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Course Objective: How do we study political behavior in the United
States & what are the implications of this research on the quality of
political representation in America?

This course offers an introduction to the systematic and meticulous study of American political
behavior and, ultimately, how this influences the degree of political representation provided by
political elites. The political behavior field is constructed broadly within the American politics
subfield, with the political behavior literature encompassing the underpinning of political decision-
making, opinion formation, in addition to more “concrete” expressions of political behavior such
as voting and political activism. In this course, we concentrate on this literature and also assess
the implications of citizen political behavior on the quality of political representation provided by
their elected elites.

Building on the scientific foundation of political science, this course is designed to provide an
understanding into what shapes political behavior (i.e., partisanship, ideological preferences,
democratic participation) and what how these behavioral considerations influence responsive-
ness by our American political institutions. The main question motivating the course is a simple,
yet complex one: what factors influence the political behavior of citizens and what
are the implications of this behavior for how elites provide descriptive and ideologi-
cal representation? Recognizing the pivotal model of representation in the American political
system is predicated on the ability of citizens to translate their preferences and behavior to en-
sure democratic responsiveness from the American political elites, the motivating question of the
course hinges on understanding the following concepts:

• How do political sciences study and measure differing dimensions of political behavior in
the study of American politics? How do we make a distinction between “attitudes” and
“behavior” in the study of American politics? How do we define both of these distinctions
in the study of American politics?
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• Now that we have discussed how political scientists traditionally study political behavior,
we now turn to the “meat of the course.” How well are citizens able to form opinions
about politics, particularly with respect to partisanship and ideological preferences on the
role of government in society? Is there a potential danger to the consistent finding in the
literature that citizens know relatively little about “hard political issues” such as political
ideology? Moreover, does this concern hold when assessing variation in which types of
citizens participate in politics?

• Lastly, we consider the implications of political behavior on the degree of representation
provided by citizen’s elected elites. Do elites accurately represent the views of the majority
of citizens they are tasked with representing? How do we know if this is or not the
case? Moreover, would this degree of legislative representation be more equitable if citizens
participated more in politics?

These thematic questions may seem daunting, but this course will give you the necessary frame-
work to perform careful political and social science analysis to gain leverage on these questions.
This course will provide not only an understanding of how to study the specific mechanisms
by which political behavior manifests itself in American political life and how this behavior in-
fluences the nature of political representation in the political system. This course will engage
with primary sources of political science literature that will inform us how to engage in careful
social science analysis. This course emphasizes the tools you need to assess political behaviors,
practices, and institutional representation based on theory and evidence. Welcome to the class!

Course Logistics & Requirements

This section of the syllabus serves as a guide for course expectations (both for me and for you)
and logistical information such as grade breakdown and course texts.

Course Texts, Materials, & Announcements: There is no assigned textbook for this course.
The Course GitPage contains all relevant readings in the interactive syllabus. Please note that
we will not be using Blackboard for any component of this course.

Grade Breakdown & Schedule:

? 30% Class Discussion Participation

? 70% Weekly Response Papers

≥ 97% A+ 87 - 89% B+ 77 - 79% C+ 67 - 69 D+ < 60% F

93 - 96% A 83 - 86% B 73 - 76% C 63 - 66% D

90 - 92% A- 80 - 82% B- 70 - 72% C- 60 - 62% D-
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Class Discussion Participation (30%): As a graduate-level substantive seminar, this course
requires students to attend class and be active in our collective course discussion. Ideally, I would
be speaking very little during most of our seminars. As such, students are expected to shoulder
the burden of driving discussions in this course. This means that students need to read the
assigned materials every week and be ready to talk about the substantive topics/work discussed
in that week’s readings. This largely entails:

1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the theoretical model presented in each individual
reading for this week? Do these theories “make sense” given what we know from our ongoing
discussion about political behavior?

2. What empirical methods and research designs are used to evaluate the theory-driven hy-
potheses presented in this work? What data sources do these authors rely on to test their
hypotheses?

3. What do these readings tell us about political behavior and politics in general? What are
the limitations of these studies that the authors may have missed and what could be a
worthwhile avenue for future work in this area?

Response Papers (70%): Beginning in the second week of the course, students are responsible
for turning in a reaction paper. These response papers are to be no more than two page
single-spaced and are due at 5pm Sunday, the day prior to our class meeting over
email.1 The purpose of this assignment is to teach students how to develop a single thesis
argument in clear and concise form. While students should complete a response paper each
week, I will count only the top 12 reading responses towards their final grade. These
response papers must engage the readings in some form and are flexible with respect to content.
These response papers may:

? Provide an alternative research idea in response to that week’s readings or a single article

? Bring forth an alternative theoretical explanation than what is claimed in that week’s read-
ings or a single article

? Critique the theory or research methods of a given article or theme of readings using other
scholarly arguments

These are some ideas for how to frame the response papers and students have great flexibility.
However, the response papers must explicitly concern the readings of the week in some fash-
ion and the best papers will address one issue or question from the current readings, as well as
connect them to previous readings. This assignment is due the day prior to the course meetings
is due to the fact that I will rely on this assignment to structure our class discussions for that
week. I strongly recommend using the How to Read Social Science Research Articles
guide that I created to synthesize the literature and prepare your argument responding to this
work. Please note that these papers are NOT summaries of the readings and should
critically engage the reading material. Response papers that are merely summaries

1Specifically, these response papers should be drafted in templates with standard one-inch margins and 12pt.
font.
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of the readings will be heavily penalized.

Academic Dishonesty & Ethics: This course is about developing critical thought and de-
veloping personalized skill-sets necessary to examine politics in a systematic and rigorous way.
Thus, it is important to develop your own arguments and work to hone in analytical skills. Aca-
demic dishonesty is not only a serious breach of ethics in the university community, but it is
also detrimental to your scholarly growth. Ethics breaches, such as cheating and plagiarism, will
be referred to the Office of Student Conduct & Conflict Resolution. Students may refer to the
University’s Academic Integrity principles for further clarification or may contact the instructor
for any specific questions.

Course Resources: If accommodations are needed for you to succeed in this course, please
speak with me and we will work together to make sure you are accommodated. If you are unsure
if you need accommodations, please visit the UTEP CASS site. On another note, I highly recom-
mend taking advantage of the great campus resources offered by the UTEP Academic Advising
Center for strategies on how to succeed not only in this course but throughout your tenure here.

Successful Strategies for the Systematic Study of Politics

This section of the syllabus provides successful strategies on how to succeed in this course.

Note on Reading Scholarly Articles: Many of the readings of this course will be academic in
nature. I understand that, as an introductory seminar, these works may contain empirical analysis
that may seem daunting and confusing to read (i.e., lots of equations & statistics). The only
expectation from you is to read the article carefully before seminar, attempt to understand the
article’s main argument (this includes what political phenomena does the article’s argument seek
to explain), how the article’s findings fit with the theory presented, and what the implications
of the author’s empirical findings are for a given week’s thematic orientation. I will provide a
checklist document that outlines how to read these works for content and using the content in
seminar discussion on the first day.

Expectations: Students can expect me to come prepared to seminar. This entails that students
can expect me to give a strong effort to convey the given seminar’s course concepts and the im-
plications these concepts have for the main questions highlighted in the course description. This
seminar will be taught in a dynamic fashion which will require full participation from everyone
in the seminar. As such, most lectures will incorporate activities designed to stimulate student
involvement and gauge comprehension of the material. It is critical that everyone (including me)
is prepared to discuss the seminar’s assigned reading for the week and come ready to discuss
the concepts in a scholarly fashion.

Coming Prepared: Each seminar will introduce new theories that, in one way or another,
will provide different conceptions of the political behavior of individual citizens and
the mass public. It is critical that you (and I) do the assigned readings before the class. Useful
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class discussion is conditional on both of us doing the readings, being familiar with the reading’s
argument/main points, and engaging the theories presented during that week. After understand-
ing these different theories of democracy, we will evaluate whether the American political system
as constructed works well or is in need of valuable reform. The better we prepare, the better we
can assess our democracy.

Keeping an Open-Mind & Importance of Questions: It is critical to challenge parti-
san predispositions and other biases we may hold, even if that means confronting powerful myths
that can bias our perceptions and assessments. Assessing whether our democracy functions well
requires questioning everything, both of the theories themselves and my interpretation of
them. Intellectual curiosity and asking questions is both a strong and desirable virtue. Asking
questions and engaging in a conversation by sharing your ideas and thoughts help strengthen our
assessments.
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Course Road-Map

This section of the syllabus outlines the course schedule & readings2. The course will be divided
into distinct thematic modules for a given week. Understanding of these modules will help us
collectively assess how political scientists study, both in terms of shaping political behavior but also
the policy representation provide by elected elites. It is imperative that you treat each section as
a part of a framework by which we assess the role of race in shaping the contemporary American
political system. Each section objective articulates the role of the section within the analytical
framework guiding our assessment of American political behavior.

Please note that the forthcoming course schedule & reading modules are tentative
and may be change as required. I will update the syllabus and course GitPage to

reflect changes as the semester progresses.

1. Module 1 (1/25/2021): Course Overview & Defining the “Institutional Parame-
ters” in the American Democratic System. We briefly discuss the theoretical logical
underpinning the American political system and the fundamental role of citizens in our
polity. This week serves as an overview into the parameters of our political system and how
institutions may, in theory, play a role in shaping citizen political behavior and institutional
responsiveness. We tie in this articulation of our democratic institutions with why the study
of political behavior and public opinion is so critically important in political science.

• Madison, James. 1787. “Federalist 10.” In United States Congress Resources

• Madison, James (or Alexander Hamilton). 1788. “Federalist 51.” In United States
Congress Resources

• Berelson, Bernard. 1952. “Democratic Theory and Public Opinion.” Public Opinion
Quarterly. 16(3):313-330.

• Green, Amelia Hoover. 2013. “How to Read Political Science: A Guide in Four Steps.”
Note: This is a primer on how to read social science literature, particularly for students
without previous experience with applied quantitative methods.

2. Module 2 (2/1/2021): Classical Studies of Partisanship. In this module, we discuss
the classical works assessing perhaps the most important variable in the study of American
political behavior, partisanship. This section, we look at classical studies developing theories
explaining partisan preferences held by American voters and discuss why partisanship is so
ingrained in the political psyche of Americans.

• Campbell, Angus, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, & Donald E. Stokes. 1960.
The American Voter, Chapter 2: Theoretical Orientation.

• MacKuen, Michael, Robert Erikson, & James Stimson. 1989. “Macropartisanship.”
American Political Science Review. 83(4): 1125-1142.

• Bartels, Larry. 2002. “Beyond the Running Tally: Partisan Bias in Political Percep-
tions.” Political Behavior. 24(2): 117-150.

2Each seminar readings will be uploaded before seminar on the Course GitPage.
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• Green, Donald, Bradley Palmquist, & Eric Schickler. 2002. Partisan Hearts and
Minds: Political Parties and the Social Identities of Voters, Chapter 1: Introduction.

3. Module 3 (2/8/2021): Contemporary Studies of Partisanship. In this module, we
discuss the contemporary works assessing perhaps the most important variable in the study
of American political behavior, partisanship. Leveraging new data and methods, we discuss
recent insights in how partisanship changes over time (if at all) and whether partisanship
causes changes in preferences (or the other way around). Moreover, we will also discuss if
partisanship is “increasing in strength” as a predictor variable over time.

• Barber, Michael & Jeremy C. Pope. 2018. “Does Party Trump Ideology? Disen-
tangling Party and Ideology in America.” American Political Science Review. 1(1):
1-17.

• Highton, Benjamin & Cindy D. Kam. 2011. “The Long-Term Dynamics of Partisan-
ship and Issue Orientations” Journal of Politics. 1(1): 202-215.

• Bafumi, Joseph & Robert Y. Shapiro. 2009. “A New Partisan Voter.” Journal of
Politics. 71(1): 1-23.

• Abramowitz, Alan I., and Steven Webster. 2016. “The Rise of Negative Partisanship
and the Nationalization of US Elections in the 21st Century.” Electoral Studies. 41:
12-22.

• Mason, Lilliana. 2015. “”I Disrespectfully Agree”: The Differential Effects of Partisan
Sorting on Social and Issue Polarization.” American Journal of Political Science.
59(1): 128-145.

4. Module 4 (2/22/2021): An Ideological Mass Public? In this module, we discuss work
assessing if Americans are capable of “ideological thinking” and whether this degree of
political sophistication is required for citizens to make rational decisions.

• Converse, Philip E. 1964. “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics.” In Ideology
and Discontent, ed. David E. Apter. London: Free Press of Glencoe.

• Conover, Pamela Johnston, & Stanley Feldman. 1981. "The Origins and Meaning
of Liberal/Conservative Self-Identifications." American Journal of Political Science.
25(4): 617-645.

• Ellis, Christopher, & James A. Stimson. 2009. “Symbolic Ideology in the American
Electorate.” Electoral Studies. 28(3): 388-402.

• Mason, Lilliana. 2018. “Ideologues without Issues: The Polarizing Consequences of
Ideological Identities.” Public Opinion Quarterly. 82(S1): 280-301.

• Broockman, David & Neil Malhorta. 2020. “What Do Partisan Donors Want?” Public
Opinion Quarterly. 84(1): 104-118.

5. Module 5 (3/1/2021): Turnout and Participation, Do Citizens Participate? In this
module, we discuss what factors motivate the propensity of participating in politics among
voters. Specifically, what factors motivate the propensity of individuals to turnout to vote
and what role do campaigns play (or not play) in driving voters to the polls?
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• Ojeda, Christopher. 2018. “The Two Income-Participation Gaps.” American Journal
of Political Science. 62(4): 813-829.

• Gerber, Alan S. & Donald P. Green. 2000. “The Effects of Canvassing, Telephone
Calls, and Direct Mail on Voter Turnout: A Field Experiment.” American Political
Science Review. 94(3): 653-663.

• Hayes, Danny & Seth C. McKee. 2009. “The Participatory Effects of Redistricting.”
American Journal of Political Science. 53(4): 1006-1023.

• Valenzuela, Ali A. & Melissa R. Michelson. 2016. “Turnout, Status, and Identity:
Mobilizing Latinos to Vote with Group Appeals.” American Political Science Review.
110(4): 615-630.

• Grimmer, Justin, Eitan Hersh, Marc Meredith, Jonathan Mummolo, & Clayton Nall.
2018. “Obstacles to Estimating Voter ID Laws’ Effect on Turnout.” Journal of Politics.
80(3): 1045-1051.

6. Module 6 (3/8/2021): Do Citizens Use Ideological Preferences to Vote? In this
module, we discuss whether citizens are able to use their ideological preferences to hold
electoral candidates accountable. To do this, we assess the spatial model of electoral choice,
its assumptions and whether citizens are up to the task of voting in spatial terms.

• Joesten, Danielle & Walter J. Stone. 2014. “Reassessing Proximity Voting: Expertise,
Party, and Choice in Congressional Elections.” Journal of Politics. 76(3): 740-753.

• Downs, Anthony. 1957. “The Statics and Dynamics of Party Ideologies”. In An
Economic Theory of Democracy (pp. 114–141). Harper & Row.

• Jessee, Stephen. A. 2010. “Partisan Bias, Political Information and Spatial Voting in
the 2008 Presidential Election.” Journal of Politics. 72(2), 327–340.

• Boatright, Robert G. 2008. “Who are the Spatial Voting Violators?” Electoral Studies.
27(1): 116–125.

• Buttice, Matthew K., & Stone, Walter J. 2012. “Candidates Matter: Policy and
Quality Differences in Congressional Elections.” Journal of Politics. 74(3): 870–887.

No-Seminar Due to Spring Break: March 15, 2021

7. Module 7 (3/22/2021): Does White Racial Resentment Shape Political Behavior?
& Does Sexism and Sexist Attitudes Shape Political Behavior? In this section, we
assess the role of racial resentment in shaping the political identity and behavior of white
Americans. We explore the extent to which partisan preferences closely align with racial
resentment attitudes among whites, is there a fundamental change? Moreover, we explore
to what extent racial resentment is a heuristic for electoral choice among white Americans
and whether this is a salient determinant of choice during the age of Trump. In this section,
we build off the previous literature on racial resentment and assess whether sexism plays
a significant role in political behavior. Specifically, we assess the role of political behavior
within the context of electoral choice and candidate evaluations.
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• Algara, Carlos & Isaac Hale. 2020. “Racial attitudes & political cross-pressures in na-
tionalized elections: The case of the Republican coalition in the Trump era.” Electoral
Studies. 1-13.

• Edsall, Tom. 2020. “Biden Is Not Out of the Woods.” The New York Times.

• Setzler, Mark & Alixandra B. Yanus. 2018. “Why Did Women Vote for Donald
Trump.” PS: Political Science & Politics. 51(3): 523–527.

• Bonilla, Tabitha and Alvin B. Tillery Jr. 2020. “Which Identity Frames Boost Support
for and Mobilization in the #BlackLivesMatter Movement? An Experimental Test.”
American Political Science Review. 114(4): 947-962.

• Bauer, Nichole M. 2019. “Shifting Standards: How Voters Evaluate the Qualifications
of Female and Male Candidates.” The Journal of Politics. 82(1): 1-12.

8. Module 8 (3/29/2021): Are “regular” Americans and Elites Polarized? In this
section, we begin by assessing whether the mass public are polarized on ideological grounds
at levels comparable to elites (i.e., members of Congress). We assess whether citizens are
able to think ideologically and are becoming more polarized over time. This is a huge
debate in the literature and this section should uncover more questions than answers. Note
that the first two articles by Abramowitz & Saunders and Fiorina et al. set the stage of the
debate.

• Abramowitz, Alan & Kyle Saunders. 2008. “Is Polarization a Myth?” Journal of
Politics. 70(2): 542-555

• Fiorina, Morris P., Samuel A. Abrams, & Jeremy C. Pope. 2008. “Polarization in
the American Public: Misconceptions and Misreadings.” Journal of Politics. 70(2):
556-560.

• Layman, Geoffrey C., Thomas M. Carsey, John C. Green, Richard Herrera, & Rosalyn
Cooperman. 2010. “Activists and conflict extension in American party politics.”
American Political Science Review. 104(2): 324-346.

• Graham, Matthew H. & Milan W. Svolik. 2020. “Democracy in America? Parti-
sanship, Polarization, and the Robustness of Support for Democracy in the United
States.” American Political Science Review. 114(2): 392-409.

• Tesler, Michael. 2012. “The spillover of racialization into health care: How President
Obama polarized public opinion by racial attitudes and race.” American Journal of
Political Science. 56(3): 690-704.

• Iyengar, Shanto, Gaurav Sood, and Yphtach Lelkes. 2012. “Affect, Not Ideology
A Social Identity Perspective on Polarization.” Public Opinion Quarterly. 76(3):
405–431.

9. Module 10 (4/5/2021): Are Americans Able to Effectively Evaluate their Collective
National Institutions? In this module, we assess the critical question of whether citizens
are able to assess the job performance of their collective institutions, such as the presidency,
U.S. Congress, Supreme Court, state legislatures, and Governors. We will also discuss the
implications of this literature on the broader question of collective accountability.
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• Algara, Carlos (2021) “Congressional Approval & Responsible Party Government: The
Role of Partisanship & Ideology in Citizen Assessments of the Contemporary U.S.
Congress.” Forthcoming at Political Behavior.

• Langehennig, Stefani, Joseph Zamadics & Jenny Wolak. 2019. “State Policy Out-
comes and State Legislative Approval.” Political Research Quarterly. 72(4):929-943.

• Cohen, Jeffrey E. & James D. King. 2004. “Relative Unemployment and Gubernatorial
Popularity.” Journal of Politics. 66(4):1267-1282.

• Lebo, Matthew J. & Daniel Cassino. 2007. “The Aggregated Consequences of Mo-
tivated Reasoning and the Dyanmics of Partisan Presidential Approval.” 28(6): 719-
746.

• Malhotra, Neil, and Stephen A. Jessee. 2014. “Ideological proximity and support for
the Supreme Court.” Political Behavior. 36(4): 817-846.

10. Module 11 (4/12/2021): Are Americans Ideologically Represented by their Elites?
In this module, we assess the critical question of whether citizens are ideologically repre-
sented by their elected elites. In particular, we assess whether Madisonian dyadic repre-
sentation exists between the mass public and their elected legislators exists. If Americans
are not represented, what are the implications of this for political behavior and the nature
of our democratic institutions? Do Americans know the intricacies of elite representation,
such as the complex rules underpinning ideological representation by the U.S. Senate?

• Miller, Warren E. & Donald E. Stokes. 1963. “Constituency Influence in Congress.”
American Political Science Review. 57(1): 45-56.

• Bafumi, Joseph & Michael Herron. 2010. “Leapfrog Representation and Extremism:
A Study of American Voters and Their Members of Congress.” American Political
Science Review. 104(1): 519-542.

• Broockman, David E., & Christopher Skovorn. 2018. “Bias in Perceptions of Public
Opinion among Political Elites.” American Political Science Review. 112(3): 542–563.

• Thomsen, Danielle M. 2014. “Ideological Moderates Won’t Run: How Party Fit
Matters for Partisan Polarization in Congress.” Journal of Politics. 76(3): 786-797.

• Smith, Steven S. & Hong Min Park. 2013. “Americans’ Attitudes about the Senate
Filibuster.” American Politics Research. 41(5): 735-760.

11. Module 12 (4/19/2021): Are Americans Descriptively Represented by Elites?
What’s the Difference? In this module, we ask how do political scientists tradition-
ally view the role of descriptive representation in the American context? Is there variation
in representation across the race of legislators? Are minority candidates successfully able
to mobilize members of their racial group when they run for elected office?

• Gay, Claudine. 2002. “Spirals of Trust? The Effect of Descriptive Representation
on the Relationship Between Citizens and Their Government.” American Journal of
Political Science. 46(4): 717-732.
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• Butler, Daniel & David E. Broockman. 2011. “Do Politicians Racially Discriminate
Against Constituents? A Field Experiment on State Legislators.” American Journal
of Political Science. 55(3):463-477.

• Lowande, Kenneth, Melinda Ritchie, & Erinn Lauterbach. 2019. “Descriptive and Sub-
stantive Representation in Congress: Evidence from 80,000 Congressional Inquiries.”
American Journal of Political Science. 63(3): 644-659.

• Broockman, David E. 2013. “Black Politicians are More Intrinsically Motivated to
Advance Blacks’ interests: A Field Experiment Manipulating Political Incentives.”
American Journal of Political Science. 57(3): 521-536.

• Fraga, Bernard L. 2016. “Candidates or districts? Reevaluating the Role of Race in
Voter Turnout.” American Journal of Political Science. 60(1): 97-122.

12. Module 13 (4/26/2021): Does the Party System Respond to Changes in the
Political Preferences of the Electorate? We explore the role societal cleavages play in
shaping the electoral coalitions of the two major parties. Why are the two parties thought
of as a collection of organized interests and what does this mean for groups (i.e., racial &
religious) securing policy representation from their elected elites? Why are the elections of
1964 and 1980 considered “critical junctures” in terms of racial and religious realignment
within the two parties?

• Bawn, Kathleen et al. 2012. “A Theory of Political Parties: Groups, Policy Demands
and Nominations in American Politics.” Perspectives on Politics. 10(03): 571–97.

• Carmines, Edward G. & James A. Stimson. 1986. “On the Structure and Sequence
of Issue Evolution.” American Political Science Review. 80(3): 901-920.

• Hajnal, Zoltan & Michael Rivera. 2014. “Immigration, Latinos, and White Partisan
Politics: The New Democratic Direction.” American Journal of Political Science.
58(4): 773-789.

• Adams, Greg D. 1997. “Abortion: Evidence of an Issue Evolution.” American Journal
of Political Science. 41(3): 718-737.

• Killian Mitchell & Clyde Wilcox. 2008. “Do Abortion Attitudes Lead to Party Switch-
ing?” Political Research Quarterly. 61(4):561-573.

13. Module 14 (5/3/2021): How are the Standing Models of Political Behavior Being
Applied to the Ongoing COVID-19 Pandemic? Lastly, we consider the rapid research
being produced to assess the ongoing behavioral dynamics of COVID-19 pandemic. We will
look at papers looking at the role of race, trust, scientific knowledge in shaping attitudes
about COVID-19 policies. We will also assess work assessing attitudes surrounding the
prevalence of taking the vaccine in the mass public.

• Algara, Carlos, Sam Fuller, & Christopher Hare. 2020. “The Conditional Effect of
Scientific Knowledge and Gender on Support for COVID-19 Government Containment
Policies in a Partisan America.” Politics & Gender. 16(4): 1075–083.

• Reny, Tyler T. 2020. “Masculine Norms and Infectious Disease: The Case of COVID-
19.” Politics & Gender. 16(4): 1028–1035.
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• Kazemian, Sara, Carlos Algara, & Sam Fuller. 2021. “Institutional Trust, Race,
& Support for COVID-19 Containment Government Policies.” Unpublished working
paper.

• Motta, Matt, Dominik Stecula, & Christina Farhart. 2020. “How Right-Leaning Media
Coverage of COVID-19 Facilitated the Spread of Misinformation in the Early Stages
of the Pandemic in the U.S.” Canadian Journal of Political Science. 53(2): 335–342.

• Kreps, Sarah, Sandip Prasad, John S. Brownstein, Yulin Hswen, Brian T. Garibaldi,
Baobao Zhang, & Douglas L. Kriner. 2020. “Factors associated with US adults’ likeli-
hood of accepting COVID-19 vaccination.” JAMA Network Open. 3(10): e2025594-
e2025594.
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