989, with the collapse of communism in Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, bring another change in Africa. Although the Cold War was never directly fought between the US and Soviet Union, it was fought in other parts of the world. 
1974 War of Angola, gained independence from Portugal, Angola  government identified itself as socialist. 
Once cold war way of seeing the world but also literal Cold war power controlling your government moves away, Africa can move on to  a more democratic way of government 

Benin
Africa Neson Mandela, universal suffrage in 1994, everyone is Africa was allowed to vote. 1990, only 3 democracy in Africa, 1948-1965, most countries decolonized and gain independence. Big wave of decolonization ( First Wave) By 1970s, 1980s, hardly have any democracies in Africa. Post Authoritarian period.

Pressure from IMF, World Bank,  to democratized. 
Between 1990-1997, 44 countries held competitive multi party elections in Africa. More than a dozen countries that had went further than having merely election, people held opinions and participate greatly ( great political transformation in Africa)

The third wave 
Mainly done through negotiation. In relation to modernization theory, democracy is sth bubbles up from below. We imagine the institution of democracy, change their demand for how much more voice they want to be heard, and its primarily a social process. 
Transition Theory
Agency
Political Elties
Institutions
 
Essays: answering a why question . 
WHY did it happen here rather than there and why did it happen now rather than other time
External factors that make this transition
HOW: step by step produce this outcome. 

Single Causes
6 countries reach a certain economic development ( Parallel Development)
Snowballing 
Prevailing Nostrum ( different countries got different problems, but everybody things that the solution to these problems is democracy) 

Five Factors in the Third Wave
1. Declining legitimacy
a authoritarian government often had to turn to actually providing performance benefit, through their actual performance. 

2. Global Economic Growth
3. Religion: The spread of Christianity 
as more country becomes christain, there are more likely to become democratic. Change in Catholicism itself, its inherently  incompatibly with democracy.
4. New Policies of external actors

How
Transformation ( from above)

Quotes from text
Primary factors responsible for the first wave of democratization appear to economic and social development, the economic and social environment of the British settler countries, and the victory of the Western Allies in World War 1 and the resulting breakup of the principal continental empires. 

Political and military factors were clearly predominant in the second wave of democratization. 3 categories. 1, victorious western allies impose democracy on countries. 2. Countries turn to democracy because the western allies won the war. 3. Decolonization, new states started off as democracies.

Third wave: 1.  Why these particular authoritarian system countries shift to a democratic political systems and not the rest? 2. Why regime changes in 1970s, 1980s, this particular period and not other time?

Re 1 :Nature of the regime, diverse. Included one party system, military regimes, personal dictatorships, racial oligarchy.

1974-1990 global democratic revolution
more than thirty countries in Southern Europe, Latin America, East Asia, and Eastern Europe shifted from authoritarian to democratic systems of government
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no tutorial this week
Last Lecture : Doha Round
Euro barrier to trade to be reduced 
Agree to cut tariffs for poor country, poorest country informal barriers to trade
India was insisting they be allowed to subsidy farmers to secure their national food supply ( all developed countries do), a matter of national security. ( food security), poor countries don't have the negotiating power the rich has and was not allowed to do this. They now basically allow India 4 years of food subsidy ( the peace clause), allows poor countries to subside the farmers and farming production for 4 years. 
- success and something being agreed to
- not an enormous success though
- how poor and rich countries continued to engage in equal trade system

Democracy 
Why has it became the watchword of world political system or strategy 
1992, Prof Francis Fukuyama : The end of History of the Last man , published when Soviet Union is collapsing.
Example of other forms of government transit to democracy , ex, Soviet Union
His argument : Democracy is the final and ultimate form of human development, the highest achievement and final form of human government. 
History : things that happened in the past
Teleology is the philosophical study of design and purpose, is one that holds that all things are designed or directed toward and end or purpose, there is a goal.
It holds that history, each phases will be continued to the other stage.  Ex. Marxism, and the highest historical progress is Communism, the end of history is Communism. 
Fukuyama argued instead of history as the final goal of humanism is communism, he believed democracy is the highest point and achievement of the human tracktory , highest point of human political organization, the endpoint of history. There will be no more transition after democracy, we've reached the highest goal of human political development. 
- Democracy is good
- Democracy is widespread
- Democracy could stay


Kaplan's Argument ( exact opposite0

- Democracy is not necessarily good
- Real democracy is hardly wide
- Democracy is not here to stay and becoming less democratic 

1. Democracies are value neutral 
 Its nothing more than institutions, if the will of the majority is good, the outcome will be good, vice versa.
 Simply translate the so called will of the leaders to democracies, and policies, dxm Hitler and Mussolini, blames democracy to these leaders to show the destruction of democracy can be , no guarantee to bring good leaders.

 He is using a thin definition of democracy. THis is the model of democracy, election is being exported across the globe. p 9 , election is the model of democracy we have on the world. Not democracy being exported but instead election. Democracy could not be exported , it has to be home grown, forcing democracy in a country who is not ready for it would only lead to distraction to the political system, creating chaos and violence. 

2. Democracy emerges successfully only as a capstone to other social and economic achievements

- Literacy and Education 

only 27% of the population can read. People who are actively in participating in political, identify
Democracy imposed some obligations on public, people should be informed and literate. 
These two qualifications can limit the franchise, the vote , limiting voting rights to those people who have a certain level of education and literary. America, for example, once limit the franchise to people who are literate, isolate the Africans, North Americans. Those sectors of people who are mostly illiterate most likely have different interest with that of the literate , their voice and interest would be neglected. They are in a particular demographic progression, their interest are excluded and not represented. Literacy is the important progression of Democracy, ironically, democracy back then and an anti- democratic edge, political reason. 
Literate people who always makes good decision, and vote for the right person. 

- Middle Class

identified the middle class as a condition of democracy because they contribute stability to a society. They are looking for mortgages and mini vans for their families, children and assets instead of wars and revolution , and are therefore a prerequisite for stability of a country. A stable pillar. 

- A Western Enlightenment tradition

 ex. Edmund Burke Adam Smith Davide Hume 
It took place in the 18 century. A reaction against the church and monarchies who government and rule in the will of God. Reason is the only basis of authority, introduce the concept of rights for common people.

Enlightenment as the Precondition of Democracy  
* Reason ( instead of tradition and belief
( It forms the underpinning of modern democracy and rights, ruling and power come from the people to the ruler, instead of from God, the ruler to the people , policies can be reverse, decisions of the ruler can be criticize)
* Science( instead of Superstition)
* Critique of tradition and hereditary 
* Universal human rights 

- Reliable bureaucratic institutions

rules and system, not access to need and status because of relations, bribery or corruption.
Lies in the "reason" as a precondition of democracy. treats everybody equally, everyone who produce the same
produce equal standing, don't have to be related to someone in order to get what you need to get , the justifications of physical preconditions of democracy.

- A political culture of tolerance

allow and respect people to express their different ideological standing and undergone competition such as electoral campaign to win office, without violence.
the right to hold different opinions. Backward countries have lower tolerance of political tolerance , actively bad . 

- Urbanization
- Low Birth rates ( the youth are destabilizing, students in particular , troublemakers, filled with youthful ideas, not settled down with social ties, obligations and responsibilities. We have to keep the youth to be a manageable percentage of the population. 

Kaplan is interested in stability, non violence, a good place for countries to invest. alleviation of property and wealth ( stability, so people will invest.)
Kaplan is actually writing Its a modernization theory. The conditions he laid out is the exact conditions Lerners enlisted. Democracy flows from development and he identified the conditions for democracy. We can't export democracy to counties that won't have these preconditions. and When you export democracy, like elections to countries that aren't ready for them, that don't have those preconditions, we would weakened political ruling and produces bad outcome, generating chaos and violence and attribute to political instability. 

3. Moral Arguments ( democracy produce these other good things)

- freedom
- self-determination
- voice
- participation
- human rights

We value the other things democracy was able to produce. Whether these moral argument are as insignificance as Kaplan described them to be? 
Moral Argument is the first argument that was made in favour to democratic development. 
ex. Benign Dictatorships? Hybrid Regimes? China, Singapore, generated economic growth

Stability is the key to generate growth. As some countries are not suitable to talk about freedom and rights as people are not literate enough to take control. 
dictators are better control the economic and produce middle class using authoritarian ruling. cracking down disobedience 

The dictator chose to benign according to his mood, his taste, his style ,not because there is a solid concrete political system and institutions to keep him always benign , there is no mechanism protect society to keep the dictator benign and keep them operation and ruling that way. no systems ensures that dictator not abuse human rights or sustain economic growth. Pragmatic and instrumental reason to prefer democracy over dictatorship. 
Democracy is in fact a set of institutions, best designed to represent the people's will. These institutions can limit power, and possibility of despotism. Leaders have the seek the support of the society. and uphold the system of checks and balances in the US Federal Government.

Kaplan argument: Democracy is not necessarily good and widespread. 
Something like a world government is emerging and real power actually rest with large corporations who controls the world. 

4. The unraveling of Democracy
- corporations, malls  private space , public space ( central park NYC)
democracy and space. malls and space are important signals and indications of democracy in wealth countries. Invest more in private places. 

Kaplan's final argument: sports have become our only form of entertainment, extreme fighting and celebrities undermined democracies. We spent our time on television whereas our parents spent their time communicating and making connections with people, join different society and developed democracy in a slow, subtle way. 




Pol 201 Tutorial 1 ( Noaman) no marn

Jan28  Presentation

Robart's position

the third world not exactly suit for democracy, they don't have the education, the social system, the people which are necessary elements for doing democracy.

Cold war, the rule communism played in the third world.
Samual Flanagon 
focus on liberal democracy
- liberal state--> democratized 
terrain of majority , terrain of minority 
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Do you agree with Kaplan that certain prerequisites must be in place for democracy to be a viable political system? How does his argument compare with the evidence from the history of currently democratic countries?
Do you see any logical and/or moral problems with making such an argument?
How would Sen respond to Kaplan? Who do you agree with more?
For Sen, what is the role of democracy in development? How does this differ from (or has similarities with) other perspectives we've studied in this course so far?
 In Robert Kaplan's article "Was Democracy Just a Moment" Kaplan delves into the contentious issue of the actual benefit of spreading democracy in the world most notably the Third World. Kaplan argues in the article that democracy itself follows as a progression of societal development and that pushing a system of democracy on a country still in development leads to greater instability. He posits the need for economic development to the point that a sizable middle class exists and the presence of strong civil institutions as necessary precursors for democracy. Failure to have these conditions in place according to Kaplan leads to ineffectual governments and political partisanship based on competing ethnic, tribal, religious or regional loyalties. Throughout the article the author evidences many national examples where the premature introduction of democracy has led to the rise of despotism and conflict. Kaplan is correct in arguing that "multi-party systems are best suited to nations that already have efficient bureaucracies and a middle class that pays income tax, and where primary issues such as borders and power-sharing have already been resolved." Through the course of the article Kaplan poignantly touches on the Western desire to export democracy to the world as misguided ethnocentrism. He continues by arguing that initial development of democracy in Europe was a gradual process over time that was fostered by the culmination of other necessary societal conditions and that likewise development of democracy in other parts of the world will  not be immediate. While many might reject Kaplan's position in favour of the universal idealism of democracy, they do so ultimately without properly taking into account the realities of the world. Kaplan by no means is in support of authoritarianism but is more of a pragmatist that cautions against the dangers of implementing a democratic system in a country not yet ready for it.


In the article " Was Democracy Just a Moment", Kaplan argued that there must be certain preconditions in place for democracy to be a viable political system a.He proposed the idea that democracy could not be exported  but has to be home grown and forcing democracy in a country, most notably the third world developing countries,  who are not ready for it would only creates greater instability to the existed political system , causing chaos and violence. He put forward the need for economic development to constitute stability, for which he believe is a necessity to urge economic development and growth within a country through foreign investment and the accumulation of wealth and property. On the other hand , a sound, contrite bureaucratic institutions, which ties in "reason" as a precondition of democracy, is also vital to the introduction of democracy to a national and whether the country could treats everybody equally, and produce equal standing sets the justifications of physical preconditions of democracy.
 I, to a large extend, agreed with Kaplan's argument. Instead of  agreeing with Fukuyama that  democracy is the highest achievement and final form of human government and political goal, he in turn, brings out the idea that democracy is not necessarily a good without these preconditions. In real life, while it is true that democracy perhaps is the best form of governance to present people's , limiting ruler's power, and the possibility of despotism. We cannot deny that it require a \a pool of literate and educated mass for it to work in order to prevent leaders from manipulating it to safeguard their own interest, leading to the rise of extremist like Hitler and Mussolini. Democracy is indeed designed for countries who are "ready for it", China for example, given it has experience rapid economic growth in the 20 century, people's mindset is not ready for democracy, they are still relying on the dictatorial form of governance to instill law and social order within the country.
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 Your required posting is due by 12pm on Tuesday, 21 January. 

Questions:
Does Huntington's delineation of the three waves of democratization make sense to you? Is it a good way of dividing up history?
Does Huntington miss any factors that you think are important to causing democratization, or any actors who might have an important role in the process or outcome?
Is there a generalizable theory behind Huntington's account of the Third Wave? If so, what is it?  Or is he simply identifying the most important factors in these specific historical events?
Similarly, can his analysis be applied to current events, or are the dynamics different in current attempts at democratization?
Other thoughts? (strengths/weaknesses, likes/dislikes, critiques, etc.) 


Huntington says that the process of democratization involves: (1) the end of an authoritarian regime, (2) the installation of a democratic regime, and (3) the consolidation of the democratic regime. He states that democracy can come about even if the people do not want it. He demonstrates this by providing us with three waves of democracy. The first wave had to do with economic and social development in which victorious Western Allies in WW1 broke up principal continental empires. The second wave dealt with political and military factors and looked at how victorious Western allies in WW2 imposed democracy onto many countries. The third wave looks at why only 30 out of 100 regimes switched to democracy and why these changes occurred only in the 1970s and 1980s. This third wave, which is caused by authoritarian governments attempt to create democracy under various pressures through a negotiation transition, a top down process. While I think Huntington's characterization of the waves of democracy reflects facts in history, I think that democracy is a continuous process that cannot be boxed in the three waves of transition

 Huntington attempts to answer the big question of "why" democracies happen, and identifies three waves of democratisation.  The first wave, in 19th century Northern Europe, seems to correlate with the mood of the Industrial Revolution as he pinpoints the rise of the working class and bourgeoisie as well as a decrease in economic inequality.  The second wave is associated with the post war eras and the subsequent wave of decolonisation.  However the third wave appears to be more generalised - he links it to factors like economic modernisation and the rise of human rights.  While he does find correlations, I do not feel that they are particular useful in finding a theory of democratisation. Rather, his work is interesting in seeing the different waves and democracies working in differing contexts.


This reading by Huntington about the "Three Waves" of democratization is a very complete argument. As Huntington begins, he has a organized approach to the questions of: 'Why these regimes change and why did these regimes change at this particular time to democracies? As Huntington continues, it is actually a combination of many factors. Initially, it is economic, the break down of authoritarian regimes that were clinging to legitimacy through economic performance. Further, it was economical because rapid growth promoted higher expectations (69) which in turn would promote social changes. Overall, the changes that promote democratization began with economics and passes through the political and social factors. Huntington's argument touches many aspects of the world and its political and economic connections. His argument is can be closely tied to Imperialism and dependency theory because Huntington does mention that some colonies do retain their democracies after reaching independence from their colonizers (43). Also, he uses modernization when referring to economic growth, which eventually leads to literacy and demands for further participation. Overall, I agree with his argument, that economic factors are apart of the scope that leads to democratization, however, there are much more factors that take affect. The only negative about his argument is it makes the connections very loosely, general acknowledgements and patterns that could easily be supported by further details.

In my opinion Huntington clearly defines and divides the waves of democratization according to to history. As we learned from the industrial revolution and the story of the town of Balgat in Turkey, the first signs of democracy in these two places from separate parts of the world was a cause of modernization and economic transformation that lead to political participation of the masses, a bottom up process, and this is explained in Huntington's first weave of democratization. The second wave is also backed by history as we saw the decolonization process of India and Nigeria, both ex-colonies of England, a democracy. The third wave is caused by authoritarian governments attempt to create democracy under various pressures through a negotiation transition, a top down process. While I think Huntington's characterization of the waves of democracy reflects facts in history, I think that democracy is a continuous process that can not be boxed in the three waves of transition. There could always arise other factors that are not included in Huntington's models of explanation. I do believe that the first wave of democrization can be applied to current events.


Huntington attempts to pinpoint the occurrence of democracy  with the “three waves of democracy”. The first wave is a result of social and economical transition that caused the collapse of authoritarian regimes that hold onto legitimacy basing on economic performance and causing revolution as people are exposed to urbanization and modernization. The second wave is associated with the process of imposition and decolonization  during the post war era, many colonies were able to turn to democracy after gaining independence from the Imperial powers and ended dictatorship. 
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Last but not least, the third wave is based on modernization and economic growth around the globe that brought about a greater attention and cravings of people to have greater participation in the political field and have their voice be heard. The gradual transformation of society indicates the end of authoritarian regime and pave way for the rise of a democratic government. I think Hungtington three wave of democracy is effective in explaining the step by step progress of democracy happening around the world and our readings from Balgat, Nigera, Asian great powers does support his saying. Nonetheless, I believe it is still not sufficient enough to sum up the whole evolvement progress of democracy and rather, it presented a general concept. 

3 votes ( Canadian parliament )
Senate ( it’s a whole over of a high order social system , the Lord, held over every since 1864) , many proposal have been made to change the system

· bill c2=> biggest bill to amend , 168 witnesses , passed billc2 with 158 changes 
· cant do anything accept accepting what the prime minister decided and appointed the ruler. 
· Constitutions always being able to dictated the crown, rather than having the crown dictate everything. 

US Presidentialism
Powerful and influential presidential systems, illuminates presidential system more generally.
Fragmented and divided government. 
An outcome of a separation of power ( system designed for the fragmentation and separation of power)
Legislature branch and executive branch are elected separately
Both parties are elected, no appointment
Each Branch has its own power base, electoral 
Assert Much more power to the executive than the parliament 
The president has an extra power to exercise the veto to veto, cant overrides  the decision of the parliament often, but occasionally 
Can appoint the candidate ( parliament) from whoever he chooses, also appoints ambassadors, the director of CIA, NSA,  the p has more free reign to appoint his cabinet and other members of his government then a prime minister does in the parliamentary system. 

Presidentailism
Different gov can be control diff parts of a system, different branches of the gov can be controlled by diff parties  ( sth parliament system cant do)
If 2 legislations
More likely to lead to deadlock when branches of gov are controlled by diff parties, blocked the legislations to be passed by other parties, don’t let other parties to pass legislation
Party discipline are relatively weak 
Partisanship ( having deadlock)
Elections are regularly scheduled, IN US , every 4 years , elect president, each lasted 2 terms longest 
100 senators, each serve 6 years ( term), staggered, 
normally get re-elected. No term limits for senators or senators from the house. Ex. 48 years

Electoral College:
Not exist in every Presidential system, exist in US
Electoral College is composed of , each state has a certain number of EC votes, based on population
Small states: small no of votes, large states: large no of votes
If a state votes 48 percent republicans, and 52 percent democrats, EC will vote democrats, to reach 100 percent democrats
The EC doesn’t divide what the votes divides, it goes with the majority, will not go the blue or red, the so called swing states, which are the ones which are close. They’ve been either red or blue. In swing states, a few thousand votes can make a different, either go red or blue. Most of US looks red, alarming 
Ppl conflicted of a crme, cant vote in Flowerda
2 senators right different statesorginial in koh then exective I Oart canadae)
not vote of confidence , in power for a fied term zeIn
P sysem+ 0 sum power, P simply wins, doesn’t need to form a coaltion or share power, no need to reach out to competing parties, a portioned to a 0 sum fashion ( power)
Office of P much more powerful than office of prime minister
P system, cabinet make up of ppl whose frds with the president 
P cabinet much less likely to disagree with the president or tell him the truth 
But Prime minister will be able to get a lot more done than most P can get done , unitarily systems of gov kicks in. opposition influences , rarely can actually affects disicision making 
Italy has hundreds of elections
4th problem = if u win election but didn’t win the majority 
more likely to form coalitions= more like to win the majority and more likely to form them. Vote for x party , enter coalition to y party whom I don’t wanna vote for
close doors.  And votes have no choice who enters to the close doors
anti-democratic dimension of government system
p= hv to get plurality of the votes, coaltions formed before the election  p system , coaltions operating long enough for years and years. 
Fair Vote Canada
Vote for MMP

Quotation from Text
The difference between parliamentary and presidential systems= separation of powers
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Referendum in California

Representative of democracy 
Representative Government 
Elect leaders, and those leaders would worry about the decision making
Voting is a matter to delicate power to someone else to make decisions on your behalf. ( where you can get on your routine life)
Only male , white, property owner are allowed to vote
Only they are considered full and responsible citizens to have a right to say in the government 
Excludes along the line of race, gender and class
Second boundary :Expanding the Franchise=> male and property owner ( only gender and class)
Last Boundary ww2 : only male  (gender)

Now : all adult citizens
Focus on solely Either a country is democratic or it not
Different electoral systems, different effect on the outcome of election 

Two different type of electoral systems
Majority and proportional representation 
Mixtures : mix system or majoritarian system

1993 83/150 use majoritarian systems to conduct elections ( most plurality systems), in order to become a leader, u must get 50 % +1 
but for plurality system, u just need more votes than anybody else, more than other party or candidate then you’ll get elected 
Ridings ( single election districts)
Single amber /member districts 
How are riding boundaries draw: 
· input side – equal representation of parliament
· output side- single electoral district,  
· Pros & Cons : distinct : A first past the post system over-represents the winning party , the system creates a discrepancy between the % of the vote the party gets and the % of seats the party gets.
· Ridings : You don’t want your basic support to be too disperse, cuz you wont be able to win any ridings but you also don’t want your basic support to be too concentrated, cuz you would be wasting votes , and only win one ridings
· Ex, US. The US decided to drawing districts in such a way that Africa America would win some districts ( even they belong t the minority population), 
· African American also vote for the democratic party. 
Always controlled by some political party, whoever its in office, if African American are in office , they would want to create a plurality, more districts that have just enough black voters to vote for the democratic party. 
Democrats and Congress. Suburbs and urbans
Show how fundamental power is to the whole process. The way single electoral districts works would 
Organize power in a particular way where different party would have an interest to control 

He shows: voters are not randomly distributed around space, it clusters and it clusters along urban areas ( by factory workers and highly educated young professional), voted for the party on the left, Canada Liberal party, in Us the Democratic party, In UK the labor party.
Demographically, in fact they are over concentrated on urban areas, liberal  win fewer districts with larger majorities , ( poorly distributed)
People who Vote on the right are tend to spread on suburban’s and rural areas ,Win more districts with smaller majorities 

Drawing an electoral district on purpose to get an political outcome
Completely undermining the opinions of the minority parties and minority groups . It predetermined what results the electoral election would be. 
It does not seems to offer representation to those who didn’t vote for the winners
The advantages: a better chance to create a majority government, more stable, being able to govern and pass policies.
Larger plurality in legislation, not have the government fall, get more done in office, the ability of government to get things done. 
2 ways PR organize ( Proportional Representation )
        a multi- member district
       parties are represented in the legislation % and the population % vote 
       the entire country will be a single district, not cuffed up in ridings or districts. More party holding seats in parliament, the effective number of parties : the majoritarian parties , mixed/semi PR, PR, the PR system ( very likely to get seats in parliament, even if u didn’t got the vote or win and therefore you will have more incentive to form a party, even if u didn’t outrights the vote ), whereas for the majority system, if you don’t win , you wont be in office at all 
having more parties running in election might be something good on the face of it, you might want more political , more likely to have a party to have a same political objective as yours.
Turnout , more people vote in elections, people turnout to vote for parties that are more closely reflect their interest and ideological perspective . 
The PR systems seems to have a better record of electing woman. If you have a commitment to electing woman, legislation said they have to run a certain number of female candidates , parties can put a certain number of female on the top of their list. 

If not, they can put a female candidate to a district that are extremely unlikely to win or districts that other parties would definitely win 
PR system: no single party can win an election, 

Coalition Government 
Never know who your party will enter the coaltion with ( anti-democratic, its mostly secret and you cant control what your party does, and cant take away your vote if it did sth you don’t like cuz that ship already sailed)
Israel ( Coalition Parties) 

Who votes- and why
1. Sociology 
Tell who votes and who doesn’t Based on demographic indicators , race, sex and class. The poor do not vote , in much smaller proportion. In US, Latinos, generally don’t vote .  ( naturally, inborn) 
2. Psychology:
You can tell who’s gonna vote based on their beliefs and attitudes they hold. People who have ideas about civic responsibly and attitudes of vote from their parents, are more likely to vote.( their parents preference)
3. Rational Choice Theory 
Argues the people votes based on a rational decision of party’s interest and performance. People make calculated choices based on their interests.  ( what their own preference), different identities, different interest, different beliefs,
1,2= votes are stable in their whole lifetimes
3.= votes will change in people’s lifetimes.
 explains variance of the voters ( race, parents beliefs, and rational evaluations) tells you sth about who votes. 

Does it matter who votes and why???

 wouldn’t really matter if voters turns our randomized, wouldn’t really matter if people didn’t vote , wouldn’t really matter if who votes or don’t. 
Cuz systems working really well, people don’t feel compelled to vote
might be a sign that the systems is actually functionally very well
voters are not randomized, there is a pattern, and people who do vote are distinct from those who don’t’. Systematically excluded tends not to vote 
we have to assume their interest are actually different with the people who do vote, they c ant be represented who do vote in that election cuz they have different interest 

Representation
1. symbolic representation esp Justin Bieber for CAD
2. An agent who acts on your behalf esp lawer
3. Shared characteristics esp woman and minorities represented who looked like them, who have walked in their shoes, same social and racial category that you are 
Principles: ( imply you are doing different work when you going to vote, representing different things )
might be a trustee ( you elected me, I used my judge to decide)
Delegate ( acts on instruction
Party Member ( act on the instruction of party leaders)\
Aboriginal ( percentage of vote) 

Canada
Have a very strong regional district support for different party
945 thousand voters elected no party to parliament 
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Each colour represents a genetic type
Divide people into races, have no basis in genetics
Genetics deconstruct the idea of racist 
Race cannot be transcended, but civilization can be transcended.
 Mix ancestry and called those peope colour 
economic explanations of race 

nation state formation 
bringing the whites back into the nation, by through the formal exclusion of blacks from the nation
Those categories determined what people can do and what they cannot do. 



Wont get a racialize political identity
Racial id
If official government polic does not mention racial poliy 

Into the theme to democracy
Demonstrate the ways in which states create boundaries of identity, gender, females types, the story of black exclusion, in particular story about democratic nation state formation. Inclusion is only accomplished through exclusion. Part of the story of what markers democratic government use to identify the franchise, government use different markers to create the boundaries of inclusion and exclusion and how and where they draw those boundaries, political salient of certain countries 
Represent a category of people 
Gender groups demanded crossing cutting solution
Ethnics groups demanined coinciding groups this kind of solution 
Gender is not like ethnicity, gender crosscut existing political parties, reserations on the other hand, makes phrases for the formations of ethnic parties, genders is crosscutting, where ethnicity is coinciding 
Gender is a completely different kind of difference, its universal and they doesn’t have coinciding interest, they are gonna be distributed in the political spectrum , for example some woman are gonna be liberal;, some are gonna be conservative and some democratic. The feminist who were fighting for the law would actually not change anything, only be female versions of the male politics woman are crosscutted
Peru: extend quotas to woman ( right solution), extend quotas to ethnic groups ( wrong solution)g

DBQ 

Your comment should focus on the Htun and Marx readings for the Gender and Ethnicity week. Some possible topics (feel free to discuss other things you find interesting as well):

Do you agree with Mala Htun's analysis of the difference between women and a minority group and ethnic minorities? Do you think her conclusions are true for pretty much all groups and all circumstances? Why or why not?
What does Anthony Marx's account of the U.S., South Africa, and Brazil imply about the nature of group boundaries such as race?
What are the implications of Marx's argument about nation-building for democracy and equality?
When we talk about identity-based politics, some political scientists take the existence of identity groups (ie. ethnic groups or other types of minorities) as fixed,and study how they interact politically. Others look at how such identity groups are constructed in a certain social and political context. Where do Htun and Marx fit? What are advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches?




According to Mala Htun’s analysis of the difference between women, a minority group and ethnic minorities , gender demands a crosscutting solution whereas ethnicity demands a coinciding solution. Gender, unlike ethnicity, crosscut existing political parties and doesn’t necessarily have a coinciding interest and could be widely distributed in the political spectrum. For example, , example some woman support liberal and some support conservative. Ethnic minority groups, on the other hand, hold similar interest and belief in the political sphere. However, this certainly could be speak for all countries, there are a lot of ethnic minority groups that wished to be integrated to the majority culture and system, like the Latinos in America. 



I do agree with Mala Htun's analysis of the difference between women and ethnic minority groups. Htun’s statement that “gender is crosscutting while ethnicity tends to be coinciding” (439) sums up her argument justly. Ethnicity defines people more than their gender; it is more influential in shaping their thinking, values, and beliefs. Htun states that although women tend to hold shared beliefs on equality, it does not mean that they will continue to remain as a unitary group. Once equality is achieved, they will go back to the group that best represents their individual interests (Htun, 451). Ethnic minority groups, on the other hand, have shared common beliefs and ideologies that they wish to protect and have noticed in their political system. However I do not agree that the circumstances are the same in every country, which she alludes to in her conclusion. The example that she used in her article about the US is a good example. African Americans and Latinos are distinctive minority groups, but they do not wish to remain as a distinctive group but rather wish to be integrated into the system (Htun, 451). This is because in America, these groups are assimilated into American culture and share the same general beliefs as White Americans.  What they want is the same as women, to have equal opportunity, and therefore quotas the better system to use than reserved seats. Quotas assimilate the group into the system whereas reserved seats maintain equality while representing the distinct culture and ideologies of the group. Thus the situation of African American and Latinos in America is different from other ethnic minority issues or minority issues like in Canada with French-Canadians and Aboriginals in Canadian government.
Reply Quote Mark as Read

I agree with Marx's statement that there is no fixivity of “race” as definitions have changed throughout the years. A prime example from Canadian history is the “racial” discrimination various European groups, such as Ukrainians, which would classify as “white” in a modern setting, faced when the Canada’s west was being founded. However this does not mean that the effects of the discrimination of the time in a specific place does not harm those discriminated against with systemic reinforcement. To this end the problem of under-representation of females and various “races” in positions of power must be addressed. In this regard Htun argues that women require quotas to be accurately represented politically as they have no fixed political ideology, and various ethnicites require reserved seats as they tend to vote for specific political parties. I find this argument incredibly short sighted as it assumes that somehow being of a specific ethnic group bestows a specific political ideology which completely disregards logic as individuals primarily vote out of class interests. She seems to assume that if an ethnic group is not oppressed, or overcomes oppression, and thus achieves a higher socioeconomic status that they would for some reason still vote along ethnic boundaries. When this line of thinking is applied to males of the dominant ethnicity of a nation it seems to imply that no matter the class of these kinds of people they will vote for parties that favour those of higher classes. I think that while reserved seats should only really be implemented in instances where class inequalities coincide with ethnicities, I also think that if these inequalities are defeated that a nation should make a shift towards a quota system.


Tutorial:

Essay: Does the type of electoral system matter for development ?
1. Define your categories, your concept and terms, make a precise definition

Define : electoral system , an institution of political system that translate vote into seats., specifically looking at PR and M , a key and milestone for democracy and a democratic state  
Development: Macro development ad Micro Development when a state can provide for the welfare to people, that counted as development. , economics(GDP), social, human rights, education. And basically a country progressing in all aspects. 
WHEN YOU ARE DEVELOPING, YOU NEED STABILITY.(?)

2. Overall thesis statement ( your argument), I can be more than one sentence long, also explaining the answer 
 
Thesis:  Yes electoral system does matter. Two major types , the PR and      Majoritarian.  Describe different types of electoral system and how it impacted on development. ( in what way does it matter)
It directly impact who makes up the government, it determined who is in power and which group of people will be benefiting the most and whose interest are served the most. Determines who gain the most from the government. Defines whos interest are served the most. Perpetuates who is in power, rule consecutive years, who is in power. 

3. Outline of your sub-arguments 
Majoritarian system= win takes all , macro dev
Exaggerate the power of the winning party, minorities are neglected and their interest not reflected in the government, but not effective in reflecting the needs of the minorities. Minorities do not benefit from representation

 easier to implement policies and reach an agreement, easier with decision making

(micro dev) PR emphasis more on the minority and allow all people to have a voice in politics.  benefiting the social aspect of the country , create more incentive for  people to participate in politics. ( human rights + political awareness) Disadvantages : barriers in implementing policies, policitical deadlock , taking much long time, time consuming and affect stability since the government was composed of too many groups and too many voices. 

WHAT IS MISSING HERE: EXAMPLES, EVIDENCE. !!!! AND QUOTES (in essays)
 This is a hypothesis, potential answer, United States, Canada and Germany, ( all high developed and emocratic) G has a mix member of plurality system, elected throu PR, 
Canada: traditional west, elections
US: …. System
All system works for a very high developed,  democratic states, Therefore type of electoral system does not matter development.
Ex. China don’t have a electoral system, and it is still doing pretty well in development .
Narrow scope of development ( human development index and economic growth ) , must define your terms and justify your definition. This is what I mean by development and electoral system. Be narrow and precise with your terms. EVIDENCEEEEEEEEE!!!!!!!!! POLITICS IS WHAT PEOPLE DO AND HOW PEOPLE ARE DOING IT, ITS POWER!  

Drawing an electoral district on purpose to get an political outcome
Completely undermining the opinions of the minority parties and minority groups . It predetermined what results the electoral election would be. 
It does not seems to offer representation to those who didn’t vote for the winners
The advantages: a better chance to create a majority government, more stable, being able to govern and pass policies.
Larger plurality in legislation, not have the government fall, get more done in office, the ability of government to get things done. 
2 ways PR organize ( Proportional Representation )
        a multi- member district
       parties are represented in the legislation % and the population % vote 
       the entire country will be a single district, not cuffed up in ridings or districts. More party holding seats in parliament, the effective number of parties : the majoritarian parties , mixed/semi PR, PR, the PR system ( very likely to get seats in parliament, even if u didn’t got the vote or win and therefore you will have more incentive to form a party, even if u didn’t outrights the vote ), whereas for the majority system, if you don’t win , you wont be in office at all 
having more parties running in election might be something good on the face of it, you might want more political , more likely to have a party to have a same political objective as yours.
Turnout , more people vote in elections, people turnout to vote for parties that are more closely reflect their interest and ideological perspective . 
The PR systems seems to have a better record of electing woman. If you have a commitment to electing woman, legislation said they have to run a certain number of female candidates , parties can put a certain number of female on the top of their list. 

If not, they can put a female candidate to a district that are extremely unlikely to win or districts that other parties would definitely win 
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PR system: no single party can win an election,

Tutorial:

Race: not found, its made and used
No such thing as black or white. No logic about that. No biological point. No such thing biology, cant determined the cut off point. 

What is ethnicity: 
Racial characteristics
Culturally distinct groups
Common descent 
Ethnicity = political weapon
Evolution is a change in genetic frequency for alio ( genes), mutation, evolution does play a role

Ethnic  health, politics, economic 

Kenya, ethnicity, how to these things produce ethnicity, rather than the other way round. Explains its relationship to politics. Perpetuates poverty 
Why do class exist, correlation between ethnicity and class.


What are Immigrants
People who move from one country to another in search of opportunity
Do they do so by choice.
What are the moral obligations
Pro opinion, his emphasis of choice is misplaced, nevertheless, immigrant societies do look different from national minorities
1. they don’t live in territorial concentrated areas, live in distinct urban neighborhoods, esp Chinatown, don’t control thousands of eras o territories 
2. rarely have governing body, education are mainly primary schools, not likely to have high school and universities ( of their language) that can extend their culture and language to that extend
3. life in the public sphere in their home language is limited, happens in informal institutions ( their culture and language_)
4. assimilation

First nations are national minorities ( Quebecois)
How do we categorize colonists and other evolving groups?
Colonist Immigrants territorial concentration British conquest National minoritiy
The colonist start out as immgrants, they come to Canada as immgrants and move here by choice, in family units and groups and come to start over a new life, and evolved to groups that look like national minorities ( through this process)  

Indigenous Peoples
In Canada
73% are in need of affordable housing
12% have to boil their drinking water
Unemployment rate is nearly 4% the Canadian average 
a funding from government $8500 vs $15188 for other Canadians ( average
Avg per capita) 

National Minorities ex, Quebecois Scottish……

Ask what kinds of demands do these groups makes
( based on their political claims are and what do they make), they want different things 
-National Minorities 
Internal sovereignty or self-government
Rights of language and land use
Increased autonomy within federation 
· Immigrants
Integration
Exemption for some cultural practices
Some education in home language ( often offer only primary schools, never able to attempt universities in their home language) they can go to communities in their home language, go to church, primary school, local neighborhood jobs but that’s it, cannot go beyond it and break out of it and succeed  if they continue to operate only in their home language 
Success within host country society

“Types” of Groups
National minorities
Immigrants
Refugees
African Americans ( and other populations descended from slaves) 

What the state is obligated to do turns on the intentions of the groups, ex. Some refugees tend to return home 
Not a common language and culture
Clearly a distinct groups that the state has a distinct 


What are the things the states could to when they faced the problems and situatiosn of national moniorities
· Assimilation( assimilate the dominant culture, and abandon your own culture, to the new country and culture). Forced assimilation( historically) purpose of residential schools, prevented students from speaking their own language, insisting they only speak English or french in their school, parents was prevented to influence their own culture and language to the next generation. (interruption of generation transmission of language), children not familiar with their own distinct culture and identity and language
It can take a more benign form . encourage their children to be fluent in a new language, for a better future, economic opportunity operates only in the dominate language, creates powerful incentive to seek economic opportunity and equality . Want to be part of that national project . 
Its not all bad though, it involves a high degree of acceptance in the part of the receiving society. You can’t become like us . It does imply a recognition of common HUMANITY, ethnically, racially different could assimilate and be accepted in the common immigration of society. Distinct, recognized Countries that said you cant become like us, not accept people who are ethnically distinct as German nationals, and see others as outsiders 
· Privatization
Allowing people to practice their different beliefs, traditions, languages in the private sphere without interference from the state, as long as those practices
a) do not infringe the freedoms of anyone else and 
b) do not start to seep into the public sphere
The state was to be neutral and secular to religion. The state on the other hand, also protected from the interference of the church, church cannot invades the public sphere or interfere the state. To protect from one religion to other religion. The religion cannot use the power of the state to dominant over other state or execute members from other religion.
Keeps all religions equally powerless, all have equal control, cannot capture the state and the state is neutral on religion. 
Mechanism= neutrality, separation of private and public sphere. Does it work? To what extent it work? You were able to do whatever you want in the private sphere, your own culture and language but the state is not necessary offer support to maintain and support these culture differences.
The state cannot be neutral with respect to language, the state can be multi-lingual , like South Africa, 11 official language ( be fair ), or the state can adopt no official language, we just have language in which we do business, no objection in others , like the United States, no official language , some place used mandarin, some use Spanish, majority use English, simply adapt to whatever the local need is ( not standards of neutrality)
State cannot be neutral in all respects and language is an example ( cannot use principle of neutrality. 

Multiculturalism:
Has a lot of contemporary legitimacy in the world. 
· not only allows cultural difference, aims to protect and preserve these differences into the future
· Integration without shedding particularity
Offers supports to culture and language and make sure it is protect and preserve into the future
Multi-culture practices
Obligations 

Liberal Democratic State
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- Privatization is difference-blind 

Democracy is about extending power to the people- a radical idea

Fear people obtained political power will interfere economic sphere as well
Classical liberalism
Idea of rights, did not envision a great deal of political participation ( try to limit) , as opposed to democracy and the masses having power, gradually get democratized . Over 3000 years, franchise extended to more and more people. Liberalism is about rights and freedoms, respect of human rights, and democracy is about participation. Liberalism is about setting limits o that power- a conservative idea. 

Participation is not a Paradox – Schlozman, Verba and Brady

Who thinks it is and why
- Rational Choice Theory , very few people would logical design to achieve something like a public good , jointly produced and non excludable . For the pt of view of individual participation, once the good exist, it is available to everyone enjoy , it is not limited to people who is active is creating  the public good. People didn’t put any effort , ( thanks to others’ hardwork), but can enjoy and benefits the same. 
Why do people behave irrationally all the time. So why people participate, even participation is irrational. 
- selective benefits 
- expressive benefits
S, V, B survey
-What types of benefits flow from collective action?
- what is the meaning of participation to activists?
- What is the nature of different types of activities?
 Ans; people get different types of benefits from different types of actions and activities. Different goals people would like to achieve.
actually benefit is in the action , in the means rather than the ends. The process of working to it 

Selective gratification  : people who actually take part in the action
1. Selective material benefits
2. Selective social gratification
3. Selective civic gratifications ( only the people actually go to vote, engage politically are going to feel good about themselves for fulfilling their civic responsibility ( internalized they believe they have a civic res)

Collective policy outcomes 

What do they find?
1. Most people do not cite selective benefits as a reason for participating
2. Selective social gratification is important to social types of participation
3. Civic gratification is high for all forms of voluntary participation.
Norms of civic responsibility is powerful in US political scenario
4. When people participate in activities with intended policy outcomes , they identify collective policy outcomes as an important motivation for participation. Thus, many people participate irrationally.
If these people are irrational, they would know they would not be able to influence the government. 
People do participate. 

1. Institutionalized Participation 
2. Interest Groups, save the environment, breast cancers, ( political interest groups)
Canadian medical association ( interest groups on particular people )

Everyone is looking out for their particular interest from these interest groups, getting their piece of pie, rather than working politically that is going to benefit the common good 
These groups are also said to undermine political equality, some are wealthier, more powerful people at their disposal, larger in size, and more have a much larger political voice than the other groups. Capture politics for their own interest, and excludes those groups who are lack resources and money.  
Good: freedom of expression, speech, ( to the political leaders) proliferation of interest groups is the only way to combat the wealthier, and have more groups to have effectively encounter their power and challenge their power in the public space. 

3. Political parties  
is a formal organization whose self conscious primary purpose is to place and maintain in public office persons who will control, alone or in a coalition, the machinery of government ( LaPalombara)
actively involve in announcing and producing their members’ opinions
main goal is to win power, the party is the mechanism in which candidates are chosen to run political office, run through a political party, take advantages of party machinery.

Types of Parties
-Pragmatic, not necessarily obtained ideological coherent, most party who actually win are pragmatic parties, they do different things in different sphere, cuz they are interested in solving problems to get themselves elected. 
-Ideological
-Personalistic 

Accountability  
Social Movement 
Vertical Institutionalized The issues is to    
Societal= non Institutionalized ( mainly elections, parties and interest groups), tends to make noise, makes traffics, force itself onto the political agenda and public space

Interest Groups use different strategies than social movement , want to achieve their goal in a particular way, democratically. Aimed at being disruptive. Social Movement are trying to create a movement for change and doing by being disruptive.
Indirect /representational participation: elect candidates
Direct participation:  u as a citizen deliberate and make decision yourself about politics

Everyone knows what decision are made, more the money are spent and go, the budgeting decisions , Much less space for corruption

Participatory Budgeting
Intrinsic “ comes from the process itself
They are exercising democratic power, they are glad to have a voice, less aliened from politics and the public sphere, experience that you feeling like you matter. Mobilization to get people out of those meetings
Budgeting process tend to be more distributive, wealth distribution
Liberal is afraid how democracy would undermine their power, because they will be redistributed but the truth is democracy is never redistributed 
A tool for redistributed participatory budgeting 


Tutorial
Breakdown into 3 categories to explain whats been happening in the world. This explains the world. 

1. rail Choice 
 vicious cycle, unmotivated, tradition, education, culture

2. Institutions- government, law, ethnicity ( mediating between institutions and structures ) and the rich and  government are trying the divide the pie for THEMSELVES, media 

3. Structure  (neo)colonialism, power distribution, capitalism, dependency, when the US, Canada government dropped a bomb in other place, they claimed its not their territory, its not terrorist. 
What kind of democracy is it if you are allowed to invade other countries and other not allowed to fight back? 

What is the structure:
Is a social relationship between groups of people, that constrains and determined other lower levels of social relations. 

Landlords, peasants, farmers 
Landlords < rent > tenants ( this is structure) it is not natural but they make you think its natural, they make you things is what God’s intended and given. Revolution is the forceful changing of structures. Uprising, Rebellion, things in common, collectively action ( things in the bottom), collectively actions of tenants against the landlords, but actually landlords are also taking collective actions against the tenants, this is what they called a power struggle. In capital society, relationship that defines things is a capitalist and the proletariat ( working class)

Capitalist > wages/employment > proletariat ( working class) 

Contradiction 
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Take the world of the 85 and giving it back to the 3.5 billion. 

Can the concept of social capital be useful to us in understanding and/or explaining development, or lack of development (economic or otherwise)? What about democratization?
What are the practical and/or policy implications of Putnam's argument? Are they different from the practical implications of Prof. Jung's article?

Robert Putnam makes an observation and an argument about public life in America: "There is striking evidence . . . that the vibrancy of American civil society has notably declined over the past several decades" (p. 65). To Putnam, this trend is important and is worth investigating because a decline in civic engagement leads to reduced and weakened vibrancy of representative government. The key term employed by Putnam to measure this vibrancy is social capital, "features of social organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit" (p. 67).
 According to Robert Putnam a surplus of social capital leads to three benefits: social trust, problem-solving templates, and the transition from ‘I’ to ‘We’. Putnam believes that social capital exists in a rigid relationship of equilibrium. Its existence/absence is a result of historical makeup and is infinitely locked in a vicious cycle that cannot be broken. Courtney Jung on the other hand sees it differently. Jung’s qualitative response and critique to Putnam’s view is that social capital is in fact NOT rigid (not a case of “societ ies either have it or they don’t.”) and social capital is not necessarily good. Threats and efficacy are often catalysts to social capital (ex. racism). Jung’s definition of social capital is that social capital is fluid, and democratic societies with weak institutions and a history of lack of civic engagement can produce social capital – which is important for democracies. Jung argues that social capital is not something that needs to have existed in a community for 600 years. Instead, it is something that can be produced fairly quickly. Social capital can come and go and can generate quickly as it can be generated by collective action rather than social capital being a base for collective action. Since social capital is not rigid, development can stem from the social aspect of a society (as a result of an external reason, such as a common threat) and seep into the political and economic realm with the gradual building of trusted institutions. This solidifies democracy, and therefore it IS possible for developing countries to develop. On the other hand, it is also important to be skeptical of ‘developed democracies’, as they are often taken for granted to be good. Collective action (and therefore social capital) is not always necessarily for a good reason – and as a parallel, democracies are not necessarily good if the people decide to act in a negative manner as a collective group.








Putnam’s argument emphasize on the importance of the mechanism of civic engagement and social connectedness in producing development in a community, in other words, social capital.  With referral to the article, social capital means features of social organizations, norms and trust that can accelerate cooperation for the mutual benefit of the general society and it exists in a relationship of equilibrium.  “ Its persistence or absence is infinite, locked in “vicious” or “virtuous” cycles. According to Putnam, the benefits of communities having considerable amount of social capital are threefold, including being able to obtain social trust, resolving potential collective action and encourage future cultural collaboration and also broadening peoples’ mindset from “ I”, solely self-interested and involved, to “we”, concerning mutual and collective benefits of the society. Professor Jung, on the other hand, disagrees with Putnam’s saying. He claimed that even communities there are democratically and institutionally weak with limited history of civic engagement could have social capital. Therefore suggesting that there is no direct relations or mechanism with civic engagement to the better living of the community. Also, in response to Putnam’s argument of social capital can help generating cooperation and coordination, he defined social capital as more of a fluid resource, it could be generated quickly via collective action instead of the other way round, collective action generating social capital.
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Link between democracy and the free market
Because they both rest fundamentally on the principal of free economy autonomy 
You cant have freedom in oe sphere whithout freedom in another freedom
U cant have a free market unless you have democracy
And u cant have democracy unless you have a free market

2nd reason a free market or globalization will undermine democracy because it would lead to the increase of inequality, which in incompatiable with equality in the political sphere
if u have vast economic inequality, the rich will have a much larger greader political voice 

if the elites  the relationship between globalization, inequality and democracy
globalization leads to inequality so u need government to mediate spending to minimize inequality 
what take of capacity to political elites to implement the type of decisions they’d like to implement. 
Local political elites most often do not have the capacity to make the change the policy decision to increase spending that could make globalization to increase democracy. They lack this capacity. 

“ Elites may face pressure to decrease social spending; this……..” Rudra

takes subsidies on food, explicitly rejected by the Washington consensus. They would have to increase taxes to increase social spending 

“ The financial autonomy and ability to modify systems of taxation according to recognized as a …………………… country.”

Flaw in Rudra’s article: 
Democracy is not compatible with massive inequality which is produced by globalization. Produce unrest if not company by massive redistribution. F it is company by it, It must be accompany with taxation and investment. The logic: we have to look at globalization and development. The impact of democracy is mediate in the impact of development ( inequality generated the impact), development having an impact on democracy. 

Between 1995-1999, the world 200 ppl doubled their wealth. 1.3 billion people llving on less an an dollar a day
The average income in the richest country is 37 times the income of the poorest 20 countries. 

Life expectancy improved all over the world , it depend on access to food, shelter and health care, a robust measure of standing of living of countries. 
It was below 45 on most of Africa and asia. 50-60 years in Latin America  and Europe. In 2004, also all regions in the world have 60-83 years. Africa continues to lagged behind. ( due to high incidents of AIDS)
A robust measure of well-being. Its generally improving except Africa.

Conclusion” Improvements of life expectancy has evidence as living conditions of planet is improving even if inequality is arising.  The gap between the poor and wealthy has also grown in the last 30 years. Effects of G is no longer effective to look at the world at this regional kind of way to take about disparities between regions. Because most are within regions. An increase in life expectancy within regions are measured by countries. Its not the entire countries are being left behind by free trade and capital, G always have local partners , local elites that benefit from free trade, and we should expect these people would have the same life expectancy as wealthy people in any part of the world 
( GINI) is the gap measure of inequality in the country, the further your country is from GINI. 

Development during the Industrial Revolution.
Overtime produce these results:
1. Profits were reinvested in production, remained in the country. 
Profits remained in the country. 
2 Factories trained workers; skilled workers had more power to organize to make demands
3.  Quickly produced strong social reform movement 

Development through G does not have these same effects, it doesn’t cause any of these outcomes. , workers not trained to take up more skilled jobs, government not wealth enough to take upon more social reforms. 

Because G is failing to produce this type of development, the states would have to intervene to produce the same effects that IR produced. Argument same as Lipson. Wide economic class and large social economical benefits. 

Will this be an eventual outcome of Globalization? G has just gotten started, free trade has increase wealth, not increase equality, and eventually G would prove to be an effective strategy to generate these outcome. Inequality producing from G is just a short term effect, 

Inequality of power, and inequality of knowledge , reinforce and sustain power. The Power Gap, the world system has largely been created by the West, it is sustained by the West, and it has been created in the interest of the West. 

The World system ahs largely been created by the West and it is been created in the interest in the West. The West holds the power of balance. The global order is dominated by the West. A reflection of the interest of the west. 

The Wealth Gap
THE PEOPLE who are rich become richer ( free trade) and pooer are pooer.  Capital flows to capital.  More of it is flowing out of developing countries, its outward flow, its mostly towards the wealthier country. 
Many developing country 
Paying back their loans and paying back with interest , healthcare and education combined .
1980 africa external debt 16 billion dollars
2000 it is 206 billon dollars, quadruple in 20 years
2002 302 billion dollars, 2 billion going out : Inequality: money moving in the wrong direction. 

the West holds most of the World’s knowledge
inhaled and owned by the West, mostly by the United States. 
4/5 of the world’s total scientific and technological output is generated by the West. Knowledge is , the importance knowledge has, there is actually more knowledge produced and owned in the west but subjectively, expertise and scientist , expertocracy is the rule of experts, fuelled by the belief that only experts can make good decisions, not only scientific matters but also discharging for political and economic matters and decisions societies have to make , take knowledge out ot the people and placing on these people. Devaluation political participation and deliberation. That average people should have a voice in the public sphere  

places decision to a few that are expertise and they come from the West, trained from the West , discriminating people who are not culturally assimilated to the West. Ideological 

Objective disparity of ……
Power, Weatlth and Knowledge  Cosmopolitan Justice
All humanity belongs to a single community.
We owe the same respect and obligation to all human beings, 

Theorist worried The state is being hollowed out, actually no longer the proper site for democracy .  The idea of represnetaiton is that there is a correspondence between the site of democratization and the site of decision making, a relationship between the two. You vote for the people who are going to make decision who are going to affect your life. G generates a theory for a matching poltical framework, the state is no loner the proper site of democracy , elected leaders no longer able to make the right decision and people are iunable to vote for people who are actually making their decision that can affect their life  mismatch!! 

3 fold
Three Ideals of Global Democracy 
1. include all human beings in the sphere of common concern
2. Matching decision making with representation 
3.  Legitimating the world order, lack agency and participation 
Under the constraints of G, irrelevant for people in poor countries to vote. Matters Beyond the borders 

How develop is a country 
Rethink the boundary and scope of democracy. 

Example of Canada :
 Come to an agreement that this is…….


3  exam review sessions (next week, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday (1-3)
1 short essay question

Social Capital
What is social capital? Utility drive from cooperation. Social networks to maintain trust. Relationships that cant be used for productive purposes. Social class determines position/status

Declining social capital and democracy. Less people are involved in political participation, less voting, declining , leading to democratic deficit. 
He measure social capital bolling loan, people used to be more involoved in community lives, used to go to church, clubs, they have more trust, greater relationships, greater network and somehow will be transfer to greater involvement in the states and government, greater capacity of the states. Bolling clubs, bolling leagues, declining social capital means declining trust in government. Because we don’t like ourselves anymore, we don’t like the government anymore. What leads to the decline in social capital.
1. women ( nuclear family, woman are going to work, prevent man from doing manly activities, like bolling, going to clubs, screwing up nuclear family, middle famility no longer can participate)
2. mobility ( 
3. increase no. of divorce    ( financial reason creating stress) idea of nuclear family never existed, or very short of time 
4. technology
( explains on individual behavior level), he didn’t explains why these occur. Making ends meet.  There’s all these structural reason he ignored. 
how did he explain the decline in individuals. People behavior have changed as a result of 1,2,3,4, and that explains why we have weaker institutions.  Methodological: how did X causes Y, what is the mechanism  going from X to Y , he just state that there is a correlation.  Critic!!!

And why do these people not trust the government, not trust they are doing wt they are doing in their best interest.  Increase in woman in the workface leads to greater mobility and participation and its getting stronger, not weaker. Alll these other factor , ignores all political reasons to explain political outcome.  Its not lack of social capital that lead to decline in democracy, it’s the lack of capital that lead to it. 

Social capital  collective actions ( FINAL EXAM) 




Structure 


Institutional


Individuals ( behavior/choice)

Globalization: flow of capital , economic definition: mainly generally in development in lifting of national barriers of trade and the free flow of capital, free market.  Increase in trade stuff, build connections and netorks, don’t wanna to blow up other countries cuz u are in trade and lead to peace or sth. 
 Structural adjustment program : ( SAPS0 
conditionalities
· reduce barriers to trade
· private enterprises
· - cut the government budgets 
privitaize as much as u can, and cut the budget ( mostly on social spending),  
WHY WOULD a gov wanna increase social budget
IMF, social policy leading to instability, responsive so somewhere accountable , swash the unrest. U can have more D or less D as a result of G 
External impetus : Globalization, Imperialism , institutional policies, either social welfare or repression ; either democracy or the other way

Whats the problem of his definition of democracy:  its anti- democracy in concept , taking economic decision out of democractic body, u cant set up barriers to tradem u can’t contact any other trade, u can’t choose who to trade with, u just have authority over what road to build, how much money to invest. Its actually degrading the level of democracy. 

A lot of knowledge hidden from the mass and majority. 
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