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INSTRUCTIONS.
Instructions on writing the exam.  Choose any eight of the following nine questions to answer. Each of your eight answers must not exceed 300 (three hundred) words in length. Thus, you must draft and revise each answer carefully so that you write a concise, precise, and cogent response. Your examination answers will be evaluated on intellectual content and substance, not on grammar or style in English. If you quote an author, you must provide the source of the citation; brief parenthetical references (for example, [Laver-Schofield p. 53]) suffice. Failure to provide adequate citation for quotes constitutes plagiarism and will result in failure on the exam and in the course, as we discussed in Lille.
Instructions on submitting the exam. As stated in Lille several times during the course itself, you must submit your completed examination in two ways: (1) via e-mail, directly to me at mershon@virginia.edu, by Saturday, 8 January 2005, at the latest; and also (2) on paper at the IEP as soon as you return to Lille on or around 12 January.  N.B. You are now required to submit the paper version of your exam to Mlle Sophie Bécart, not Mme Chantal Guillery, as originally announced in mid-December in Lille. Late e-mail submissions (that is, e-mail submissions sent after 8 January 2005) will be penalized. 

EXAMINATION QUESTIONS.

1. What factors affect the duration of the governments that parties form? Answer this question in general terms, and also illustrate your answer with specific reference to at least two country cases (for example, Italy and Germany).

2. How did the structure of interparty competition and internal party politics affect decisions on the life of governments in Norway? In building your answer, you should not only draw on the Müller-Strøm chapter on Norway, but also discuss elements of the argument in Laver-Schofield, the Müller-Strøm introductory chapter, and the Müller-Strøm concluding chapter.
3. Choose one of the Müller-Strøm country case studies other than Norway and other than the country case that you discussed in class. For that country case, either: 

(a) summarize how that case study illustrates themes from the Laver-Schofield work on parties in government, or

(b) summarize how that case study responds to needs for further analysis directly or indirectly identified in Laver-Schofield.

It is your choice whether to respond to (3a) or (3b).

4. Argue in favor of the assertion that party system change is roughly equivalent to electoral change. In building your answer, be sure to discuss, compare, and critique the works of Mair and Dalton.
5. Argue against the assertion that party system change is roughly equivalent to electoral change. In building your answer, be sure to discuss, compare, and critique the works of Mair and Dalton. 
6. “The strengths of one vision of democracy are the weaknesses of the other.” – Anonymous.

Argue for or against this assertion, drawing on the analysis and evidence in Powell’s work. (It is your choice whether to agree or disagree with the assertion, that is, to argue for or against it.)
7. The role and importance of the median party constituted a recurring theme in our course. Discuss at least two ways in which the median party exercises special influence in a party system, and compare the treatment of the median party in at least two works that we read in class. 
8. The impact of electoral laws on parties and party systems constituted another recurring theme in our course. Discuss at least two types of effects of electoral laws, and compare the treatment of those effects in at least two works that we read in class.

9. To what degree are European electorates today still “frozen” in cleavage structures and party alignments inherited from roughly 1920? Answer this (admittedly very general question with specific reference to voters and parties in one European country of your choice.

