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Preface

About the book

In designing this textbook on Comparative Politics, the ambition was to produce an exciting, authori-
tative, and up-to-date teaching instrument. We have tried to write chapters of the highest standard
in terms of their content, with information presented comparatively and supported by cutting-
edge theories and a rigorous methodology. We aimed to provide comprehensive chapters in their
substantive coverage of the field, and a worldwide range of countries.

We hope that the fifth edition will speak to comparative politics students at all levels, as well as
to teachers who will use it for their classes, as did the first four editions. Our goal was to produce
an integrated text with a maximum of cross-references between chapters. At the same time,
the modular structure with self-contained chapters should maximize its appeal to lecturers and
students, alongside accessible language enhanced by a number of learning features and a similar
format throughout. This structure does not require that it is read cover to cover. The book can be
used in any order, making it possible to compose courses with a ‘variable geometry’. For the same
reason, more but shorter chapters have been preferred.

Rationale for the book

The first important feature is that the volume provides a comprehensive and wide-ranging coverage
of both the subject areas of comparative politics and the geographical spread of cases. The range of
countries includes not only advanced industrial nations, but also developing regions and emerging
economies (in post-communist countries, Latin America, Asia, the Middle East, and Africa).

The range of topics is also more comprehensive than in most commonly taught courses in
comparative politics. On the one hand, throughout the book attention is given to theory and method-
ology, and three chapters deal specifically with these topics in Section 1 on “Theories and methods’.
As far as possible, all chapters include the most important theoretical approaches in each field of
the discipline and present the most recent advances and current debates. No specific approach
has been privileged. Methodologically, it is based on rigorous comparative analysis and up-to-date
empirical data.

On the other hand, the range of substantive topics is reflected in a number of chapters that add to
the usual core areas of comparative politics courses. The book devotes a great deal of attention to
multi-level institutions and actors (Chapters 11 and 15) and to non-institutional actors such as inter-
est groups, social movements, and media (in Section 4 on ‘Actors and processes’). Most importantly,
perhaps, the book includes an entire section on ‘Public policies’ (Section 5)—not only how poli-
cies are made, but also their impact on economies and societies (with a focus on the welfare state
and varieties of political economies). This gives a better balance between the ‘input’ and ‘output’
sides of the political system. Finally, the book has an entire section (Section 6 on ‘Beyond the
Tlation—state’) o, first, supranational political systems (such as the European Union) and, second,
Interactions between political systems internationally. Theoretically, this section deals with major
challenges to comparative politics.

The second important feature is the analytical and comparative approach of the volume. Infor-
rnat%on and data are presented thematically rather than country by country, and comparison is
Car?lfed out on specific political, institutional, and socio-economic phenomena. For us, comparative
politics should not be reduced to the one-by-one description of sin gle countries. Case studies (see
Appendix 1 ‘Country profiles’) are theoretically useful only if inserted in a broader comparative
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framework. We understand comparative politics in analytical terms, as a combination of substance
(the study of political systems, actors, and processes) and method, i.e. identifying and explaining
differences and similarities between cases through the test of hypotheses about relationships—law-
like generalizations—between concepts and variables applicable in more than one context. This
thematic, analytical, and comparative approach leads to the basic choice of organizing the book
around major substantive themes.

The third important feature is that the book presents a large amount of comparative empirical
data. The analytical approach of the book leads us to present information and data in tables and
figures throughout the chapters (as well as in Appendix 2 ‘Comparative tables” and Appendix 3
“‘World trends”).

Particular attention is given to historical trends, longitudinal data, and time series (see
Appendix 3 “World trends”). The book includes a long-term perspective allowing a better apprecia-
tion of current changes. It thus combines time and space dimensions. There is a specific reason for
this. The development of the modern nation-state and mass democracies in the nineteenth century
is a unique change that has no previous equivalent. This change involved a totally new political
organization—based on principles of individual equality, civil liberties, voting rights—and social
organization, in particular with industrialization and the subsequent development of the welfare
state. Therefore, an understanding of contemporary society cannot be complete without a long-
term perspective highlighting the scope of these changes.

The empirical approach also allows us to provide students with the possibility of analysing
data themselves. The Online Resources that accompany this book (http:/ / www.oxfordtextbooks.
co.uk/orc/ caramanise) include a large amount of comparative data, making this not just a learn-
ing device, but also a research-oriented data repository. Students can analyse data and lecturers
can prepare exercises. Furthermore, a web directory allows students to look for and collect more
data in the internet archives of international and national organizations, official and academic data
collections, and websites specializing in elections, referendums, or survey data and opinion polls.
We believe that comparative politics is an empirical discipline and that theories and methods are of
no use if they are not combined with data.

In attempting to achieve these goals, we are aware that we have not produced an ‘easy’ book.
However, we believe that most students are much better, more motivated, and harder working
than is often assumed. It is when confronted with challenge and unexplored fields that young
people enjoy learning, perform best, and acquire self-confidence. We are convinced that an effort
on the part of students will be rewarding and that they will learn from this book and its website.
Comparative politics is a broad and fascinating discipline dealing with important current world
issues. Studying it will prove a lifetime investment.
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New to this edrtion

'This fifth edition includes three new chapters, one of which (Chapter 11), by Liesbet Hooghe, Gary
Marks, and Arjan H. Schakel, addresses a brand-new topic on ‘Multi-level governance’, expand-
ing the topic of federalism, decentralization, and subsidiarity to include the supranational level.
Furthermore, Natasha Lindstaedt authors a new chapter on ‘Authoritarian regimes’ (Chapter 6)
and Dieter Rucht a new chapter on “Social movements’ (Chapter 16).

This new edition continues to devote more attention to non-Western regions. Thematically,
this means first following recent changes in global politics, most notably the backlash against
democracy.

+  We analyse recent anti-democratic trends in the Arab world, as well as in Turkey, Russia, South
Africa, and some countries in Eastern Europe, but also a range of Western countries.

» Democracy promotion is accompanied by themes of autocracy promotion (from countries such
as Saudi Arabia, Iran, Russia, China, and Venezuela).

» We devote more attention to hybrid regimes such as competitive-electoral authoritarianism.

- Political culture is analysed also in non-democratic regimes, and the discussion of movements
in non-democratic settings such as China has been added. Also, challenges to democracy in
Western countries are analysed in changing political cultures.

Second, we continue to analyse the trend against globalization and its consequences, as well as
the crisis of supranational integration in Europe with the British ‘Brexit’ from the European Union.
This includes looking at protectionism and other aspects of the downside of globalization, such as
trade ‘wars’.

Finally, we examine the consequences of the backlash against globalization and of the migra-
tion and financial crises on the spectacular rise of populism in Europe, North America, and South
America (Brazil and Mexico in particular) and its impact on party systems. Since the third edition
(published in 2014), a number of landmark elections and referenda (including the Brexit vote in
Britain in 2016) have taken place which have fundamentally altered the political landscape of many
countries.

In addition:

s+ The ‘Country profiles’ in Appendix 1 have been thoroughly improved and updated with a
standardized terminology and categories (such as for electoral systems) and the extension of
the section on state formation. Sources have been streamlined and appear in full in the Online
Resources. In the fourth edition, eight new countries were added.

« Countries in the ‘Comparative tables’ in Appendix 2 were increased to sixty in the fourth edition,
of which fifty are the same as for the ‘Country profiles’.

» The ‘World trends’ in Appendix 3 are based on new data and new categories, and are based on a
better classification of countries in world regions. New “World trends’ graphs have been added
on gender, trade, and democracy.

 The bibliography and further reading in each chapter has been updated with the latest literature.

+ Data and information have been revised in each chapter (including the latest theoretical
contributions in each field; tables, figures, and graphs; web links; and further reading).
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Guided tour of learning features

This book contains a number of specially designed learning tools to help you develop the key knowledge and

skills you need to study comparative politics.

Reader's guide

Comparative politics is one of the main disciplines in political scie
international relations. It deals with internal political structures
executives), individual and collective actors (voters, parties, social
processes (policy-making, communication and socialization proced
goal is empirical: describe, explain, and predict similarities and diffg
they countries, regions, or supranational systems (such as empireg

be done through the intensive analysis of a few cases (even one cas

Reader’s guides

Each chapter opens with a reader’s guide outlining what
you can expect to cover in the chapter, helping you to
know what to look for as you read.

of many cases, and can be either synchronic (}
not accounting for change over time) or diachr:
politics uses both quantitative and qualitative ¢
challenged by interdependence between countri

Multilevel governance is the dispersion of authority to jurisdictions within and beyg
Three literatures frame the study of multilevel governance. Economists and pu
explain multilevel governance as a functionalist adaptation to the provision of publ
scales. Political economists model the effects of private preferences and moral h
and political scientists theorize the effects of territorial identity on multilevel g
approaches complement each other, and today researchers draw on all three t4
over time and across space. The tremendous growth of multilevel governance s

BEFINITION L1

‘Comparative politics’

Comparative politics is one of the three main subfields of
political science (alongside political theory and international
relations) focusing on internal political structures, actors,
and processes, and analysing them empirically by describing
explaining, and predicting their variety (similarities and dif-
ferences) across political systems (and over time)—be
they national political systems, regional, municipal, or even

supranational systems.

KEY POINTS

+  This chapter addresses the meaning of democracy, types
of democracy, the causes of democratization, and the
future of democracy.

Democracy is the dominant principle of legitimacy in our
historical era
The number of democracies in the world expanded in
the late twenticth century.

Boxes

Throughout the book, ‘Zoom-in’ boxes, ‘Definition’ boxes, and
‘For and against’ boxes give you extra information on particular
topics, define and explain key ideas, and challenge you to weigh
up different ideas in order to think about what you have learned.

Key points

Each main chapter section ends with key points that reinforce
your understanding and help you to assess your own learning.

I. What are the main stages of the policy cycle, and
how does this concept enhance our understanding
of policy-making?

Which actors—societal and political—participate in
the single stages?

What is the role of political institutions in policy-
making?

—

How can we think of policy-making in terms of theory?
In which ways are policy typologies related to the
policy-making process?

Which thearetical concepts cope with the effects of
internationalization on domestic policy-making?

[ _

@ FURTHER READING

Classics in European integration and EU politics

Haas, E. B. (1958) [2004] The Uniting of Europe: Poli|
Social, and Economic Forces, 19501957 (South Bend,
University of Notre Dame Press)

I Majone, G. (1996) Regulating Europe (London: Reutied;

wise, of weak states. Again, political developmg
including attempts at democratization are deci
in an interplay between ‘domestic’ and ‘internatio
elements.

The economic basis of sovereign statehood
also been transformed. In the modern state, th
Wwas a segregated national economy; the major §
of economic activity took place at home. In the p
| modern state, national economies are much

I‘ Japan (Nihon-koku/Nippon-koku)

| The foundation of Japan dates back to 660 sc. A
| _msvre than 1,000 years of changing empires, Ja
ame a modern state in 1603. In 1854, Japan

‘i 10 Open up and sign a treaty with the US, |

Guided Tour of Learning Features  xxix

Knowledge-based questions

At the end of each chapter, knowledge-based questions allow
you to check your progress and then revisit any areas which need
further study.

Critical thinking questions

Following on from the knowledge-based questions, critical think-
ing questions allow you to reflect on the subject matter, apply your
knowledge, and critically evaluate what you have learnt.

Further reading

Recommendations for further reading at the end of each chapter
identify the key literature in the field, helping you to develop your
interest in particular topics in comparative politics.

Glossary terms

Key terms appear in bold in the text and are defined in a glossary
at the end of the book, identifying and defining key terms and
ideas as you learn, and acting as a useful prompt when it comes
to revision.

Comparative data section

Extensive empirical data are presented not only to illustrate ideas
and concepts, but also for you to use in your own research and
analysis, giving you a real sense of how comparative politics works
in practice.

In the book you will find different forms of empirical data including:

— twenty country profiles (Appendix 1) with information
on state formation, forms of government, legal systems,
legislature, and electoral systems;

— world data on languages, religions, and socio-economic
indicators, and comparative tables (Appendix 2) to directly
compare different countries” statistics across a range of
important themes and issues;

— graphs of world trends (Appendix 3) on matters from military
expenditure to urbanization.
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Flashcard glossary

A ser:ies of interactive flashcards containing key terms allows you to test your knowledge of important concepts
and ideas.

Guided tour of the Online Resources
Additional material

Additional material to complement the book is provided online, including redundant usage tables and boxes to
The Online Resources that accompany this book provide ready-to-use learning and teaching materials for provide further information and deepen your learning,
students and lecturers. These resources are free of charge and designed to maximize the learning experience.

Web links

Carefully selected lists of websites direct you to the sites of institutions and organizations that will help you to
- . broaden your knowledge and understanding, and provide useful sources of information in your comparative
) '. . L. itics studies.
Caramani, Comparative Politics 5e politics

www.oup.com/he/caramanibe

Review questions

Review questions help you to test your understanding of comparative politics.

FOR LECTURERS

“These customizable resources are password protected, but access is available to anyone using the book in their
‘teaching. Complete the short registration form on the site to choose your own username and password.

Blest bank

T 200 multiple choice and true/false questions can be downloaded to virtual learning environments, or
| I[_|_:h:1:£|:ﬂ:t*:::1' out for use in assessment.

FOR STUDENTS

These resources have been developed to help you understand how comparative politics works in practice. Exten-
sive empirical data have been gathered by a team of researchers for you to use in your own research and analysis.

BiBlires and tables from the book
Il figures and tables in the textbook are available to download electronically.

Comparative data sets fiinar activities |

Comparative data are available for 200 countries, for use in analysis, essay writing, and lab-based exercises.
Information is taken from official national sources and international organizations, with indicators including:

demography; health; human and social rights; gender equality; education; economy and development; commu-

nication and transport; geography and natural resources; the environment; and government and security.

S aciiites . . . .
Ivities are provided as a starting point for student discussion and interaction.

Web directory

A web directory points you to databases compiled by international organizations, as well as international and

national archives.

Country profiles

An interactive world map presents key information about fifty countries.
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World data

‘_Wald_dat_a | ?he_mos_tsp(%nﬂng_uages_ ‘

| Languages Absolute figures % Main geographical areas
|_______(miﬁion)________________|
'| Mandarin 1,299.0 9.1 China |
‘ sp;nsh_ - a0 65 "~ Spain, Lt America ‘
Er oo 55 UKUS Comda Al NewZesind \
| A;abic-_ - ;5.0_ S 4.6_ - No_rtthrica,_Midd;East_ - _|
|_Hindi - _2605 - 3.8 - ;dia_ = |
i Benga\i_ = 2:13.0_ - 3.5_ - Ba_nélad;sh S _‘
|- Po;ugue:e ) ) 22?0 = _3.2 - _Brazil,_Ango|a, Po?tugaT - |
i .F-{ussian - _|54.0_ - 2.£ ) Ru;;ia I - _|
|. Ja[a_aﬁese_ - IZ_&O - _I.B - _Japan_ 2 |
_Lahnd_a S _I|9.E)_ - l.; n P;istar: - _‘
i R SO s S
| javanese 84.4 12 Indonesia |
|| TLirkis_h_ __ ) __ __783_ ) __ _; ) ) _WZriey__ __ __ ___ B ) B __ __ _|
I Korean - 717_ - _I.I B .S_ou’th_Korea_ e R ‘
II French_ e B 76_8_ B | I_ B F??ce,iv'rtzejlandfelgiﬂm Cziada_ . _|
| Gi’man B 16,0 . _I.I B Gerzany, Tstria_, Switferlaij - |
|_Te|ugu B - 74.? - 1.|_ B Injia = __|
'| Marathi o ns T — ‘
| Urdu 6922 10 Pakistan - |
| \/ie;namese = . 6&) . I_.O . ;etn;w ) ) :|
| _Ta_mil_ B __ B __ _6_6.7__ __ __l 0_ B - _Ind;_ ) . : ) __ __ __ __ ) !|
| [talian 64.8 09 Italy, Switzerland ‘
T 5 mageeen
| ;’Ialay S _60.7_ - _0.9_ _Mal;ia, lr;ones_ia,Th;iland_ -

Note: Figures are approximate; the table includes languages spoken as a first language by more than 50 million people

Source: G. F. Simons and Charles D. Fennig (eds) (2018) Ethnologue: Languages of the World (21st edn) (Dallas, Texas: SIL International),

http:/ /www.ethnologue.com.

World Data  xxxv

World data 2 Religions intheworld |

Religious groups Population %
2015 (million)

Christians 2416 N 328
Musli_ms_ . 1,720 234
Hindus 1,007 13,7
Agnostics 687 9.3
Buddhists 516 7.0
Chinese folk-religionists 446 60
Ethnoreligionists 267 3.6
Atheist; - 136 1.8
New religionists 65 0.8
Ss 25 03 |
Jews I5 02
Spiritists ” 14 02
Daoists 9 0.1
Confucianists 8 0.1
Baha'is 8 0.1
Jains [ 0.0 ‘
Shintoists B 3 00 |
Zoroastrians . 0 0.0

L Sum 7,348 100.0%

Note: Figures are approximate, Christianity includes Roman Catholicism (52.5%)
Protestantism (17.6%), Orthodoxy (10.49%), and Anglicanism (3.8%), as well as .
Pentecostalism, Latter-Day Saints, Evangelicalism, Jehovah's Witnesses,
Quakerism, etc. lslam includes Sunnis (83.0%) and Shites (16.1%) .

Source: World Christian Database (http:/ /www.worldchristiandatabase.org).
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decisions can apply to everyone who is part of a
given citizenship and/or living in a specific terri-
tory (a state) and to every area (religion, environ-
ment, economy, and so forth). They are authoritative
because the government that makes such decisions is
invested with the (more or less legitimate) power to
make them binding, meaning that they are supported
by the possibility to sanction individuals who do not
comply with them. ‘Authorities’ have the authority—
as it were—to force individuals to comply through
coercive means.

Politics is thus the exercise of the power of making
such decisions. However, politics is also the activity of
acquiring (and maintaining) this power. It is therefore
both the conflict or competition for power, and its use.
‘Who makes political decisions? How did they acquire
the power to make them? Where does the authority
to make such decisions come from? What decisions
have been taken, why, and how do they affect the life
of societies? These are the questions that comparative
politics seeks to answer.

It goes without saying that these are important
questions. Which decisions are made concerns our
everyday lives. The decision to increase taxation is a
political decision. So are the decisions to cut welfare

racies we, as citizens, are

DEFINITION 1.1

‘Comparative politics’

Comparative politics is one of the three main subfields of
political science (alongside political theory and international
relations) focusing on internal political structures, actors,
and processes, and analysing them empirically by describing,
explaining, and predicting their variety (similarities and dif-
ferences) across political systems (and over time)—be
they national political systems, regional, municipal, or even

supranational systems.

benefits, introduce military conscription, or carry out
military intervention in a foreign country, and invest
in renewable energy. But also, how decisions are made
is important. The way in which public and authorita-
rive decisions are made varies a great deal. In democ-
directly involved through
elections or referendums. If we are unthappy with
them, we can protest through demonstrations, peti-
tions, or letters, or vote differently at the next elec-
tion. In other types of government, individuals are
excluded (as in authoritarian regimes). And, finally,
who makes or influences decisions also counts. Many
decisions on the maintenance of generous pension
systems today are supported by elderly cohorts in
disagreement with younger ones who pay for them.

Or, as another example, take the decision to intro-
duce high taxation for polluting industries. Such a
decision is heavily influenced by lobbies and pressure
groups and by environmental activists. Configura-
tions of power relationships can be very different,
but all point to the basic fact that political decisions
are made by individuals or groups who acquired
that power against others through either peaceful or

violent means.
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. Palitics is the human activity of making public and authori-
tative decisions. Ht is the activity of acquiring the pawer of
£

| making such decisians and of exercising this power: It i
the conflict or competition for power-and its Use.

« Who decides what, and how, is important for the life of

societies.

The definition of comparative
politics

A science of politics

Even though the questions addressed in the Introduc-
tion above are very broad, they do not cover the whole
spectrum of political science. Comparative politics is
one of the three main subfields in political science,
together with politi cal theory and international rela-
tions.’

Whereas political theory deals with normative
and theoretical questions (about equality, democ-
racy, justice, etc.), comparative politics deals with
empirical questions. The concern of comparative
politics is not primarily whether participation is good
or bad, burt rather the investigation of which forms
of participation people choose to use, why young
people use more unconventional forms than older
age groups, and whether there are differences in how
much groups participate. Even though comparative
political scientists are also concerned with norma-
tive questions, the discipline as such is empirical and
value neutral.

On the other hand, whereas international rela-
tions deals with interactions between political sy sterms
(balance of power, war, trade), comparative politics
deals with interactions within political systems. Compals
ative politics does not analyse wars between nations
but rather investigates which party is in gove
and why it has decided in favour of military
vention, what kind of electoral constituency ==

].ﬂﬂleﬂt ;
infef:

supported this party, how strong the influence of the
arms industry hasbeen, and so on. As a subject matter,
itis concerned with power relationships between indi-
viduals, groups and organizations, classes, and insti-
tutions within political systems. Comparative politics
does not ignore external influences on internal struc-
tures, but its ultimate concern is power configurations
within systems.

As subsequent chapters clarify, the distinction
between disciplines is not so neat. Many argue that
because of globalization and increasing 1'_r1terdependi
ence between countries, comparative politics and
international relations converge towards one single
discipline. Indeed, the brightest scholars bridge the
| two fields. What is important for the moment is to

understand that comparative politics is a discipline
that deals with the very essence of politics where
sovereignty resides—i.e. in the state: questions of
power between groups, the institutional organization
of political systems, and authoritative decisions that
affect the whole of a community. For this reason, over
centuries of political thought the state has been at the
very heart of political science. Scholars like Aristotle,
Machiavelli, and Montesquieu—and many others—
were interested in the question, ‘How does politics
work?’

P Being a vast and variegated discipline, compara-
tn'{e politics constitutes a core discipline of political
s:l:le:nce and, as Peter Hall has asserted, [n]o respect-
.:gblt: department of political science would be without
scholars of comparative politics’ (Hall 2004: 1).

"Types of comparative politics
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IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE
POLITICS .2

Aristotle

The typologies of political systems presented in this work are
based on a data compilation of the constitutions and practices
in 158 Greek city-states by Aristotle’s students. Tragically, this
collection is now lost (with the exception of The Constitution
of Athens). This work represents the oldest attempt on re-
cord of a comparative empirical data collection and analysis of
political institutions. Aristotle distinguished three true forms
of government: those ruled by one person (kingship); by few
persons (aristocracy); and by all citizens (constitutional gov-
ernment), of which the corrupt forms are tyranny, oligarchy,
and democracy.

implicit comparisons, the analysis of deviant cases,
and proving grounds for new techniques (e.g.
synthetic control).

. The second tradition is methodological and is

concerned with establishing rules and standards
of comparative analysis. This tradition addresses
the question of how comparative analyses should
be carried out in order to enhance their potential
for the descriptive cumulation of comparable
information, causal explanations and associations
between key variables, and prediction. This
strand is concerned with rigorous conceptual,
logical, and statistical techniques of analysis,

also involving issues of measurement and case
selection.

. The third tradition of comparative politics

is analytical in that it combines empirical
substance and method. The body of literature
in this tradition is primarily concerned with the
identification and explanation of differences
and similarities between countries and their
institutions, actors, and processes through
systematic comparison. It aims to go beyond
merely ideographic descriptions and aspires

to identify law-like explanations. Through
comparison, researchers test (i.e. verify and
falsify) whether or not associations and causal
relationships between variables hold true
empirically across a number of cases. It can be
based on ‘large-N’ or ‘small-N’ research designs
(N indicates the number of cases considered)
with either similar or different cases. It can use
either qualitative or quantitative data, or ‘logical’
or statistical techniques, for testing the empirical

3
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validity of hypotheses. But ultimately, this
tradition aims at explanation.

This book takes the latter approach.

Like all scientific disciplines, comparative politics is
a combination of substance (the study of political insti-
tutions, actors, and processes) and method (identifying
and explaining differences and similarities following
established rules and standards of analysis). Like all
sciences, comparative politics aims to say something
general about the world, ie. formulate generaliza-
tions beyond one or a few cases.

What does comparative politics do in
practice?

1. To compare means that similarities and differences
are described. Comparative politics describes
the world and, building on these descriptions,
establishes classifications and typologies. For
example, we classify different types of electoral
systems.

2. Similarities and differences are explained. Why did
social revolutions take place in France and Russia
but not in Germany and Japan? Why is there no
socialist party in the US? Why is electoral turnout
in the US and Switzerland so much lower than
in most other democracies? As in all scientific
disciplines, we formulate hypotheses to explain
these differences and use empirical data to test

them—to check whether or not the hypotheses
hold true in reality. It is through this method
that causality can be inferred, generalizations
produced, and theories improved.

3. Comparative politics aims to formulate predictions.
If we know that proportional representation (PR)
electoral systems favour the proliferation of
parties in the legislature, could we have predicted
that the change of electoral law in New Zealand in
1996 from first past the post to PR would lead to a

more fragmented party system?

Why is ‘comparative politics’ called
‘comparative politics’?

Comparative politics as a label stresses the analyrical,
scientific, and ‘quasi-experimental’ character of the
discipline. It was in the 19505 and '60s that the aware-
ness of the need to carry out systematic comparisons
for more robust theories increased. The ‘comparative’
label before ‘politics” was added to make a methodo-
logical pointina discipline that was not yet fully aware
of the importance of explicit comparison. However,
single-case studies can be comparative in an implicit

IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE
POLITICS 1.3

Machiavelli

This book was novel in its time because it told how princi-
palities and republics are governed most successfully from a
realist, or empirical, perspective and not how they should be
governed in an ideal world, Machiavelli makes his argument
through examples taken from real-world observations com-
pared with one another. In The Prince, he compares mainly
different types of principalities (hereditary, new, mixed, and
ecclesiastic), whereas in The Discourses on Livy (Discorsi Sopra
la Prima Deca di Tito Livio) his comparison between princely

and republican government is more systematic.

way, like Tocqueville's Democracy in America (1835).
As John Stuart Mill noted in his review of the book
in 1840, Tocqueville contrasts US specificities with
France in a quasi-experimental way. Similarly, books
on single countries in the 1960s and early 1970s—on
Belgium, Italy, Norway, Spain, Switzerland—not only
showed that ‘politics works differently over here’, but
also included systematic, if hidden, comparison with
the better-known cases of the US and Britain.
In practice, the label ‘comparative’ was needed
as a battle horse. In an established discipline, this
label could and should be dropped. Today, it goes
without saying that the analysis of political phenom-
ena is comparative, i.€. entails more than one case.
Therefore, we should conclude that—since compara-
tive politics covers all aspects of domestic politics—
the discipline of comparative politics becomes
‘synonymous with the scientific study of politics
(Schmitter 1993: 171). All the dimensions of the politi-
cal system can be compared, so all is potentially
comparative politics. As Mair noted, Tiln terms of
its substantive concerns the fields of comparative
politics seem hardly separable from those of political

. Comparative politics is an empirical science that studies
chiefly domestic politics

KEY POINTS

- The goals of comparative politics are: 10 describe dif-
ferences and similarities between political systems and
their features: to explain these differences; and o predict

which factors may cause specific outcomes,

science tout court, in that any focus of inquiry can
be approached either comparatively (using cross-
national data) or not (using data from just one coun-
try)” (Mair 1996: 311). The generality of the scope of
coverage of comparative politics leads us now to talk
about its substance in more depth.

The substance of comparative
politics
What is compared?

y The classical cases of comparative politics are national
political systems. These are (still) the most important
political units in the contemporary world. However,
national systems are not the only cases that compara-
tive politics analyses.

1. First, non-national political systems can be
compared: sub-national regional political systems
(state level in the US or the German Linder) or
supranational units such as (i) regions (Western
Europe, Central-Eastern Europe, North America,
Latin America, and so on); (ii) empires (Ottdrnan,
Habsburg, Russian, Chinese, Roman, etc.); and
(iif) supranational organizations (European Union,
the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), etc.).

2. Types of political systems can be compared
(e.g. a comparison between democratic and
authoritarian regimes in terms of, say, economic
performance).

3. .Comparative politics compares single elements
-t:cr>f’the political system rather than the whole
‘.s..yst‘ern. Researchers compare the structure of
sP_aﬂlan?cnts of different countries or cabinets

i -;.I;-_!::l_._e.p.ohdes (e.g. welfare state or environmen;al

* policies), the finances of parties or trade unions,

ffc_ip:c_lil::he.presence or absence of direct democracy
Afstitutions and electoral laws.

mnu; chapters of this book compare the most
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Itisalso true that comparative politics hasbeen through
phases in which it focused on particular aspects. This
evolution is described in the next two subsections.

From institutions to functions...

Comparative politics before the Second World War
was mainly concerned with the analysis of the state
and its institutions. Institutions were defined in a
narrow sense, overlapping with state powers (legis-
lative, executive, judiciary), civil administration
and military bureaucracy. Old institutionalism was7
formal, using as main ‘data’ constitutional texts and
legal documents. This tradition can be traced back
to constitutional authors such as Bodin, Montes-
quieu, and Constant. The emphasis on the study of
formal political institutions focused, naturally, on the
geographical areas where they first developed, namely
Western Europe and North America.

. While the study of state institutions remains
important, the reaction against what was perceived
as the legalistic study of politics led to one of the
major turns in the discipline between the 1930s and
the 1960s—a period considered by some to be the
‘Golden Age’ of comparative politics (Dalton 1991).
The behavioural revolution—imported from anthro-
pology, biology, and sociology—shifted the substance
of comparative politics away from institutions. This
tradition can be traced back to the macro-sociology
of Spencer, Comte, Marx, Toqueville, and Weber,
and led to theories of macro-historical sociolog};
cultural theories as well as neo-institutionalism, witl';
a much broader conception of norms and their social

IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE
POLITICS 1.4

Montesquieu

In this influential book, in which the idea of the separation
of powers is presented systematically for the first time, Mon-
tesquieu distinguishes between republics, monarchies, and
despotic regimes. He describes comparatively the working
of each type of regime through historical examples. Further-
more, Montesquieu was really a pioneer of 'political sociology'
as, first, he analysed the influence of factors such as geography,
location, and climate on a nation’s culture and, indirectly, its
sosial and political institutions; and, second, did so by applying
an innovative naturalistic method.
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meaning, and a stronger emphasis on history. Pioneers
of comparative politics such as Gabriel A. Almond,
founder of the Committee on Comparative Politics in
1954 (an organization of the American Social Science
Research Council), started analysing other aspects of
politics than formal institutions, and observing polit-
ics in practice rather than as defined in official texts.
What triggered this revolution? Primarily, more
attention was devoted to ‘new’ cases, i.e.a rejection of
the focus on the West and the developed world. Early
comparativists like James Bryce, Charles Merriam, A.
Lawrence Lowell, and Woodrow Wilson—as Philippe
Schmitter calls them, ‘Dead, White, European Men,
but not Boring’ (Schmitter 1993: 173)—assumed that
the world would converge towards Western models of
“political order’ (Fukuyama 2011, 2014). With this state
of mind, it made sense to focus on major Western
countries. However, the rise of communist regimes
in Bastern Europe (and, later, in China and Central
America) and the breakdown of democracy where
fascist dictatorships came to power—and in some cases
lasted until the 1970s, as in Portugal, Spain, and Latin
America, and to some extent also in Greece (Stepan
1971; Linz 1978; O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986)—made
it clear that other types of political order could exist
and needed to be understood. After the Second World
War, patterns of decolonization spurred analyses
beyond Anglo-Saxon-style liberal democratic institu-
tions. New patrimonialist regimes emerged in Africa
and the Middle East, and populist ones in South Amer-
ica (Huntington 1968; O’Donnell 1973).

These divergent patterns could not be understood
within the narrow categories of Western institutions.
New categories and concepts were required, as was
greater attention to other actors, such as revolution-

Norway by Stein Rokkan (1966), Austria by Gerhard
Lehmbruch (1967), Switzerland by Jiirg Steiner (1974),
Belgium by Val Lorwin (19664, b), and the Netherlands
by Hans Daalder (1966) and Arend Lijphart (1968a)—
most published in Robert Dahl’s influential volume
Political Oppositions in Western Democracies (1966)—as
well as Canada, South Africa, Lebanon, and India, all
showed that politics worked differently to the Anglo-
Saxon model.

Although ethnically, linguistically, and religiously
divided, these societies were not only stable and
peaceful, but also wealthy and ‘socially just” (most
remarkably in the case of the Scandinavian welfare
states). On the one hand, these new cases showed
that other types of democracies were vigble. Besides the
“Westminster’ type of majoritarian democracy,
these authors stressed the ‘consociational” type with
patterns of compromise between elites (rather than
competition), “amicable agreement’, and ‘accommo-
dation’—in short, alternative practices of politics beyond
formal institutions. On the other hand, these new cases
stimulated the investigation of the role of cleavages
(overlapping vs cross-cutting), as in the case of welfare
economies, as well as the role of elite collaboration in
the political economy of small countries, which later
led to important publications (see e.g. Katzenstein
1085; Esping-Andersen 1990).

What have been the consequences of the broadening
of the geographical and historical scope?

First, it increased the variety of political systems.
Second, it pointed to the role of agencies other than
institutions, in particular parties and interest groups,

IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE

civil society organizations, social movements, and
media (Almond 1978: 14). Third, it introduced a new
methodology based on empirical observation, large-
scale comparisons, statistical techniques, and an
extraordinary effort of quantitative data collection
(see the following section).? Fourth, a new ‘language’

namely systemic functionalism, was imported ir;
comparative politics. The challenge presented by the
extension of the scope of comparison was to elabor-
ate a conceptual body able to encompass the diversity
of cases. Concepts, indicators, and measurements that
had been developed for a set of Western cases did not
fit the new cases. It also soon became clear that “West-
ern concepts” had a different meaning in other parts
of the world. What Sartori has called the ‘travelling
problem’ (Sartori 1970: 1033) is closely related to the
expansion of politics and appears when concepts and
categories are applied to cases different from those
around which they had originally been developed (see

Table L.1).

The emphasis on institutions and the state was
dropped because of the need for more general and
universal concepts. Since the behavioural revolution, we
speak of political systems rather than states (Easton
1953, 19654, b). Concepts were redefined to cover non-
Western settings, pre-modern societies, and non-state
polities. Most of these categories were taken from the
very abstract depiction of the social system by Talcott
Parsons (1968). These more general categories could
1ot be institutions that did not exist elsewhere, but
their functional equivalents. ’

h Hable .| Comparative politics before and after the ‘behavioural revolution’

Introduction to Comparative Politics

Functions dealing with the survival of systems
were perceived as particularly important. From biol-
ogy and cybernetics, David Easton and Karl Deutsch
(Deutsch 19664, b) imported the idea of the system—
ecological systems, body systems, and so on—and
identified ‘survival’ as its most important function.
Similarly, in the 1950s—still in the shadow of the dark
memory of the breakdown of democratic systems
between the two world wars through fascism and
communism—the most important topic was to
understand why some democracies survived while
others collapsed. Almond and Verba’s The Civic Culture
(1963) is considered as a milestone precisely because
it identified specific cultural conditions favourable or
unfavourable to democratic stability.

...and back to institutions

It soon also became clear, however, that the price to be
paid for encompassing transcultural concepts was that
of an excessive level of abstraction. This framework
was not informative enough and too remote with
regard to the concrete historical context of specific
systems. In the 1970s, European comparative political
scientists like Rokkan, Lehmbruch, and others (and
even more o area specialists from Eastern Europe,
Latin America, Africa, and Asia) had already noted
that the ahistorical categories of systemic functional-
ism did not allow the understanding of concrete cases.

The counter-reaction to systemic functional-
ism starts precisely in 1967 and involves (i) a shift of

Dimensions of
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Finally, the closer analysis of Europe also contrib-
ated to a shift away from the formal analysis of insti-
tutions. From the 196os on, European comparative
political scientists started to question the supposed
‘supremacy —in terms of stability and efficiency—of
Anglo-Saxon democracies based on majoritarian insti-
tutions and homogeneous cultures. Other types of
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substantial focus; (i) a narrowing of geographical scope;
(iii) a change of methodology; and (iv) a theoretical turn.

Bringing the state back in

The shift of substantial focus consists of a return to
the state and its institutions (Skocpol 1985). In recent
decades, there has been a re-establishment of the
centrality of institutions more broadly defined as sets
of rules, procedures, and social norms. In the new-
institutionalism theory (March and Olsen 1989; Hall
and Taylor 1996; Thelen 1999; Ostrom 2007; Pierson
and Skocpol 2002; Przeworski 20044) institutions are
seen as the most important actors, with autonomy and
being part of real politics. Institutions, furthermore,
are seen as determining the opportunity structures

comparisons came from the development of meth-
ods based on few cases (‘small-N") (see Ragin 1987).
They revitalize today a type of comparative inves-
tigation that had long been criticized because few
cases did not allow the testing of the impact of large
numbers of factors—the problem that Lijphart
(1971, 1975) named ‘few cases, many variables’. This
difficulty made the analysis of rare social phenom-
ena, such as revolutions, impossible with statistical
techniques. Hence, the great importance of this
‘new’ comparative method. It provides the tool for
analysing rigorously phenomena of which only few
instances occur historically (see next section “The
method of comparative politics’ and Chapter 3 for
more details).

In the field of party politics, examples include work by
Downs (1957), Przeworski (Przeworksi and Sprague
1986), and Cox (1997). Other examples include the
work of Popkin (1979) on peasants in Vietnam, Bates
(1081) on markets in Africa, Przeworski (1991) on
democratization, Gambetta (1993, 2005) on the Mafia
and suicide missions, Fearon and Laitin (1996) on
ethnicity, and Acemoglou and Robinson (2006) on the
origins of political regimes.

Rational choice theory in political science owes a
lot to the work of William Riker. He is the founder of
the ‘Rochester School” (Riker 1990; see also Amadae
and Bueno de Mesquita 1999). Today, rational choice
theory comes in various forms and degrees of
formalization, ranging from ‘hard’ game-theoretical
versions, in which the degree of mathematical formal-
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Figure 1.1 The political system

Environment

o] (o >
POLITICAL

INPUT

o]

Decisions
|

Feedback
environment

Source: Adapted from Easton (1965a and b)

IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE

nd the limits within which individuals formulate . . ization i i : ; . . .
a ¢ 41 Rational choice theory ization is very high, to ‘softer’ versions in which the POLITICS 1.6
preferences. basic assumptions are maintained but in which there is
At the end of the 1980s, another change took place in no formal theorizing. What is important to note is that East
ston

Mid-range theories

The excessive abstraction of concepts in systemic
functionalism was also countered by a return of atten-
tion to varying historical structures, cultural elements,
and geographic location, in which the specific context
playsa central role (Thelen and Steinmo 1992). Rather
than general universalistic theories, mid-range theor-
ies stress the advantages of case studies or in-depth

analyses of a few countries.

Some authors argue that the reawakening of
attention to the state and its institutions is in fact
a consequence of this narrowing of geographical
scope (Mair 1996), The general language introduced
by systemic functionalism—and which nearly

comparative politics, strengthening further the place
of institutions. It was the change given by the increas-
ing influence of rational choice theory in comparative
politics, which canbe traced back to political economy
tradition of Smith, Bentham, Ricardo, and Mill.
Whereas the behavioural revolution primarily
imported models from sociology, the change at the end
of the 1980s was inspired by developments in econom-
ics. In addition, the rational choice change does not
revolve around a redefinition of the political, for it
applies a more general theory of action that applies

equally well to all types of human behaviour, be it in
the economic market, the political system, the media

sphere, or elsewhere (Tsebelis 1990; Munck 200T).

This theory of actionis based on the idea thatactors

the rational choice turn did not lead to a redefinition
of comparative politics as a subject matter precisely
because it does not offer a meta-theory that is specific
to politics. The subject matter did not change under the
impulse of rational choice theory. On the contrary, it
has reinforced the pre-eminence of institutions in compara-
tive politics. Rational choice institutionalism, in particu-
ar, sees institutions as constraints of actors’ behaviour
(Weingast 2002). An example of this approach is the
‘concept of ‘veto player’ developed by Tsebelis (2002).
‘At the end of the 1980s, another turn took place in
‘ffpn:l_paraﬁve politics, strengthening further the place of
I-@qmﬁons. It was the turn given by the increasing influ-
‘ence of rational choice theory in comparative politics.

This volume is the first of a series of books by Easton on
the political system. His work represents the most system-
atic and encompassing effort on the ‘theoretical side’ of the
behavioural revolution. Scholars like David Easton and Karl
W. Deutsch imported the notion of system from other
scientific disciplines (biology and cybernetics). This notion
soon replaced the formal concept of state and enlarged the
field of comparative politics to non-institutional actors. The
framework developed by Easton and his colleagues, and its
conceptual components (input, output, feedback loop, black

box, etc.), are common language today. Easton's work remains

9

the last major attempt to develop a general empirical theory

‘What is left?

discarded the state and its institutions—was needed
to encompass a greater variety of political systems.
Institutions have recently been re-appreciated
because of a closer focus. Systemic functional-
ism did not forget institutions; they were simply
‘absorbed upward into the more abstract notions
of role, structure and function’ (Mair 1996: 317). A guish the different alt
regionally more restricted perspective giving up offer in their programmes wit
global comparisons does not require the same level cies. Voters then maximize their utility by votin
of abstraction of concepts. Therefore, the shift of the political party whose policy promises a
substantial focus is a consequence of less ambitious their interests. Itis rational for political par
theoretical constructions. The change of substan- programmes that appeal to a large segment O
tial focus has been favoured by the narrowing of the electorate, as this leads to the maximization of votes:

geographical focus.

parties) are rational. They are able to order alterna-
tive options from most to least preferred and then,

revolution insisted—such as socio-economic S#

and cultural traits—assume a lower key in ra
choice models. These models have been C
understanding the behaviour of a mumber ©

Case-oriented analysis

This narrowing of scope also entailed a methodo-
logical change. The counter-reaction to large-scale

(individuals, but also organizations such as political

through their choice, seek the maximization of their
preferences (utility). For example, voters are consid-
ered able to identify what their interest is and to distin-
ernatives that political parties
h regard to specific poli-
g for
re closeSt 1o

ties to offer
f the

It is clear from these premises that the placts
for ‘sociological’ factors on which the behaviouts
ric'n'l'i_l,1
rucial B
£ actorss

: we.lzave seen, there has been an almost cyclical
. i Il-Iowever, comparative politics did not simply
[LO/its starting point.

Gt despite the recent narrowing of scope and
..ed:tt_ncy tc.) concentrate on ‘mid-range theor-
Ief:::)l:;llsl;(;z tehat tool.c place in the 19505 and
e Contentxtrgordmary variety of topics. A
g as1 ts ows .how many features of the

e VVIIth in comparative politics.
- norbeennlrnhunon madeby the systemic
ost. We continue to speak of a

St i
: ;1;«'15 3;1121 1;;2 it;ns descriptive tool to organ-
e Co‘r]les of domestic politics. In
oy e c.le :‘age of the book mirrors
e cnbed,by David Easton
-6). Easton’s work is a monu-

construction of the structural-

of politics.

systemic paradigm, still unrivalled and probably the
last and most important attempt to build a general
empirical theory including all actors and processes of
political systems.

Third, Easton’s concepts have marked the minds
of political scientists, as well as those of the wider
public. His attempt has been an extremely system-
atic one, with subsequent and cumulative contribu-
tors drafted towards one single goal. His concept of
political system—as a set of structures (institutions
jand agencies) whose decision-making function
N to reach the collective and authoritative alloca-
FlOI’l of values (output, i.e. public policies) receiv-
ing support as well as demands (inputs) from the
domestic as well as the international environment
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which it shapes through outputs in the feedback | ST R =EBITRRTRE pa 8 2. The dimensions of comparison can be diverse. It
loo.p——mcludes all QSPeCtS_ Of.What 18 deSCflbed. n ™ = S e is wrong to suppose that comparative politics is © IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARAT
this book, from communication to culture, social- always cross-sectional, i g POLITIC WE
c : - o : i ctional, i.e. that it involves a spatial S1.7
. . . - . i - Comparative politics is not limited to the comparison of . pa
ization and behaviour, interest articulation through - comparison betw : .
. e national political systems, but also includes other units ; ween countries or regions. In fact,
ParUes, movf:mems or Ere'ssu?e grouPs, 1ns;1tu.t1-0ns such as sub-national and supra-national organization, spatull (c_ross—secnonal) comparison is only one of Lazarsfeld et al.
in iﬁmocrigli Eltfld aut Orltliilrlanhl‘e_glme& .CCISIOI‘; ' <ingle poltical actors, processes, and policies. the possible dimensions of comparison. A second
making and policies, as well as the interaction wit ; ol dimension of i i .
other Sg stemi——a d d;"esse din Section 6 0 £ this book . With the widening of the number of ‘cases’ (new states p——— COMPATISONIS thefunctlonal (cross-
) ﬁ % . ; ’ or other regions). the need for more general concepts org ional or cross-process) comparison. Take, as
Beyond the nanon—state‘ : that could ‘travel’ beyond Western countries ledtoa an example, the comparison of the liberal and the
Fourth, th_‘f substantive scope has not ceased to focus on functions rather than institutions. In the past natlon.ahst ideologies in Burope. Or the comparison This book i
grow, and this trend has continued over the most three decades, however, a reaction against overly abstract of policy-making of environmental and military Gt & REEISs SEmpl e gl ¢l SwiRie]
M. - met! BveEr . .
policies in, say, the US. Or the comparison of hods, and multivariate analysis of elections, public opin-

analysis has led back to ‘mid-range theories’ limited in
ion, socialization processes, and communication through large

recent decades. As discussed in Chapter 1 "The
space and time.

relevance of comparative politics’, there has been
a change in focus from ‘input’ processes to ‘output’ .

Jeadership in social movements such as the civic
rights movement, the feminist movement, the
green movement, and the pacifist movement. The

data sets and the employment of rudimentary computing
technlques. It is an application of the positivist approach to
politics and has paved the way for countless studies of the

As for the behavioural revolution, rational choice also
aims at a general and unified theory of politics applicable

PrOCEsses, namely public policies and policy-
making, as well as the outcome and impact of in all times and places. This paradigm was imported into dimension of comparison here is not territorial. A ,
pOli cies. This is the reason whya specific section of Poliftica‘| scignce from ec'onomibc's and stresses the role of third dimension is the longitudinal (cross-temporal) d-etermmanjts of people’s political behaviour: the crucial ques-
institutions in comparative politics. comparison. We can compare institutions, actors tions of which groups (classes, professions, age cohorts, gen-
; ’ der; and so on) tend to turn out more often, and for which

this book is devoted to these topics. In particular,
and processes over time as, for example, in the

Comparative politics includes as a subject matter all

recent trends of ‘what’ is compared include indus- o
trial relations, trade, and economic p()licie.'s (aspects features of political systems and, recently, has turned its Comparison of party organizations in the nineteenth parties they tend to vote. A follow-up volume entitled Voting
stressed in Chapters 22 “The impact of public poli- SETe oS i interaction between themieps century (cadre parties), after the First World War Ul e S I C S IR N B el
cies’ and 24 ‘Globalization and the nation-state’); proaching international relations. (cnass parties), after the Second World War (catch- of the ‘empirical side’ of the behavioural revolution.
the reawakening of ethmic, religious, and nation- —— . all parties), and since the 1980s (cartel parties)
alist movements, trends towards regionalization 3. Units of analysi i

' . . - lysis can be diverse. As we have From c i

'n Chapters 11 ‘Multilevel govern-  The method of comparative politics B s compared can be either vhol e ases to variables ...

, e politica , N
Comparative politics prior to the behavioural revo-

(aspects stressed
ance’, 15 ‘Regions’, and 17 'Political culture”); and systems or single actors, instituti
; ¢ 5 . S
what' of comparison, we turn e s & , institutions, processes, or

the growing role of pressure groups (see Chapter Having discussed the lution was typically a discipline that compared few

cases. Today, we speak of “small-N’ research designs. As

14 ‘Interest groups’). now to the ‘how” of comparison. 4 Comparative h desi
e S sk d P — : e 'rfasearc . designs can focus on explained earlier in "The substance of i
i ive Mo o ems A variety of  ethods aSk g rities or dyj"errences. Sometimes we politics’, it was thought that the world RETI
U B s . gl 'men_ '“w ;1 c1idlons'about 51rr?1_1ar outcomes, such as, towards the Anglo-Saxon model I-f ZVOuld converge
sively). Chapter 23 “The EU as a new political system’ Comparative politics does not rely on one specific 3‘1;.1155!;;1 E s(z:C}llfﬂlri\’/olutlons take place in France, that, consequently, these were t}fe C(;s e;locracy and
analyses the integration between member-states of method only, for four main reasons. - Similar outcomez. VE/Seklcc))i)Fl)qoll 1979). To explain tive political scientists should corfcsenti:':s njlpacfz_
the European Union, Chapter 24 'Globalization and 1. Depending on the number of cases included in (something that i; present ir? ;1(1:2}1? mon f"_lCtorS Therefore, the number of cases (N") was h;njte% tc;
the nation-state’ addresses the blurring of nati onal the analysis (say, 150 or two countries only), the \Whlch the outcome occurred) in cz Cases};’n the US, Brieain, France, and a few other cases such g
boundaries, and Chapter 25 ‘From supporting democ- type of data the analysis deals with ( quantitative are otherwise very different from ezeiw hCh Can‘ada, sometimes Australia and New Zealand, and
racy to supporting autocracy’ shows how states influ- Jlectoral results or qualitative typologies of We will sce in Chapter 3 ‘Com arat.c other. As the “failed’ democracies of Germany or Italy. )
ence others through democratic promotion and administrative systems), and the time period E ?ﬁelthods', John Stuart Mill ca]lid thﬁzf;if ) The behavioural revolution involved the widening
of cases. On the one hand, this involved a much larger

gn the Method of A i
o tg}:‘zt‘:ﬁ;;t l()lzfr;:eworskl effort of data collection. Large data sets were created
B e T rent with the help of the development of computer tech-
B ((,)r (Me e e T1ee nology. On the other hand, this involved the need
Do ost Similar for comparability of indicators and, as it turned out
.the most 'general ‘language’ was that of quantities. I;
i N A 13 veiry chﬂ"icult. to e_stab]ish whether culture, trust,
Vo 966) or Wby did dors y ideology, and identity have the same meaning in
s e ocracy resist different continents. However, it is possible to meas-
'ﬂl@tmo . ure the number of televisions, internet connections
or mobile telephones in all countries of the World’
Both factors—the increasing number of cases and the:

covered (the most recent census Ot 1ongimdinal
trends since the mid-nineteenth century), the
methods employed are different. The research
method depends on the research question. We
formulate the research question; then we look
for the most appropriate data and methods

to address it. The choice of cases very often
depends on the research question. As explained

arative research methods’s
ngle case (&

peacekeeping.
Finally, in spite of the resurgence of institutions in
a narrower sense, other theories maintain their influ-
ence and, through more attention to psychological,
indeed ‘behavioural’, factors boosted by experimental
methods at the individual level, challenge the assump-
tion of rationality of actors. New institutionalism
includes normative, historical, and rational choice
varieties. Macro-historical sociology has chan ged into in Chapter 3 '‘Comp
comparative ‘political economy’ at both macro- (say, comparative politics may analyse one st '3 ?’ (Capoccia 2005). To explai
classes) and micro- (individual) levels. Cultural theo- case study). Research designs can be more or 1€ utcomes, we look at factors thXIt) ar
ries maintain their relevance in the study of identities, intensive or extensive (depending on the balanc® 4 _-g'thﬂt is either present or ab il
trust, authoritarian versus liberarian artitudes, etc. between the number of cases and the number ch the outcome either Occusrilelzzllgrtg; quantification of indicators—led to the development

What is left is therefore a great variety of theories that of features analysed); they can be synchromic or é:g“‘—f“’ise similar cases. We also oft. of statistical techniques. Therefore, research designs
today co-exist. diachronic. SETWo methods, en  based on a ‘large-N’ typically employ techniques such

=5 in which we ask questions
‘Erent outcomes, such as “Why did

s :
ystem forces in some countries

a . .
s multiple regression and factor analysis (or other
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Downs

in-depth analyses in which configurations or combina-
tions of factors are privileged in explanations. Cases
are seen as ‘wholes’ rather than being divided into
isolated variables. Constellations of factors represent

the explanation rather than the impact of each factor

individually.

This is a reaction against the behavioural revolu-

tion and its focus on variable-oriented design (e.g

This is a small book (Downs’s Ph.D. dissertation) which had
an enormous impact, showing the great potential of rational
choice theory for the study of politics. It introduced economic
models for the analysis of actors’ behaviour as well as the de-
ductive analytical rigour in comparative politics. Today, rational
choice models are one of the dominant approaches in com-
parative politics. Although this approach had an impact in all
fields of comparative politics, in the field of electoral studies
it still rernains one of the most important works, alongside
that of Maurice Duverger and Giovanni Sartori, and inspiring
pioneering research such as that of Gary Cox on voting be-

haviour and the impact of electoral systems on politics.

statistical techniques) based on coefficients which
allow researchers to quantify the strength of the asso-
ciation between political phenomena.
This trend turned attention away from cases and
shifted it towards variables. Intensive research designs
gave way 10 extensive ones: many Cases and few varia-
bles. Large-N rescarch designs are ‘yariable-oriented’,
implying that, with many cases, W¢ ultimately know
very little about the context of the countries. Not
only did concepts become increasingly abstract in the
search for the most general and comparable concepts,
but the analysis itself referred increasingly to abstract
relationships between variables. We would know that
higher literacy levels are associated with higher turn-
out rates, but we would be ignorant about patterns in

single countries.

...and back to cases

More recently there has been a return to ‘small-N°
and case-oriented research designs and, today, the
comparative method is in fact equated with the qualit-
ative techniques based on John Stuart Mill’s Methods
and on the search for sufficient and necessary condi-
tions. Theda Skocpol (1984), David Collier (1991), and,

most prominently, Charles Ragin with his ground-
breaking The Comparative Method (Ragin 1987), showed
that rigorous empirical tests could also be carried out
when the number of cases is small (for an overview

see Caramani 2009; Schneider and Wagemann 2012).

This methodological shift stresses the intrinsic
advantages of the study of few cases. Case-oriented
scholars stress that small-N comparisons allow

Przeworski and Teune 1970), inwhich the focus was on
parsimonious explanatory designs, i.e. a few key vari-
ables whose impact should be tested on as marty cases
as possible. In two famous articles, Arend Lijphart
(1971, 1975) suggested increasing the number of cases
(e.g. by selecting several time points) and decreasing
the number of variables by focusing on similar cases
(thus reducing the number of factors that vary across
them).
Such a move implied ‘replacing proper names
with variables’ (Przeworski and Teune 1970), defin-
ing concepts able to ‘travel’ (Sartori 1970), and using
‘sets of universals’ applicable to all political systems
(Almond and Powell 1966; Lasswell 1968). This had led
to ‘a strong argument against . . . “configurative” or
“contextual” analysis’ (Lijphart 1975 690), unable to
give rise to generalizing statements. Thirty years later,
a large part of the recent debates around methods in
the social sciences has focused on the opposite reac-
tion, namely a swing away from the variable-oriented
approach towards ‘thick’ research designs, case stud-
ies, and process tracing.
Critiques of case-oriented approaches denounce a
returntothe past. AsJohn Goldthorpe notes, thisrepre-
sents a revival of holism against which Przeworski and

. IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE
POLITICS 1.9

Almond and Verba

This book was the seminal attempt to make systematic use of

individual-leve! data collected comparatively through survey

technigues. It is a phenomenal effort of individual data col-

lection and analysis, in the US, the UK, Germany. Italy, and
Mexico, at the dawn of the computer age. \Within the beha¥=
ioural paradigm, it analyses the function of political cutture 0
political systems and, in particular, the central role that the
‘civic culture’ plays in the survival of democratic political 55
tems. This book paved the way for studies on values, trust and |
social capital pursued most prominently by Ronald Inz;lﬂha-rt |
and Robert Putnam.

Teune (1970) had directed their work. In addition, even
if one concentrates on “‘whole’ cases, one still refers to
selected features or attributes. Comparison can take
place only when one compares cases’ values of shared
Properties or attributes, i.e. variables (Goldthorpe
2000; see also Bartolini 1993). The accusation is that we
are going back to holism. And, again, we see a cyclical
pattern in the method of comparative politics, just as
we did for its subject matter.

From aggregate to individual data...

For a long time, the only available data were those
collected as official statistics. The term ‘statistics’
itself goes back to the seventeenth century and the
German School of Statistics. Etymologically, the term
means ‘science of the state” and its purpose is, as it
were, to analyse state matters. Statistics started devel-
oping during the formation of the modern mercantil-
ist nation-states and flourished in the course of the
nineteenth century, when the great economic trans-
formations (industrialization) and population move-
ments (urbanization) strengthened the need for states
to monitor increasingly complex societies.
) The same period saw the development of the
Pberal nation-state, which, as discussed in Chapters 4
The nation-state’ and 8 ‘Governments and bureau-
‘cracies’, increased its intervention in the society and
B e of e o
Jety. and eco’nomy the B R BIe e
e y were supposed to steer.
2 mocratization also gave a big push towards the
'ifﬁgvelbpmem of statistics as governments became
CaczeunFablt_:; they had to perform, which involved
e o et eymermonc cooney’
. r ‘cybernetic capacity’
Td 1977: 114), techniques for gathering informa-
atly improved.

Y, statistics were collected for practical
llnl.<ed to the economic and military action
e di'mCﬂ;ntt;.t}T?:c;OI-ltems of national statistics
= & CriVle of the_ st-ate: security and

i minal sta_tlsncs, and statistics
e, Withe;)}(lpense items, taxation, and
. the growth of welfare states,
. i- popul:fmon and health
. ,]11 : osely: birth rates, mortal-
€erned, they wesrs(;, ﬁz fzfl » PO e st

_Fics. However, the ;reZemdUded u'n'der
-.m"-Qommgn Py nce of p011t1_cal

electoral statis 1 .Othel" cresones

on and ar; ics which are linked to
empts to legitimize regi

regimes

Introduction to Comparative Politics 13

The landmarks of this development have been the
organization of censuses and the establishment of
the annual publication of statistical yearbooks. These
often include statistics of neighbouring countries
requiring a certain degree of standardization of infor-
mation to allow for comparisons.

These data are called aggregate data because they are
available at some territorial level: provinces, regions
countries. Typical aggregate data are election resultsi
We never know how individuals vote because voting
is secret. However, we have aggregates: the number
of voters and the number of votes for parties and
candidates in a constituency. Similarly, we often have
dat.a for unemployment rates, population density, and
.act1vity in a given sector (e.g. agriculture) for territor-
ial units.

With the behavioural revolution, the approach to
data collection changed radically.

1. There is always a risk that official statistics,
especially in non-democratic states, may be subject
to manipulation. This concerns data on elections
and all aspects of civil rights, but also data on
economic performance. Therefore, the creation
of large data sets by university researchers,
independent from politics, is an important aspect
of the behavioural revolution.

2. Official statistics do not include many variables

of interest to researchers. On the one hand,
official statistics do not include information on
political actors. An example is data on political
parties, their members, and their finances. On
the other hand, official statistics do not include
information on individuals’ values, opinions,
c.lttitudes and beliefs, competence and trust in political
institutions, and differences between elites and masses
in political preferences. Through official statistics,
we would not know whether an individual has
authoritarian attitudes or post-material values
and whether he or she is strongly religious. ’
The behavioural revolution introduced surveys

as a systematic instrument to collect individual
data. As Chapter 17 ‘Political culture’ shows,
political culture cannot be analysed without this
type of data, which can be found throughout

the world in surveys such as the World Value
Survey, Eurobarometers, European Social Survey,
Latinobarometers, etc. ’

3. The collection of individual data involved much

larger data sets, as thousands of individuals are
included in a survey. This amount of data could
be dealt with only through the computerization
of the social sciences, which began in the 1950s.
Certainly, in the past there had been examples of
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extraordinary data analysis without computers.

Durkheim’s Le Suicide (1897) is breathtaking
example of comparative multivariate analysis

of a huge amount of darta presented in tables

and figures without the help of computers.
Computerization put this type of analysis

within the reach of all researchers, first through
mainframe systemns (usually in a university) and,
in the late 1980s, through personal computers and
statistical software designed for them. Today, every
undergraduate student has Excel, SPSS, R, Stata,
or other packages on his or her laptop.

4. Surveys of experts allow establishing the
positioning of actors, such as parties, in a multi-
dimensional ideological space (see, €.8., the
Chapel Hill Expert Survey). Furthermore, new
text analysis techniques allow texts such as party
manifestos to be analysed (as in the Comparative
Manifestos Project), but also newspapers’ articles,
speeches, press releases, and so on.

The year 1950 proved to be devastating for anal-
ysis with aggregate data. This was the year when
William S. Robinson published his famous article
about ‘ecological fallacy” ( Robinson 1950). This arti-
cle undermined the assumption that correlations
observed at the level of aggregated units could be
inferred at the individual level. Problems of ecologi-
cal inference arise in the attempt to infer conclu-
sions reached at the level of territorial units down
to the individual level. Put simply, what is true on an

IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARATIVE
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Rokkan

This book is a collection of previously published articles and
chapters, complemented by unpublished bits and pieces,
and conference papers by Stein Rokkan (who never wrote
an authored monograph, but preferred to work his writings
over and over again). Nonetheless, Rokkan's work provides
the most systematic comparative picture of a huge amount
of empirical material on similarities and differences between
countries in their patterns of state formation, natien-building,
democratization, and the structuring of party systems and
electoral alignments. In the tradition of 'comparative historical
sociology’ (with Renhart Bendix, Otto Hintze, and Barrington
Mogre, among others), his work encompasses centuries of
political development and has inspired generations of scholars,
including Theda Skocpol and Charles Tilly.

aggregated level is not necessarily true at the indi-
vidual level. The effect of this article was disruptive,
the term “ecological fallacy” became popular, and for
a long time, analyses based on ecological data were

discredited.

_..and back to aggregate data

The reaction to this ‘shock’ began almost imme-
diately, attempting 10 find solutons to ‘ecological
fallacy’. Conferences and meetings led to collective
publications (see Merritt and Rokkan 1966; Dogan and
Rokkan 1969: Berglund and Thomsen 1990; King 1097;
King et al. 2004).

Furthermore, international data archives were
set up. The most important ones today are the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social
Research (ICPSR) (at the University of Michigan),
the Data Archive (at the University of Bssex), the
Mannheim Centre for BEuropean Social Research
(MZES), and the Norwegian Data Archive (at the
University of Bergen). Data archives developed in all
countries are linked together in a global network (see
the Online Resources). Such efforts led to major publi-
cations of aggregate data collections with documen-
tation, most notably the three editions of the World
Handbook of Political and Social Indicators (Russett et al,
1964; Taylor and Hudson 1972; Taylor and Jodice 1983),
but also other projects (see the “Yale Political Data

Program’; Deutsch et al. 1066). These publications are
updated today through the internet resources of the
ICPSR.

International organizations such as the United
Nations (UN), the World Trade Organization (WTO),
the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund
(IME), the World Health Organization (WHO), the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE), and s0 forth also contributed to the creation
of large comparative data sets with aggregate data 10
their sectors of competence. The Online Resources
provide all the links to these data sets.

But perhaps the main reason for a ‘recovery’ of
ecological data analysis resides in the intrinsic weak:
nesses of individual-level data. It is more difficult tO
build long time series with individual data. Only aggre

gate data that we can collect from the beginning of the
nineteenth century allow us to understand topics ﬂ‘ﬂe
need a long-term perspective. This was particulafl)?
true during the 19608 and 19705, when mndcrlﬁﬂad"fj
approaches were used to understand newly decolo™®
ized countries. Panels—surveys carried out With_ o
same group of respondents over protracted pert

of time—are extremely costly (and, anyway, d.o %

IMPORTANT WORKS IN COMPARA
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Esping-Andersen

This book best illustrates the shift in comparative politics from
input to output and public policies. It presents a typology and
an explanation of what can be considered the most encom-
passing of all public policies after the Second World War—

| the development of the welfare state as the latest stage in
the construction of the modern nation-state and citizenship,

‘ where social rights complement political and civic rights (as
distinguished by T. H. Marshall). This work is a prominent ex-
ample among other large research programmes, namely on

‘ varieties of capitalism (e.g. Susan Strange’s work), compara-
tive political economy (e.g. Peter Hall), and welfare states (e.g.
Peter Flora).

surveys for comparative purposes is not straightfor-
ward. Intelligence services, especially US ones, carried
out a number of surveys in Europe after the Marshall
Plan to investigate the public’s attitudes, its favour of
democratic values, and the potential of a communist
Enenace or fascist return. However, these early stud-
A fragmented, with different questions asked and
different groups or respondents.

_ Therefore, aggregate data have not disappeared and
;;Qmptimes provide more solid bases than individual-
level data for international long-term comparisons.

= politics employs statistical techniques when
1 d.e5|gns include many cases and quantitative indi-
rlab.le-oriented large-N studies), or ‘compara-

: l?;:]:ﬁ\«l/:;n research designs include few cases
e cators (case-oriented small-N studies).
==ttidlies can also be carried out in a comparative

60 of compariso i
=5 n are multiple: spatial
and functional, -

| 1-_l:;,ﬂnsx am either to select similar cases and
different outcomes {

5 Most Similar Systems

IM "

i ;:‘Ilao-d c?f F)lﬁerence'), or to select differ-

S ; thu'\ IS|m|lar outcomes (Most Different
15 the ‘Method of Agreement').

politi i i
f’s relies on different lypes of aggregate

allow going ‘back’ in time). And the use of &%
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Conclusion

The variety of comparative politics

The great variety of approaches, methods, and data of
comparative politics matches the great variety of the
world’s societies, economies, cultures, and political
?ystems. In Appendix 2, we have inserted a number of
Comparative tables’ on various indicators. We have
also inserted a number of “World trends” figures in
Appendix 3, which show how societies and political
systems have changed. Readers will also find ‘Country
profiles” in Appendix 1, small files on political systems
around the world.

The book rests on the principle that everything is
comparable. Large-scale comparisons through space
and time in this book are based on the idea that there
are no limits to comparison. Everything—i.e. any
case in the world at any point in time—is, in principle
comparable. Analytical comparison never compare;
cases as such (say, countries) but rather properties
(e.g. turnout levels) and their values for each case—
whether turnout levels are high or low according to
countries. Obviously, ‘turnout applies only where
there are democratic elections, so the level of general-
ity and the spatial and temporal scope of the compari-
son of turnout is limited. |

The nineteenth century witnessed what is prob-
ably the greatest change in the political organization
of human societies with the rise of modern nation-
states and democracies. There was no previous
experience of mass democracy based on principles
c?f fundamental equality between individuals, civic
liberties, political rights, and open participation to
the political process and to social welfare. The scope
of this change was matched only by the Industrial
Revolution during the same period. This is a unique
period in our history and we should be aware of
its exceptional character, but also of its shortness.
Therefore, it is crucial to cover the development of
the nation-state and mass democracy over nearly
200 years.

This Introduction has stressed the great variety of
what is a huge field of study covering all aspects of
domestic politics, with many areas of specialization
and subdisciplines which are reflected in the chapters
of Comparative Politics. The great variety—and the
consequent specialization of the field—is the main
reason why it is difficult to single out the most import-
ant books (see the various boxes scattered through
this Introduction). Each subdiscipline has its “classic’
work: in the field of coalition formation, in that of the
study of electoral systems, in that of the formation of
modern nations, and so forth.
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It is not only the broadness of its substantial focus
of the topics that gives comparative politics a char-
acter of great variety. This variety also appears in
the research design and in the theoretical frameworks
we apply (see the five ‘Ps distinguished in Chapter 2
‘Approaches in comparative politics). Today, this
variety becomes even larger as comparative politics
increasingly ‘invades’ the discipline of international
relations (and vice versa).

From divergence to convergence ...

There would be no comparative politics without this
diversity of political systems and their features. The
literature up to the 19508 assumed that there would be
a convergence towards the model of the major Western
liberal democracies. On the contrary, there has been
divergence (in the form of alternative models of polit-
ical order), and this has led to the actual development
of comparative politics.

Is it still like that? Recently, trends towards conver-
gence have been strong. The end of the Cold War in
1989 and the disappearance of the leading superpower
that embodied one of the major alternative political
models, the “Third Wave’ of democratization (the
Arab Spring being its latest manifestation), the pres-
sures towards market economy coming from world
trade and globalization, the numerous initiatives to
“export’ and ‘promote’ democracy in Africa and Asia,

all patterns of worldwide convergence.

glob alized world?

interactions.®

territoridl state.

democratic consolidation in Latin America—these are

What is the future of comparative politics in a
Comparative politics—like all
'quasi—experimental’ methods—bases its explanations
on the covariation between phenomena that leads to
a focus on differences between cases. Yet, how does
such a discipline deal with the existence of common-
alities, patterns of homogenization, and diffusion effects?
Furthermore, comparative politics was built on the
methodological assumption that cases—i.e. national
political systems—are independent of each other. It
has been less concerned with common aspects and

As Sgrensen notes in Chapter 24 *Globalization
and the nation-state’, ‘Ttlhe standard image of the
sovereign nation-state is that of an entity within
well-defined territorial borders: a national polity, 2
national economy, and a national community of citi-
zens’, and on this premise researchers thought that
they could ‘safely ignore what takes place outside
the borders of the countries they were studying’.
For a long time, the main concern of comparative
politics has remained the study of the ‘Westphalian

However, it is increasingly difficult to main-
tain such a position and, indeed, the literature has
addressed these issues. In recent years, there has been
a resurgence of interest in the so-called ‘Galton prob-
lem’, i.e. the methodological issue raised at the end
of the nineteenth century by the polymath Francis
Galton concerning associations between phenomena
that are, in fact, the result of diffusion and contagion
between cases.

Today, most countries are Open systems subject to

external influences, borrowing and learning from the
practices of others, and are part of multilevel govern-
ance arrangements (see Chapter 11 ‘Multilevel govern-
ance). For example, it is plausible to suppose that the
development of welfare states in various countries
(see Chapters 20 “Policy-making’ and 22 “The impact
of public policies) is affected by diffusion processes
through policy transfers and policy learning. There
is coordination when countries belong to overarch-
ing integrating organizations (the European Union,
for example, as shown in Chapter 23 “The EU as a
new political system’), as well as cases of imposition
by conquest, colonialism, and economic dependency
(as discussed in Chapter 4 “The nation-state’, many
current states were part of other states before seces-
sion). Finally, our current world, more than ever,
experiences migrations (see the ‘Comparative Tables’
at the end of the volume in Appendix 2).

The risk for comparative politics is—method-
ologically speaking—that of ending up with ‘N = 1.
Already, Przeworski and Teune in their classic book on
the comparative method have asked: ‘How many inde-

pendent events canwe observe? If the similarity within
a group of systemsisa result of diffusion, there is only
one independent observation’ (Przeworski and Teune
1970: 52). Is our methodology fit to analyse common
developments, changes without variation betweet

cases, and situations of dependence between them?
arative

In an increasingly interdependent world, comp

by events occurring within other, sometim

larger today than in the past.

and back to divergence?

nation-state’, addresses precisely these questions:

chapters on integration, globalization, an
tion of democracy in non-Western parts of the W_"-’r
This is where comparative politics and internati®
relations become contiguous and their efforts: in &%
future, will increasingly be common efforts.

political scientists realize that social phenomena ar€

not isolated and self-contained, but rather are affected
es remott

societies. Within a ‘shrinking world’ the problem is)

The last section of the book, Section 6 ‘Beyond C

d romo?
P 1

Nonetheless, today there are also strong signals
pointing in divergent directions. The backlash against
liberal democracy in many countries relativizes the
pattern towards convergence. Both academic litera-
ture and public debate increasingly point to coun-
tries, even large and long-established democracies
moving away, i.e. diverging, from the liberal demoi
cratic regime. This democratic crisis has happened
through the rise of right-wing populism, ‘illiberal
democracy’ models, and competitive authoritarian-
ism in some European countries, Turkey, Russia, and
the US in the past ten years, but also through left-wing
populism in Latin America. Differentiation occurs
also at the sub-national level and points to the resur-
gence of regionalist phenomena, as with the Scottish
referendum or the Catalan separatist movement. Also,

=

FURTHER READING

‘Classics' of comparative politics are shown in the boxes in
this Introduction. These books should be on every com-
parative political scientist's shelves.

Overviews of the discipline

Blondel, J. (1999) Then and Now: Comparative Politics),
Political Studies, 47(1): 152-60.

Daalder, H. (1993) ‘The Development of the Study of
Comparative Politics', in H. Keman (ed.), Comparative
Politics (Amsterdam: Free University Press), | 1-30.

Datton, R. J. (1991) '‘Comparative Politics of the Industrial
Democracies: From the Golden Age to Island Hopping, in
W. Crotty (ed.), Political Science
Northwestern University Press), | 5-43.

(Evanston, IL:

:;l:tem. H. (1963) ‘A Perspective on Comparative Politics,
émand Present’ in H. Eckstein and D. E. Apter (eds)
parative Politics: A Reader (New York: Free Press), 3-32

s : .

) a:r. P (1996) ‘Comparative Politics: An Overview', in R. E.
f-mgmdi m:? ;l]d H.-D. Klingemann (eds), A New Handbook of
ol tence (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 309-35.

A iR 8

Pﬂngsh_ Hmbc é 1?93) Comparative Politics', in A. W. Finifter

o I(J ; ctenclel: The State of the Discipline (Washington
rizan Political Science Association), 43 1-50

itter, B (1 !
memrufjc%) Comparative Politics’, in ). Krieger
+~0mpanion to Politics of the W
i orld (O ]
University Press), 171-7, e

(1985, i
(19853 Comparative Politics: Where Have We

Gre Are R
n"cgrnDGV\_/e Going?, in M. |, Wiarda (ed)), New
- MPdrative Politics (Boulder, CO: Westview

0 Wi

Introduction to Comparative Politics

supranational integration is called into question by the
Trump administration in the US and occurs to differ-
ent degrees and at different paces as the Brexit referen-
dum in Britain in 2016 has witnessed.

' All this is to say that it is difficult to detect patterns
in world politics over short periods of time. This is
one of the reasons why this book adopts a long-term
perspective from the beginning of modern politics—
the formation of national states, mass democracies
and industrialization in the nineteenth century. Thé
French expression ‘reculer pour mieux sauter’ (‘to step
backwards in order to jump further’) was a favourite
of Stein Rokkan, one of the pioneers of comparative
politics. To have a firm historical ground for looking

into the future fits very well with the phil
this book. @ phlosophy of

Recent treatments of comparative politics as a discipline

Almond, G. A. (1990) A Discipline Divided: Schools and Sects
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Science series. For specific topics see the 'Further reading'
section at the end of each chapter.

Scientific comparative politics research publishes results in
a number of specialized journals. The most important sci-
entific journals with a focus on comparative politics are the
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Research, European Political Science Review, and West Finally, for each subject (elections, parties, communication,
are specialized journals which include compara-

European Politics, among others. etc.) there
" . " . . tive work. Examples are: Party Politics, Electoral Studies, 2 T . ? N
In addition, most countries have poIltlca\ science Journals . ) . k. ! - ¥, ) = .
. ) : - European Journal of Public Policy, Local Government Studies, i . o o N -~
that publish research in comparative politics. Examples . . =
) ) . i . . publius: The Journal of Federalism, Journal of Common Market L
include American Political Science Review, British Journal of ) -

= : ] i ) Studies, Journal of Democracy, Dermocratization, Journal of -
Political Science, Rewue Frangaise de Science Politique, ) ) ' )

European Social Poficy, Media, Culture and Society, and I

Scandinavian Political Studies, Politische Vierteljahresschrift, . .
i ) . ) Political Communication,
Irish Political Studies, Australian journal of Politics and History,

and Swiss Political Science Review.
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universal language and thus, froma comparative

disciplines, stressing that fields like public point of view, the least problematic fevel of
administration, policy analysis, political behaviour, measurement of phenomena in diverse contexts.
itical economy are nat part of comparative 4 Within the new-institutionalist theory, different = et

summarized i

|, Notall authors would agree with such a division of

and pol

positions have emerged and have been
by Halt and Taylor (V996): (1) historical new-
institutionalism devotes attention to the time
dimension and the constraints set by past
developments (path dependence), with a strong

politics (see, e, the titles of the volumes in the

Oxford Handbooks of Political Science listed in the
‘Further reading’ section of this Introduction), Mere
importantly, this division into three main disciplines

disregards methodology as a separate field.
Hawever, opinions diverge asto whether or not impact on policy analysis; (2) sociological new- | The relevance of comparati
e -onsidered withi P, Ive :
methods should be considered within the fields of institutionalism stresses how institutions model politics 21 3 Comparative research
political science, as they largely overlap with poltics and influence preferences by narrowing Bo Rothstei methods 50
n
Paul Pennings and H
ans Keman

expectations and orjentations; (3) rational choice
new-institutionalism focuses on how institutions
result from the aggregation of individual
preferences and on institutions’ contribution to

methods in other saiences, such as economics and
2 Approaches in comparative

politics 35
B. Guy Peters

sociology.

9. Inthese years, the first studies on political cutture
were published (see, €.g. Banfield 1958), followed
by others stressing the differences in political

cultures other than the Anglo-Saxon culture— 5. These cycles c
calls traditional, behavioural, and post-behavioural

solving collective action problems.

orrespond to what Chilcote (1994)

narnely based on clientelism and patronage. For an

example of cuttural analysis, see Putnam (1993). comparative politics.

Charles Tilly's critique of Stein Rokkan's model points
precisely to Rokkan's failure to genuinely analyse the

interactions between countries (Tilly 1984: 129).

3. Thisinvolved the creation of data archives, 6
combined with the introduction of computerization
and machine-readable data sets. Numbers are a

g country profiles, comparative

() Visit the Online Resources that accompany this book for additional material, includin
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Isstie of the relevance of political science in general, and then also the sub-discipline of
ative politics, has recently received increased attention both in the public debate and within
line itself. This chapter considers what comparative politics could be relevant for, such as
e public debate and giving policy advice. A central argument is that comparative politics
But sometimes underdeveloped potential for being relevant for various aspects of human

Empirical research shows that the manner in which a country’s political institutions are
and the quality of the operations of these institutions have a strong impact on measures
health, as well as subjective well-being (i.e. ‘happiness’) and general social trust. One

td ization without i i oS ot
: gmocratszmum without increased state capacity and control of corruption is not likely
reased human well-being.
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Introduction: what should
comparative politics be relevant for?

The issue of the relevance of political science in
general, and then the sub-discipline of comparative
politics, has recently received increased attention
both in the public debate and within the discipline
itself (Stoker et al. 2015). To answer a question like ‘Is
comparative politics relevant?’ certainly demands that
a more basic issue is solved, namely for what, whom,
or when should this knowledge be relevant? Many
different answers could be given to this question.
First, comparative politics could be relevant for
informing the elite: giving advice to parties on how to
win election campaigns, how politicians should best
act so as to get enough support for their policies in
legislative assemblies, how they should interact with
strong interest groups such as business organizations
and labour unions, and how to best handle factions
within their party, to name but a few. In this approach
to the issue of relevance, comparative political scien-
tists act as consultants, advisors, or even so-called 'grey
eminences’ to politicians. This is also where many of
those with a degree in political science end up, for
example as ministerial advisors or policy consultants,
professions which bave increased considerably in
almost all Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) countries (OECD 20114,b).
Plato ventured into this area some 2,300 years ago with
his three famous journeys to Sicily, where he was asked
1o educate the new King of Syracuse in the noble art
of governing. The historical record shows that Plato
came to deeply regret his role as teacher to the king.

His advice fell on deaf ears and the king became 2

ruthless tyrant, ruining his country (Lilla 2001).

A well-known formulation in relation to public

policy issues s that the researcher’s tas
topower’ (Wildavsky 1987). The problem is that power

may not be that interested, especially if what s spoken
comes into conflict with deeply held ideological convic-
tions or specific interests. The extent to which compara-
tive politics is relevant in this respect also depends, of
course, on how useful the knowledge is for the policy
in question. One problem is that most public policies

are connected to a specific ideological and/or politi-
at science should  their full potential as humans. For this, cconomicme

cal orientation, and many argue thi

be about finding out what is the truth and not about

supporting any specific ideology or group interest.

A second idea for making compatative polit-
ical science more relevant is based on informing

not the political elite but the general public. This

the comparative political scientist as the public intel-
lectual writing op-ed articles, giving public lectures,
and commenting upon current political affairs in the

media. The numbers of political events that deserve
comment are in principle endless. Why does country
X have higher economic growth? Why is gender equal-
ity better in some countries than others? Why does
nation Z have such a huge welfare state? Here, the
level of relevance would be determined by the ques-
tion ‘Can political scientists offer something more,
deeper, or qualitatively different than what we get
from the astute political journalist or pundit that is
also intelligible for the general public?” One argument
for this approach is that everything else being equal,
it cannot be a disadvantage to the quality of debate
about public policies in a democracy if people with
more knowledge choose to participate. Anoften-heard
argument against the “public intellectual’ approach is
that the opinions and comments may not always have
a good foundation in verified research results.

Politics is a partisan game and that is likely to be
one reason why many researchers in comparative
politics choose to stay away both from ‘speaking truth
to power’ and from acting as ‘public intellectuals’.
A fear of being seen as ‘normative” seems to hinder
many from becoming engaged in issues that many
citizens care deeply about (see Box L.I; Gerring 2015;
Stoker et al. 2015). Another problem s, of course, what
is known as ‘paternalism’, Should the choice of polic-
ies in a democracy not be left to the citizens? What
rights have the academic elite to tell ordinary people
whatis best for them? If the experts know which polic-
ies are ‘best’, we could do away with the democratic

process. And should we not suspect that behind a
shield of objective scientific jargon rests the special

interests of the elite?

A way out of this paternalism problem has been
d Nobel
Laureate, Amartya Sen. His theory of justice, known.as
kisto ‘speaktruth  the ‘capability theory of justice’ or ‘capability approach;
* tests on the idea that a just society provides people with
“effective opportunities to undertake actions and acti¥s
ities that they have reason to value, and be the persen
be’ (Sen 2010; Robeynis

suggested by the economist-philosopher an

that they have reason to want to
justice is not tO equalize economic resources or S8
status as such, but to ensure for all individuals a set
pasic resowrces that will equalize their €

ures like gross national income per capita will Ot
because (a) economic resources can be very unever
divided: and (b) economic resources do not
translate into actual capabilities. For examples
is ingtothe mostrecent statistics from the United NE=
Development Programme (UNDP), in e ynomicte

South Africa is 60 per cent richer than the

but has a life expectancy ten years lower.

accod

2011, 2.2). The terminology implies that the problem 28

hances to red h

alway®

philipp®

!\lormative theory and empirical research
| in comparative politics

institutionally, political philosophy (i.e. ‘political theory') is
usually kept apart from empirical research in political science.
From a policy and relevance perspective this is unfortunate,
since without a foundation in normative theory, results from
empirical research may be used in ways that stand in sharp
conflict with respect for human rights. A strand of literature
has pointed to the problem with ‘illiberal democracy', imply-
ing that majorities may launch policies that are detrimental
to civil liberties (King 1999; Zakaria 1997). It is also the case
that political philosophers sometimes suggest policies for
increased social justice which empirical research has shown

are impossible to implement (Rothstein 2017).

Standards for what should be seen as basic resources
that increase capabilities include access to high-quality
health care and education, basic food and shelter,
,eqqality in civil and political rights, equal protectiori
‘under the law, basic social services and social insur-
ance systems that support people who for various
E-reas_ons cannot generate enough resources from their
‘own work, support for persons with disabilities, etc
7] .:c set of such capabilities enhancing goods, and.
es can, of course, vary, but it is important to
that equality, as a politically viable concept
0 be about specified things. There is simply n(;
.W.t_’.—l?y political means—can equalize the ability
a skilled musician, to be creative, to be loved
atn Eutstanding researcher, a good parent, or 2;
Eafme;l:;ts ;isatncc?r. What it is possible to do by
_ o increase the possibility for those
Ppen to have ambitions in these (and mam
it]; ;c:i realize their talents, even if they havz
E i c:‘ :;;OELC} With. the necessary economic
stoacerta.s. bThlS can be done by giving
= enhallieligd}e of goc?ds and services
1l potential as hufrllraliaga'bﬂmes Voo
s eings. In practice,
O justice has been translated
Mmeasures of human well-bei whic
notall) are measures of el;lgf o which
B anp_opu ation health.
; infant due to lack

Sanitati
iy of fuia. o O TP
' g whatever potential

e s
" :cn}:f; fgt})les for a person that dies
£ duee:lth care, or who never
e o lack of education, or
op her cognitive capacities

The Relevance of Comparative Politics

dtue to malnutrition. In addition to the ‘hard’ objec-
tive measures from population health, there is now an
abundance of interesting, so-called subjective meas-
u.res._These include perceptions of the level of corrup-
tion in one’s country, perceptions of social trust, and
?vhetber people report satisfaction with their h've; (i.e
happiness”). Various research and policy institutio.ns.
have also produced measures for ranking countries
c9ncerning things like respect for human and civii
rights, the rule of law, gender equality, innovativeness
and c?mpetitiveness, to name a few. One answer to thei
question, ‘For what is comparative politics relevant?’
can thus be ‘its potential for increasing human well—being;

A discussion of the potential relevance of a discipline such

‘as comparative politics has to start by asking the question |

Relevant for what?"

|

Con?paratlve politics can be relevant for informing the |
public debate and also for giving advice to politicians and

| government agencies about public policies. |
Comparative politics also has a potential for serving '
mor i i

! ' e general goals, such as increased social justice and

i improved human well-being.

Political institutions and human
well-being

It was long taken for granted that the well-being of
the population in a country rested on non—poli{tgical
factors such as natural resources, technological and
medical inventions, the structural situation of th
soc.ial classes, or deeply held cultural norms includine
religion. The political institutions were se’en merelg
as a superficial reflection or as the ‘superstructure’ o?
gnderlying structural forces, and thus had no or ver
little impact on the overall prosperity or well-bein, o}f,
a cc_)untry. This changed in economics, sociolo %md
political science during the 19g0s with what hfsyi)een
_termed ‘the institutional turn’. The economic histor-
ian (and Nobel Laureate) Douglass C. North (1990)
_was. arr}ongst the first to point to the importance of
institutions, understood as ‘the rules of the game’
for explaining why some countries were much more:
prosp.erous than others. This became known as ‘the
.new institutionalism’ (March and Olsen 1989) and
in fomp'arative politics, as ‘historical institutional:
ism’ (Steinmo et al. 1992). Comparing societies with
almost identical structural conditions revealed that
they could be dramatically different in their ability to
produce human well-being, and the scholars in the
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various institutional approaches could empirically
show that what explained the differences was the vari-

ation in political, legal, and administrative insticutions.

The institutional turn
and comparative politics

The implication of this ‘institutional turn’ for the rele-
vance of comparative politics can hardly be overstated.
An example is the issue of access to safe water. The
magnitude of the problem can be illustrated by reports
from the World Health Organization (WHO), which in
2006 estimated that 1.2 billion people lacked access to
enough clean water and that 2.6 billion people lacked
adequate sanitation. Figures further reveal that 8o per
cent of all diseases in developing countries are water-
borne, and that contaminated water causes the death of
».8 million children every year. A careful estimate by the
WHO is that 12,000 people, wwo-thirds of them children,
die every day from water- and sanitation-related diseases
(UNDP 2006; Transparency International 2008).
What makes this enormous problem relevant from
a comparative politics perspective is that a growing
number of experts in the area argue that the prob-
lern is not, as was previously assumed, an issue of
lack of technical solutions. The acute lack of clean
water that affects such a large number of people in
developing countries is not due to a lack of technical
solutions, such as pumps, FeSErvoirs, Or SEWers; Dot is
the problem caused by limited access to natural clean
water, Instead, the main problem seems to lie within
the judicial and administrative institutions—in other
words, in a dysfunctional state apparatus. Developing
countries more often than not posSsess the technical
devices needed to provide the population with clean
water; the problem is that these technical installations
rarely fulfil their functions due to lack of supervision,
incompetence, and corruption
many cases, COrrup

put in place (Rothstein 2011, ch. 1),

The implication is that for comparative politics to be
policy relevant, it is nOt NECESSATY to side with a specific
political ideology or special interest group. The capabil-
justice is, of course, a normative
theory, but based on the generally held idea that most
live in a country where few
newborns die, most children survive beyond their fifth
birthday, almost all ten-year-olds can read, people have
le live a long and reasonably

ity approach to social

people would prefer to

access to safe water, peop

healthy life, child deprivationis Jow, few women die when

giving birth, the percentage of people living in severe
t reasonable satisfaction

with their lives. More than anything glse, an abundance

poverty is low, and many repor

in the public sector. In
ton in the procurement process
results in extremely low-quality infrastructure being

of empirical research shows that the ability to become a
‘successful society” in this sense is decided by the qual-
ity of the society’s political institutions (including the
administrative and legal institutions which areinherentdy

political). Simply put, some societies are more Success-
ful than others in achieving broad-based human well-
being for their populations (Hall and Lamont 2009), and
empirically for the most part this turns out to be caused
by what can be termed their quality of government
(Rothstein 2011). The implication is that the question of
whether comparative political science can be relevant
becomes different from the consultant/advisor and the
public intellectual approaches mentioned in ‘Introduc-
tion: what should comparative politics be relevant for?”
above. Instead, it becomes a queston of the extent to
which the discipline can contribute t© increased human
well-being by (a) specifying which political institutions
are most likely to increase human well-being’ and
(b) how such institutions can come about.

Institutions rule—but which?

Not least in research into developing countries, there
is now almost a consensus about the importance of
institutions and the quality of government in terms
and human well-being
Acemoglu and Robinson 2012).
However, there is little consensus on which pardecu-
lar political institutions marter, how they matter, how
they can be created where they are now absent, or how
they can be improved if dysfunctional (Andrews 2013,
Fukuyama 2014). In addition, as North kept reminding,
us, the importance of the informal institutions in society
¢hould not be overlooked and the importance of formal
insttutions has often been cxaggerated (North 2010):
A case in point is Uganda, which, after numerous inter-
ventions by the World Bank and many bilateral donors
has established aninstitutional fra mework thataccording
to one leading donor organization was largely satisfa&
SIDA 2006)¢

In fact, Uganda’s formal institutions of anti-cmTUPﬁaq

of impact on development
(Rodrik et al. 2004;

tory in terms of anti-corruption measures’ (
regulation score 99 out of a 100 points in the think®
Global Integrity’s index. Thus, while the form
tutions are almost perfect, the informal underb
very different matter. After almost a decade of imP
sive legislation and a gover
assured non-tolerance towards corruption,
lem of corruption remains rampant. Uganda raf=
142 out of 175 countries on Transparency Triternatiolns
Corruption Perceptions Index. One example O
important informal institution that has beent sho
have a strong impact on human well-being is the
of social trust. If people in a sociery perceive that =8
other people can be trusted’, this has a positive i

al instt
elly is &

nment that rheroricais
the pro®

on overall prosperity and most measures of human
well-being (Uslaner 2002). If we knew how to increase
the informal institution of social trust within a society,
much would be gained. The issue of which institutiOI;
is not confined to the division between formal and infor-
mal. There is also a large discussion about whether the
institutions that regulate the access to power are more
important than the institutions that regulate the exercise
of power. For example, in a democracy, the former are
party and electoral systems and the latter are the rule
of law and the capacity of the public administration in
genc:ral (Holmberg and Rothstein 2012; Fukuyama 2014).
These issues will be addressed below.

Y POINTS

The ‘institutional turn’ in the social sciences implies a shift
away from a focus on structural variables for explaining

why some societies are more successful than others in
providing human well-being.

This ‘institutional turn’ implies an increased relevance
for comparative politics since the creation, design, and
operations of political institutions are among the central
- objects of study.

.

3 |?15t'rtutmn5. broadly understood as ‘the rules of the

i :game'. can be both formal and informal. Moreover, they
eﬂn be located at the 'input side’ or at the ‘output side’ of
= political system. This variation opens up an interest-

: mg analysis of which institutions are most important for
ihgreasing human well-being,

1l:lt;acl;l £ p1.‘od1_1cing ‘the good society’, demo-
e m?ututlons are to be preferred. Research
]i : tization hasbeen very high on the compara-
45 .S agenda (Teorell 2010). From a capability
; ,\_G:n.l: problem is that far from all democracies
hi;evels of human well-being, This is not

: mvtv;ecgmpare.the OECD countries with
e, :S;img world, since there are
: amms iy these groups of countries
e r;;(rn:)n well-being. One problem
mﬁgn Whea out de.rnocracy as a single
Iigle .s;par n i falct it is a system that is
e T aut.f institutions. This problem
4 e followiug tho
: l‘?sentative democracy
1?01‘ which different m
“Veeyolyed). For exa

ught experi-
has to solve a
stitutions have

. ; mple, the elect-
e hCEn tralization, the forma-
that are to implement laws
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Table 1.1 Examples of basic institutional variation |
among representative democracies '

Type of institution

Electoral system
Legislative assembly
Government structure

Central executive

Judicial review

Local governments

Civil service

Referendums

Protection of minorities

Insticutional variations ‘

Proportional vs majoritarian

Unicameral vs bicameral

Unitarian vs federalist

Parliamentarism vs
presidentialism

Strong vs weak judicial review

Weak vs strong local autonomy

Spoils recruitment vs merit-
recruitment

Strong vs weak protection

Regularly used vs not used

Consultation of experts

Routine vs ad hoc

and policies, the way expert knowledge is infused into
the decision-making process, and so on. Democratic
Fhe(?ry does not provide precise answers to how these
institutions should be constructed. There is, to take
an obvious example, not a clear answer in democratic
thf:c?ry t}.1at tells us if a proportional electoral system
(gl@g rise to a multiparty system) is to be preferred
or if a first-past-the-post system that usually produces
?1 two-party system would be a better choice. As shown
in Table 1.1, at least ten such institutional dimensions
can be identified in every representative democracy.
According to the main works in democratic theory,
none of the various choices that can be made for thé
ten institutional dimensions are mutually exclusive. In
theory, everything can be combined (even though some
combinations are less likely than others). Thus, the
result from this thought experiment shows that t,here
are at least 1,024 ways of constructing a representative
d_emocracy (2" = 1,024). Since many of these dimen-
sions are not dichotomous, but to varying extents
gradual (more or less strong judicial review, more
or less spoils recruitment to the civil service rr’lore or
less decentralization to local governments ,etc) the
possible variation is in fact much larger thaI; 1 o.z;,’ if
Tlot endless. To be concrete, the Swiss, Danish ’ Bra;ﬂ—
ian, South African, and British democracies, to j’ust take
ﬁye examples, are institutionally configured in very
f:hfferent ways. And while it is true that there is some
clustering’ in these dimensions, there are also surpris-

ing differences. For example, the relation between

25




26

Bo Rothsten

the central civil service and the cabinet in Finland
and Sweden are very different from how this relation
is institutionalized in neighbouring Denmark and
Norway. Australiais the only former British colony that
has compulsory voting, Another important dimension
is how expert knowledge is handled in the decision-
making process. Some democracies have developed
established routines in the decision-making process
to ensure that expert knowledge i used in both the
preparation and implementation of public policies.
In other democracies, the use of expert knowledge is
more ad hoc. In many policy fields, the demand is not
only that decisions about policies are taken ina demo-
cratically correct manner, but that especially in areas
such as population health, and environmental issues,
we also want them to be ‘true’, or at least in line with
the best available knowledge'.
Another important institutional
the extent of so-called veto points in a democratic
system. The argument is that some combinations in
the scenario above give rise to many such veto points
that can make it difficult for governments to actina
determined and responsible way. If there are many
uncoordinated actors (the executive, the courts, the
legislative assemblies, the sub-national governments,
organized interest groups), the democratic machin-
ery may be unable to produce coherent and effective
policies {Tsebelis 2002, Fukuyama 2014).

From the institutionalist-capabilities perspective
presented above, we would like to know which insti-
rutional configuration of a representative democracy
is most likely to produce a high level of human well-
being. However, since the number of democratic
countries is approximately 100, finding a solution to
this ‘1,024  problem is empirically difficult. Moreovet,
even if there are some interesting results from this
research, changing 1ong—establishcd political institu-
tions may still be a Herculean rask.

variation is

. \We often think of democracy in terms of an eitherfor
dimension—a Country 15 either a dernocracy o (more or
less) authorarian. n reality, democracies turn aut to have
quite dramalic variation in their institutional canfigurations.

« The ranner in whicha demaocratic political system is
organized is often linked to its capability for producing
valued autcomes’ suchas economic prosperity, political
legitimacy, and social justice.

Knowledge about the link between the design of political
institutions and ‘valued outcomes’ is therefore essential
for the relevance of comparative politics.

Democracy and state capacity

As mentioned above, it has generally been taken
for grantcd, both in comparative politics and in the
general public debate, that when it comes to human
well-being, the nature of institutions that make up
the liberal electoral democracy is the most important
factor. Research about democratization has been a
huge enterprise in the discipline, with numerous stu d-
ies of how, when, and why countries shift from various
forms of authoritarian rule to electoral representa-
tive democracies. There has also been a lot to study
since the waves of democracy that have swept over
the globe have brought representative democracy to
places where it seemed inconceivable fifty, thirty, or
even ten years ago. Bven though the ‘Arab Spring’
has not delivered much democratization and there
are some recent important set-backs in some parts of
the world, the fact is that more countries than ever
are now, by the most sophisticated measures used,
classified as being democratic, and more people than
ever live in democracies ( Teorell 2010). While there are
many reasons to celebrate this democratic success, if
judged from the perspective of capability theory, there
are also reasons to be disappointed. One example is
South Africa, which miraculously managed to end
apartheid in 1994 without falling into a full-scale civil
war. As Nelson Mandela said in one of his speeches,
the introduction of democracy would not only liber-
ate people, but would also greatly improve their social
and economic situation (Mandela 1004: 414). Available

statistics give

ity remains at a world record level, life expectancy

down by almost six years, and the number of womﬁl_.l'
that die in childbirth has more than doubled.’ Simply’

put, for many central measures of human well-bei

the SO'LlT-h African dCl‘l‘lOCfaCy has not ddi\l‘t‘.l’t‘.d man '.I.

positive results.

Another example has been provided by Amar
Sen, in an article comparing ‘quality of life’ in CAE
and India. His disappointing conclusion is that O8
almost all standard measures of human well-beltes
the communist and autocratic Peoples’ Republi®
China now clearly outperforms liberal and d
cratically governed India (Sen 2011). perhaps th b
compelling evidence for the lack of positive &=
of democracy on human well-being comes 1
recent study on child deprivation by pallerdd €
(2013). They use data measuring seven aspects %
poverty (access to safe water, food, sanitatio’s
ter, education, health care, and information

a surprisingly bleak picture for thist
promise. Since 1994, the country has not managed 107
improve the average time frame over which childrens
attend school by a single month, economic inequal

sixty-eight low- and middle-income countries for no
less than 2,120,734 cases (children). The results of this
Jarge study show that there is no positive effect of
democracy on the level of child deprivation for any of
the seven indicators. One argument against this is that
it is unrealistic to expect high capacity of new democ-
racies. We should only find a positive effect if we take
into account the ‘stock’ of democracy (Gerring et al.
sor2). This argument turns out to be valid in large-n
analysis (see Box 1.2), but there are numbers of cases
where democratic rule has been established for several
decades but where the score is still surprisingly low
on measures of human well-being. India became a
democracy in 1948, as did the southern regions in Italy.
Jamaica has been a democracy since the late 19508,
Ghana has been democratic since 1993, and South
Africa since 1994. In short, the picture is this: repre-
sentative democracy is not a safe cure against severe
‘poverty, child deprivation, high levels of economic
inequality, illiteracy, being unhappy or not satisfied
with one’s life, high infant mortality, short life expec-
tancy, high maternal mortality, lack of access to safe
water or sanitation, low school attendance for gitls, or
low interpersonal trust. ,

FINITION 1.2

-n analysis

fatidy refers to quantitative analyses which employ vari-
licail techniques of data processing as the main method
Typical data are surveys from representative sam-
-pgpu!at jon or register data such as measures of in-
ti Wwages, taxes, and public spending. Small-n studies
I mber of cases that are analysed by, for example,
: rom archives, interviews with central agents, or
Gbsswmion. A common typical approach is tracing
Lof pubiic policies over time.

tre that is haunting

dm;:giati(>n not resulted in more
‘ tj_'z;_{tiane Sex};l)lanauon was given by the
e _N.aﬁo lc olar Larry Diamond in a

_ hal Endowment for Democracy in

tes, whe i
“; n the organization celebrated
years of operations:

h:nucntmg democracy in the world
mowmir::lr:n:\m:c that serves only
e e tte. Governance that is

ge, favoritism, and abuse
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of power. Governance thatis not responding to the massive
and long-deferred social agenda of reducing inequality and
unemployment and fighting against dehumanizing poverty.
Governance that is not delivering broad improvement
in people’s lives because it is stealing, squandering, or
skewing the available resources. '

Diamond (2007: 19)

The implication of Diamond’s argument is that repre-
sentative democracy is not enough for creating human
well-being, Without control of corruption (see Box1.3)
and increased administrative capacity, the life situation
of citizens will not improve (see Box 1.4).

n DEFINITION 1.3

The conceptual ‘scale’ problem in
comparative politics

Besearch in corruption has until recently not been very prom-
Infant in comparative politics. The exception is what is labelled
‘.chentelism', which is largely about various forms of vote buy-
ing. Most corruption, however, occurs in the implementation
of. public policies and varies a lot in scale and scope, from a
mlnt?r sum paid to a police officer to avoid a speeding ticket,
to gigantic sums paid for arms deals. This variation in scale
creates a conceptual problem, since we tend to use the same
term for these hugely different types of corruption. How-
ever, social science is not alone in having this conceptual ‘scale’
problem. Biologists, for example, use the same term (bird)
both for hummingbirds and condors. The reason is that al-
though there is a huge difference in 'scale’, each phenomenon
has important things in common.

State capacity, quality of government,
and human well-being

If we follow Diamond’s idea about the importance of
what could be termed ‘quality of government’ and
instead of having degree of democracy as an explana:
tory variable, turn to measures of a state’s administra-
tive capacity, control of corruption, or other measures
of ‘good governance’, the picture of what public institu-
tions can do for human well-being changes dramatically.
'For‘ example, the study on child deprivation mentioned
in ‘Democracy and state capacity” above finds strong
effects of measures of the state capacity and adminis-
trative effectiveness when it comes to implementation
of policies on four out of seven indicators on child
deprivation (lack of safe water, malnutrition, lack of
access to health care, and lack of access to information)

and also when controlling for gross domestic produc;
(GDP) per capita and a number of basic individual-leve]
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bles (Hallerd et al. 2013). A study of how corrup- M Figure 1.2 Government effectiveness and human development
variables erd . .

" gy POINTS
tion impacts five different measures of population RS

High 1.0+

the correlations between one often-used mea}sure of
democracy? and a measure of ‘bad governance for.the
Human Development Index produced by the United
Nations Development Programme.

As can be seen, the correlation between human
well-being and the level of democracy is qu%te low:
while the correlation with "government effectiveness
is substantial. This result is shown to be repeated _for
a large set of other measures of human we!l—bemfg
and what should generally count as ‘successful soci-
eties’ (Holmberg and Rothstein 2014; Rothstein and

Holmberg 2014).

Figure 1.1 Democracy and human development

High 10

measures like the ones mentioned above, but politc-
ical legitimacy. If people have the right tlo ch.ange the@
government through “free and fair elections’, they w'\ﬂ
find their system of rule legitimate. In rclgz.u'd to this,
empirical research shows even more surpr_jsmg resu}ts,
namely that democratic rights or the fee‘hng of being
adequately represented by elected oﬂﬁlaa.}s does n(zt
seem to be the most important cause behind people’s
perception of political legitimacy. Based on compara:

jes show that
tive survey data, several recent studies show

‘performance’ or ‘output’ measures, such as control of

Norwa,
Sweden

« Singapore UnitedStatge §
-

o] 2

Low

R-squared:  0.19

Sources: UNDP (2010); World Bank (2010)

| evel of democracy

10
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Number of observations: 185

R-squared: 0,64

Sources: UNDP (2010); World Bank (2010).

Number of observations: 185

uring corruption

ate exists about the possibility of operationalizing
ring corruption. Since the practice is usually secret,
atcurate information is problematic. Most measures
assessrmients by country experts, but recently a
surveys of representative samples of the popula-
camied out. These measures correlate on a sur-
ilevel, implying that ‘ordinary people’ and ‘experts’
inthe countries they assess in a very similar
A number of related indexes have been con-
i&xample measuring the rule of law, government
and the impartiality of the civil service. These

; Ic:tciratic tights in explaining political legit-
2006, 2000). As stated by Bruce Gilley, ‘this

liberal treatments of legitimacy

£ss is of

10Tty to democratic rights’ (2006: 58).
pmp_arative survey data set, Dahlberg

4:515) conclude in 4 similar vein that
greater importance for
Vith the way democracy functions,
such gs ideological congruence

on the input side. Impartial and effective bureaucracies
matter more than representational devices.” Thus, if the
relevance of political science is about understanding the
causes of political legitimacy, most researchers in this
discipline have studied the parts of the political system
that are not the most relevant.

One way to theorize about this counter-intuitive
result may be the following. On average, one-third
of the electorate in democratic elections do not vote.
Even fewer use their other democratic rights, such as
taking part in political demonstrations, signing peti-
tions, or writing ‘letters to the editor’. When a citizen
does not make much use of her democratic rights,
usually nothing happens. However, if her children

3 os " v Heceglrs . Iﬁr;r:‘ late on a high level with measures trying to cannot get medical care because she cannot afford the
elat . L4 . c8r ) q . . . .
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2 04 Algren=tan Yh 1m;:>ic1lj<; .  Bovernment effectiveness, and the rule of belong to the ‘right’ political party, or if the fire
L] L] {ers

brigade won’t come when she calls because she lives
in the “wrong’ part of the city, these are things that can
cause real distress in her life.

It should be underlined that this analysis is not an
argument against liberal representative democracy or
that people in autocratic regimes should not demand
democracy and civil rights. On the contrary, liberal
democracy has intrinsic values that are irreplaceable
and indispensable. The argument is that if a liberal

: Y . ollin - ==
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democracy system is going to produce mcr.ease?
human well-being around the world, quahty-9 -
government factors such as administrative capacity,

the rule of law, and control of corruption must be

taken into account.

ion?
Does democracy cure corruption!

A special problem that so far has not found ;r persuﬁ;
sive explanation is that in many Lbut‘ faT om a
democracies, the electorate is not punishing corrupt‘
politicians (Chang and Golden 2007). Instczlid, as
shown in Figure 1.3, they are often rc—elhected, imply-
ing that the accountability mechanisn'} in representa-
tive democracy does not work as it is supposed to.
Some have argued that democracies allf)w for more
political corruption through vote buying ar.ld ille-
gal party financing (della Porta and Vannucci 20(1)17).
However, this is not a general law. A re§ent study a:l
shown that political parties in countries in Central an :
Eastern Europe that mobilize ona ‘clean gc.)vernm.ent
agenda have been remarkably successful in :.:lf:::t.mnst
(Bagenholm and Charron 2015). One may'@tm‘ pre
this as a tendency for ‘clean governments ii some
ecome a separate political dimension.
All in all, as Figure 1.3 indicates, the ‘curve’ between
democracy and corruption is U- or J-shaped, and olne
important and very relevant issue for comparative

politics is to understand why this is so.

countries to b

e

Figure 1.3 Democracy and corruption
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. Democracy is important for broad-based political .
legitimacy, but less so than factors related to the qu§l|ty of
government institutions that implement public policies.

« Democracy is not a ‘safe cure’ against corruption and

other forms of low quality of government.

- |n many elections, voters are not punishing corruPt po!it—
icians. This implies that the accountabilit?/ mechanusms in
representative democracy are not working as intended.

What should be explained!

So far, the argument is that comparative political
science, by focusing on institutions Fhat make up 'Fhe
political system, has a huge potential fo_r addressx_ng
issues about human well-being, economuc prosperity,
and social justice that most people care dee_p}y at?ou'%.
In addition, it has been shown that the political 1nS:t1-
tutions that seem to be most important for countries
to achieve a high level of human developrnen'F are
those that exist at the ‘output’ side of the.pohtl'cal
system. This has two implications for the dls§uss1on
on how to make comparative politics relevant in rela-

tion to the capability theory of justice that .Lmdt:rlicsj
this line of reasoning. First, human well-being ought
to be the main dependent variable (that we should
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strive to explain), and the political institutions that
operate on the output side of the political system
(the quality of the legal system and the public admin-
istration) should be central. Second, this approach
to relevance to some extent implies a change for the
discipline. Instead of just explaining ‘politics’, more
focus needs to be placed on what politics implies for
the actual human well-being of the citizens. Ques-
tions like, 'Why do different countries have different
party systems?’, ‘Under what conditions do countries
democratize?, and “Why is the relation between busi-
ness, labour, and state different in different countries?’
all need to be complemented by research questions
that try to answer why there is such a stark variation
between countries in the quality of their government
institutions and how this can be improved. In general,
comparative political science has so far paid relatively
little attention to issues about state capacity, control of
corruption, and institutional quality (Rothstein 2015).

Statistical significances versus
real-life significance

If gesearch and scholarship in an academic discipline
s going to be relevant in the sense mentioned above,
it is not only necessary to try to explain things that
‘are important for the lives people will have; there is
i also a normative perspective for the choice of which
lanatory variables should be central. I will illus-
this with an example of explanation of the
of corruption in countries. With the access to
amounts of contemporary and historical data,
iches have shown that Lutheran nations, with a
number of settlers from the colonizing country,
Dations that are relatively small and ethnically
neous, tend to have lower degrees of corrup-
ly, some have added that countries that are
O well on this account. Most of these explan-
torrect and were carried out with scientif:
_._hﬁhed methods. However, from a relevance
e, they are of little or no use. To advise a
ed by systemic corruption to change
! ion, population, size, and geograph-
15 meaningless, since these are factors
D€ changed. Just as a cancer patient is not
'ﬂle advice that he or she should have had
._r-ll.lJ ;]:v;go‘;;rnme?t in, say, Nepal benefits
g that being landlocked and not
have had 4 negative impact on the
.' .E ;gfe j;\;i?pmint. It is certainly
B :;llc structural fact.ors
e Strongestevénce .perspe.ctl-ve.
Ple, may be r t:i ects in statistical
= e relevance for the
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improvement of human well-being, since they cannot
be changed. As stated by Gerring (2015: 36), research-
ers ‘sometimes confuse the notion of statistical signifi-
cance with real-life significance’. One conclusion is
that there is an argument for focusing the analysis on
the types of political institutions mentioned above
even if they do not show the strongest effects in the
empirical analysis. For example: the way civil servants
are recruited, paid, and trained; the manner in which
the educational system is accessible for various strata
of the population; the possibility of holding people
working in the public sector accountable; laws about
the right to access public documents; and, of course,
the ten institutional dimensions for creating a work-
ing democracy pointed out in Table 1.1 are all exam-
ples of what can be termed ‘institutional devices’ that
it is possible to change. Changing institutions may
certainly be difficult to achieve, but such changes do
occur. To sum up, the degree to which comparative
politics is relevant is not only decided by the choice of
the dependent variables, but also by the choice of the
independent variables.

Quality of government, social trust,
and human well-being

As mentioned in ‘Introduction: what should compara-
tive politics be relevant for?’, it is not only formal/legal
institutions that have been brought into focus by the
‘institutional turn’, but also informal ones. One such
institution is the degree to which people in a society
perceive that ‘most other people’ can be trusted. This
varies dramatically from Denmark, where more than
65 per cent say ‘yes’ to this survey question, to Roma-
nia, where only about 8 per cent answer in the affirma-
tive. What makes this issue important in the discussion
of relevance is that social trust tends to be systemat-
ically and positively correlated with many measures
of human well-being (Rothstein 2013). There are many
ways to interpret this question as an informal institu-
tion. One is that people are making an evaluation of
the moral standard of their society based on their
notions of others’ trustworthiness (Uslaner 2002). The
central question is then what generates high levels of
social trust in a society. The most widespread idea has
been that social trust is generated ‘from below’, by
people being active in voluntary associations (Putnam
2000). In this approach, the capacity of a society to
produce social trust depends on citizens” willingness
to become active in broad-based, non-exclusionary
voluntary organizations. However, the evidence that
associational membership of adults creates social

trust has not survived empirical testing (Delhey and
Newton 2005).
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The role of formal and informal
institutions

As a response to the failure of the society-centred
approach to produce good empirical indicators forits
claims about how the causal mechanisms generating
social trust operate, the institution-centred approach
claims that for social trust to flourish it needs to be
embedded in and linked to the political context, as well
as to formal political and legal institutions. According
to this approach, it is trustworthy, uncorrupt, honest,
jmpartial government institutions that exercise public
ement policies in a fair manner that
create social trust and social capital (Rothstein 2013).
For example, one large-n study concluded that coun-
tries in which corruption is low ‘[seem] to create an
institutional structure in which individuals are able to
act in a trustworthy manner and can reasonably expect
that others will do the same’ (Delhey and Newton
2005: 323). Using survey data from twenty-nine Buro-
pean countries, Bjernskov (2004) concluded that a
high level of social trust is strongly correlated with a
low level of corruption. Another study, also based on
comparative survey data, concludes that ‘the central
contention . . . is that political institutions that support
norms of fairness, universality, and the division of
power, contribute to the formation of inter-personal
wrust’ (Freitag and Buhlmann 2005).

Using scenario experiments in low-trust/high-
corruption Romania and in high-trust/ Jow-corruption
Sweden, Rothstein and Eek (2009) found that persons
in both these countries who experience corruption
among public health-care workers or the local police

power and impl

when travelling in an
country’ not only lose trust int
also in other people in gener:

society.

legal institutions.

“anknown city and unfamiliar
hese authorities, but
1 in that ‘unknown’

To sum up, what comes out of this research is
that the major source of variations in social trust is
to be found at the output side of the state machin-
ery, namely in the quality of the legal and admin-
istrative branches of the state that are responsible
for the implementation of public policies. Thus,
the theory that high levels of states’ administrative
capacity and quality of government generate social
rrust—which makes it easier to create large sets of
public goods in a society, and which explains why
such societies are more successful than their oppos-
ites in fostering human well-being—is currently

supported by an extensive amount of empirical
research. One conclusion from this is that an import-
ant informal institution like social trust can be influ-
enced by the design and quality of the formal and

KEY POINTS

If the capability approach is to be used as the central
metric for relevance of research in comparative politics, a
shift of foeus in what should be explained (the ‘dependent
variable') is necessary. The traditional and dominant ambi-
tion to explain 'politics’ <hould be complemented by a
striving to explain variations in hurmar well-being, broadly
defined.
A focus on what politics can do for increasing hurnan well-
being, prosperity, and social justice in the warld is also
related to the choice of independent’ variables—that is,
factors that can explain the variation in hurnan well-being
ate, Variables that have the strongest statistical significance
friay be less interesting if they are not able to be changed
by political means.

Much research in comparative politics is focused on for-
mal institutions, leaving informal instititions out. One such
institution that seems ta have a huge jmpact on human
well-being is general social trust. Recent research shows
{hat there is a causal link between how people perceive
the quality of formal institutions and their propensity 1o
believe that other people in general can be trusted.

Conclusion

In October 2009, a Senator in the United States

Congtess from the Republican Party, Tom A. Colburm,
dment to cut off funding from the

US National Science Foundation (NSF) to research

in pn]jtical science. His argument was that researci:
of tax=

relevant to human well

proposed an amen

produced by political scientists was a waste
payers’ money because it is ir

being. Instead, Colburn argued, NSF should redir¢
its funding towards research in the natural science

and engineering that would, for example, produ
dlisabilitie
track O

new biofuels or help people with severe
While not initially successful, Colburn’s 2
funding for political science Wwas approved by
US Congress in 2013, and again in 2015 The 3
ment presented here is that while there may be
reasons to criticize the political science disciphines
argument thatit does not have the ability t0 'saves
is patently wrong. Understanding how politcat
rutions operate is the ultimate goal of comp
politics, and it would not be an exaggeration
that if we today were to summarize human 12
the world, most of it can be explained by the fact!
majority of the world's population live pnder
tional political institutions. For the most path
a lack of natural resources, financial capitds

techniques, or knowledge that i

s the mail 55
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widespread human misery. Instea i i
L p———. p};litical hf;t:?;ﬁzn:slril culprit fc?r representative democracy, more focus ought to be
countries. In 2013, the President of the Wo lcril glajllz given to the institutions that are related to issues like
jim Yong Rive, stered that " the dEGele T , state capacity. A central issue for increasing the rele-
corruption is public enemy No. 1'3 W??ilu;g world,  vance of comparative politics would be to focus on
tion certainly has legal, economic 'and SO .C{) e Fhe relation between the ‘7,024’ problem mentioned in
f orarions, it is predominantly ;n . c;)o ogical The many faces of democracy” above and the state’
o action, quality, and ethical st S(lile ; out the capacity to deliver human well-being. Are some e’s
public - ocions in a country, whi hap ar .s of the of configuringa democratic system more likely t V}Zays
BRRE b ot the heart of com };rat. c 1s]ia.n iETE that  a positive effect on human well-being than otlze O? ave

B Ldition to the po]iticfl corll‘:l i:n El(;al ;aer};cg. OI:IC sometimes hears the argument that rel;se-arch
tellectual approaches to the issue of rel nd public ?f this type is of lower value because it is seen
B e e N hre evar‘lc’e, the ‘applied’, in contrast to research that is deemed .
s great potential for being relevmszo:a-ulh;j P‘E}lllllf:s has  ‘basic’. This distinction may be applicable to the iati
e bout.—namely, the level of hgj atmost ral sciences, but it is more doubtful whether it is rele-
o ther it S e m:m= wdl vant for the social sciences. It should be remembered
Bt .l rescarch carried outinthe dll'ls C-OEELUJ-“g that the three Nobel Laureates that can be said to be
BN oy of justice known CLP € Wlt.h closest to comparative politics—John Nash, Dougla
ity approach. This hould lead to three E:ZSO; e capabil-  C. North, and Elinor Ostrom—all started’ out f%'orsrj
that are important for the relevance of th deql—}erfces applied research questions. Nash tried to understand
Tirst; there should be a shift of focus on \:rh SCI}E)]me. how the superpowers should avoid a devastatin
be explained from ‘mere politics’ 1o ueS:t should nuclear war. North asked the question of why som§
B - huiman well being, The inte qal ions _that countries are so much richer than others. Ostr

rnal operations  asked why some local groups managed to ha.ndle ﬂ;)er-nu

ofthﬁ pohtlcal nlaclmle are leSS interest [g l]aI] \Nhat common nat”ral resources ]'n a S]]Sta. 1 5][] ] ]

the machine can, and sh

| ) should, do for people. Second i from

e ' . ,  others failed. If starting from applied real-world’ qu

; re . h ul1 4 cr)noreofocus c;n varl:ftbl'es that both tions like these can lead to thggreiic:lelil Okﬂhdr qu ehs_

ﬂa’ve an an; power and that it is possible to  that deserve a Nobel prize, the distin fa tjno %]s
exp Ty , ction in value

change. Third, whil un ; fy Sp—
:t e not undervaluing the institutions  between ‘basic’ and “applied” research cannot appl
nnot apply.

Kiiowledge-based
g_E'Ll.’E: e
] Critical thinkin.
. What do g
' es the ‘capability aj A
pproach t i . L
TS p o social science . Should comparative politics experts advise politicians?

2. Should comparative politics experts engage in public

Why is the des;
. esign of political instituti
o political institutions relevant for debates?

3.
Is democracy helpful, or even necessary, for

In'what
! At ways can dem
emocracy reduce corruption? societies’ well-being?
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il orruption related ..
) to political legitimacy? 4
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o g actors'present .lmportant contributions (the five ‘I's): old and new
e e .dstr'cllteg|es to Pursue them through political action, ideas
e Str:asse: -Il:l: s, and the influence of the international environment.
o . The .chapter concludes by discussing the importance of

ell as of defining what the ‘dependent variables’ are.

a'vaﬂable, and to focus on the most relevant informa
t i -
10211. Thus, we need alternative approaches to politics
arn i I

particularly to develop approaches that are useful

mﬁ::;r;zlent is compounded when
‘ .mmpare }fg::ri different political
e . L ese systems func-
o as moved beyond
. ! uel countries or a few
- huqulred substantial guid-
8¢ amount of evidence

."!
Y

across a range of political systems.

Political theories are the source of thes
approaches to comparison. At the broadest levele
there is the difference between positivist an(i
constructivist approaches to politics (see Box 2.1)
A.t less general levels, a number of different th;e .
ries enable comparative political scientists to impo:)e:
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some analytical meanings o1 the political phenom- i "
. . || FOR AND AGAINST 2.1
ena being observed, and to relate that evidence to & i
more comprehensive understandings of politics. | S . |
| Positivism and constructivism |

This chapter first discusses some general questions
: o . s . S ) il
about using theory in comparative pohtlcal analysis, | Mostof contemporary political sdence, and comparative poli-

and then discusses alternative approaches to poli- tics, is founded on positivist assumptions The most basic as- |
tics. Bach approach discussed provides some impor- sumption of positivism is @ fact/value distinction, implying that
information about politics, but few (if any) Il there are real facts that are observable and verifiable in the
are sufficient to capture the underlying complexity. duals. Further, it is assumed that
Therefore, the chapter also discusses using multi-
ple approaches, and assesses the ways in which the I|
approaches mentioned interact for more complex

tant
same way by different indivi

| social phenomena can be studied in much the same way as
ural sciences, through quantitative mea-

phenomena in the nat
d theory formation. For ex-

surement, hypothesis testing, an

explanations. ample. the study of political attitudes across pofitical cultures |
beginning Wi |
Verba 1963) and extending to more contemporary work such

as (Shore 2013) has assumed that there are dimensions of

- individual political thought that can be measured and under-

stood through surveys and rigorous statistical analysis.

. Given the high complexity of political systems and the
wide range of variation between them across the world, it d, does not assume such
is important to develop approaches that are useful across

them all and not simply in single countries.

Constructivism, on the other han
s, and considers facts to be

| 2 wide gulf between facts and value
| socially erbedded and socially constructed (see Finnemore and
. Poltical theories are the main source of such approaches— | Sikkink 2001). Thus, the individual researcher cannot stand
na as an objective observer. but

the division between positivism and constructivism outside political phenome

| rather to some extent imposes his/her own social and cultural

being the more general distinction.
the observed phenomena. While most

understandings on

| positivist research assumes that the individual is the source

| of social action (methodological individualism), constructiv-

ism asserts the importance of collective understandings and

o that phenomena mMay not be understood readily in

Uses of theory in comparison

values, s
the absence of context. Rather than relying on variables 10

Although there is an important interaction between |
e approaches focus

theory and empirical research in all areas of the |
discipline of political gcience, that interaction is 'l
especially important in comparative politics. Even |
with an increasing amount of statistical rese arch in
political science, a still significant amount of case
research, and a limited amount of cxpcrimcntal
research, comparison remains the fundamental labo-
ratory for political science.! Without the capacity to
ystems, it is almost impos- 'I

define the objects of research, CONStructiv

more on dimensions such as scripts or discourses to promote

understanding.
Each of these approaches to comparative politics @n
II make major contributions 10
variable-oriented research associate
added greatly to the comparative understanding of individu
level behaviour, as well as to the understanding of political PR

er haridy

much of the analysis of formal political institutions and
f not expnd

constructivist, do share many of the assumptions concerm
Without empirical political collective understandings and the importance of ideas (558

rescarch might be impossible, or it certainly would be Revir and Rhodes 2010).

less interesting. Some questions that are dmostpurely |

empirical can and should be researched. It is interest-

ow variations in cabinet sizes in Buropean

ing to kn
countries, for example, but if the scientific study of

to be related to

d with positivism has

compare across political s ties and other mass-based organizations. On the oth

sible to understand the scientific importance of find- |

ings made in 3 single country (see Lee 2007), even | cesses of governing still refies on methods that, i

one as large as the US?

theory, effective

Therefore, comparative political theory is the
of questions and puzzles for researchers. FOr &
once we understand the concept of consociatto
why is it that some societies have beefl able €07
ment this form of conflict resolution and . .8
not, even with relatively similar social divisio
Lijphart 1996; Bogaards 2000)? And why haves

politics is to progress, research needs
theory. The information on the size of cabinets can,
for example, be related to the capacity of those cabi-
nets to make decisions through understanding the
sumber of ‘veto players’ in the system (Tsebelis 2002

Koenig et al. 2010)-

th work such as The Civic Culture (Almond and | 4

understanding. The use of the |

Approaches in Comparative Politics

countries in Africa been su in i
ccessful in i iti
e e after col conflien (& strte ;r;}l)il;:mentmg politics. Further, theory provides scholars with th
lice | _ ! e conso- puzzle b :
B ooalicn, involying agmee P s to be solved, or at |
- : , east addr
- o facf ng:;i : erllts arno_ng _e]tlt.es to comparative research. Theory predictsessed" o
B e Have mor (2% gnificant ethnic divisions), iours, and if individuals certaln behav
R - o ) Oor organizati
)t Likewise, political behave in that manner, we need tog batlorls ey
, probe more deeply.

systemns that appear relatively simi
); e P ly similar along a number We should never und i
: os ooy have very different experiences nderestimate the role that simple

maintaining effective coalition governments (Miiller
and S.trgm 2000). Why? We may have theories that help
explain how cabinets are formed in parliamentary

empiri i

‘o p1_r1c.;11 observation can play in setting puzzles, but
eory is a powerful source for ideas that add to the

comparative storehouse of knowledge

- 5 - A . - .
i R oo ; s important as theory is for interpreting findings
and structuring initial r i
esearch questions, th i
, theory is

gxceptions to these theories are crucial for elaboratin i
B o icotancingon . ng also a set of blinders for the researcher. i
e eney s fins tr1 l.lulzi;;s(tlz\ilrilkdnllg of parlia- our theoretical approach and develo;ifll;te: crtzosmﬁ
R ey o Como enyk, 2004?. design based on that theory, most people find it (ilarc
B maeochan parative poli-  easy to find support for that approach. This te ?i oy
ey functiov1our. }i\/luc'h of to find support for a theory is not .necessa:il en}iy
. | cheory funch drilslzt t 1e rmc.ro— result of dishonesty or poor scholarship, but eny t11e
B e npie b rtion 1V1hu.a ch01.ce. reflects a sincere commitment by the res’earc}% o the
o eiminaion oy indiii ; ollce, which approach and a consequent difficulty in ide(:tFo Fhe
s _ua s and uses _any disconfirming evidence. Most research ubilfy}llng
B enomenas Likew i151';terpret _a_nd in political science tends to find support for tfle thfaoe
thhcaj o omera’ Lk , cogmn_v-e or model being investigated, although in man .
B e tiome .emporary politi-  megative findings would be more useful 4 e
g O aré Chann\ellelre, duithth cases .the - The difficulties in disconfirming theo.ries isin
A redprocai'(?uﬁh institu-  function of the probabilistic methods most cornrﬁarntla
R indiln.duence as used in political science research. More determjnci) .
iduals shape institutions. For examplve1 :}f‘isj;;? ::cti}:d(;md}?ding oo tond oo Procs;:
E g 5 ’ ’ ca
of the presidency in the US is significantly influ-  ble cafses focr Viiigg:?:;?::;:;ﬁizjZ)edisrrjsS P
able, while probabilistic methods tend to F(’iiileZt‘;z?-
varying degrees of contribution to explanation. The usz

B o of pols of qua]lt.ative comparative analysis (QCA, see Rihoux
politi- and Ragin 2009) can also dismiss certain combinations

tems and institutions rather indivi i
psmmdiVidual i one ratfies Ctl};;rel ;ﬁzﬁ;alsf of x_/anables as viable explanations for the outcomes in
; a_t_.#sada] i < orouand e lntuens o _ Wl_'uch we are interested, thus enabling us to reduce the
._ o tf)or wide range of viable explanations.
O dirVid li);;t Given _the tendency to find support for theories
| L tals comparative research could be improved b :
) eaucracies i i v data
. coll:lldci a{igue that if a researcher went toc; ;Siihoie t: alllg;llatlon.s et ot o e e e
e : veral alternative theori i
i tlg)euz,s eCaorrcr}llianson would  with alternative approaches mnri;xzrv%: ;I;zzrtlie e
B 1i"erohlild care open to findings that do not conﬁr;n one or anzﬁze
t‘:spedaﬂy e e rat'. S prc_)b- approach. Likewise, if we could collect several f¢ .
_hlch B ional choice of data, substantiating the findings of i Orfns
O iividuals (b oc. thlzely common research with those from qualitative mg;lac::lt lta;“’e
once the best fens as gt eill 2002). we could have a better idea whether the ﬁj‘,ldtl o
Comparative rescarcher no the worst were valid.® This type of research can be e e,
ecesary for irlterpre.tinn ftil;llzl one involves a range of skills that many researcl?e):sn ::,e’
ing Questions thay mo gvat ngs, not possess, and may result in findings that are incoa}i
_I?zhucal B ors (:,N :e;z clusive and perhaps confusing. ’
I _::i:]f wsefol nfomnir al;d hav\j/;he;i f;ve dlS-CUSS comparative political theory, we
: W0}11d be L (o) .erent1ate between grand theories and middle-
B tical understanding, it range theories, or even analytical perspectives. At
g of  stage of the development of comparative poﬁtics (EEZ

The 1 ;
iie l;nk between the micro and the macro is
or comparative politics, given that one

37




38 B Guy Peters

DEFINITION 2.2

Major approaches to comparative politics

Structural functionalism

pose of this approach was 1o identify the necessary ac-
tivities (functions) of all pofitical systems and then to compare
the manner in which these functions were performed. As it was
elaborated, it had developmental assumptions about the manner
in which governing could best be performed that were closely

related to the Western democratic model.

The pur|

Systems theory

This approach considered the structures of the public sector
ut (supports and de-

as an open system that had extensive inp

mands) and output (policies) interaction with its environment.

Marxism

Class conflict is an interest-based explanation of differences

itical systems. While offering some empirical pre-
Marxist analysis also posits a
rough revolution to a

among pol
dictions about those differences.
developmental pattern that would lead th

dictatorship of the proletariat.

Corporatism

This approach stresses the central role of state and sodiety in-

teractions in governing, and especially the legitimate role of so-

| cial interests in influencing policy. Even in societies such as Japan

L = R

emphasis was 0
structural function
and systems theory (Easton 1965b
theories became popular as compara
to confront newly independent countries in

same models as industrialize

geographical concerns,
actors in the political process, bur it beca

nothing. The functions of the
their internal dynamics discusse
they could not produce meanin
that time, there has
mid-rang
rary governance theories

generalization is the d
approach to compara
2016), emphasizing the need to per
functions to be able to govern any society.

n all-encompassing theories such as
alism (Almond and Powell 1966)

) (see Box2.2). These
tive politics had
Africaand
Asia, and find ways of including these countries in the
d democracies. Those
grand theories fulfilled their purpose of expanding the
as well as including less formal
me evident
that by explaining everything they actually explained
political system and
d were so general that
gful predictions. Since
been a tendency to rely more on
¢ theories and analysis, although contempo-
have some of the generality
of functional theories. The principal exception to that
evelopment of governance asan
tive politics (Peters and Pierre
form certain key

or the US, which have not met the criteria of being corporate

states, the identification of the criteria provides a means of un-

derstanding politics.

Institutionalism

Although there are several approaches to institutionalism,

they all focus on the central role of structures in shaping politics
and also in shaping individua! behaviour. As well as formal institu-

tional patterns, institutions may be de
and their routines, and thus emphasize their normative structure

Governance

As an approach to comparat
similarities to structu

tasks must be p
posits that these tasks can be accomplished ina number of way.

in particular, scholars of governance are interest
of roles that social actors may play in the

implementing decisions.

Comparative political economy

Comparative political economy
factors affect economic

been on how institutions of representation influence poli

choices, but political executives and bureaucracies also

some influences.

Finally,
multiple approaches, W
their linkages with merhodologies, and the poss

Comparative politics is both an are
4 method that emphasizes case sel
as statistical controls to attemp
Each approach we discuss ha
particular ways of collectin
careful about what evidence is used to supp
approach and what evidence is

s been linked

the analysis.
1t is also important to note that ¢

tics, like the rest of political science, is
experimental. The attempt is, agair,
natural sciences and attempt to use tre
control groups to ascertain the effects ©
ments on a dependent variable (Nielsen 2016)-
these are important methods for artermps
improve the determination of cau:s::--.mfi-ﬂﬁe
tionships, they also tend to eliminate €
the key features of comparative politics-

atmen
f the

¢
\A

fined in terms of their rules

e politics, governance has some
ral functional analysis. it argues that certain

erformed in order to govern a society and then

ed in the variety

process of making and

is the analysis of how political

policy choices. The primary focus has

exert

as we attempt to develop theory using
e need to be cognizant O

ties for both qualitative and quantitative evidences
a of inguiry
ection as mu e
[ to test its theon®
g darta, and we must

being excluded

omparative

OnteXtv e

‘ + Theory is necessary to guide empirical research in

comparative politics. It is also necessary to interpret the
| findings. It provides the puzzles and the questions that
motivate new research.

Without theory, comparative politics would be a mere
collection of information. There would be no analytical

| perspective attempting to answer important questions.
However, theories and approaches should never become
blinders for the researcher. Ideally, we should investigate
the same question from different angles.

An important distinction concerns grand theories and
middle-range theories. With the behavioural revolution
there was a great emphasis on all-encompassing theories.
At present, there is a tendency to develop ‘grounded theo-
ries' or middle-range theories that apply to more specific

S geographical, political, and historical contexts.

Alternative perspectives: the five ‘I's

f|i.l'l.5t'it utions

: nn:‘t;ts (:i comparative political analysis are in insti-
onal analysis. i i
. undys s. As .far back as Aristotle, scholars inter-
b erstanding government performance, and
0im
geitomprove that performance, concentrated on
itutional structures and the institutions created
constitutions. Scholars documented differ-
1 constitutions, laws, and formal structures of
. .ent, and assumed that if those structures were
o]
3 od, dtlile actual performance of governments
lpre cted. Somewhat later, scholars in politi-
tt:;gg also .began to examine political parties as
£(a) s or 1'nst1tut10ns, and to understand them
terms (Michels 1915).
gt:l.lml revolution in political science,
o N .
iy cll_crea.smg interest in rational choice,
r Pa-l‘amjlgm In a more individualistic direc-
wE&‘-""i'l’a ind?Vgidassgmptlon, often referred to as
" ualism, became that individual
Erthaninstituti i
e tutional constraints, produced
5 ln'governments. It was difficult
b existence of institutions such as
Htthe rules of those izati
. organizations were
“Was argued, than th
1. T e nature of the
= i T, i
i > 1t was argued that deci-
. o
. TS Were to a great extent
DETS preference
- : s, and those pref-
35 10 the institutions,
B hes of political science b
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: idual behaviour,
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comparative politics remained truer to its institutional
Foots. Even though some conceptualizations of behav-
iour within institutions were shaped by individualistic
assumptions, understanding structures is still crucial
for comparative politics. With the return to greater
concern with institutions in political science, the
central role of institutions in comparative politic,s has
at once been strengthened and made more analytical
The ‘new institutionalism’ in political scienc;a

(Peters 2011) now provides an alternative paradigm
.for 'c?mparative politics. This approach assumes that
individuals do not act as atomistic individuals, but
more on the basis of their connections of institu7tions
and organizations. In fact, contemporary institutional
Fhe(_)ry provides at least four alternative conceptions of
11tlst1tutions, allhaving relevance for comparative analy-
sis. Normative institutionalism, associated with ]ast
March and Johan P. Olsen, conceptualizes institutions
as composed of norms and rules that shape individual
behaviour through developing a logic of appropriate-
ness’. Rational choice institutionalism, on the other
hand, sees institutions as aggregations of incentives
and disincentives that influence individual choice. Indi-
Vidu?ls would pursue their own self-interest utiiizin
Fhe.mc-entives provided by the institution. Historicfl
mstlfutwnalism focuses on the role of ideas and the
perS}Stence of institutional choices over long periods
'of time, even in the face of potential dysfunctional-
ity. Bach approach to institutions provides a view of
how individuals and structures interact in producin,
collective choices for society. And some empirical instf
tuti_onalism, to some extent continuing older versions
of institutionalism, asks the fundamental question of
whether differences in institutions make any difference
(Weaver and Rockman 1993; Przeworski 20044).

T.hus, merely saying that institutional analysis is
crucial for comparative politics is insufficient. We
need to specify how institutions are concepmaiized
and what sort of analytical role they play. At oné
level, the concept of institutions appears for'rnal and
not so different from some traditional thinking ,That
said, however, contemporary work on formal .struc—
tures does examine their impact more empirically and
conceptually than the traditional work did. Also, the
range of institutions covered has expanded to inc,lude
elements such as electoral laws and their effects on
party systems and electoral outcomes (Taagapera
and Shugart 1989). g

Take, forexample, studies of the difference between
presidential and parliamentary institutions. This differ-
ence is as old as the formation of the first truly demo-
c1"atic political systems, but continues to be important
First, the conceptualization of the terms has beer;
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strengthened for both parliamentary and presiden-
tial (Elgie 1999) systems, and the concept of divided
government providesa general means of understand-
ing how exccutives and legislatures interact in govern-
ing.” Further, scholars have become more interested in
understanding the effects of constitutional choice on
presidential or parliamentary institutions. Some schol-
ars (Linz 19904, Colomer and Negretto 2005) have
been concerned with the effects of presidential institu-
tions on political stability, especially in less developed
political systems. Others (Weaver and Rockman 1993)
have been concerned with the effects of presidential
and parliamentary institutions on policy choices and
public-sector performance.

The distinction between presidential and parlia-
mentary regimes is one of the most important insti-
cutional variables in comparative politics, but other
institutional variables are also useful for comparison,
such as the distinction berween federal and unitary
states (and among types of federalism (Hueglin and
Eenna, 2015)). Further, we can conceptualize the mech-
anisms by which social actors such as interest groups
interact with the public sector in institutional terms
(Peters 2011 Chapter 5). The extensive literature on
corporatism (see Molina zooy) has demonstrated the

ructure of those interactions.

consequences of the st
Likewise, the more recent literature on networks in
governance also demonstrates the structural interac-
tons of pL1b1ic— and private-sector actors (Sarenson
and Torfing 2007).

The preceding discussion concentrated on rather
familiar institutional forms and their influence on
but the development

government performance,
of institutional theory in political science has also
focused greater attention on the centrality of institu-
tions. Of the forms of institutional theory in political
science, historical institutionalism has had perhaps the
greatest influence in comparative politics. The basic
argument of historical institutionalism is that initial
choices shape policies and institutional attributes of
structures in the public sector (Steinmo et al. 1092;

that persistence (see Peters et al. 2005).

ing change (but see Mahoney and Thelen 20104,

Fieretos et al. z016). For example, differences made in
the initial choices about welfare state policies have
persisted for decades and continue to Tesist change
(Pierson 2001b). In addition to the observation about
the persistence of pmgrammes—usuaﬂy referred to
as path dcpcndmce—hismn‘ca‘l institutionalism has
begun to develop theory about the political logic of

[nsttutional theory has been important for compar-
ative politics, and for political science generally, but

tends to be better at explaining persistence than explain-

For some aspects of comparative politics, we may be

content with understanding static differences among
systems, but dynamic elements are also important. As
political systems change, especially democratizing and

(ransitional regimes, political theory needs 10 provide
an understanding of this as well as predicting change.
While some effortsare being made to add more dynamic
clements to institutional analysis (e.g. the "actor-
centered institutionalism’ of Fritz Scharpf 1997c¢), insti-
rational explanations remain somewhat constrained by
the dominance of stability in the approach.

Historical institutionalism can also be related to
important ideas about political change such as “criti-
cal junctares’ (Collier and Collier 1991; Capoccia and
Kelernan 2007), and the need to understand significant
punctuations in the equilibrium that characterizes
most institutionalist perspectives on governing (see
also True et al. 2007). In this approach, change occurs
through significant interruptions of the existing order,
rather than through more incremental transforma-
tions. Much the same has been true of most models:
of transformation in democratization and transition,
albeit with a strong concern about consolidation of
the transformations (Berg-Schlosser 2008). This view
contrasts with the familiar idea of incremental change

that has tended to dominate much of political science;

Interests

A second approach to explaining politics in compara-
tive perspective is to consider the interests that actors,
pursue through political action. Some years ago;

Harold Lasswell (1936) argued that politics is abouf:

‘who gets what’, and that central concern with
capacity of politics to distribute and redistri ite
benefits remains. In politicul theory, inte.r:st-bas
explanations have become more prominent, with e
domination of rational choice explanations in il
of the discipline (Lustick 1997; for a critique, s€€ Gre
and Shapiro 1994). At its most basic, rational chol
theory assumes that individuals are self-intereste ul
ity maximizers and engage in political action tOFE et
benefits (usually material benefits) or to avoid
(see Box2.3). Thus, individual behaviour is assumEs
be motivated by selfinterest, and collective beha¥!
is the aggregation of the individual behaviours throbs
bargaining, formal institutions, or conflict.
Rational choice theory provides 4 set O
assumprions about behaviour, but less deter
uses of the idea of interests can produce rﬂﬂfc
comparative results. In particular, the ways m
societal interests are represented tO the pubie
and affect policy choices are crucial comE
ncept of C4

y, of comparative analysis. The co ; ;
Jysis 17 thEs

ism was central to comparative ana

and 1980s (Schmitter 1974, 1989). The close linkage
between social interests and the state that existed in
many Buropean and Latin American corporatist socie-
ties provided an important comparison for the plural-
ist systems of the Anglo-American countries, and
Pruduccd a huge literature on the consequenc’es of

atterns of interest intermediation for policy choices
and political legitimacy.

The argument of corporatism was that many polit-
ical systems legitimated the role of interest groups
and provided those groups with direct access to public
decision-making. In particular, labour and manage-
ment were given the right to participate in making
economic policy, but in return had to be reliable part-
ners, with their membership accepting the agreements
(e.g- mot striking). These institutionalized arrange-
‘ments enabled many European and some Latin Amer-
fean countries to manage their economies with less
conflict than in pluralist systems such as the UK.

The interest in corporatism also spawned a
aumber of alternative means of conceptualizing both

corporatism itself and the role of interests. For example
8tcm Rokkan (1966) described the Scandinavian coun-

rics, especially Norway, as being ‘corporate pluralist’
s a g— . ’
ththe tightly defined participation of most corporat-
. qﬁhmangcmtms extended to a wide range of actors
Dther scholars i ‘ ism’ and
i bave, discussed ‘meso-corporatism’ and
micro-corporatism’, and have attempted to apply the
cept of corporatism to countries where it is perhaps
ppropriate (Siaroff 1999).
: institutionalized pattern of linkage between
interests and the state implied in corporatism

loice and comparative politics

Pelels have made significant contributions to

e = iy
e €hias utility maximization and full infor-
dice
models have enabled scholars to con-

! ctintlab act rationally to enhance their own
: _fL;ni::anld ho.vlv they will act when
R as;:uayer in a political process
N : me that voters engage in
&I’ choice of candidates becomes

other
H18C models that depend more on

ang
EiPSyehological factors (e.g, partisan
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hasbeen eroding and is being replaced by more loosel
defined relationships such as networks (Sgrenson anz
Torﬁ.ng 2007). The shift in thinking about interest inter-
mediation to some degree reflects a real shift in these
p.at.terns, and also represents changes in academic theo-
rizing. As the limits of the corporatist model became
apparent, the concept of networks has had significant
appeal to scholars. This idea is that surrounding almost
all policy areas there is a constellation of groups and
fictors seeking to influence that policy, who are increas-
1ng1y_ connected formally to one another and to policy-
making institutions. The tendency of this approagil
has been to modify the self-interested assumption
somewhat in favour of a mixture of individual (group)
and collective (network or society) interests. B
Network theory has been developed with different
%evels of claims about the importance of the networks
in contemporary governance. At one end, some schol-
ars have argued that governments are no longer capa-
ble of effective governance and that self—organizi
networks now provide governance (Rhodes 1997; fo%
a less extreme view, see Kooiman 2003). For o,ther
_scholars, networks are forms of interest involvement
in gox_lerning, with formal institutions retaining the
capacity to make effective decisions about govern-
ance. Further, the extent of democratic claims about
networks varies among authors, with some argnin
that these are fundamental extensions of democrati%
oppo.rtum'ties, and others concerned that their open-
n.ess is exaggerated and that networks may become
simply another form of exclusion for the less well-
organized elements in society.

By p'os'rting these common motivations for behaviour, how-
ever, rational choice adds less to comparative politics than to
other parts of the discipline of political science. Comparative
Fac?lhics tends to be more concermed with differences among po-
Iitical systems and their members than with similarities (but see
Levi, 2009). Comparative politics, as a method of inquiry (Lijphart
1971) rather than a subject matter, relies on selecting cases based
on their characteristics and then determining the impact of a
small number of differences on observed behaviours. However, if
everylone is behaving in the same way, important factors in cor'n-
Paratlve politics such as political culture, individual leadership, and
!deo|ogies become irrelevant. Differences in institutions re;nain
important, or perhaps even more important, in comparison be-
cause their structures can be analysed through veto points or for-
mal rules that create incentives and disincentives for behaviours.
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Although we tend to think of interests almost

entirely in material terms, there are other important

interests as well. Increasingly, individuals and social
groups define their interests i terms of identity and
ethnicity, and seek to have those interests accommo-
dated within the political system, along with their
material demands.® This concerh with the accom-
modation of socially defined interests can be seen in
the literature on consociationalism (Lijphart 19684).
Consociationalism is a mode of governing in which
political elites representing different communities
coalesce around the need to govern, even in the face
of intense social divisions. For example, this concept
was devised originally to explain how religious groups
in the Netherlands were able to coalesce and govern,
despite deep historical divisions.
Like corporatism, consociationalism has been

extended toapply to 2 wide range of political systems,
Malaysia, Colombia,

including in Belgium, Canada,
and India, bur has largely been rejected as a solution

for the problems of Northern Ireland and Iraq. The
arative political analy-

concept is interesting for comp
sis, but, like corporatism, may reflect only one varia-
tion of 2 more common issue. Almost all societies have
some forms of internal cleavage (Posner 2004) and
find different means of coping with those cleavages.
In addition to strictly consociational solutions, elite
pacts (Higley and Gunther 1992; Collins z006) have
become another means of coping with difference and
with the need to govern. The capacity to form these
pacts has been crucial in resolving conflicts in some
African countries, and presents hop
some conflicts in the Middle Bast ( Hinnebusch 2006).
Comparative political economy ¥
approach to comparative po
on interest-based explanations.
major economic actors an
the economic success of business, la
groups in society. The dyn
economy have gained spe'
economic crisis beginning
in economic inequality that
there are significant politica

(Hall 1997; Przeworski 20044a).

focuses on the role of representation and represent

five institutions, but the public bureaucracy also plays

a significant role in shaping those policies.
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basis of interest tend to assume that thos
are a basis for conflict, and th
devised to manage that conflict. P

conflictual, as different interests vie for a larger share
ent, but conflict

of the resources available to governm

can go only so far if the p
viable. Thus, while interests may provide some of the
driving force fo
focus that political energy in

ed-for solutions for

epresents another
litics that relies largely
Governments are
d their policies influence
bour, and other
amics of the political
cial importance after the
in 2008 and the increases
have followed. Therefore,
1 pressures 0 choose poli-

cies that favour those various groups in the economy
Much of this literature

built on the
e interests
at institutions must be
olitics is inherently

olitical system is 10 remain

r change, institutions are required to

mechanisms for making

and implementing policy. Insdtutional arrangements

such as consociationalism and elite pacts can be used
to ameliorate, if not solve conflicts that could threaten
the viability of a political system (Durant and Wein-
traub, 2014) And, further, ideas can also be used to
generate greater unity among populations that may
be divided along ethnic or economic dimensions.

Ildeas

Although ideas are amorphous and seemingly not

closely connected to the choices made by government,

they can have some independent effect on OULCOMES.

That said, the mechanisms through which ideas exert

that influence must be specified and their independent
effect on choices must be identified (Béland and Cox.
2011). In particular, we need to understand the conse-
quences of mass culture, political ideologies, and
specific ideas about policy. All these versions of ideas
are significant, but each functions differently within
the political process.

At the most gener
culmure influences politics,
extremely vague. Political ¢
explanationin comparative po
else fails to explain o
be political culture (Blkins and Simeon 1979). There:
fore, the real issue in comparative analysis is to idens
tify means of specifying those influences from culturé
and other ideas, with greater accuracy.
tive politics, along with political science in generd

has moved away from behavioural explanations
interpretative anderstandings of politics, there 2
been less analytical emphasis on understanding P&
cal culture, and this important element of politl

analysis has been devalued.”

How can we measure political culture and
this somewhat amorphous concept to other 85
of governing? The most common means o
pt has been surveys asking the
public how they think about politics. For exam
a classic of political science research, The Civic®
(Almond and Verba 1963), the public I five €2
were asked about their attitudes towards pollt.l
particularly their artitudes to political partick
More recent examples of this approach ©
ment include Ronald Inglehart’s (1997
studies using the World Values Survey, 35
ies that explore values in public and private

tions (Hofstede 2001).

al possible level, political
but that influence is often

uring the conce

a-

ulture can be the residual
litics—when everything
bserved behaviours, then it must

As compards

Of course, before surveys for measuring political
culture can be devised, scholars must have some idea
about the dimensions that should be measured Ther:
fore, conceptual development must go along \.?Vith or
Precfgde, méasurtment. Lucien Pye (1968) provic,led
one 1ntere'st1ng attempt at defining the dimensions of
comparative political culture. He discussed culture as
the tension between opposite values such as hierarch
and equality, liberty and coercion, loyalty and com‘rmitmen;y
and trust and distrust. Although these dimensions of,
culture are expressed as dichotomies, political systems
tend to have complex mixtures of these attributes that
need to be understood to grasp how politics is inter-
preted within that society.

The anthropologist Mary Douglas (1978) (see
also Table 2.1) provided another set of dimensions
for understanding political culture that contin-
ues t0 be used extensively (Hood 2000). She has
discussed culture in terms of the concepts of grid
and group, both of which describe how individuals
are constrained by their society and its culture. Grid
is analogous to the dimension of hierarchy in Pye’s
framework, while group reflects constraints derived
from membership in social groups. As shown in
le 2.1, bringing together these two dimensions
es four cultural patterns that it is argued influ-
.:gpvermnem performance and the lives of indi-
als Theée patterns are perhaps rather vague, but
do provide a means of approaching the com : lex-

f political culture. o

‘trust and distrust dimension mentioned b
be rejlated to the explosion of the h'teraturz
g .catp1tfal ar'ld the.impact of trust on politics.
CEPL o sF)c1a1 capital was initially developed in
but gained greater prominence with Robert
.Itsearch on Italy and the US (Putnam 1993
) ﬂ;?al:ce‘i)t was measured through survey;
tsi;ijﬁlce:rsltci)ll:t;fisve zeasu.res. .What is
e ok Capltfil literature
s are linked directly with

1aviour, of both individu
al
N and Huser 2014). s and systems

15 of political cufture

Group
High Low
Fataflst_
- Hierarchical
 Epalitar
_ __IEI'I_ Individualist
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As well as the general ideas contained in politi-
cal culture, political ideas also are important El th1
.form of ideologies. In the twentieth century, po]itice
in a number of countries was shaped by id,eolo ie:
such as communism and fascism. Towards thege d
of t-he twentieth century and into the twen -ﬁrn
an ideology of neoliberalism came to dotrZﬁnastté
economic policy in the industrialized democracies
and was diffused through less-developed systems b
donor organizatjons such as the World Bank Withil};
the developing world, ideologies about develé) ment
such as Pancasila in Indonesia, reflect the importa 7
rol.e of ideas in government, and a number o? devéll'f
-Opll'lg c.ountries continue to use socialist ideologi
justify interventionist states. g

Although ideologies have been important in
C(.)mpaFative politics, there has been a continuin,
dlsc?usswn of the decline—or end—of ideolo 'g
political life. First, with the acceptance of the ng‘li’xnc;
eco.nomy welfare state in most industrialized demcfc-
racies, the argument was that the debate over the role
of the state was over (Bell 1965). More recently, after the
collapse of the Soviet Union, a similar argur,nent was
made concerning the exhaustion of political ideas and
the end of political conflicts based on ideas (Fukuyam
1992). However, this presumed end of the role of}i’d ;
could be contrasted with the increased importanceea:

conservative ideologies and the increased significa .
of religion as a source of political conflicts e
A ﬁnallway in which ideas influence outcomes in
comparative politics is through specific policy ideas
For example, while at one time economic perfor:
rnan.ce was considered largely uncontrollable, afte
the intellectual revolution in the 1930s govern’rmantr
had tOO.IS for that control (Hall 1989). Keynesiarsl
economic management dominated for almost half a
century, but then was supplanted by monetarism and
to. a Ie§ser extent, by supply-side economics. Likei
wise, different versions of the welfare state, for exam
ple the Bismarckian model of continengal Euro _
and the Beveridge model in the UK (see Es inpfi
if(kﬂl;derfn 199;)), have been supported by a nurnbzr ogf
as aboutthe a i i i
oo ppropriate ways in which to provide
In summary, ideas do matter in politics, even
though their effects may be subtle. This subt’le i
faspecia]ly evident for political culture, but tracin, t};hls
?rnpact of ideas is in general difficult. Even for %)]_ice
ideas that appear closely related to policy choiIc)es };
may be difficult to trace how the ideas are adopted a’nld
1mpletmented (Braun and Busch 1999). Further, policy-
lear.mng (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993) ;nd tlzre
social construction of agendas and political frames c
shape behaviour (see Baumgartner and Jones 2015) -
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Individuals

1 have already discussed the methodological indi-
vidualism that has become central to political theory.
Although 1 argued that an excessive concern with
individual behaviour, especially when based on an
assumption that individual motivations are largely
sinilar, may make understanding differences among

fhcul, it is still impossible to

political systems more di
discount the importance of individuals when under-
overnment work. The

standing how politics and g

importance of political biography and political diaries
as sources of understanding is but one of many indica-
tions of how important individual-level explanations
can be in understanding governing,

Many individual-level explanations are naturally
focused on political elites and their role in the politi-
cal process. One of the more interesting, and perhaps
most suspect, wWays of understanding elite behaviour
is through personality. There have been a number
of psychological studies, usually done from second-

of major political figures (Freud and
man 2006). Most of these studies have
f personality, and

ary sources,
Bullitt 1067; Ber
focused on pathological elements ©
have tended to be less than flattering to the elites. Less
psychological studies of leaders, e.g. James David
Barber's typology of presid
see also Simonton 1993), hav
the role of individual lea
classifies political leaders in terms of their posit

ati ientati ards politics and their levels .
negative orientations towards politics and their ment now being

[ activity, : ' roing Lypes srstand -
of activity, and uses the emerging types to understan Jlso true for a range o ¢ instruments
¢ the public in the programmes
ge of instruments

how these individuals have behaved in office.

A more sociological ap

ential styles (Barber 1992;
e also helped to illuminate

ders (see Table 2.2). Barber
ive Or

proach to pclirlc;ﬂ lead-

plausible, but unprover, and that assessment remains
e absence of strong links, there

largely true. Despite th
approach.

is an extensive body of research using this

The largest is the research on ‘representative bureau-
‘hether public bureaucra-

cracy' and the question of W
cies are characteristic of the societies they administer,
and whether this makes any difference (Meier and
Bohte 2o01; Peters et al. 2015)- While the representa-
tiveness of the bureaucracy is usually discussed at
the higher, 'decision-making’ levels, it may actually
be more crucial where ‘street-level bureaucrats’ meet
citizens (Hupe, 2019).
The ordinary citizen should not be excluded when
considering individuals in comparative politics. The
citizen as voter, participant ininterest groups, ormerely
as the consumer of political media plays a significant
role in democratic politics, and less obviously in non-
democratic systems. The huge body of literature on
cross-national voting behaviour has ge
about comparative political
survey-based evidence on
mentioned uses individual-level d
(tentative) statements about the system level.
In those portions 0
government activities,
become more apparent. Citizens are

ublic services, and the New Public Management has
placed individual citizens at the centre of public-sector
. § ‘Governments and Bureacras
le is true for the style of manage-
pursued in the public sector Iois!
that have beett

activity (see Chaptet
cies’). This central ro

developed to involv
that serve them, and also for a ran

ers has stressed the importance of background and designed to hold public programmes accountable:

recruitment, with the assumption

of leaders will explain their behaviour. Putnam (1976)
remarked several decades ago that this hypothesis was

| Table22 Styles of political leaders

| Orientation Activity
‘ to politics B B n B
| —— ! =
| Positive Bill Clinton George H. W. Bush
l\ Tony Blair Jim Callaghan
| Negative Richard Nixon Calvin Coolidge
| Margaret Thatcher John Major

‘ Source: Based on Barber (1992), The role of political elites can also be

seen in studies of political {eadership (Helms 2013).

hat the social roots

International environment
Much of the discussion of comparative politics isb
on analysing individual countries, or componen!
countries. This approach remains valuable and
| tant. Thatsaid, itis increasingly evident that indivl
countries are functioning in a globnlizt:d et
\ ment and it is difficult, if not impossible, O o
stand any one system in isolation. To some A
|| the shifts in national patterns are mimetic, W‘
| system copying patterns in another that appedt
‘ tive and efficient (see DiMaggio and POWC?l ‘_9
also Chapter 24 ‘Globalization and the nation”
In other cases, the shifts may be coercive, 35 wht
European Union has established politicﬂl as B
|  economic criteria for membership.
International influences on in
_| although ubiquitous, also vary across €@

d'widual cos
i EERE

nerated insights
behaviour. Further, the
political culrure already
ata to make some

f pol itical science that deal with
the role of the individual has
consumers of

such as the US or Japan, have sufficient economic
resources and lack direct attachments to strong supra-
national political organizations, and hence maintain
much of their exceptionalism. Poorer countries lack
economic autonomy and their economic dependence
may produce political dependence as well, so their
pO]lUf‘-ﬂ. systc:mjs may be influenced by other nations
and by international organizations such as the World
Bank and the United Nations.

The countries of the European Union present a
particlﬂﬂl‘l)’ interesting challenge for comparative
pollttc.—‘i- w'h_ﬂe most of these countries have long
histories as independent states, and have distinct politi-
cal systems and political styles, their membership of
the Union has created substantial convergence and
hpmogenmﬂiom The growing literature on Europe-
anization (Knill 2001; Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier
12005; See also Chapter 23 “The EU as a new political
‘system’) has attempted to understand these changing
patterns of national politics in Europe and the increas-
ingly common patterns of governance. This is not
 say that countries with parliamentary democracy
countries with presidential systems will merge
tirely, but there is reciprocal influence and some
culties in sorting out sources of change.

The case of the Buropean Union also points out
extent to which interactions among all levels of
rnment are important for shaping behaviours in
e level. The concept of ‘multilevel governance’
b pop}llar for analysing policy-making in the
:- Union (Hooghe and Marks 2001; Bache and
nder zdaf:}. For individuals coming from federal
thisinteraction i mili
s action is a rather familiar feature of

N in'many cases the sub-national govern-
e been the princi i iti

meen e principal policy and political
o any Buropean countries, however,
overnance is a more distinctive phenom-
libks both internationalizati

L ation and the
PQJI 3 power of subnational govern-
& Ilaflonal government.

; )

:;_iamcmg countries, and across levels

raise .

. sI an analytical question. When

parti ncu ar political pattern in a coun-
a produc indi

P t of indigenous forces

o ; it a product of diffusion?
ton problem’ has be

3 en present for

€€n comparati i
o parative studies, but

ase i i
= a3 interactions have
Power of internati
e nation
: abl oo
- e ¥

‘e to differentiy
f QbSenr

finnies

al organiza-
nfortunately, we
te all the various
L s::)cli patterns in the public
e utions that have been
aun and Gilardj 2006).
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While diffusion among countries can be conceived
as an analytical problem for social sciences, it can be
a boon for governments and citizens. If V\;e concep-
tua.]ize the international environment as a 1::1borzttop
of 1nr.10vations in both political action and policy, thz
learning from innovations in other settings beco;nes a
valuable source for improving governing. A number
of governments have attempted to institutionalize
thes.e practices through evidence-based policy-makin,
(Cairney, 2016). ¢

Add a sixth ‘I’: interactions

Up to this point, I have dealt with five possible types
of explanation independently. That strategy is useful
asa .beginning and for clarifying our thoughts about
the 1ssuet in question, but it vastly understates the
complexity of the real world of politics. In reality,
these five sources of explanation interact with one,
another, so that to understand decisions made in the
political process we need to have a broader and more
comprehensive understanding. Given that much of
conFemporary political science is phrased in terms of
testing hypotheses derived from specific theories, this
search for complexity may not be welcomed b s,orn
scholars, but it does reflect political realities. ’ :
Let me provide some examples. Institutions are a
powerful source of explanations and are generally our
ﬁrst choice for those explanations. However, institu-
tions do not act—the individuals within thern’ act, and
s0 we need to understand how institutions and inciivid—
uals interact in making decisions. Some individuals who
may be very successful in some political settings would
no.t be m others. Margaret Thatcher was a successful
prime minister in the majoritarian British system, but
her directive leadership style might have been t(;taﬂ
unsuccessful in consensual Scandinavian countries o};
even perhaps Westminster systems, such as Cana;da
that .also have a more consensual style of polic :
@akmg. And these interactions can also vary acron
t'1rne, with a bargainer such as Lyndon Johnson bein,
likely to have been unsuccessful in the more partisaﬁ
American Congresses of the early twenty-first century.
These interactions between individual po]itica'l
leaders and their institutions raise a more theoreti-
cal concern for contemporary comparative politics
A'lt}.mugh there is still a significant institutional empha:
sis in comparative politics, much of contemporar
political theory is based on the behaviour of 1'_r1c].ividu}i
als. Therefore, a major challenge for building better
'_cheory for comparisonis linking the micro-level behav-
four of individuals with the macro-level behaviour
of institutions. The tendency to attribute relatively
common motivations for individuals to some extent
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simplifies this issue, but in so doing may oversimplify
the complexity of the interactions (Anderson 2009).

Another example of interaction among possible
explanations can OCCUL between the international
environment and institutions. Many of the states in
Asia and Latin America have adopted a "developmen-
ta] state’ model to cope with their relatively weak posi-
tion in the international marketplace and to use the
power of the state for fundamental economic change
(Evans 1995; Minns 2006). On the other hand, the
more affluent states of Burope and North America
have opted for a more liberal approach to economic
growth—a2 model that better fits their position in the
international political economy.

The literature on social movements provides 2
clear case for the interaction of multiple streams of
explanation (see Chapter 16 ‘Social movements’). On
the one hand, social movements can be conceptual-
ized as institutions, albeit ones with relatively low
levels of institutionalization. These organizations can
also be understood as reflecting an ideological basis,
and as public manifestations of ideas such as environ-
mentalism and women’s rights. Finally, some social
movements reflect underlying social and economic

interests, although again in som

than would conventional interest groups. Again, by

using all these approaches to triangulate these organi-
more complete under-

zations, the researcher gains a
standing of the phenomenon.

Multiple streams of
tion help to emphasize t

analytical approach prov

extensive array of theory an
ers gain an accurate picture o

This research strategy is expensive,
contradictory results, bu
coping with complexity.

Much of contemporary political science does not,
in fact, cope well with the increasing complexity of
d societies, or indeed

their surrounding economies an

of politics itself (see Jervis 1997). Increasing levels of
participation and the increasing “wickedness’ of policy
e develop the means 1O
r and have tools to

problems demands that w
understand a non-linear world bette

assist in that understanding, Somewhat paradaxically,

that may demand the use of (seemingly) relatively
rudies to begin to under-

stand the dynamics inherent in political processes and

simplistic tools such as case s

their relationships with their environments.

ewhat different ways

explanation and their interac-
he point made at the oufset
of this chapter. The quality of research in compara-
tive politics can be enhanced by the use of multiple
theories and multiple methodologies when examy-
ining the same “‘dependent variable’. Any single
ides a partial picture of the
phenomenon in question, but only through a more
d evidence can research-
£ the complex phenom-
ena with which comparative politics is concerned.
and may yield
t it may be one means of

« Comparative politics has institutional roots: Mo

other fields of political science, it stresses th
institutions in shaping and constraining
individuals. However, it is weak in explaining

. Rational choice analysis assumes that individ
interested utility maximizers who engage in
1o receive benefits (and avoid costs). As an
less relevant in comparative politics than in

. Although cuttural explanations are often vague and
‘residual’, ideas matter, and a great deal of research in-
vestigates the impact of cultural traits on political life (e-g

). Recent research stresses factors

on democratic stability
such as social capital and trust.

As the last part of this volume stresses, sin

systems are increasingly facing international influences |
because of integration and globalization. |

What more is needed!?

The preceding discussion gives an
approachesto comparative po
broad approaches provide th
ing almost any political issue
country or comparatively), yet they

the full range of political issues as well as they nights

"There are at least two comparative qu
not been explored as completely as
been. We can gain some informati

utilizing the five Ts already advanced, but it would!
useful to explore the two questions more fully.

Process

Perhaps the most glaring omissio

analysis is an understanding of the political pro
ch of theireot

If we look back over the five ‘T's, mu
bution to understanding is premise
conceptions of politics and

issues of process are ignored. T
elements in politics is unfortunate,

and governing are inherently dynamic
be very useful to understand better how
ing processes function. For example,
a great deal about legislatures as institut

as about individual legislators, €O

has tended to abandon concern abou

Process.
Institutions providr:

common-sense idea about instit
major formal institution in the PO

the behaviour of

litical analysis. These five:
¢ means of understand-
(whether within a single’

ion about these iss

n in comparatis

governing, and
his emphasis 0

for approaching issues of process.

Pgrricular setof processes that can be more orless read-
ily comparable across systems. Further, various :15pects
of P]'occss may come together and might constitﬁtc a

] policy process that, at a relatively high analytical level
nas common features. Even if we do have good underi
standing of the processes within each institution, as yet
we do not have an adequate comparative undegstaZd—
ing of the process taken more generally.

re than

e role of

change.

uals are self-
political action
approach, it is

other fields. Outcomes

Having all these explanations for political behaviour,
we should also attempt to specify what these expla:
nations actually explain—the dependent variable for
comparative politics? For behavioural approaches to
| politics, the dependent variables will be individual-
| leyel behaviour, such as voting or decisions made
by legislators. For institutionalist perspectives, the
\dependent variable is the behaviour of indivi::luals
within institutions, with the behaviour shaped b
either institutional values or the rule and incentive};
gyided by those institutions. Institutionalists tend
more concerned about the impact of structures
ublic-sector decisions, while behavioural models
i1s on the individual decision-maker and attributes
; might affect his/her choices.
As already implied, one of the most important
}.lat scholars need to understand in comparative
sis what governments actually do. If, as Harold
_ ?.rgued, politics is about ‘who gets what’
yublic policy is the essence of political action an(i
d to focus more on public policy. As Chapter 1

gle political

idea of major

do not address:

estions that haye
they might haye

ed the i

< mdcase. However, policy outcomes are

i Ea : luctof Pohtlcs and government action
ect the impact of economic and social

d on rather - fashﬂ e | |
i icn‘lor;paratwe policy studies appear
SSlon. True, some of those conc
parative politi raps
political econom
e welfare o e
iy state (Myles and Pierson
13”:rﬁ)g neral concern with compar-
* PErior s i
mrzn.am,t has disappeared in the
2 1;1 comparative politics
. .
e ;c;adly at comparative poli-
._ ent variable is
. ove
governmems to i g fon
. provide direction to
mflnvolves establishing goals
2 )
"swﬂ“:ce” r teaching those goals, and
zdood or failures of their deci
3 2016). All ivities
can be por k. ;)ther activities
er within this

given that po&
and it

the vt
while WE
ionS;

mparati¥®
¢ the 168

of
s

Ltions,
Jirical YS©

Approaches in Comparative Politics

general concept of governance. The very general-
ity of tbe concept of governance poses problems for
comparison, as did the structural-functionalist and
systems theories (Almond and Powell 1966) po
lar earlier in comparative politics. Still, by h'nlfinpu-
range of government activities and d’emonstraltzign21
their cumulative effects, an interest in governan .
belps counteract attempts to overly compartment:le:
ize comParative analysis. To some extent, it returns
to examining whole systems and how the constituent
parts fit together, rather than focusing on each i n
vidual institution or actor. i
. Goverl?ance comes as close to the grand function-
alist Fheones of the 1960s and 1970s as almost anythin
else in recent developments in comparative pohticﬁ
analysis (see Box 2.2). Like those earlier approaches
to co.mpa.rative politics, governance is essentiall
funct%onahst, positing that there are certain cruci?ﬁ
functions that any system of governance must
perform, and then attempting to determine which
actF)rs perform those tasks, regardless of the formcal
assignment of tasks by law. While some governance
scholars have emphasized the role of social actor
rather than government actors in delivering gover S
ance, this remains an empirical question that ngeeds ? _
be investigated, rather than merely inferred from th0
theoretical presumptions of the author. :
Goverrllance also goes somewhat beyond the
comparative study of public policy to examine not on}
the outputs of the system, but also its capacity to ada Z
One of the more important elements of studyilr)l '
_contemporary governance is the role of accountabﬂ%
ity _and feedback, and the role of monitoring previo
actions of the public sector. This emphasis is s?milar 1t:lcs)
feed’t_)ack in systems theory (see Figure L1 in the Intro-
quc'non to this volume), but does not have the equi-
librium assumptions of the earlier approach. Rat?ler
governance models tend to assume some continuin, :
development of policy capacity as well as institutionagl
development to meet the developing needs.

KEY POINTS

On? weak point of comparative politics is its focus on the
stat|.c elements of the political system and a neglect of dy-
némlc political processes. The field of comparative politi:s
with greater attention to processes, is comparati ic
policy analysis. e
The dependent variable in comparative politics varies
according to approaches; but, perhaps, the ultimate
depenéent variable is ‘governance’, i.e. establishing goals
for sgoety, finding means to reach those goals, and then
learning from the successes or failures of their decisions
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Conclusion

Understanding politics in 2 comparative perspective
is far from easy, but having some form of theoretical
or analytical guidance is crucial to that understand-
ing. The discussion in this chapter devotes little time
to grand theory; rather, it has focused on analyti-
cal perspectives that provide researchers with a set
of variables that can be used to approach compara-
tive research questions. These five T's were phrased

in rather ordinary language, but underneath each is
a strong theoretical core. For example, if we take the
litics, we can draw from politi-

role of individuals in po
cal psychology, elite theory, and role theory for expla-

nations.

o QUESTIONS

Knowledge-based

. Whatis the purpose of theory in comparative

politics?
2. What s a functionalist theory?
3. What is meant by triangulation in social
research?
4. What forms of institutional theory are used in
comparative politics, and
make?

Do institutions make a difference?
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1@ ENDNOTES

|, This classification of research types comes from
Arend Lijphart’s seminal article (Lijphart 1971).

2. Agreat deal of political science theory has been
.developed in reference to the US, given the size and
importance of the political science profession there.
However, a good deal of that theory does not
appear relevant beyond the boundaries of the US
(in some cases, not within those boundaries either).

3, This is something of an oversimplification of the
assumptions of rational choice approaches, but the
central point here is not the subtlety of some
approaches but rather the reliance on individual-
level explanations. For a more extensive critique of
the assumptions see Box 3.5 in Chapter |3 ‘Party
systems.
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theories that have credible support.

zkcl‘asa.c eleimple of a study that uses triangulation

mu};crt::; Alhlson ( 97 1). However, this book uses

ﬂ.'muzh meo.mes, but it does not verify the results
rol ultiple research methods.

sets; fl
ashcard glossaries, and web directory.

WBUPcom/he/caramanise

Approaches in Comparative Politics
The role of the international environment

C

odwles, M. G and Caporaso, ). A. (2002) Europeanization
and Domestic Change (lthaca, NY: Cornell Universit
Press). '

Pierre, ). (2013) Globalization and Governance (Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar). .

Governance

P .
Ce‘cers, B.. G .and Pierre, ). (2016) Governance and
omparative Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge Universit;
Press). '

6. See, for example, Adcock and Collier (2001), who
stress the need for common standards of validity for
all varieties of measurement, as well as the
interaction of those forms of measurement.

7. Lijphart (1999) has provided a slightly different
conceptualization by distinguishing between
majoritarian and consensual political systems (see
Chapter 5 on ‘Democracies’). Some parliamentary
syst.enlws, such as the Westminster system, are
majoritarian, designed to produce strong majority
governmens that alternate in office. Others, such as
!n the Scandinavian countries, may have alternation
in office, but the need to create coalitions and an
underlying consensus on many policy issues results in
less alternation in policy.

8.  These shifts are to some extent a function of

changes in political culture, especially the movement
towards 'post-industrial politics' (Inglehart [990).

9. This s truer for US than for European political

science. Discourse theory and the use of rhetorical
forms of analysis have been of much greater
relevance in Europe than they have in North
America, and qualitative methodologies remain
more at the centre of European political analysis.

Visic the Onli
ne Resources
i that accom i
pany this book for additional material, including country profil
iles, comparative
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Contrary to everyday practice, where most people
are often implicitly comparing situations, in compara-
tive politics the issue of what and how to observe
reality is explicitly part of the comparative method.
Dogan and Pelassy (1990: 3), for example, remark
‘[fJo compare is a common way of thinking. Noth-
ing is more natural than to consider people, ideas,
or institutions in relation to other people, ideas and
institutions. We gain knowledge through reference.’
Yet, the evolution of comparative politics has moved
on from implicit comparisons in pre-modern times
to explicit ways of comparing political systems and
related processes. The major modern development
in comparative political science is on linking theory
to evidence by means of comparative methods. The
Particular method to be used depends on the research
question (RQ) asked and the research answer (RA) to
?.Eergiven (see also Box 3.1). The actual method chosen
iswhat we label research design (RD), and that is what
ﬁus chapter is about.

A theory, in its simplest form, is a meaningful state-
ment about the relationship between two real-world
nomena: X, the independent variable, and Y, the
endent variable. According to theory, it is expected
change in one variable will be related to change
other. The conceptual and explanatory under-
anding of such a relationship is the point of depar-
e for conducting research by comparing empirical

nce across systems (see also Brady and Collier
309; Burnham et al. 2004: 57). In more formal
a theory posits the dependent variable in the
-what is to be explained? Additionally, the
er wishes to know: what are the most likely
f the phenomenon under investigation?
it formal terms: which independent variables,

I s that all research questions are the-

e ieal | guidance is expressed in relating
2 {RDs) to research answers (RAs) in the
MNships between a dependent variable
dined) and the independent variables
ses, e, factors serving as an explana-
281 RQ and RA is called a research
the-comparative method is a means
. as o which of the potentially vast

Sl data (the evidence) and possible

IN'Y are valid and reliable in

Comparative Research Methods

or explanatory factors, can account for the varation
of the dependent variable across different systems
(e.g. countries) or features of political systems (e.g.
parties)? The answer to this question rests heavily
on the development of a ‘correct’ research design.
Comparative methods can be considered, therefore,
as a ‘bridge’ between the research question asked and
the research answer proposed. This is what we label
the ‘triad’ RQ - RD — RA.

Developing a research design in comparative poli-
tics requires careful elaboration. First, the research
design should enable the researcher to answer the ques-
tion under examination. Second, the given answer(s)
ought to meet the ‘standards’ set in the social sciences:
are the results valid (authoritative), reliable (irrefu-
table), and generalizable (postulated) knowledge
(Sartori 1994)? Third, are the research design and the
methods used indeed suitable for the research goals set?
This chapter elaborates these issues and attempts to
guide the student towards linking research questions
to research answers.

+ The proper use and correct application of methods is
| essential in comparative politics.

« A correct application implies that the comparative |
method meets the 'standards’ set, in terms of validity,
reliability, and its use in a wider sense, i.e. generalizability.

The relationship between variables and cases in com-
parative research is crucial in order to reach empirically
founded conclusions that will further knowledge in politi-
cal science.

The role of variables in linking
theory to evidence

Since the 1960s, the comparative approach in politi-
cal science has been considered highly relevant to
theory development (see also the Introduction to
this volume). Therefore, a research question should
always either be guided by theory or itself constitute
a potential answer to an existing theoretical argu-
ment. The comparative method is about observing
and comparing carefully selected information (across
space or time, or both) on the basis of a meaningful, if
not causal, relationship between variables. A variable
is a concept that can be systematically observed (and
measured) in various situations (such as in countries or
over time). It allows us to understand the similarities
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and differences between observed phenomena. For
e can make a difference between democra-

democracies or between different types

cies and non-
of democracies (e-& presidential, semi-presidential,
hich the similasi-

and parliamentary). The extent tO W
tes and differences across SyStems are more or less
systemnatic can tell us more about the plausibility of
a theoretical relationship under review. For example,
Linz and Stepan (1996), discussing the pros and cons
of presidentialism, argued that parliamentary democ-
racies are more enduring than presidential ones. They
found that the independent variable—parliamentary
versus prcsidential systems (a dichotomy)—differed
considerably in terms of political stability measured
in years.

Typologies are often used as 2
ing the theoretical association between two variables
without explicitly arguing a causal relationship. The
first step towards a typology is to decide what is to be
classified on the basis of a research question. Take, as
an example, research on the link between federalism
and electoral laws. Different electoral systems (e.g.
proportional and majoritarian) are distinguished and
their significance for rerritorial strucrures within a
nation (e.g. federal and unitary) is assessed. The major

problem of this type of analysis is that miscomparing

can lead to misclassification, and therefore to wrongly
his can be avoided

example, W
wing parties and trade unions in a

research answert, OL hypothesis, is a conj

explain the outcome, i
welfare state. In a compa
theoretical relationship is e
the differences and similarities in we
opment (Figure 3.1).
Obviously, any type of
science is an abstraction fr

or explanations (X), th

first step in examin- account for the variation in

X—Y).

and in strict terms is har

informed conclusions. However, t
by checking that all (in this case, four) cells validly
include at leasta case (inclusivcnuss), and, further, that
one case cannot be placed in more than one cell (exclu-
siveness). This is called an ‘in-between’ or hybrid case
(see also Braun 2015).

In sum, the comparative method allows us to
investigate hypothesized relationships among vari-
ables systematically and empirically, In contrast with
the methodology of the "exact sciences’, however,
the conclusions are drawn from comparisons, not
experiments. Therefore, the real world of compara-
tive politics provides 2 quasi-sxpcn’nwmal workplace
for political scientists to examine how the complex
world of politics ‘turns’ by demonstratingina system-
atic and rigorous fashion theoretical relationships among

causality—at least fo
sis. This refers to the idea of “nternal validity’

Box 3.2).

comparative analysis is
experimental’, meaning
can manipulate reality, enabling the rese
conduct descriptive inference (King et al. 1994
This implies that the empirically fo
ship between the independent
ables, based on a number of observations,

generalization OVer and beyond the cases

review. Hence, the results of the analysis
ered to be relevant for all political sys
state is present Of emerging
in Southern and Eastern Europe since the 19
these circumstances, the researcher claims I
her results are ‘externally valid’ (see Box 3

obvious that this ‘leap’ from the empiric®’
(the ‘theorY
{ mulEi‘

variables.
An example of how the triad (recall Box3.T) works

and helps to answer 2 contested issue is the debate,
‘Does politics matter?” (see Chapter 21 “The welfare
state’). The dependent variable or the outcome (Y)in
ate development, i.¢. what

welfare

this example is welfare st

the researcher sceks to explain. It is called depend- to amore general explanation

to criticism (like the occurrence ©

ent because we expect that the variation in welfare ¢
state provisions across systems also depends on and conjunctural causality; see “The usé Od
in compatd

of Agreement and Difference

one Or mMore independent variables.® As a tentative
s . . ie§
sis’ below) and drives contesting theol s

answer, the researcher comes up with a hypothesis. In

this example, the variation in welfare state develop-

ment (Y)is dependent on the relative strength of left-
country (X). This

ecture about

the relationship between the dependent variable

and the independent varjable and is supposed to
e. the development of the

rative research design, a
laborated to account for
Ifare state devel-

“X_Y' relationship in social
om the complexities of the |
ceal world. This is deliberate. By means of hypotheses
ose factors are included that can
Y. This procedure allows

us to establish whether or not a meaningful relation-
ship indeed exists, and whether or not this relationship
can be qualiﬁed as ‘causal’ or not (i.e. it is noted as

Causality is a fraught concept in the social sciences
d to establish. Yet, it is nOW
accepted that if the variation in the dependent vari-.
able (Y—here: more or less expansion of the welfare!
state) is evidently and systematically related to the
variation in (one of ) the independent variable(s) anda!
theory as to why this is the case (X —socio-econ omig;
and X_L-—leit‘.cal indicators), then we can assulf
- the cases included in the analy-

Our ability to establish causal relationships B
means of a comparative research design is const
ered a major advantage. As we have already sta
often labelled ‘qué
that, to a certain extent,’
archer

unded reld
and dep endent

are co

terns Wi
(for inst

Eﬂ DEFINITION 3.2

l Internal and external validity in
comparative methods

internal validity refers to the degree to which descriptive or
causal inferences from a given set of cases are indeed correct
for most, if not all, the cases under inspection. External validity
concerns the extent to which the results of the comparative
research can be considered to be valid for other more or less
similar cases, but were not included in the research.

. Both types of validity are equally important, but it should
| .be noted that there is a trade-off (Peters 1998: 48; Pennings
20186). The more the cases included in the analysis can be con-

. ;id.emd as representative, the more ‘robust’ the overall result

[ Will be (external validity). Conversely, however, the analysis of
B Cases may well be conducive to a more coherent and

rb‘g:l .COHCJU'_\H}FI for the set of cases that is included (internal
fidity). It should be noted that the concepts of internal and
validity are ideal-typical in nature: in a perfect world
th complete information, the standards of both internal and
al validity may well be met, but in practice this is hard

pments do— i
opm o—that are developed to disprove or
ce the theory.
ce, socio-eco i
; N T development (represented
_th: s c.on51.dered asanimportant ‘cause’
S .vanatlon in the development and level
t-i tism across Organisation for Economic
3 \(;21 and Development (OECD) coun-
4 ensky 1075). Political variables, such as
. : ,
b;wnienhleft- and right-wing parties with
ufc welfare state is sufficient or the
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Figure 3.1 Investigating 'does politics matter?'

X | = socio-economic
4 indicators I
‘l = Policy indicators
representing
welfare statism
A
v
X e
2 | = Poltical indicators

Source: Adapted from Pennings et al. (2006: 34).

(i.e. more similar) development would be expected t
occur. Another criticism concerned the operationalio
zat'lon of the dependent variable. By examinin th-
various policy components of “welfare statism’ (gsu li
as expenditure on social security, education, and healih
care), it could be demonstrated that the d;sign of th
?velfare state showed a large cross-system variati ;
in the distribution of what was spent on educati On
health care, and social security within the diil:gen’
ent c_ountries. Table 22.2 (Chapter 22 “The impact rf-
public policies’) shows that change in social ep e :i)i
tures differed considerably between 1980 and :go nI ,
sh?rt, the dependent variable “welfare statism’ . 12
ne1Fher exclusively nor causally be linked to o
th?ical factors alone, and nor could political fa:t(;rr:
dz nfz(s)tred. dThe cor'n.parativ.e analysis conducted
' rated that political variables appeared to have
a considerable (and statistically significant) impact as

KEY POINTS

Theory comes before method and is expressed in its
sinplest‘form as the relationship between dependent
]E ||) and :dependent (X) variables. The research method
ollows the research question in order

t
research answer. >l

Besearch answers are (tentative) hypotheses that are
interpreted by means of descriptive inference on the

basis of comparative evi

e evidence, possibly allowi
i R ! ing fo
interpretation. g for causal

The .résearch design is the toolkit to systematically fink
empirical evidence to theoretical relationships by means
of comparative methods, enhancing the internal and
external validity of the results.
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and inference (Goertz 2016), but other combinations
of methods are also possible. Collier and Elman (2008)
distinguish between three types of multi-method
research. The first type combines conventional
! qualitative approaches, such as case study method-
ologies and interviews. The second type combines
quantitative and qualitative methods, for example
statistical analysis and process tracing. The third type
combines conventional qualitative methods with
either constructivist or interpretivist approaches (for
more detailed overviews, see: Berg-Schlosser 20r2;
Giraud and Maggetti 2015; Goertz 2016; Beach 2019).
The strength of methodological pluralism is that it
. helps to overcome the limitations of a single design,
for example doing either interviews or statistical
analysis. Multi-methods enable the researcher to both
explain (using cross-case data) and interpret (using
within-case data). It also aliows the researcher to
address a question or theoretical perspective at differ-
entlevels, for example both at the individual level and
;t'the country level. This can be useful when unex-
ipected results arise from a prior study. In addition,
‘multi-methods may help to generalize, to a degree,
qualitative data. There are also a number of poten-
weaknesses or risks involved. The results may
metimes be puzzling because different types of
and designs may generate unequal evidence. As
and Maggetti (2015) note, there is no ‘yardstick’
€ to judge the extent to which the different
‘indeed reinforce the results of the analysis.
¢, before one decides to adopt a multi-method
ch these risks should be carefully considered
1l 2015; Beach 2018).
b complexities may motivate researchers to
e method and keep on improving it instead
pIing it with other approaches. One example
Q‘:‘ative method thatisused asa single method
tracing (see Trampusch and Palier 2016;
‘edersen 2010). This is a qualitative method
Hate complex causal processes by means
® Harratives and/or within-case analysis.
of process tracing is to make unit-level
{i.e.how a given cause affects a single
tefﬂational organization or a country),
Causal mechanism by examining how
SE1es of conditions that come together
OC"-SS tracing is a useful tool for test-
mtieeiia;the causal mechanism
Iy suiteq £, an: and not a black-box.
i all-n studies, for exam-
s s
thi biarein: e end of the Cold
; 2(2015) uses process
Sthe Contradicting theoretical
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explanations of why the Cold War ended. This is done
by confronting them with the specific political, social,
and psychological mechanisms that must come into
play for these explanations in order to explain the end
of the Cold War comprehensively. He concludes that
process tracing cannot prove which explanation is the
best one, but it can question the causal claims made by
existing approaches by assessing the significant impact
of contingent factors, which are mostly neglected in
the main paradigms. Gheciu (2005) uses process trac-
ing by combining interviews, participant observa-
tion, and discourse analysis in order to demonstrate
how the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
operated after the Cold War as an agent of socializa-
tion by introducing liberal-democratic norms into
Central and Eastern Burope. The results refute the
rationalist assumption that NATO is a military alli-
ance which is irrelevant to processes of constructing
domestic norms and institutions. The approach helps
to explain how and why the national elites switched
from an authoritarian to a liberal-democratic view and
conduct.

Comparative historical analysis has returned to the

comparative method of late: ‘Comparative histori-
cal analysis aims at the explanation of substantively
important outcomes by describing processes over
time using systematic and contextualized compari-
sons’ (Mahoney and Rueschemeyer 2003: 6). Thus, this
type of historical analysis is meant to be explanatory,
and its mode of analysis is to use time (i.e. change) as
the major operationalization of a variable. Processes
are studied within the context of historical develop-
ments, not in isolation, and historical sequences can
be employed to explain the meaning of change. For
example, some students employ so-called ‘critical
junctures’ (e.g. the World Wars, or the End of the
Cold War) that have transformed the relationship
between state and society. Finally, there is the notion
of ‘path dependence’, meaning that certain political
choices made in the past can explain certain policy
outcomes at present (see Chapter 22 "The impact of
public policies’). The explanation rests, then, on the
idea that alternative options for choice were not open
any more, or, given the time a policy exists, the "point
of no return’ has been definitively passed (Pierson
2000). In short, comparative historical analysis has
a lot to offer to the comparative student, either in
combination with other approaches or on its own
(Keman 2013).

In sum, the selection of cases and variables depends
on a deliberate choice in relation to the research ques-
tion and on consideration of the type of approach
chosen in view of the explanatory goals set (see also
Ragin 2008). Further, the set of cases and variables in
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DEFINITION 3.3

Cases and variables in a comparative

data set

in comparative research, the term ‘case’ is reserved for units of

observation that are comparable at 2 certain level of mea?ure-
be it micro (eg individual attitudes), meso (e.g. regional

tl . .
= government). The information

i macro (e.g. national .
':::" :2;; 1 atvso-gdimensional rectangular" matrix: van::blefl
in columns (vertical) and cases N rows (hornzc?ntal). Each ce
es for each variable, Le- observations (eg. levels
of GDP, types of governments, o votfzs for .parti.es), for. :;ce:
case (eg. countries, regions, or parties)- L||.<eW|Ise, .van 3
n over time (e.g. points In time, suc
Tables 22.1 and 22.2).

contains valu

may represent informatiol
as years, which are then cases; se€

use a .
(all other things are consider e
;as&s) Therefore, case selection is a crucial step.

Case selection

. building blocks for the theoretical argu-
Cases are the building blo G g
pe and

ment underlying the research desig™ o
cases selected in the research design directs

format of comparison. This is illust
Figure 3.2 shows T
for selection, dependin,

Figure 3.2 Types of research design

No intervals

"

Time Few intervals €))
dimensions “

Many intervals

@

{1} Case study (at one time poinlt).
(2) Time series (one case over time). o
(3) Closed universe (relevant cases.ln rele\l/ant pe

4 Cross-section (all cases at one time pount)‘. o)
(5) Pooled analysis (maximizing cases across time and space).

am——

e
Source: Adapted from Pennings et al. (2006 20

Iso affects the so-called ceteris paribus condition
ed to be constant for all

rated in Figure 3.2.
hat there are different options
g on how many cases and how

One case ———p Few cases ———p Many cases

es are involved. Intensive strategies arc

ample
hose with many variables and few cases. An examp
s ociational democracies

is the analysis of the few cons .
that exist. These demoCracies are Ausmj'a..d ; r,g; Ctm.’_
the Netherlands, and Switzerland. They m} £x i} e
ized by major internal divisions along rf*, 1g1.cr)11;10 s
or linguistic lines that divide t‘he popu‘lz.\tlozl : L
or less equally sized minorities. Despite 1.5{:Llr —:
segmentation, which is often regardcc.i asas e ol
conflict and instability, these countries manh;._., ke
remain stable due to cooperario.n between t t?[h ﬁ‘\:
of the segments. Extensive strategies arc t}.ms: v\nml H :
variables and many €ases. An ex%lmplc is the ana %
of welfare states, as discussed in Chapte.rs 21]' : 1e
welfare state’ and 22 “The impact of p\.ﬂl}hc gz lCle(s, !
Here, many cases, if not all (e.g. all establishe (:11; 1)::;
racies), are selected, whereas only ? fev; \;a;.n.a 1 S
are included. If N (number of ca.ses. include ; ;f less
than ten to fifteen, the strategy is intense. In ad UO;'
whether or not ‘time’ is 2 relevant factor nee Ert; e
taken into account (Pennings €t al. 2006: 40-1). Thisis
often the case, in particulali
f) is a cruca
d::?t?g: {?g? explaining welfare s:saFe ‘deveb?-me,m?:
This is called longitudinal analysis if it is quantitatively
organized or historical an
tative sources. Finally, if st :
many cases as feasible are require
of significance (King et
2004: 74). Five oplions
in Figure 3.2.

many variabl

\ The single-case study

A single-case study may be part of a C-(:EPTE'

research design. But as it stands alone, 111 i

@]  implicity comparative and its external va erti}; .
or absent (see Landman 2003: 34.—5). I—Iow;v t};er ¢
used for post hoc validation t.o inspect v; ;ﬂed 1
the general findings hold up in a more he e
sis or to study a deviant case (ie.acaset abepusé&'

‘ be an ‘exception to the rule’), and can also

i 4 Miiller-Re
critical or crucial case study (Seha an s o

2016). Another use of asingle-case st?u e
)| generating hypotheses, Or confirming O :

| extant theories (Lijphart 1971: 691).

Time series

analysis €a? be
ecific cont
ect cOME

Time series Of longitudinal
two ways: first, to compare 2 SP
within a few cases in order to msp 2
change (which was discussed_ earlier lr:Ial:i\’ of
within-case’ in association with comp

when change (or a process
element of the research

alysis if it is based on qua\li—j
atistical analysis is used, ast
d to allow for tests)
al. 1994 24; Burnham et al.
for case selection are presented

analysis). An example is the analysis of new parties that
were electorally more successful after the 1990s than
before (see Table 12.2). Second, time series can be useful
to analyse which factors are (or have become) relevant
over time as causes. An example is the comparison of
the different waves of democratization over time from
the nineteenth century up to the present (see Chapter
12 ‘Political parties’). Another use is to replicate a cross-
sectional study by time-series analysis to observe differ-
ences in the outcomes (King et al. 1994: 223).

Closed universe

The third option in Figure 3.2 concerns the few” cases
for comparison at different points of time, taking into
account change by defining periodic intervals based
‘on external events (or “critical junctures’), for instance
after a discrete event such as war or an economic
mﬂs A good example is the developments during
the inter-war period when, in some European coun-
tries, democracy gave way to dictatorship, whereas in
.-‘ﬁ:thcr countries democracy was maintained (see Berg-
f§i’ﬂ:d055er and de Meur 1996). A few(er) cases research
design is often called a “focused comparison’ derived

ently used. It is based on a selection of those
‘that resemble each other more than they differ,
1 reduce variance caused by other (unmeas-
) variables. It implies that the ‘circumstances’ of
s under review are assumed to be constant,
the included variables vary. This enhances the
validity of the analytical results. For example,
815 on formation of coalition governments,
; s that we only take into account those
€ where multiparty systems exist.

inalysis

¢_tia_n is disputed among comparativists.
€ Mumber of cases can be maximized by
. “Ci“ﬁss time and systems (e.g. twenty
“nty columns taken together implies
“48E815 400 instead of 20), whereas in a
SeLthe years (or other points in time,
“C]llsivtly the cases and in a cross-
€ases are exclusively the political
d, the pitfall of pooling is that
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A possible fallacy is that comparative analysis suffers
from the fact that the cases are ‘too much’ alike and
therefore there are no meaningful differences from
which to draw conclusions (see King et al. 1994: 202-3).
To avoid this, one can include control cases (e.g. analys-
ing BU members in conjunction with non-member
states). Another remedy would be to include a ‘rival’
explanatory variable (as we showed in Figure 3.1: poli-
tics versus economics). Pooled analysis is mainly used
in sophisticated quantitative approaches and it requires
skills in statistical methods at a more advanced level.

Allin all, the message is that the range of choice with

regard to case selection is larger than is often thought.
First, the options available are considerable (in Figure
3.2, options 3 and 5 are often used in combination).
Second, the options in developing a research design can
be used sequentially. For instance, one could follow up
a cross-sectional analysis (option 4) with a critical or
a crucial case study (option 1) as an in-depth elabora-
tion of the comparative findings. However, it should be
noted that the options for choice as depicted in Figure
3.2.are not completely free. For instance, if industrializa-
tion is seen as a process, it must be investigated over time
in order to answer the research question of whether or
not this results in a change towards welfare statism.

The main point of this section is not only that
case selection is important for how many cases can or
should be included in the analysis, but also that the
choice is neither (completely) free nor (completely)

the theoretical relationship under review (X-Y),
which defines what type of political system can be
selected. Obviously, if one researches the working
of democracies, non-democratic systems cannot be
included. Second, the type of empirical data available
can limit the choice of cases. Third, one should bear
in mind that the relationship between cases and vari-
ables also determines what type of technique can be
used: statistical analysis can only be used if the N is
sufficient for tests of significance, whereas a small-N
allows for including contextual information or multi-
causal analysis (e.g. by rueans of Fuzzy-Set logic; see
“The use of Methods of Agreement and Difference in
comparative analysis’). Finally, if the research ques-
tion involves a specific phenomenon (like federalism
or semi-presidentialism), the N of cases is obviously
limited by definition.

Relating the cases and associated information (i.e.
data) is the next step in performing comparative analy-
sis. This stage of the research design concerns estab-
lishing and assessing the relationship between the
evidence (data) collected across the selected cases for
the independent and dependent variables in search of
a (causal) relationship.
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This is the occurrence of random effects of unmeas-

ured variables. These effects are almost impaossible to

= selection is a central
to keep avoidin the social sciences, givenirsquasi-cxpe rimental
n of ‘real-life

nature, which always implies a reductio
a single-case study or compar-
escriptive analysis cannot
rror variance

o |n comparative research cas
- the research design. It is important
a5 derived fromthe

he type of system under

ation. The comparative variation across systems 1S

of indicators representing

concermn fo
in mind that the level of inquiry

research question is related to 1 circumstances. Evenin

ing a few cases, 2 ‘thick’ d
providc full information. However, €
should be minimized as much as is feasible (in statis-
tical terms, the error term in the equation is then
constant or close to zero). One way to minimize error
crease the number of cases.
as mentioned

investig:
' empirically observed by means

the variables that are In use.
(many or fewer) cases and variables

« The balance between
lection and the organi-

is an important option for case s€
zation of the data set{see Box 3.3).

ns for case selection. The selec-
tion of cases depends on the research guestion and the
hypotheses that direct the research design. The choice of
cases can be fimited due to fack of data and therefore can

impair the chosen research design.

variance would be to in
However, this is not always feasible,
earlier in the discussion on ‘Case selection’ (see also

‘Conceptual stretching).

Figure 3.2 shows the optio

——  Extraneous variance
Mill’s dictum is controlling
for extraneous variance, If there is no control for
other possible influences, the hypothetical relation
X-Y may in part be produced by another (unknown)
One example of an unknow

The final requirement in

The logic of comparison: relating
cases to variables

cause.
a confounding variable, is t
consensus democracy on
also be caused by economic grow
excluded, the analysis may suffer from unde
cation, which leads to erroneous e
due to omitted variables an
tionship (a third variable
and dependent variables under investigatior
no ‘best’ remedy to prevent extraneon
cising an influence, other than by hav
a fully specified theory or statistical significance t€
and control variables.* One approach is t0 apply !
principles of the Methods of Agreement and Diff
ence. Using these methods, we are in @ positio
draw cansal conclusions by means of logically @
ing the differences and similarities berween the depe
ent and independent variables, based on the emp

evidence available.

[n comparative methods, there are tWo well-known

research designs that employ a different type of logic:
the Most Different Systems Design (MDSD) and
the Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD). These
designs relate directly to the type and number of cases
under review and t© the selection of variables by the
researcher in view of the research question and the
related f\hypothetical) answers. Both have been devel-
oped following John Stuart Mill's dictum: maximize
mental variance—minimize emor variance—control
98: 30). In fact, they are

7). There

experi
ing formula

extrancous variance (Peters 19
‘ideal Ljrpes'——somcthing to strive for.

Experimental variance

bserved differences or changes in
ble (Y) of the research question,
be a function of the indeperndent
variable (X). Figure 3.1isan example of the basic struc-
ture of modelling the relationship between a research
ch answer. The question at
stake was whether or not ‘politics matters’. A crucial
requirement for answering this question and attempt-
debate is that the dependent variable
d varies across cases or

This points to the 0
the dependent varia
which is supposed to

question and a resear

/.
The use of Methods of Agreeme
ing to settle this and Difference in comparativé
(Y = ‘welfare statism’) indee analysis
(or both). Where there is no experimemal
yariance, we cannot tell whether or not the independ-
ent variables make a difference. Hence, the research
design would lead to insignificant results because wWe
cannor tell whether the effect-producing variables (X)
observed outcomes (in Y).

The logic of comparative enquiry i meant 08
the relationship between the independen®
and the dependent variable in light of the ﬂ
cases (many, few, or one) selected for Co“_lp_
we have already seen, case selection bas =

over time

account for the

1 cause, also called

he favourable impact of
performance, which could
th. Tf the latter is
rspecifis
sults. This is oftend
d can lead to a spurious Teld=
affects both the 'mulcpende" t

§ variance exet=

for the use of the logics of compariso
LT i
distinguished: parison. Two logics are

. Method of Difference;
. Method of Agreement.

The Methods of Difference and Agreement originate
from John Stuart Mill'’s A System of Logic (1843)g The
basic idea is that comparing cases is used to inte:r ret
commonalities and differences between cases and vfria—
bles. Hence, these ‘logics’ refer to the type of descriptive
inference used to examine whether ornot there isindeed
a causal reladonship between X and Y. This assessment
is inferred from the empirical evidence (data) collected
The Method of Difference focuses on comparin'
cases that differ with respect to either the dependengt
variable (Y) or the independent variable (X) but do not
‘differ across comparable cases with respect to other
variables (the ceteris paribus clause). Hence, covari-
“ation between the dependent and independ:ent vari-
..:ables is considered crucial under the assumption that
. _ﬁ-gg.cqr%text remains constant. This is the MSSD: locat-
;ﬁgg_yanables, in particular the dependent variable, that
.:c:‘:ljﬁer across similar systems and accounting fo; the
lobserved outcomes. An example is the debate on the
le of ‘politics’ as regards the welfare state. We look at
: ?oﬁt{cal differences between systems that are simi-
;ﬂ;:cerms of their institutional design and examine
,ex_l_:?.nt to which party differences (X) match differ-
s in welfare state provisions (Y). The stronger
', at_c:h jbetween, for instance, the strength of the
N parliament and government and the ‘generos-

m cases' where parties of the right are domi-
marcﬂlhkely it appears that “politics matters’
Cés e Method of Agreement consists of
Ps bes (systems) in order to detect those
) etvtv;en 'X and Y that remain similar,
e;ingm : de differences in other features of
p:;e - Hence, other variables may be
e ére:l ctaSES except for those relationships
_Eajkd ;)/I De causal (or effect-productive).
5 t:hSD. An.exarnple is Luebbert’s
gimeg € possible causes of regime
- cf-\\'a.t pelriod (1919-39). He distin-
1tgm-(LqusS: liberalism, social democ
= ot E ert < ;
E . (;a:_:nf, The explanatory
E]ass e i 1( between the middle
i varigble g class) and regime type
S Yatiable (Y), Luebbert find
b . s that only
Ooperation consistentl
B pe s ently
e cross twelve Euro
ables considered i
(as possible

Paritive anajy
i ysis d
'PE)in the same WZYHOt match the

pean
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. When applying the (quasi-)experimental method
c_ausal problems, one should keep in mind that i
social science the degree of control of the inde gl
ent variables is always limited (Kellstedt and W}Ifl?t] -
2013: 70~-88). We cannot control exposure to theiﬂ
because we cannot ‘assign’ a country a type of regime
o}: a.level of soc.:ial expenditures. In addition, whereas
the internal validity of experiments is often high, th
external validity (i.e. generalizability) is low. [g)u’ ;
these drawbacks, genuine experiments are. rar: FO
_comparative politics. Instead, many comparative sm;n
ies are observational by taking reality as it is, witho :
randomly assigning units of analysis to t,reatmelrii
g}ll‘oup.s. The major disadvantage of this strategy is
that, since we do not control for all possible causes of
7{, there is always a chance that some third (confound
ing) variable is causing Y. This potential problem Wezk_
ens the internal validity of observational studies Thf;
only way to cope with this problem is to try to ide:ntify
fdternatlve causes of Y and to present any causal clai
ina tentative way. The MSSD- and MDSD-designs :rn
in between the experimental and observationallg?nethe
Z?sb ari;dl run t}l;le risk that they combine the Weaknesse;
oth methods. As a consequence, if on
MSSD— or MDSD-design one should be aleretaoijgtslj
the internal and the external validity. >
Recently, an alternative approa itati
comparative analysis (QCA)—has bezi de\fg;)glal\iiti?;
1a;;cimpts to.cater for ‘multiple causalities’ (one’ of the
o ts of Mill’s logi? of comparison) (Schneider 2019).
s type of analysis allows for the handling of man
variables in combination with a relatively high numb !
of cases simultaneously (recall option 3 in Figure )
Ragin (2008) claims that this type of research desi 3.2')'
a way of circumventing the trade-off between mgn v
cases/ fe.w variables versus few cases/many vau‘iab:iny
The logic of comparison employed is based on Boolees.
a.lgel?ra, in which qualitative and quantitative infor -
t¥on is ordered in terms of necessary and sufficient conmd;.ii-
thI:lS as regards the relationship under investi ation-
TMS approach also appears to be well suited togfocu .
ing on the variation of comparative variables withj;
cases. IT‘lstead of aiming to detect one (at best) effect
prf)ducmg circumstance (X) by means of a variabl _
o.rlented approach, the homogeneity of comparable ca: i’
.chrects the process of descriptive inference. An exa S(lis
is the search for the conditions under whi.ch econmp'e
deYeIopment is more or less promoted by public ZE“C
(V1.s etal. 2007). Instead of searching for the stron Pe t o
a su}gle relationship, the researcher attempts to ﬁ‘iclS ot
'VVhl(-Zh combination of factors is connected with caoszz
151 view of their economic development. This proce-
ure and concomitant logic of comparison has b
developed into a ‘fuzzy-set logic’. ) .
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l'l The many applications and cross-validations of ; g A Sy jts possibilities and can impair i
| QCA have led to much support, but more recently also = o ] SO e .= 7 (isens G I;alr its usefulness. In this
|| to criticisms. Most critics agree that QCAis useful if | S _ il _ - outions. Whiletis i e of these and offer possible Figure 3.3 Sartori’s ladder of ;
| the goal is t0 Lest deterministic hypotheses ander the « The pomt of departure is a hypotnesis concerning the re- | s often difficult f portant to be aware of them, it . generality |
' assumption of error-free measures of the employed mo‘.‘s_h ek Ll variables (X-Y) Whos® ; o ?tudents to find appropriat - &
| . P = th  cheorie emipirical validity is O be verified by means of real-world tions. Hence, it is wise to seek advice fr ¢ solu 1 ‘
II variables. Hc.)we\fer, critics argue that most t (IiO‘ﬂ{jS o across a number of cases. enced researcher or lecturer, om an experi- |
| are not sufficiently advanced to allow for deterministic One major conc L
| hypotheses because causality is a complex phenome- pstiE Method 0 f Agreemert uses MDSD 10 allow descrip- Siff Ean 65 that we often have t
| i . . . tive causal inference- Conversely, the Methad of Differ- many ditferent theories that fit the o0
| non. 'In zthdlncIn, the assmn?uon c.)f C‘I."I'OI‘-&t(‘. meas- ence derives its explanatary capacity from MssD, The means that collecting valid and reli same data. This B,
|| ures is an ﬂj.usx.(m because often scientists have to use <hared goal is to eliminate those variables that exemplify cases we have selected to test t;e mble' data for the
'| proxies OT indicators that do not fully represent the | nosystematicassociation between 5 and Y across the “an tarn out o be a dauntin eoretical relations Extension N
| original meaning (Hug 2013). Furthermore, as QCA cases selected. . < insufficiently solved, it Willg task. If this problem (across cases) .
ll is often used to apalyse @ relatively small num'r:Ier of . Anaternative logic of comparison has recently been I of the results. More Oéten thaunderrnlne the quality
| cases, it has a problematic ratio of cases-to-variables developed: QCA/fuzzy-set \ogic. This approsch B I wetch our concepts so that }rlln0t, we are forced to N
|| which may ne,gatively affect the stability of findings | scrutiny of rultiple causality across various Cases and ' contexts and increase the SISy (it [ e ~A
, (Krogslund and Michel 2014)- Geveral researchers have variables. . B coses. How mlrnbér of observations
found that the results are susceptible tO minor model . Combining methods like QCA and process-racing I| farge a distance between e;er’ this may create too e
specification changes. They arguc that the identifica- (P may help to overcome e weaknesses of both | he original theoretical the stretched concept and Low T
tion of sufficient cansal conditions by QCA strongly approaches, but only . one succeeds to integrate them || IF this B biem occurs C(;n_cept (Sartori 1970, 1994). b More
nto a research methodology that complements these \ aﬂ“ecr the internal and S(rtlerlr:aafwt/zligiot;s),fit ;nay well S
of the results + Pennings et al (2006:49).

ds on the values of the key parameters selected
also show that CA results approaches instead of producing contr ictory results
Adictory res see Bo j ion wi
. ( ¢ x 3.2). In conjunction with this hazard, it h
Q : ;_—hee.n no;ed that reliability problems may ari; "
- _ _ e as a
result of including (functional) equivalents that are

Y
11 E& to wi i
widen the case selection (and thus increa
se

depen
by the researcher. They
are subject 10 confirmation bias because they tend ==

towards finding complex connections between vari-

ables, even if they are randomly generatcd. Others

have argued that there is no way to assess the prob-
ability that the causal patterns are the result of chance
because QCA methods are not designed as statistical
techniques. The implication is that even very Srong
QCA results may plausibly be the result of chance

(Braumoeller 2015). If we overlook these criticisms,
we can conclude that the m

this choice is vi i
; is visualized:
b ed: the more th i
the of cases). Ane i trom oo | oz,
federal ) ) xample is the concept of ti D on A e -
eral state’. What defines a federati i ot el it
.- r | |
g f:m such a concept be transformed _a tion, and - mation collected for eac}’1 s b, e
e into meas- e
! e ities? Thus, the problem is to what exte e
_ n
pt transformed into an empirical indi :
ca-

rstand the differenc
the same meaning across different setti
ettings

is to unde
tions being made in case-based and varance-ba ures (V:
an .
research approaches and to integrate them nto@ ] S le tz(lken ilz:'th 1998b). Finally, some caveats abl i
pe K Eeoun wherintesprefingthel  di i:fes without a serious loss of meaning. Th
erent opinions g. There are
on the degree )
of flexibility ;
that is

ain critique of QCA is
that it is not robust an
gy that allows these approachcs | B ve data avai
. T ! i vailable: (i 2
her, instead of contradicting dividual and ecological fill)lag:tonz problem; allowed when ‘stretching’
; and (iii) over- g’ concepts to make vari
ariables

This may potendally allow for more robust causal
but whether this is actually achieved
depends on the degree tO which the fundamentally
different assumptions of in-depth single-case studies!
match with assumed causal effects across a large set )
cases. One major pre-condition t0 make this worko
s between the assum

inferences,

the Va]ldlty Of t}le IeSLlltS 1S Ilegatlvely affected.

.- . .
(aInOIlg COIIlparathlS ts 1s ]l()w bI ()adly or extellslvely
1€. fIOIIl A to B) we can deﬁlle aI'ld measure varl

d often yields erroncous causal

connections. On the one hand, these crifiques should research methodolo

be taken seriously because they highlight weak spots compensate each ot

that should not be oV -rlooked by any researcher that other. That this is @ difficult task is argued by B
uses QCA.On the other hand, doing causal analysis on (2019), who has shown that several recent attempiss
2 small number of cases by means of QCA should be multi-method methodology tend to stay withift
regarded as a qualitative approach in which interpre- approach, thereby also having the same sLrell
ration is more important than quantification. Ifitis weaknessesas the overall approach. This implies
purely used as a statistical technique, it may well lead there are many practical challenges to be ad
to misleading outcomes because the researcher fully when combining QCA and process tracing
celies on the software 10 generate causal connections. violating their underlying assumpLions abot
Applicants of QCA should never do that, and should ~ nature of causal relationships (see. i
instead account for all the relevant steps raken during

those challenges, plus an examp
the research and cross-validate the results with alter- the congruernce between yoter VIiews and g
rces and interpretations.

‘travel” across (m
ore) cases. Sartori

e e 5 ori remarks that over-
tu I Setch t{};l is dangerous, and not all concepts can troverl
. i e }\l:vorld and through all time, like a oa;:?
I ty, whereas constitutional design m . U?
99:})1. However, attempts have been mad - ilsarton

90w T : ade to devel
methods H;) cope with the problem of overstretchiop
ng (Braun and Maggetti 2015) s
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A recent development is the combination of QCA
and process tracing (Beach 2018; Beach and Rohlfing . "
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i T in
e allow the inclusion of parties that have feweh o
W -
mon. Examples are electoral democracies, W
| com .

i not allowed
| people can vote (= A), but parties are

= to make policy decisions
| to govern (= B), let alone to g

| (= C). This latter type of party often occur

| ing democracies (see Merkel 2014).-

| Radial categories

. . f 1-
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The second option of going up e e

| e C;[B%z;t;iin thus including new
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Interpreting results
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bler 2015). Obvis

(Lijphart1975: 17). A possib
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variable is over-determined by another difference that
is not actually catered for in the research design (Prze-
worski and Teune 1970: 34). Conversely, if the cases
included in the analysis are fairly homogeneous, there
is a chance that a selection bias will go unnoticed. As
King et al. (1994: 141-2) note, if the similarities among
the cases affect the degree of comparative variation of
the independent and dependent variables, we cannot
draw valid conclusions.

In addition to these constraints and limitations,
comparative methods have been criticized for being
a-theoretical, empiricist, and solely country-oriented
(Newton and van Deth 2016). We may argue that the
comparative methods do not offer solutions to all and
sundry types of research problems, but help to formu-
late them and find ways to arrive at plausible answers.
Comparison is required to make research insightful
and scientifically relevant. The alternative is a single
case. However, the comparative approach is devel-
oping and learning from these criticisms (Seha and
Miiller-Rommel 2016). Several new approaches that
are related to the ‘spatial turn’ in comparative politics
help to advance new insights.

One example is multilevel governance (MLG),
ch criticizes methodological nationalism and
forms of centrism (like Europe or democra-
that often characterize comparative politics. The
pproach analyses how decision-making compe-
are shared by policy-relevant actors at different
overnment (i.e. supranational, national, and
onal levels) (Kiibler 2015: 63-80). It focuses on
amicsof cross-level interactions between these
one or more policy areas. These interactions
yolve forms of soft power such as information
and persuasion. A second example examines
dencies, policy diffusion, and policy trans-

€t al. 2013; Jahn and Stephan 2015). This

ltch argues that not only developments

-?_'i:'atts matter, but also relations between

and inter- and supranational forms

al

_ interdependencies in conjunction
015, Policy diffusion and transfer
Eausa] mechanisms such as learn-
htlo_u_ A related approach is social
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- 'ati-s (thé @s or relations between
: Pnghlph between them represent
&lfil-‘inze anfl control each other.

- escribe these (
0 learn hoy,

11:1:1 change (for

evolving)
Power structures
arecent example,
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Although these new developments are promising,
we have to take into account an important caveat.
The existing applications are often rather descrip-
tive and lack explanatory power and generalizability.
Hence, they should be regarded as helpful additions to
conventional methodologies and not as replacements.

To conclude this section, the constraints and limi-
tations of the comparative method need permanent
attention. However, it would be wrong to conclude
that—given the complexities and criticisms discussed
in this chapter—the comparative approach to politics
is therefore misdirected or fallacious. If we accept the
fact that most political science is comparative, even if
not explicitly so, then it is one of the strengths of the
comparative method that both the advantages and

disadvantages are recognized and discussed in terms
of its methodology.

KEY POINTS

There are many hazards and pitfalls in comparative meth-
ods that ought to be taken into account to link theory and
evidence in a plausible fashion.

.

Conceptual travelling is a sensitive instrument to widen
the case selection, as long as overstretching is avoided.
The use of 'radial categories' and 'family resemblance’ to
extend the number of cases can remedy this.

Interpretation problems are often due to biases like
Galton’s problem and over-determination, as well as to
individual and ecological fallacies. Avoiding these problems
as far as possible reduces the probability of drawing
invalid conclusions.

Conclusion

Some time ago, Gabriel Almond lamented the lack of
progress in political science at large (Almond 1990).
His main complaint concerned the lack of construc-
tive collaboration among the practitioners. However,

he made an exception as regards the field of compara-
tive politics:

Mainstream comparative studies, rather than being in a
crisis, are richly and variedly productive . . . In the four
decades after World War I, the level of rigor has been

significantly increased in quantitative, analytical, and
historical-sociotogical work.

Almond (1990: 253)

Much of the credit should go to those involved in
the further development of the methodology of
comparative politics by means of debates on difficult
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(Lijphart 1975: 166). " P

T i
‘2. There are many names in use for independent

variables €X0genous, € ect: p oduc g al tecedent
variables, etc ey all ha o] o] | at a
' Y Il have i
L 2N A allects his chapter e usethe
ang: X Y. 1S PLer, we

> H
ta sets, flashcard glossaries, and web directo Y-

Www.oup.com/he/caramaniSe
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c o .
( a:w.bridge. Cambridge University Press). This reader
contains many different vie I
ws on developin: itati
types of comparative .
research, with an emphasi i
tory and the use of case studies. et

Penni
Resnlng: P, Keman, H., and Kleinnijenhuis, J. (2006) Doing
earch in Political Science: An | i
: An Introduction to C i
Methods and Statisti e
tics (2nd edn) (London: S i
: : Sage). This is
course book intended for .
students. It is an int i
o ke roduction to
use of statistics in comparative research and contains
many examples of published research.

Ragin, C. igni
GHS . (2008? Redesigning Social Inquiry. Fuzzy Sets
o beyor;d (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press)
e book centres on the ‘fu ' .
zzy-set’ a|
. ‘ pproach as an
‘ e;r?atlve 1o other comparative methods, as discussed
in this chapter (see also Box 3.3) and discusses th
e

advantages of this .
approach in compari )
practices. parison with extant

term dependent (Y) and independent (X)
variables.

3 A
nother way of developing a causal argument is

counterfactual analysis, asking what happens if a
variable is omitted from the equation. In this

ex : if ‘politics’
ample: what if ‘politics’ does not play a role?

4 B .
Figure 3.1 is a way to handle spuriousness: by

controlling for social and economic factor X, one
col . . r

uld estimate the relative influence of politics X, in
terms of a direct relationship. i
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Conclusion

tsignificant political units of the modern world are generally referred to as ‘states’ or ‘nation-
within and between states that contemporary political business is carried out. This chapter
oW this particular kind of political unit came into being and how it became dominant. It
the conceptual and historical background for the study of many themes of comparative
€suggest that this chapter is read in combination with Chapter 24 on ‘Globalization and the
e, Which discusses some recent challenges to the dominance of this political unit.

ve Efllalysis of the arrangements under The expression ‘state’ has been applied by schol-
' ‘_:'f“'it}' is carried out considers chiefly ars to polities which have existed in pre-modern
of terdependent but separate, more  contexts—say, to ancient Egypt, or imperial China.
Q"5"'13- units—let us call them poli- Here we suggest that ‘state” js more appropriately used
: a:lgng then.iselw.es in numerous to designate the polities characteristic of the modern
nly 2 i :nnt:értal.n -VVIth one another  political environment, which came 'mto being in West-
T e)dstg:mfﬁc—whlch reflect  ern Europe at 'the end of the Middle Ages, r?ughly

- gainst the background  between the thirteenth and the fifteenth centuries.
es tr::id:he most important .o'f Firs.t, this chapter offers a general and stre_amh'rlled
bemg calle§ 1;}3 the’rnodern politi-  portrait of the state—a cc.)ncept that §0c1ologlsts
' ates., inspired by Max Weber might call an ideal type.
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Such asymmetry is to an extent bounded and
justiﬁcd by the sense in which both parts to it belong
‘t(}gctht’.r, and collectively constitute a distinctive
entity—a political community. For this community, the
activities of rule represent a medium for coming into
being, for achieving and maintaining a shared iden-
tity, for pursuing putatively common interests. As is
the case for the territory, the relationship between
the state and its population is not purely factual; the
population is not perceived as a mere demographic
entity, butasa people (or, as we shall see, as a nation).
As such, it entertains a constitutive relation with the
state itself.

All this, of course, lends itself to much ideological
m}f_sﬁﬁcudon. For instance, it induced Marx to speak
of the nation as an ‘illusory’ community and to reject
the view of the people or the nation as the source
and/or carrier of the state’s sovereignty. But how
illusory can you call a commonality in the name of
which feats of great magnitude and significance have
been accomplished (for good or for evil) throughout

authority, not only over the members of the state, the
citizens, most of whom have obtained membership by
birth, but also to a very large extent over all action taking
place in the area of its jurisdiction. It is thus a compulsory
organisation with a territorial basis. Furthermore, today,
the use of force is regarded as legitimate only so far as it is
permitted by the state or prescribed by it.

Weber (1978: 56)

This definition points to additional features of states
active in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries—
though, of course, individual states display them to a
different extent and in different ways. This diversity is
the main theme of the study of comparative politics.

The role of law

We begin by noting that law; understood as a set of
general enforceable commands and prohibitions,
has played a significant role in the construction and
management of states. In all societies, law so under-
stood has chiefly performed two functions: first,
to repress antisocial behaviour; second, to allocate
between groups or individuals access to and disposi-
tion over material resources. In the West, however, law
hasbeen put to further uses: establishing polities, deliber-
ating and pursuing policies, instituting public agencies and
offices, and activating and controlling their operations.

These uses of law developed first in the Greek
polis, then in the Roman Republic and Empire. Subse-
quently, European polities maintained a connection
with the realm of law: rulers were expected to serve
justice, observe it in their own conduct, and enforce
it in adjudicating disputes and punishing crimes. But
for along time, the commandments in question were
understood to express folkways and the moral values
of religion. Local judges and juries were said to find
the law, and were not meant to make it. Much less did
the rulers do so. Instead, they mostly enforced the
=38 verdicts of judges and juries.

This arrangement subsequently changed. Rulers
undertook to play a more active legal role. Increasingly
assisted by trained officials, they began to codify local
vernacular sets of customs and usages and to enforce
them uniformly over the territory. Above all, they
asserted themselves as the source of anew kind of law—
public law. This regulated the relations on the one hand
between the organs and offices of the state itself, and
on the other between the state and various categories of
individuals and groups, generally asserting the suprem-
acy of the former’s interests over those of the latter.

Two later developments counterbalanced one
another. On the one hand, it was increasingly asserted

z Htén‘mﬂy, states possess a single centre of power that
for itself the faculty of exercising or threatening
violenice,

& doss not respond to any other power for the
ywhich it puts that faculty and others.
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=Xpansive concept

Hhe state in Weber's Economy and Soci-

have said so far and introduces the
10 this section.

:.Chﬂfa:terisaics of the modern state are
BES an administrative and legal order

;'?gif'lation. to which the organised
st!‘atl\'estaff.which arealso controlled
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interest by each state is supposed to be
5. Finally, nationals
or for worse) as a most

m is widely seen (for better
gnificant determinant of political activity.

For all this, the concept of nation is no
ard to define. The erymology of the expression hintss
¢ a nation’s origins ina shared biological heritage, for
e root as ‘nature’ and nasci (Latin for 't
emporary accoutt
{abelled ‘ethnic’, cmpPHa
f blood, attributing to
ationhood 2 primordi a], biologi
din the ideo

toriously’

e B
container and give it political expression

gies of many political movemennts, it does not a
well with the fact that the reference to nationhood
a political value and the corresponding consciot
of kind’ are by and large modern phenomena.
Reflecting this, most contemporary schotarly Ul
standings of nationhood treat it as a response t
other modern phenomend S
the eme&

broad
10

| mmunities

agined political community.

o the
members of even the smallest
imow.l ¥ nmost of their fellow members
_d:ar of them, yet in the minds of
3 their communion.

component of,
industrialization, the diffusion of literacy,
of media of communication addressing
broader publics, and indeed the state’s nee

cation with its

M. L1E
because even the largest of them

S 3 bI”.iL)n f.1uman beings, has finite, if
Beyond which lie other nations,

ate at large a sense of identfi
commitment o its interests. This view foun ext

expression ina statement the Italian statesmanies _
[raly D Bacsico th
: i the concept was born

D' Azeglio made in 1861: "We have made 1
lians.” On this accou® s gidiravoltion destroyed the legiti
recently been characterized as imagined € Mained hierarchical dynastic ngrltl-
constructed comunities (Anderson 1983) (seES : 2l
In this view, most nations have been rO
being by protracted, intense, diffuse 0%
processes, mostly activated by e state
carried out on its behalf, funded from theP *
and carried out by modern intellectt!

must make the Ita

7 ;
ity because, regardless of the

atior
0; that may prevailfin each,
901 as a deep horizontal

em i i
! of]éjhgls1s on .natlonhood counteracts the
die .p_ubhc sphere to project into the
visions arising from the diverse, often

journah'sts, poets, musici N
ater TESOUTCES, and entrusted Their prod cians, teachers, political lead- pri T
5 products are diffused by public educati private individuals in the civil society. But th
cation . But the appeal

ted public organs, charged systems (whose audiences are to a vario
recruited through compulsion), and b L;S e);tel.lt
practices promoted by the state (such as u{onﬁi o
street .n.ames, public festivities, commcmora:nts,
and mﬂltaI.'Y parades). To the extent of its suclons’
this operation sustains in the members of the ubcl(iess’
sense of trust, mutual belonging, pride, and sorfid C a
As1 a }llreslllllzl ]i)f such socialization process:Srlt};
people who ha ived for generations withi ’
B work of rule may come to shzr‘:f::hj};i s:calme historical career of citizenship, the rhetori .
_emo.tionally compelling image of its history azde_n, ’ rhetoric of ‘one
destiny; a sense of its own uniqueness and superilot:

to nationhood h
as also a more positive si
to natio : s positive significance
Wideninelates it t? citizenship and the trend towa d,
o g and enriching its significance -
arlier in thi i i :
L atte this section, I considered citizenship as a
> angements for reducing the economic und
o . nder-
pr C]isgt asf lagge social groups, and thus their mate
ol s ce from privileged groups. But the effort
' e greater socio-economic inequality 1
impart m igni F In the
p ore significance to nationhood itself. In the

SOClal ustice . III faCt, tlle earhest InOdeI sl State—WIde
< s P P . - .
Welfare pOhCleS, lllltlated by Blsmarck m mneteerlth'

value. It comes to perceive i
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significant, binding, active, collective ezt_dJSflnctlvely century Germany, were probably inspi
ity. It gener-  first concern than by the c;’ inspired more by the
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- y with the terri
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ose .
statg’s atty on behalf of the national interest andIZhe
empt to ease those burdens or compensat
e

ng state, intended to gi it

: ! give politi i

L p. cal expression for those sufferin

| ’ its population from its pain. gs through welfare initiatives

‘ d dtfmeaning subjection to a state governed b

mg;m. It rrll;liy then he?ppen that the emergence o}ft
fesia c tural entity precedes the formation of

te, intended to become the nation’s own ins?itct)l

Al o
. ultt;lr?;ih 1; OIS aggi'nue(% that political power maintains
p— vi leun g in the exercise or the threat of
e &cei the latter ceases to manifest itself
e oot rshly in f:veryday experience. Most of the
people. Oh.t.ssmnally involved in (so to speak) the busi-
i, earhe}r) " ics no longer differ markedly (as they did
e Posturjlege}s1 c.)f state development) in their attire
fhelr posur , their speech, the ways they relate to onei
rand to other people, from individuals involved
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motivate the activiti
vities of inco
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Toda i iti
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one anothf’:r, consuﬁejﬁéerflceer;e: aﬂg R
about solutions to problems, ne . e rangerments
® , hegotiate arrangem
prgglsssalzez;;::; fo}: their pFeferences, putgfor:Vr;::i
L th:r en superiors expressly give bind-
i Covlr subordinates, they refer at most
nan fouow,fro Hfgtl manner to the sanctions which
o eata e S(?bedlence, and those sanctions
e Kbt o exercise or the threat of violence.
e highest an most ge.neral legal commands—say,
T ex];:ressed in highly codified sophisti-
cated ongr Pgiy. t azr;zleﬁl corr.lmands (say, a fine or
refer to higher-level onez yraldandbindg i they
Thisd
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A lor. exercise .wolence. However, the
A (; };mlrrllvol.ved in it are generally (not
ool eorrime o thorlty among the multitude of
people carying out | e manifold political activities
stic of a developed state.
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II Generally, only people serving in the police and generally designed and controlled by the laws each | "
I] the armed forces arc authorized and expected to bear state produces and enforces, which in tarn regulate its b KEY POINTS ™
| arms, to wear uniforms. They belong to bodies where own activities, These are VEIy diverse, and are gener | o ae study of comparative politi
] an imperious chain of command obtains; harsh sanc-  ally carried out by 2 aumber of organs and special- | . States differentiate between their politi : ;Imslzhﬁe? the.se complex phenomenacsfone-cessarﬂy
| tions may be promptly inflicted on those members  ized agencies. They deal directly with matters the those of the civil society (the PUrsLF,)i i’“;Cal .aC‘tIVItieS and ufljtsreismg either differences or simﬂa;itiers «;n stance
l who disobey of disregard orders. Thus, the threat or  State considers to be of public significance, viewing interests and the expression of personalp;:létfe economic ol . It contrasts states built early, in lat e
I exercise of violence is entrusted to specialized person- other matters as the primary cOnCern of (civil) society, es). They articulate themselves through le I:| AEICH or For early modern Europe (for iﬂ;tanc ; medi-
\I nel and separated from the normal practices of politi- pursued on the initiative of individual citizens. . FcfnSt¢Uti°”5' statutes, decrees, various kinis l;s:zlji:qi;m modiir;i), 'With others built during late: :stangland
|| cal authority, both materially {_for instancx?, snldlewvcs However, sgme state acuwues,mdudmgthe making 'na:titzizsr:ﬁ:ra;ed by distinct bodies of personnel. |ng the ninet ation (for instance, in the second hga(;; Og
| reside in barracks) and symbolically (consider again of laws andthcurenforcemcnt,lay Jown frameworks for iF:Wternal O'r i i z;ve entrusted practices concerning or Ttal eent.h century, as in the case of G i
I. the uniforms worn by members of the army and the the pursuitby individuals of their oWn private CONCErns. military. er and external defence to the police and the con uz). ; dlSFmglliShes states built upon suermany
|| police, their visible markers of rank). Furthermore, the institutions of the public sphere may i . thejge St (for instance, England) from thOSQCCCSS-fUI
| Punishment is NG longer inflicted on miscreants empower individuals to form and communicate opin- tr;e emjlznc::r??tate‘ decisions over state policies are instan::1 stence to the breakdown of larger polit'OWlng
'| in public places, orin a particu]arly visible, dramatic, jons on state policies, and to organize themselves in . l:eeking tc)0 mt a; péaceaple competition between pars Thj:’ coTlternporary Serbia or Ukraine) ies (for
Ill cruel manner. The most common among serious parties which represent the diverse (and often contrast- . tooccupy the top F:r:;;?othélr ele.Ctoral support in order phases S(?CIEEH of the chapter distinguishes -three i
| punishmants-——impﬁsonmentﬂis mostly carried out ing) interests within the society. select the personnel of promote the interests of::,: various state bodies and to OPan:Nlthi the story of state formation and Clrnam
. in a routinized, silent, invisible mannern in separate various state Organs, and mandate their policies. s ir supporters. iy po]jtiyw ch u.nfolded first in Burope, then ext C;el-
buildings, often out of the publiceye. And the decision In the course of the past two centuries, Most states e Centur: . :;E:s since the middle of the (for ]_nstes established elsewhere by European ended
1s have conferred on the individuals within their popula- by assigning individual mesr:;ght to moderate inequalties oth ance, North America), and later en powers
ers of the population civil, " iserrl parts ;)f the world. However, the Wa;ohrzlpa}ijeﬁ
arrated here chiefly reflects tl’le Euro -
pean expe-

of violence on crimina
political, and social rights—i.e. citizenship (see Box 4.2)

to bring to bear the means
or on enemies belongs in principle to political person-

nel not themselves directly involved in practising

violence—judges. members of representative bodies,

and top political officials.

citizenship entitlements, begin-
ning with those relating to the public sphere, and B ounter divisive tend
2 . : endencies between gr
: : o . . o
g claims to various beﬂ‘”’fﬁ“dagd‘&mcasl e ncertaken policies intended to gefer;ps' s
rimately Tunde from the I commonality—chiefly. a sense of national b Ieasense =
: elonging.

This kind of civilianized’ arrangement rypically proceeds of the state’s fiscal activities. The advance of | !
diminish the state’s capacity for organized citizenship has often entailed making a public issue of —
violence, but increases it. Paradoxically (but this effect s between individuals, ant

had already been theorized by Hobbes) the increase in oderation. For i
the potential for violence is rypically accompanied by

a decrease in the entity of actual exercise of violence.
g5 of their lives,

As they go about the ordinary busine
individuals may be spared the experience of fear by
the very fact that the potential violence monopolized ~content of citizen

by the state becomes more, not less, fearsome.
n DEFINITION 4.2

Citizenship

tions a variable set of
rience. Even in thi
suggested um this context, the succession of phase
events, i % rposely abstracts from a huge vari )
s, inci . Tie
cidents, and episodes which a properly hit}’ of
stor-

ical tre
atment would have to reconstruct

comprisin
provided by the state, U

Consolidation of rule

socio-economic difference
ate policy to their m
reason, it has often been contested. One mMay consid
the appeal to hationhood, and the gtate’s post
efforts to ‘push’ that appeal, as a Way of curbingt
divisive effects of the contests OVEL the reach
ship entitlements.

does not

ite development

We ¢
an label the first phase, which takes place largely

committing st
between
the
twelfth and the seventeenth centuries

features
_ of the state presented in the preceding

Amor i
! lelilo;fsfxgazlswe concept’, are the outcomes
(o
rical events (see Box 4.3). These n PERINTION 3

tednot just in their locati
3 : nce in whi ’
ch they occurred; (ii) the Patterns of state formati
on

to which thei
ir protagonists

v expressl

ose outcomes; (iii y sought to
es; (iii) the ext We e
ent to which th ‘e can distinguish at |

e east five paths in st

ate formation.

ed or confli
| cted with one
ano -

.Ft they had on the patterns fther,_ 2.1I1d | Through absolutist kingship, which obtained i
state, its relations to th ? ' political power by building up armies and b ine |,.1dependent
0 tespond to ne E e civil society, responsible to monarchs (e.g. Fra Ure;ucrames solely

W g. France, i
as we have seerc1 iﬂlenge& 2. Through kingship-facing judges and S

) states-in-the- (and, within them, eventually Por;iticr:rresn-e:m)t i5.00dey
parties), which

The conceptual portrait recapped

The modern political environment is composed of a
plurality of states sharing some formal characteris-
tics. Thanks to its monopoly of legitimate organized

So far, my aim has been +0 trace in outling tHE dee
d of the ninereenth G X
: or

of citizenship in England to the e

violence, each state exercises sovereign power over a . 0
population which inhabits @ delimited territory, and For-this plurpose. JFave d"‘f'ded C't'zerfsw"’ R B e b
constitutes a political community, often referred to as ments: cvil, poftical. and social. | 'fl‘ﬁ"e ‘f“E‘{i to SHOYGES o imitft :Sence of one another, which developed sufficient
anation. The interactions between stares are normally ﬁg:‘: EETE nr:' :ﬁd Wer‘; Es'ib:mcdrl "{::.:Ehin& : b O emphass(i)zn;iESP ects of others, or, powers (e.g. Englandt;2§:n;o gl
modern form before the pthElom £ ;“ s - ed the histon'ecl;:ldlfferences. This 3. State formation from below through
processes. For eration, intended to preserve sOml;g d:;rrzde;ation or fed-
of autonomy

- extensls

: Les previ
centurys 4ithough i ously unified b
. ¢ the S for the . " \
y uccess- constituent ‘states’ and a general emphasis on th
e

¢ overseen and regu-
) nasﬁf_"i SO
s sought to str ivisi
en : divis - s
gthen their ion of power within the centre through ‘checks and
an

le of imposing sanc

Political rights carme next and thei
rain features of the nineteanth

peaceable. but since they are no
Jated by a supetior power capab

tions, they altimately depend on the armed might that N sy I
each state can bring to bear in order to contrast of ciple of LII’TM‘SI‘S&i polfical citizenship /%> "_"’l a Sense of nag
overwhelm other states pursuing interests opposed to 1918; Social rights: on the ot'_ner hand 5"1_'_1'{‘ 1 E. a nation_brf-lfl(_)nhOOd. Later, other balances' (e.g. Switzerland, US)
s own. Thus, those interactions ar¢ highly contingent i the eighteenth and earl nineteenth e g  Which, des ilding project. Further- 4. State formation through c .
and may periodically be adjusted by the threat o exer o with the establisyment of P! _'m d 801‘1'1ehoplte being ruled over by Germany, Italy). o e S kOION (€2
but it was not urtil the wentieth centu’ 8 B Withou:V acquired a sense of 5. State formation th i
e ates’ sought to build Norway, and casesrz;j ir:;gs-ef:’z’e;c: (e.g. lliieland'
pires: Habsburg and

riwe &

“'sl 1I1 S
i Ome case,
; s state-building Ottomnan empires).

cise of military action between the states involved.
equal parthership with the othe

Over the course of the past TWO OF three centu-
a greater OF lesser degree,

Their internal structure s b—

N 3
g in o
ther cases, it was the

Marshall (1950:27-8)
Adapted from Daalder (1991: 14)

e

ries, many states have, o
acquired additional traits.




‘consolidation of rule’

ent fimingsin different countries,
of political centres each extend
Jarger and larger po
broadens the territorial rea
legitimate violence and im
The po]jtical map of the contin
and simpler, since each centre no
increasingly uniform matt
Furthermore, these ten
more continuousa
of course, they become themse
processes of consolidation.

Sometimes these are peace

scions of two dynasties rulin
of Furope mMAarry. and the ¢
one spouse become WE
However, consolidation is ™

open conflicts berween [WO Centres
y. Such conflicts are mostly

will control which territor
sertled by war, followed by the
forcibly annexing all or part
“Gtates make war , as so

wars make states’ (Tilly 1990 42).
quires a fnancial capacity dev

However, waging war re
ro muster resources—iroops,

deploy them against OppoOnNents, ma
i the clash of arms against the Tesources
military innovation confers an
and fleets, which can Wage

the enemy. Very often,
advantage 10 larger armies

war over more than one fr
vices' performing distinct

military tasks. But such armies and
afforded by rulers who marshal A

4 yo ® Centralization
which in turn requires raising troops

nally differentiated into “ser
complementary
fleets can mﬂy be
larger resONICes,

from larger populations, rapping the W
This premium Ot

by larger territories.

inducement 1O consolidation.

But the recourse to

throughout European history, is 1
however temporarily, TesOUICEs

weapons are silent,

of a different nature come
centres intent on consolidatin

to an appeal for peace, which
n voiced by religious lead-

in Buropean history, ofte

ers. Bach centre seeks O
¢ a larger territory, thus pu

ing its control ove

end to rivalries between lesser powers
war, This does not

otherwise occasion
prr:vaih'ng over those po

action, alliances and coalitions, th
- vo make them accept

OPPOHEI']'(S (8]
dination, and sometimes

_During this phase, with differ-

rtion of Burope. Each typically
ch of its own mMONGP
poses it on other centres.

ner, over 1arger territories.
d to become gcogmphicaﬂy
nd historically more stable—unless,

lded to those O

meone memorably

by the empire of the papacy also

Besides, military activity itself requires and produ-

ces rules of its WD, the very core of an emerging body
of law secking 0 regulate, more or less successfully,
aspects of the relations berween States. Another signif-
1 Jaw makes contlict over territory less
likely by laying down clear principles for succession
eats of power, which generally make the
ule dependant on legitimate
descent. Other developments contribute to the same
effect, which we might call ‘paciﬁca’cjon'. In patticular,
advancesin geography, i the measurement of terrain,
f further and in cartography allow the physical reach of each

f rule to be clearly delimited by geographical

centre O
borders, often determined by features of the terrain,

[t remains true, as Hobbes put it, that States maintin
another, even when they are not fighting,
ce’. But they partition the continent
other continents, in a clear and

a decrcasiﬂgnumbtr
their control over a

oly of icantpart of suc

impler into vacant §

ent becomes §
exclusive entitlement tO T

W practises rale,inan

lves objects O

ful, For instance, the
g over different parts
rritorial holdings of towardsone
f the other. 'apoOStuTe of war
¢ of of Europt, and later
potenria]ly stable manner.*

e

ostly the outcomy
over which on¢

inner ¢ ing and : . .
winner conqueringand - gagjonalization of rule

of the loser’s territory:
putit, ‘and  There is often an overlap be

consolidation in the first phase ©
elopment, and the processe
officers, hardware~and which 1 label the ‘rationalization ©

aking them prevaﬂ dation, we have seetl produces larger, more vis
wielded by and stable container
bears chiefly on the ways
cised. We can characterize such Ways b

ing in wrn three aspects
hierarchy: and (iii)

tween the processes of
£ state formation and
s of a second phase;

in which such power ise
y distingtt

ont, and become inter-

olidating and then exercising rule, !
availed themselves of the cooperation
dinate but privileged puwer—hol' o
asties, towns and other10

ealth produced In cons
size is a StrONg largely
various subor
chiefly, aristocratic dyn
regi(mal bodies, bishops, and other cccl&siasti- .
cials. Often that cooperation Was granted ORI

olitical  the subordinate powers had been forced to I8
Jlar, espe®

some of their priu"ilt:ges—-—in partict
concerns aristocrats, that of waging srivate W
All the same, their later Coopcratim'l gené
stablish-  to be negotiated, since the pr’wilcgn‘:d PO""BFS
ting an rained a degree of autonomous contro O‘V‘"'r 1
which would resources, and managed them in the first 11.15
always involve their own behalf. They could be induce te _
wers in battle. Diplomatic the ruler’s behalf only under certain €00 2
¢ ability to isolate tioned by tradition Ot by express -‘\ggemcﬂ-
adegree of subor- themselves and the ruler.
to arbitration ing lesser powers would extract
from the local populationt under

war, however frequent
ntermittent. When

into play. Often, P
g rule do thisin response
recurs most frequently

prove itself by e

For ipstance the

~C mic

the recourse me?o. |
theit 1

playa role.

order to EORVEY, them to the ruler. But th
do so only if they had given their conseey o
purpose to which the ruler intended to cornnt' o e
cesources. They often kept a fairly large ar:-ﬂltt- those
resources for themselves, and controllei It Uallthose
ways in which the remainder of them wer oy e
and exp.ended in their respective part of thee tma.naged
Obviously, such arrangements considerai)lintc')ry:
the rulgrs' freedom of action, their ability to ] i
policy for the state as a whole and have ito 2 down
reliably, and uniformly implemented over t};rornpﬂy,
territory. They make the conduct of olit'e o
administrative business discontinuous anf)i S0 lcal' e
erratic, since who is charged with it at a iveme.tlrnes
in particular, qua head of an arisrocraﬁc ;Ume—
depends on the vagaries of hereditary succes o o
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‘pnsmess Even the cooperation granted asty WOP}:hat
_:;een, b?r constituted collective bodies (';he s ey
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asts,an thgs to preserve traditional arrangem
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The Nation-State

The bureaucratic state

Where the i
) rule of law prevails, a bureaucratic organization i
governed by the following principles .

1. Offici ess is conducted on a continuous b:
al bus| C cted as
S

2. Th i i

th:;e are rules in an administrative agency such that (il

= L.J‘t)'dof each official to do certain types of work i S
elimited i i =

= t:e |rL::rms of impersonal criterig; (ii) the official is

e a dczfr;y necessary to carry out his/her assigned

3§ ; and (iii) the means of compulsi i

disposal are strictly limited. Peiie B

3. Official responsibilities and authority are part of a hi h
ierarchy.

4. Officials do not own the resources ecessal or the
Y
periormance o their functiol S.bUta e accountable fo
their use. Official and P vate affairs are str ctysepalated

5. Offi i
o ;ceez fcan'not be appropriated by their incumbents in th
private property that can be sold or inherited i

6. Official busi A
ness is conducted ’ .
o ——— on the basis of written

¢ rule’. Consolis

s of state POWEL; rationalizatios

of it: (i) centralization) )

function. Let us rake them in turi

cr_?lz I:rsule;“ to coordinate and render predictable the

! of the several powers interposed betw
m e-]f at the top and, at the bottom, a territo e
by con;olidation and its population i

. remedy this situation, rulers - i
;s;s;c}ll; ef;i'sltent individuals and bggfegsrzzszzli};
“ mjmst_l iti es they had employed in their politi-
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Source: Bendix (1960: 418-19).
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>
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g
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i of agents and agencies iey indi::'ide t‘; avail and paramount interest whos
> L& idua . e pursui .
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X 4.4). oring o circu
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: . previ- concern of a diffc
er-

TS Who obj
. rajob']ected to the ruler’s new
_ tconmdze.d complaints to that effect
- S}able justification. But morf;
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o ;};ﬁan miracle’—the title of
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.
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and more and more 10 expressly imparted and learned

systemaric Knowledge. Legal knowledge is the proto-
type of this, especially on the European continent, but
gly complemented and supplemented
by different kinds of knowledge—for instance, those
relevant to equipping armies and waging war, build-
ing roads and bridges, charting the country, collecting
statistical data, keeping financial accounts, minting
money, policing cities, and safeguarding public health.

As we have seetl, that basis was traditionally constituted
by the rights and perquisites of a number of privileged
individuals and bodies (see Chapter 8 "G oVernments
and bureaucracies’)- The new basis consists in the
Aduties and obligations of individuals (we maY label them
aucrats’ of ‘officials’) appointed purposefuﬂy to
established offices. Their political and administrative
activities can be programmed from above by means of
¢ Those issuing such commands can

express command
reward those to whom they are issued if they comply

with them, and punish them if they do not. The
commands themselves have two critical characteris-
tics: (i) they tend O be general, i.c. they referin abstract
terms to a variety of concrete circumstances; (ii) their
content can Jegitimately change, and thus respond to
new circumstances (see Box 4.4)-

For this to happem. the new ensembles of indi-
viduals who carry out politica] and administrative
activities—the bureaucratic units—iust be hierarchi-
cally structured. At the bottom of the structure; EVED
lowly officials are empowered 10 impart commands
(issue verdicts, demand tributes, conscript military
recruits, deny or give pcrmissioﬂs} 1o those lying below

- However, those officials themselves

the structure itself
are supposed to do so in compliance with directives

communicated 10 them by superiors. These monitor
the activity of their direct subordinates, verify their
conformity with directives and, if necessary, override
or correct their orders. This arrangement, replicated
within the whole structure, establishes

ere higher offices supervise, acti-

an ordered array W
vate, and direct lower ones. In 2 related hierarchical

arrangement, lower offices inform higher ones—make
to deal with situations—and

sions and transmit them down-

it is increasin

bure

Function

e structuring the centralized system
he system is internally differen-
deal optimaﬂy with

Another principl
of offices is function: T
tiated in order to have each part
a specific task. To this end, the system parts must

Sess materially different resources—not only vari-

poss
ous bodies of knowledge, acquired and brought to

bear by appropriately trained and selected personnel,

but artefacts a
printing presses at the other.
For all its diversity. the whole structure is activated

and controlled not only by knowledge but also by

money, another public reality
rationality, chiefly ac

tional power holders
rulers’ material and other resow

from their own patrimony, their collaboration W
dably selfinterested. N

self-financed and unavoi
agencies operate by spending public funds alloc
to them by express periodic decisions (budgers) @
are held accountable for how those funds are SPE&
Office holders ar¢ typically salaried, manage rese ¢
that do not belong to them but to their offices,
they comply with their duties, are not expectedtos
through carect

orating with
at various levels

suggestions On how
higher ones make deci
wards to lower ones for implemcntation.

As already indicated, 1aw plays a significant role in

structuring these arrangements for rule. First, as We
hically structured set of

have seen, law igself is a hierarcC

authoritative commands. Second, law can be taught and

learned, and the knowledge of it (at its various levels)

can determine, t0a greater Or |esser extent, the content

of the agents’ political and administrative operations.
This second aspect of the law points t0 2 broader

£ the rationalization of rule—the growing

personal gain, except

To the extent that itis rationalize
rule becomes mMOre compati
pursuit of their interests within the civil sodiety
the perspective of those individuals, rule exert
officialsappears morere gularand prcdictable,-m &

sional deviations from rules can be redressee g
the resources &

nly to draw upon
rﬂstradvc acty

are interested in increasing
the society as a whole, if ©
funding their political and admi

aspect 0

role of knowledge in the government and administra- 10 this effect they must respect the 7€

tion of the state. As rulers increasingly dispense with country’s economic system, at best 131'0f'3':f;"_ 1

the cooperation of privileged individuals and bodies, foster, its productive dynamic, which restsS

the agents who replace them are largely chosen on on the market, To this end, again, the eX#&

account of what they know, or are pl:esumcd roknow, the economy of private resources by dma;
ans O U

ingly takes place chiefly by me

The security of those resod
ained Y

n ;1l'ld the

d academic degrees and
rces -

and by their having earne
orient

passed selective rests. Agents are expected O
their practices of rule less and less to their own individ-
ual preferences or to local particular tradition and lore,

employment must be sust
through appropriate legislatio

s diverse as weapons at one cnd and:

distinctly connected with)
quired through taxation. Tradi-
had usually engaged in collabs

Jaw enforcement, the institutions of private

and contract. But other social interests a dProperty
conc_em'm, not just economic ones, also bn cultural
the limits that rationalized rule Set’s it enefit from
and from the arrangements it makes in o :1 own scope
pize and protect the autonomy of civil S;Cie;;o recog-

The expansion of rule

In the third phase, states display a dynamic which

. . 5
r_na’y _lz?bel the ‘expansion of rule’. For centuri we
activities of each state had been oriented t ries, the
concerns: 0 two main

1, On the international scene, it sought chiefl
secure itself from encroachments on its te y'to
by other states and on its ability to deﬁneerr:itory
putsue its own interests autonomously. .

2. Withinits territory; it was committed to maintainin
; .
public order and the effectiveness of its laws =

Tn the second half of the nineteenth and thr
5 ch .of tbe twentieth century, howevert e
l.ft their activities of rule to bear on an ;nStates
e m{:‘;ﬁ ranﬁe of social interests. o
1eg3i;;1 :ﬁsnsi;te no longer simply ordains
L e autonomous undertakings
- frﬁups ?r s.a‘.nctions their private
- mg .1ts judicial system. Increas-
Ty private concerns by modifyin
gements or by collecting greater resource%
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ZOOM-IN 4.2

Wagner's law

Consider i
W Ithe following scattered indication of the validity of
. - .
e ahw, according to which government spending t c:, .
e ends t
aster than the growth of the national economy as a whol .
e.

In the UK
, government spendin
: g accoul i
S et nted over time for the

Year %
&l 89
1920 02
R
1960 Y
ImkZ 80
1981 53
1983 535

Similarly, i
e a:;leo ;:;S uUs d‘Fhe amount of government (federal
- almosttr.an ing as a proportion of the net nationa;
T ip ed' between 1926 and 1979. For all OECD
S, e period 195373, the average of the national
e nted for by government spending rose fi

per cent. i

Source: Poggi (1999: 109).

© redistributing them
. ng , more to some parti
e ?tsAcl)i:;l 1Jt us:iaeks to manage social acfiviti::
ic:.Outcomegs;n(}ilnts and preferences, for
- S WhiCht ;se activities as a legiti-
i (s,uCh ; sh ould reflect a broader
Opment, social S_t. e promotion of indus-
o :1]1111;)_', or national solidarity).
> SOdZ ifies deeply the relation-
M Sts}; of the previous phase.
e fy most of its explana-
ey locate the main source

Ounts o i
CCUr In various versions:

e t i
mﬂz ::i estate s administrative
_me_ o ndency to grow, to
e sl;ces, to take charge of
i more numerous and
» Instead of leaving them

toth;
o T e autorlo

mous pu .
OUPs (see Box 4.5) pursuits of

4.

ISee th i
- ,:u rnam reason for
.}’Da cs of representative

LSary politics, Putting it

expall. d m t}le state it O ety 3.
1 Self OT 111 SOCl 8

simply, it

o SE ;’PO r;iags fc;r a ;.)a.rty ?ut of power to increase
e morey p 1l;)]irrusmg, if voted into power, to
g zud c resources to this or that new
social group,s rrelsptctlllldsi;(;vtagce heTneressof

e € g to its appeal. Typically, i
! hi ca:;s Zfl :lh; 1(11& which have successfllyl?y pllall;,’elctl
L exp,endim ade new use of state activity and
e penclt .re to reduce the disadvantages

eir supporters by market processes

VTV}}llllsc }lflglrpsftation fits closely with a third one
ooy f:l : ;s 1the expa_lnsion of the state chiefiy
Lo phenom 31 o'cated in the society side of the
state 50 az vide. Here, underprivileged groups
sand itgamd ?;?;tl :)y state expansjon, and thus ?
other forms of mobillti’zta}ll:ic())llllgh et sulirage orby

However, i
s aSp,eacctgc())rfdmg to a fourth interpretation,
o hstate expansion support directly
orindirect ,S o t;r than correct and counteract
et l.]Ign o ef market economy in the ’
uerest yo ﬁrms and employers. For

, some colonial ventures of European
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states favoured major economic forces seeking

privileged access to the raw materials, manpower,

and market opportunities that they saw in foreign

I lands, or seeking profit from the supply to the staie

|| of military and naval hardware. Furthermore,

‘ for over a century now, many public resOurces

| have been committed 1o educational activities,
which deliver to the labour market employeces

th the diverse qualifications and skills

| equipped Wi
In the second half of the

the economy needs.
l pwentieth century, the state often underwrote, 01
ily of employers,

||| behalf of firms and thus primar
| substantial research and development COSES tO
sustain advanced and profitable production

| . - .
processes and to fund innovationin them.

th interpretation At

l More widely, this four
much stat€ expansion 10
the market often does no
for industrial products to
a reasonable level of employment, and
demand for industrial

the main beneficiarics of state expansion are, in

end, the more establis

In fact, the frequently evoke

expanding by considering as the

ously performed by autonom

society, is sometime

usurping
activities carriedout, well or othe

state, resp(md to novel nee
es generated by ongoing social

¢ generate enough

ous social forces,

nit developments,
as the demographic explc
literacy, mass motaorization,
and growing complexity of sociery itself.
end of the nineteenth century; Durkheim
opposition to Spencen that in the process ©
ton the developmen
the development of the public one.

Whatever the reasons for it, state EXp

a gmwth in three interdepcndc_nt aspects:

. the fiscal take, i
product extracted and managed by the state;
sternal differentiation of the

. the degree of it
machinery of the stat€;

urganizatiom\l
. the total monber
employ, and who pos
qu-.-ﬂiﬁcalions and skills.

sess increasingly

state itself, which increasin

growing poorly coor

diverse units. The ordinary P
yve interests via

articulation of collectt

ributes

the fact that, left to itself,
demand
astain capital investment,
thus domestic

products. From this pcrspectiw!

hed and privileged social groups.
d imagery of states
ir own social rasks previ-

s misleading. Many of the
rwise, by theexp anding
ds, potcmia]jlics. and opportu-

jsion, prbanization, increasing
further industrializaton,
Even at the
had argued, in
f moderniza-

t of the private realm also requires

ansion entails
the portion of a country’s yearly

of individuals whom those units
varied

dinated ensemble of increasingly
olitical pmccsscs——the .
the parties and == — E —

n, the determina-
and the formation
ween the execu-
s effectively acti-

their periodic electoral competitio
tion of the executive by maj orities,
of policies through the interplay bet
ts—can less and les

rive and parliamen
dministrative machinery so vast,

vate and steer an &

expensive, complex, and diverse.
aking and in the subse-

Much in political decision-me

dministrative activity responds to the interests
those of the specific, often
ow, sections of society they cater 0 rather than
oject reflecting @ comprehen-
whole. Thus, the admin-
Joaded by multiple,

quent
of the units themselves, OT
narr
expressing a political pr
cive view of the socety as &
{strative machinery becomes ove
ever-changing, conflicting demands. Furthermore,
it are ‘captured’ by powerful and

1 forces, and serve their needs rather
than those of the public at large. All these phenomena
make it more and more difficult for the political elites
themselves to design and putinte effect the policics for
which the electorate has expressed a preference.
These phenomena manifest themselves in most
contemporary States, but they do so to 2 different
extent and in diverse ways. As the subsequent chapters
<how, one of the major ta &s of the study of compara=
tive politics is tO establish empirically, and to account
for, the variations present in the contemporary politi=
cal environment, both in those manifestations and i
the responses they find in the political authorities, the
parties, and the social movements.

components of

demanding socia

the

and

such

the historical career of the:

One can distinguish, within
hases which differ

madern state, three main p
e followed in comewhat varyin;

ant Eur

an states hav p sqUENE
«  Consolidation of ruleswithin each larger part of the can—::_

nent (beginming with its \Western parts) one particuld?
~Lle asserted its Gwn superionty rerally B
cting the respecive fan
iified 18

centre of
athers inwar subje

defeating
Jrning them nto at

s own cantrol, and 1t

e each centre of rule mcr casingy!

Ratiopalization of n
¢ selected and emE

relied an functionar!
fied for their o
within which their, €2
and effectiveness of thel

{oolkon bi
ont SOCiHJ:

.

YONVEE byl
expressly qual fices, and for pririg DIt
cally structured units,
depend on the reliability

sarision of nule: states P!'Ogl'C'SSI\.'C‘.hr
fy to confl

Ext
<ets of functions, in order bot

ing processes of economié
lic regd

gencrn'tcd by ongo
b

dto dermands for pu

The last two phenomena not only displace the line tion and to respon
pberween state and society, but also affect deeply the tervention originating from variaus 5eCterss
gly resembles an ever- They added new speciafized administratve

by increasing {helr iiscal

funded thewr activities
the econamy.

Conclusion

e can’ safely be assumed that the vast majori .

book’s readers live in a political enviro nJrcr)lrlty of t.hls
resembles more or less closely the portr e'nt WIPCh
state’.given in this chapter, and whose institalllltt. of ‘the
practices bear traces of the development lli)ns and
in the last section on ‘State developments’ SFetChe.d
reason, those readers—whatever their feeh-I.l or this
the state of which they are citizens, and how gs about
position themselves vis-d-vis the particula ever they
ment which runs it—may take for grantedr govern-
features, including the fact that they are ablelts main
other things, to study scientifically that sta’tarPOHg
and to compare it with others. However, this ; itself
and others in this book, are intended to ’chall chapter,

assumption that such matters can indeed b enge the

granted. e taken for

- following statement by a notable G

gocml theorist, Heinrich Popitz (19252002 erm?n

“such a challenge. ), entails

| '_l'he, histor?' of society shows only rare instances wh
"the qL{estlon ‘how can one lay boundaries i
'twtltl.‘ltsonal'rzedviolence?'has beenconfrontedina ac‘;o'u'nd
fable mar.mer. Essentially, this has happenedPo:Im\{e
_(i;:sk po(l;s., in the Roman republic and a few ot);u::
t Am; 2:(3 :ntsf\::ef;xstc?ry of the modern constitutional
. Ths gnv-a-en 'to that question have been
o < equ;“t e ;;1 inciple of the supremacy of the
A Thy o a!l before the law (the Greeks
- encoqnt -? nfm.on .that the making of norms
o diffe:;thmltatlons (fundamental rights).
| powel.scc;mpete.nces to various political
- .bedérallsm). Procedural norms
B h.odles, their public nature,
e t't igher F)rgans). Norms on the
. pLIl:)l,J.rn-takmg, elections). Finally,
‘Lﬁ_-.'f},associa‘.-ion an‘;Icassphere (freedom of opinion,
o amozznlzlzr)l. ;Fnhsivzimilarity, or
. . rs suggest
Zlizen;ﬂ;l:;:Lutxons .of the problem, hgogw tos
h;:Ugh e prezzsp\gie::i,t a.nd that .these
. rr=s ain premises if
old across different

diffe

SHierent, sa ;

" Y, s city st

= at .
tertitories. Y states and those ruling

Popitz (1992: 65)

1€nt g
UgFests some comments

V treate ©
- the s.tate’ as essentially
o (and its development
dlrnensmn of the broader

of m
10dernizag
TMization), some of its
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distinctive instituti
ve institutional arrangements had already

Illanlfested theIIlselVes m aIlth ulty as Weu asin
f]

2. aBrc;tah the earlier and the later (modern)
n
v egrt;rr;tents appear at ﬁrst as part of a distinctive
Western s Z:))Sf, for thely originated in Europe
equently transposed to par
;};e Erf;t) oi aEhe world conquered and cglort;zoefd
e apan:il iowersj especially in North _
i v;Etraha. (However, the US was
fhe first place w ere a peculiar arrangement,
experimen,t - WI_n;)re exPressly and successfully
further experinrl(i,tnt,sanjelet Eelived S e
erim apter 11 ‘Multi
icf)x;;ri:izzrg }Slmce then, some :slrranlc:{emeriltivel
et e av; become common to polities
operating intel‘ss the globe, although in different
podes of & thep]."etatlon and implementation.
pometimes th se modeslsuperﬁcia]ly imitate
re established states, but actually

characterize the politi
tical uni .
failed states. P cal units employing them as

3. :‘;15 arrangements mentioned by Popitz, singl
: together, succeed in an intrinsicall (,iiﬂig f
Jlob.—hr_niting, constraining, and 'tamil}lr i CUk
institutionalized political power. ¢

This la i
imphd:t iEOIl)I;t istu,ggests a further consideration, left
Jophelr n | ;r> Z’s state.rnent. Such success cannot
i Ovelioai;zd. It is 2 r?atter of degree, for it
e e g a b1_111t—1n tendency of politi-
constraints, tog‘go vzfl)c? na;t?te 1 io escape Jmits and
constain, ¢ : were—a tendency t
- I;n;‘:zt 1tssoe£ inmany cir.cumstances and i_n}r’n:;;
Nk mentio,ned 'e st;tes which shared the character-
P them t ? first section of this chapter
) portrat of the state’, have 1.10t presented all thosei
et it ha‘s,econd sectlén, A more expansive
concept, which fia e agpea.red in later phases of polit-
S an Wth‘h-(in the author’s judge-
nugoalon eg " y ;ow?u'ds civilizing’ the state itself.
i, characté he S%lrlSF Empire refused to endorse
tional, liberal, d::;lcfcr:tlis(tzl?tltions f e
Worse, even states which at ;;1 ver WeStern et
o tes given point exhibite
Con;i rci?;icat;nstlcs. subschuently veered away f;':loam]-1
consditurlo msiir:u,t_hb:lrahsm, and democracy, and
with the notion :;n‘toi:EZlg?S g'enerauy B
ieh the no . rianism’—as happened
Chamer Zn;it;l ce.ntu.ry in Italy and GermaflI;r (see
e © Bt orllctaman regimes’). And even some
e consn ‘:Z eat%lres ?f states listed in the first
e by e vereignty’, are currently put under
umber of developments—for example
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those associated with
formation of tr
‘lobalization an

Even apart from suc
liberal—-democraﬂc states

another in many

impart 2 centralized and some
the relations berween the state’s pcﬂitic:ﬂ centre and its has been more OF less stable, cr
political periphery. States differ in the extent 10 which contrasts berween states. RBesides being the themes of those individual ‘
they have broadened and enriched the entitlemnents of public life, those issues constitute the main topics of resources and : a'n d bodies of their private dimb 1o satisfy their legiti
citizenship, Of in the extent to which and the manner the scholarly study of politics, whether focused nd their status advantages. isfy their legitimate ambitions.
on a particular state or on the diversity and similat- Visic )
(‘}) dat; St::sz (f)lnllne Resources that accompany this book f iti
 flashcard glossaries, and web directory. or additional material, including country profiles
: , comparative

in which a given st
supportand plan the
omy, 38 against

9 QUESTIONS

'globalization’ or with the

themselves differ from one
relevant respects. For instance, some
a federal structure to

ate seeks through its policies t0
development of is national econ-

leaving such development entirely to

ity be

Knowledge-based
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What is civil sodiety?

Do nations create states O vice versal

What is meant by 'sovereignty’!

\What part did military force play in the making of

European states!

How do states typically acquire the economic

resources they use!
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In this chapter, we address four crucial issues.
First, what do we mean by democracy in the field of
comparative politics? Contemporary democracy is an
amalgam of political institutions and practices that
originatedin different historical periods and regions of
the world. Moreover, the term “democracy’ describes
an ideal as much as the reality of certain forms of
government; for this reason, democratic practices are
permanen tly evolving,

Second, we explore the diversity of democratic
regimes. Although all democratic systems share
some common characteristics, democracies differ in
important ways—and some democracies arguably
‘work better than others. The diversity of this family
\of regimes has increased over time, as the number of
\democracies expanded in the late twentieth century.
By 1974, only thirty-five countries in the world (about
@5 per cent of all independent states) could consider
\themselves democratic; by 2018, some ninety-nine
;;\:cgjmtries (57 per cent of all states) displayed demo-
cratic characteristics.
| The expansion in the number of democracies
ompts our third topic: what variables facilitate the
cratization of dictatorships, and what factors
idemocracies at risk of becoming authoritar-
regimes? The question of regime change—how
orships transit into democracy, and vice versa—
s this chapter with the discussion of authori-
systems in Chapter 6 ‘Authoritarian regimes’,

,if the survival of democracy is not guaran-

are forced to address the future of our favour-
nof government, What are the main problems
liemporary democracy? How can democracy be
d without being endangered in the process?
the great challenges for generations to come.
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Democracies

in which—depending on who is speaking—social
equality is pursued, freedoms are treasured, justice is
achieved, and people respect each other. ‘Government
of the people, by the people, for the people’, famously
asserted US President Abraham Lincoln, commemo-
rating the battle of Gettysburg in 1863. When used
in this way, the term becomes an ‘empty signifier’, a
carrier for our normative desires and concerns for
the political system. This flexibility in meaning has
allowed social movements to push the boundaries of
democracy for over two hundred years (Markoff 1996).
But this expansive use also implies that different people
will invoke democracy to highlight different dreams
and demands at different times. We shall return to this
issue in the conclusions of this chapter, “The future of
democracy’.

There is also a historical meaning, since the term—
combining the Greek words for ‘people’ and ‘power'—
originated in Athens in the sixth century before the
Christian era. Athenian democracy would be a strange
form of rule for any modern observer: it was direct
democracy, in the sense that major decisions were made
by citizens meeting at a popular assembly; only a very
small minority of the city’s population was granted
citizenship (women, slaves, former slaves, foreigners,
and minors were excluded), there was no constitutional
protection of individual rights, and all citizens were
expected to participate in the assembly. As a result, the
system did not scale up well beyond the size of an inde-
pendent city, and popular decisions were often arbitrary
and inconsistent. Ancient commentators criticized the
Athenian regime as the rule of an uninformed mob
and argued in favour of ‘mixed’ forms of government
combining principles of monarchy, aristocracy, and
democracy (an inspiration for later ideas about separa-
tion of powers). The term ‘democracy’ thus carried a
negative connotation for most educated readers until
well into the eighteenth century.

The third and most common usage refers to ‘really
existing’ democracies, the political regimes that
rule in many contemporary societies. This form of
government, which emerged during the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, can be best described as a
mass liberal republic. Modern democracies are built on
republican arrangements: most policy decisions are
not made directly by citizens, but they are delegated to
representative legislatures (Chapter 7 ‘Legislatures’)
and executive leaders (Chapter 8 ‘Governments and
bureaucracies’), who are accountable to the elector-
ate. Moreover, modern democracies are built on the
liberal principles of the eighteenth century. Political
tights are recognized for all citizens; social and human
rights are recognized for non-citizens as well. The
government is expected to respect such rights and to
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,002). However, Arend Lijphart has argued that consen-
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often much better than majoritarian systems when
we consider macroeconomic outcomes, social unrest,
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other indicators of democratic quality (Lijphart 2012).
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Democracies

This analytic distinction is relevant whether we
treat democracy as a continuous or a discrete vari-
able. If we conceptualize political regimes as located
in a continuum between full authoritarianism and full
democracy; a transition means ‘moving up’ along this
continuum, while a breakdown means ‘sliding back’
from the democratic into the authoritarian region. If
we conceptualize regime types in a dichotomous way
(democracy vs dictatorship), dictatorships constitute a
set of political regimes exposed to the probability of
democratic transition, while democracies constitute
a set of regimes exposed to the risk of breakdown.
Explaining the survival of a democratic regime is
equivalent to understanding why a breakdown does
1ot oCcur.

No single explanation can account for why some
countries enjoy democracy while others do not. In
general, theories seeking to explain the causes of
democracy—and its downfall—have emphasized four
types of variables: structural (social and economic)
factors; institutional conditions; the role of political
actors (leaders, organizations, and social movements);
and international forces.® Some theoretical explana-
tions discussed in this section claim to account for
transitions as well as breakdowns, while others only
seek to explain one of the two outcomes.

Structural factors

Among social and economic explanations, two have
received distinctive attention among scholars. The
first one relates to the role of economic develop-
ment as a precondition for democratization. In a
classic article published in 1959, sociologist Seymour
Martin Lipset claimed that ‘the more well-to-do a
nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain
democracy’ (Lipset 1959: 75). Lipset was perhaps
the most influential of modernization theorists, a
group of scholars that emphasized how the social
transformations produced by long-term economic
development—transformations leading to better
living standards, greater urbanization, higher levels
of literacy and technical education, the emergence
of a middle class, a greater role of industrial activities
vis-a-vis traditional agriculture—create conditions
that facilitate the emergence of modern democratic
politics. Later scholars seeking to test this hypoth-
esis found a strong correlation between economic
development and levels of democracy (Cutright 1963;
Needler 1968; Jackman 1973), a correlation which
is mostly driven by the fact that wealthy countries
almost always have democratic regimes. By contrast,
poor countries can be democratic or authoritarian—
although very poor nations have a greater propensity
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|| There are also authoritarian i'egimesiike Chad, which and removals. More recent studies of authoritarian esort tO high level otal control, totalitarian regim
i : . o il . : g Ve . es i
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These traction 10 pohtmai science, probabiy due 0 | messages at SChool:e:rtlij EZ; :,lzflsl-stfd with machinesi)cci):’iezrentshzr ;nedia and other pr(‘):;an;zfs:
ities, and - . required to li
radio at all times, though they are p]::ii'xenr'lttt:dsttztlz;in
r

of auchoritarian regime
media and th
e arts. In contrast, authoritar

ut less i
.- Iemphasm on ideology, preferrin,
m PR i
nan mentalities that are obedien%

the volume.

cross autocracies.

wo cate- increased 1 of regimest
Germany under '
under Josef Stalin. On
rotalitarianism is Han
of Totalitarianism (1973
Jlitarianism, calling i
ing heav

nternational prominence
Adolf Hitler and the goviet !
e of the foundurional wo!
nah Arendt’s work The &
). Arendt hi ghlights the
¢ a new ant

¢ differences &
broadly be grouped intot
d categorical. While continuous
te the degree of authoritarian-

ism, categorical typologies can be used tO differentiate

berween authoritarian regimes. Categorical typolo-
gies are particuiaﬂy jmportant in anderstanding who ness of tot

rules, and how that may impact the longevity of the formof dictatorship. Rely ily ot the €

Hitler and Stalin, Arendt argues that the &

is thab

standing th
research strains can
gories: continuous an
rypologies can illustra

2 North Korea:
fioning of the statu cople i ns are also one of the m;
B atus quo. S — i }Il) e in the world. They are s Oost rePrt.éssed
T unimportant to the regi they try to leave the count everely punished
gime could have them killed or s ry. Any sign of dissent
ent to a gulag. The s
. tate

beco
Jecomes less
and less im
an lead portant with .
ers are so careless with ideol exercises such total control ove
o- r society that
no one is

EXEIIE = g l:n'in:l ¢ EI) OIE 1S CONS inth

e ofien abl
i e to chan ;
BES and princi ge aueglances
principles with ease. For ex:;d watched. Andrew Scobell writes that ‘th
4 at ‘the climate of

regime and its performance.
In particular, understanding what explains authori- thread among all toralitarian regimes
rarian stability is 3 key area of inquiry for both political ership wants to transform human nature, 27 & 79) of Ugand .
g . ; - Z . oppanization S8 ' ' =) O1 Lganda initj error is insti .
akers. Barly studies of authori- & complete road map for the organ! ) ; estern power ally had astrong  the coerci illed not just by the visible el
ther dictamrsiups “ e sand Israel, and then i ercive apparatus ... but also b elements of
' ons s commitment to Islam informed on by a colleague, fri ; dy a fear of being
, one’ (Scobell 2006, 34) Freedom el} or even a loved
) of movement i
s also

life. In contrast 10 ©
T requircd to keep
to exert full con

scientists and policy-m
d on the importance of controling
Authoritarian enough powe
rarian leaders seek
As Arendtargues. these systems strive 9

dominate every individual i every 3%
ves, subjecting citize ipr
f ensuring comp
e secret police W€
a tight grip over society:

x

them 12 0
rol O

I o .
P’S wlth countri h | h
Ti€s suc, i V orea e€re are no
as le y a y
. se erel restricted inside North K
.

1ature of totalj
memb S tarian regimes—  civil li
: ership in  the Pa;gty e;nd civil liberties or political rights

rarian rule focuse
the mAasses and gaining legitimacy-
regimes repressed their citizens on 2 wide scale 10
ensure compliance, while schools and media propa-
ganda penatrated the minds of the public to promote
the virtues of the regime. More recent studies of 1l
authoritarian systerms argue that clites are far more means o
to regime survival (see Geddes 2003 party, and th

These studies demonstmt::d how leaders taining such

Atons—; i
! —15 anot K Eritrea als .
e totalitarian her key distin-  m Iso rules over its citizens in a totalitari
th and authoritarian  lib ner. Eritreans enjoy no political ri otalitarian
erties, and face constant cont lcal rights, no civil

rol over their fr
eedom

liance. A chari== . the rep
re OKE i = 10 Mﬁntagl;m ¢ often relies on a
control, and citizens of movement. Rarely are Eritr
i .. eans un
fvf-t};lglven permission to go abroad Thder the age of
ithout a . . Those wh
pproval will face imprisonment O(iravel
or death.

E5toact
tively Participate in the

import:mt
Qyolik 2012).




|
106

+

Matasha Lir idstasdt
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typologies are Also, by definition, cestricted to differ- Repression
entiating 1egimes along a single dimension, which is
I rypically the level of competitiveness of the regime.
pot capture more of

o repress their citizens, tO varying
arrol. There are early examples
that have taken place

Dictators have T
degrees, 10 maintain €o

1 || |
\ Continuous typologies also do
'| the complexities and differences between authoritar- of massive purges and execations ;
under Josef Stalin, Kim {1 Sung, gaddam Husseit, and
f Juan Linz claimed

work by the likes O

that repression was the most comma
e to maintain pOWer and is a central element

of regime stability. More recently, studies have argued
that repression may be more selective, OF more of
a last resort used to re-stabilize 2 critical situation
(Svolik 2012). Studies have shown, however, that the
more repressive an authoritarian

longer the regime Suf

also Bellin 2004}

|
bl jan regimes.
so on. Early
1 tool that dicta-
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gither

I . Scholars today differentiate authoritarian regimes

e of authoritananism:

by category OF degre
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d to other forms of

| . Personalist dictatorships P
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| ever
. suthoritaran rule.

single-party regimes
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< that hold elecuons {hat have some
odds are heavly

to their power simply by eliminating
through jmprisonment, disappearances,
tions. The costs of opposing the regime rise W
are high levels of repression. Saudi Arabia
———— regimes® repressive, that it has virtually no op D
sition inside the country (though there is an opp

tion living in exile). No second revolution rook pl

in Iran during pro se the go
ment responded to the protests by killing over S&€
peoplc and arresting 4,000 Citizens believe that th

but ta obey the regime OF risk

Fouﬂdatitmal Wi
he central pol have no choice
d lives. Repression also makes it more difficult o

regimes frames v
between the authoritarian elite an
the focus of the opposition to organize themselves.
blicize their opinions,

ation. Thiswas
alitarianism by authors individuals to pY
chestrate collective:

authoritarian
degree of
staicked in

and exe

regime
ertainty, but where the
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tests in 2009 hecau

What makes authoritarian regimes

durable?

ork on the survival of quthoritarian
itical issue in these

regimes as one
the much larger popul

now classic literature on tot
such as Hannah Arendt, Carl Friedrich, and Zbigniew cult for any opposition 10 OF
Brzezinski. Thus, the assumption from the carly liter- Assuch,more repressive authoritarian regimes
ature on aurhoritarian regimes Was that the biggest ence fewer protests relative to Tegimes that
,uthoritarian rule came from permissive (Kricheli et al. 2011)- 3
on does carty SOIMES

In spite of this, repressi
for authoritarian regimes. Authoritaran reg!
ve lack accurate i

threat to the suryival of
the masses. Barly literarure focused ©

n how authori-
nt the masses

rarian regimes Werc able to Preve
from toppling the regime in @ revolution, through  are highly repressi
of repression, indoctrination, and how their citizens truly feel about
have to grant the s

4 combination
Jegitimation. The literature from the past decades

Jooks at how regimes must manage elites to prevent
coups from taking place. The most recent work on
authoritarian rule acknowledges that the masses have
become moOre important to regime survival, illus-
rrated by a spike 10 revolutions and a decline in mili-
tary coups. Unlike authoritarian regimes of the past,
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and social media to reach their intended audience, O
ensure that citizens continuously hear a pro-regime

sive regimes also
levels of power to execute these actions,
rional power can eventually lead o the.SC :
purning against civilian-ed regines: 18
some authoritarian regimes ¢4 pnot i
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purging (suchas imprisonment executil
pearanr_es) is a specific tactic nsed ©
cal enemies that threaten aft quroctat
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message.
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vived (Escribi‘.—Folch 2013, see

ssion raisc the risks.
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j.\
are very durable: breed p.opular discontent, regimes can reduce threats

the oppositiony
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and Frantz 201 itari
i thatsi.n z:&t:?tanan elections serve several
B g h cu@bent regimes to solidify
pports g the elite, opposition, and i
Authoritarian elections enable dictatlors tg ilic'
er

uthoritarian leaders.
es must make sure
the elites

eleCtI onic eq ullelent to rur al voters. Authontal 1an

I g ¢S are EHE: ¢ 1n gzl]l g 1€ 1:) ) O [hElI

rur al constitu 1€8, a d t y e part t ransier
€ncies, an he us p rties to t f

Potential rivals by signallin benefi
gnalling the dominance and wi ts to these areas. Parties al -
with a host of different benefi so provide members
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g jobs, prefer-

authority of the regim
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; ioned previ
elections can also be used to maintain ElitVIOusly, ential access to schooling f

e cohe- to lucrative gover g for their children, and access

nment contracts. Parti
. Parties can al
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sion by institutionalizin, .
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Jizing elite rivalries. Elections can al?czla\l;]vlzalfesmzl- public rallies in support of the regime
en the

o and a re-alignment of view most likely mode of exit for a
' and democracy with those Given that authoritarian regim

Cantoni et al. 2014)- that elites are happy: buying the support of

is critical to preventing a fall from power. In addition
to offering fnancial incentives to elites, authoritatian
institutions such as political parties
and legislatures o purchase elite loyalty- Financial
gifts alone are not enough, a8 loyalty can shift quickly
and an economic downturn may make it difficult to

‘ (12 Matasha Ll

s on political participation
promoted by the authori-

it ties (

d elites

| |
B! Co-optation of citizens an
Il| lll In addition to indoctrinating citizens,
prolong their political survival by €o-
'| for their regime. Co-optation refers to a 7€
efforts to engender loyalty. often by tying strategi-
|| cally relevant actors or groups to the regime elite. By maintain high rates of financial rewards. Blites are
|'| co-opting the opposition and providing them with offered important roles in parties and legislatures as
| jobs, payments, and other benefits, this ensures that a way of keeping them happy and more reluctant to,
| | the opposition has a vested interest in the regime. challenge the regime.
|| Using co-optation instead of repression avoids the risk
| | of fostering social disconfent. By creating these rela-
| tionships and permitting the opposition (ot pseudo-
oppositicm) to exist, authoritarian regimes can create
a facade of competition, while also preventing the
alescing to mount a significant

regimes can use

leaders seek 10
opting support
gime’s

and ca .
opposition because the regime LegI;s}II:EE mon;;or citizen behaviour
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3 = a ' '

es (Magaloni 2008). Si resources optation, and some authori ot R
= o 1 diions zesoures S oritarian regimes enjoy genuine
£ A elections to
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I.
| p14 at isha Lt dstaedt
] id: ies (for hi orsonalist Tegimes have few checks on their
L | to consolidated demgcrac.n.,s (for more on this see Personall gime " B foccks on their decis '
e Table 6.2 and BOX 6.3). Moreover, there is more var power comparcd to single-party regimes, which have l Fiip succession e b ion-making and that leader-  infi
'\ |'| ation within authoritarian regimes in terms of their the most people involved in regime decision-making, egime has a gr een established. Therefore, th ormation that authorities need
| performance. For every Singaport and Qatar, you Indu:pcndent state institutions can constrain dictators eformance gt eater incentive to focus on eCon(; .e resolve the problem. These ed to know in order to
- X . . L1 . i ' 0 maintai L mic i : acto
| \ I also have the Democratic Republic of Congo, Central from enriching themselves Of pursuing bad policies. * ounter-producti la!IIEam legitimacy, rather th ize and compel] regimes to tak rs can also pressur-
| X 2 . . , - | 1= ctive : . ! an i e acti .
||| | African Republic, Venezucla, South Sudan, and Chad. Personalist dictarorships are freer to make poor deci- i eadership survival strategies regimes tend to want to cove ction. Authoritarian
\ 4 - " : ¥ y o s I Whll ide e 3 . o T u R
gt Most of the poorest regimes the world are concur- sions that lead to policy {nstability and poor economic e e variation in authoritarian regime story, even if it comes at the p any negative news
o - : . - ; s T i s e )
I'l rently authoritarian, and the few wealthier authoritar performance. They are free t0 rule by decree, without s regimes ba o economic growth, authorita people. xpense of their own
. . . . P . ' . - . \Y(& ? I-
|I 'I jan regimes tend to be rich in oil. much consultation OF discussion. Personalist dictators Hemocracies wh PeffOrmed poorly compared to
- ‘ . . . -~ . i ] en
' The variance 1o performance levels in authoritar may also divert much of their spending towards their R et farmines b it comes to preventing famine . N o=
due to the different types of OWD pcrsonal goals Of rowards the repressive appa- ; s have only taken place i . = ! m
P ; h I ) hpa regimes. The most notable fami in authoritarian G o
5. In contrast, Other authoritarian regimes id mine w Authoritari . -
g Ve Great Leap Forward in Chi as caused by the horitarian regimes do not perfc
na from 195861, where T S perform as well economi-
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'| | {an regimes i3 in part
il authoritarian regimes. Here it is useful to recall the —ratd
|| II Geddes typology mentioned earlier in the chapter t0 more checks and balances on their leadership, which
| Jemonstrate the relationship between regime Type may prevent the impl::mcnmdon of predatory poli-
I and growth. Accordinglys srudies have shown that cies. In fact, srudies show that the existence of parties
and legislatures in dictatorships enhances economic.

one-party States have been solid cconomic perform-
imes, with military growth (Gandhi 2008; Wright 2008)-
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What is the reason for this?
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|
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R - — = ' & ; _ £° horitarian regi P
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n than ever tions allow for more lib ns. In other cases, the institu
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Previo
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of authori-
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Source: MF (2018).

BOX 6.3
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l -
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* [ntroduction

% What is a legislature?

role of legislatures

nternal organizational structures of legislatures
essing a legislature’s power

'S ouide

. Finally,

dtures within the broader political

Straightforward. Different schol-
Very different conclusions about the
- d policy influence of legislatures.
Ons vary dependi ng on the cases that

Oretical framework employed, the
ﬁ'xamin:uion, and the precise
' and ‘influence’ invoked.

Powe

teraddresses the political roles and powers of legislatures. The first step is to define different
!ggisiaturees on the basis of their functions and the character of their relationship with the
branch; The analysis then turns to an examination of the roles of legislatures within the
M as a whole, as well as several critical aspects of the internal organizational structures
the relationship between the political power and influence of a legislature and
of the broader political and party system is discussed. Throughout the chapter, the
legislatures within modern democratic political systems, although many points apply to all
ardless of the nature of the regime in which they exist.

This chapter examines the influence and impor-
tance of legislatures across a variety of different
‘core’ tasks, including representing and linking
citizens and government, providing oversight of
the executive, and, of course, policy-making. The
importance of these tasks, and the variation that
exists between legislatures in their performance,
make the understanding of legislatures a critical
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| component of any attempt t0 comprehend politics
ally. Legislatures exist in nearly every
ave the potential to play
non-democratic

L more gener
- country onthep
an important pe
systems.

i

lanet, and h
litical role, even in

| KEY POINTS
|
' sughout the world and play 3

|
certral role 1o almost

il :

Legislatures are present thr
all political systems:

n their powers and structures are

However variations |

farge.

What is 2 Iegislature?

||
The variety of terms such as ‘assembly’, 'congrcsa’,
or ’pm-liamem’ that are often used interchange
ably with the term egislature’ increases uncertainty
about the roles and powers of legislatures. Before
examine the Types of legislature that exist,
ary to define what a legislature is. The
these terms is not a8 clear as one
f 'assembly’ "Iegis'lature’,

we can

it is necess
exact meaning of
might expect. Definitions ©
'p.u'liamem'_. and ‘congress’ P
Iways differentiate between
defined as @ legislative body
to legislate’

jies do not 2
(se¢ BOX7.1)- All four
or “a body of persons having the po

are

WEeT

making efforts t© clearly disting
difficult. Yet most would agree th

interchangeable.

Of these four terms,
general. Additional definitions of the w
ized) refer simply to the comif
of people for some purpose—io
assembly. 1tis only whenwe add the qualifier ‘P

H DEFINITIONS 7. I

| Assembly:a legislative pbody; spec

assembly’

a legislature.
Legislature: 2 body of persors having the
an organized pbody having the

spedificall,
laws for a political unit.
parliament: the supreme
political unit that is 2 contin
of individual assemblages.
Congress: the supreme
pecially of a republic.

legist
uing institution comprising

legislative body of a nation. and

Merriam-Webster online (http'lIWWW.m-w.com).

or ‘legislative’
context a
Parliaments and congress
understood as tWo
pretation of

= the most spcciﬁc (c

are

rovided in dictionar-
these terms$

nish between them
at the terms are not

is the most
sord (_uncapitaL
g together of a group

r example, a school
olitical’

fically, the lower house of

power {0 legislate;
authority to make

ative body of @ usually major
a series

that we think of assemnblies in the same
and congresses.

s legislatures, parliaments,
es, gcnerically' can best be

of legislatures. This inter-
these four terms creates 2 hierarchy of
from the most genm'al (an assembly) to
ongresses and parliaments) that
d-level category of ‘legislatures’
chy of instilutions', in the Online

types
pstitutions

types of the mi
(see Figure: ‘A hierar
Resources):

Assemblies and legislatures

the broadest definition of an assem-
s gathered together, usually
for a particular purpose; whether religious, political,
educational, Of <ocial’, we can then designate legis-
latures as those assemblies for which the ‘particu-
lar purpose 0 question i political and legislative
(American Heritage Dictionary, ath edn). This defini-
legislatures is expansive enough to include a
wide array of very different institutions while still:
distinguishing between legislatures and other types
of assemblies orgzmized for religions, educational, or

gocial purposes:
Precisely because
{s oo broad t© help us
rypes of legislative institutions: T8
sk, we must nmove beyond dicrions
te on the gtructural char
n which alegisla

1f we begin with
bly as ‘a group of person

tion of

'legislﬂun‘{:‘
berween different
accomplish this T
ary definitions and concentra
ristics of the political system i

acte
is situated. Regardles:
tegorized as democratic, if there is8
{o @i EXECULIVE branch, the relal
chavactens

system can be ca
legislature in addition
ship between the two will determine the core
of the legislature. The central characteristic of sig
cance is the relative level of interdependence be

these twWo branches of govemment.

Parliaments

In what arc commonly referred 1O
tary $¥ stems’ the executive pranch is
legislature, usually from among it8 :
The executive branch or ‘govm'nmt'ﬂf 558
responsible tO the legislature throughatt i
This means th

at it can be removed from @ -
time should a major leglsla’_ﬂl L
it, regardless of the electoral ©)

ity within the

o urhe s
of the executive by the legis!

nied by early legislative elections:
high degree of mutual depeﬂdcnw ": i
these types of system ate known gene®

es-

of its inclusiveness. the term’

distinguisis

s of whether of not a politiclt

Legislatures i i

| ally rfferred ‘;S) TSR;:]:;:;:;??’ Systems are gener
e, Thi s’, regardless o i
I e ]-_ni,v }chlll.ls g.iimle rfaﬂects not only the tipt: e;;

| T ik h e eg‘lslat.ure resides, but also i
e e word ‘parliament; is deri -
e French ve'rb parler, to speak.” ”I:he nenve‘f_l o
chosen, as the institutional and political cozr:i:aitzvgu
n

arliaments ge
124 I‘ferally serves to focus thei o
on debate and discussion INAECVIBIES

Congresses

A fjjﬂerelnt.type of legislature, known as a ‘co 3
E}:z:alwsl;};i r:;he;rzrf: popularly referred to ng rizs':
o . Presidential systems are con: g .
:sgli,imuon-t.)f—powers (SoP) systems. The 1 " er'ed
Ed exi;uuve branches are selected indepiilcsllatlve
: th;:efio ;r:i%sc ;he ablht}_f to dissolve or removznttlll);
@ﬁcmr e (except in the case of incapacity or
\ﬂstm = gal wrongdoing). The best-known S

at of the US. The fact that the oﬂﬁc?:ﬁ

| ‘congress’ to refer t ]
ore generally. o this type of legislature

The word ¢

ongesius ‘j congress’ is derived from the Lati

, meeti at
contend or enga efeung or [hostile] encounter; tm
to denote le, gl ge’ (Harper2o0r1). The use of co o
justified b %115 atures within SoP systems in neress
y the policy- . general i
as well as the i policy-making focus of their activiti 1
wal relai e increased likelihood of a m ivities,

ati i ; ore ;
comparedor;iil}? f:’:lth the executive brancl—clonfilla_
sed-powe when
need not . r systems beca
ypes of share partisan majorities. Exampl use they
system can be found in Table ples of both
7.1

I -
|
| KEY POINTS

The words *
- D qhoyf
ke assemlf:ly. legislature’, ‘parliament’
re not interchangeable and care should t;and
uld be

taken to use the ri
e right word to avoi ,
lack of precision. avoid confusion and/or a

Parliamen -
ts exist in fus

ed-po ]
tary) systems. powers (usually parliamen-

Congresse PR

s exist in separatio

. K n-of-

presidential) systems. of-powers (usually

Both parli
parliaments and congresses are types of legisl
isla-

ture, meanin
' g that they are politi

) 0 - .
some legislative tasks. political assemblies with

7.1 ‘Parliament’- i
and 'Congress'-type legislatures (a selection)

Lower chamber

Chaml_aer of Deputies

National Council (Nationalrat)

Chamber of Representativ-es

Hciuse of Representatives

Tsgogdu -

Chamber of Deputies
Chambe_r of Deputi;
House of Commons

Chamber of DepJ‘ties

National People's Congress

Chamber of Representatives
Chamber of D_eputie;_
Folketing

Eduskunta

National Asse;-bly_
_Federal Coﬁncil_

Vouli

'_\lational Assembly =

powers SyStems.

.Legislature type Regime
Congress Sc:I;-_
Parliament Fused -
Non-democratic
Parliam_ent Fused o
_ Non-democratic
Congress o SoP - B
Congress B R SoP N
Parliament - Fused_
CCfng_rfs_s SO_P
B Non-democratic
Congress_ - SoP - i
Parli.gment Fus; —
Parlia_ment Fu;d
Parliam?nt _Fused N
Parliament o F.u.sed R
- Parliament R Fused R
ParliameTt R Fused
Parliament . Fused—

(continued)
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Country

India

‘ | fran

11|
|| = "
|| \ |I \ \_tily_ A
i [
| || Korea, South

' | Vewco

|
|
\ Pakistan

II| I|| |

Peru
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. | Romanz
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' || Singapore

| >
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| Spain

| Switzerland

Taiwan
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1 | ————
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“ UK
Us
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| |egistature, nor can

L

policy-makin

executive br

engage inle
cipal, or bo

I ]I Table 7.1 ‘Parliament - and ‘Congress’

| il .
I New Zealand

| - The executive in Swi

Although the activities and 1O
perform will vary significa
cal environment in whic
Joosely organiz
and 1'cp1fsentation; (i) oversight

When fulfilling the
as the ‘agents’ of
expected to act int
legislatures become the ‘princip
with the monitoring

when pursuing the
gislating and may be actir

+ dissolve the legislature

The role of legislatures

les that legislarures
ording to the politi-
h they exist, they can be
ed into three categories: (i) linkage
d control; and (iil)

2.

anch (inc

th, but the task is §

itzerland is unique in that it is colle

ntly acc

heir interests. n

Char_nt_)er of Deputies

an

pecific

-type legistatures (a selection)

gial (seven members) and indirectt

first task, legislarures SErve
the citizens they represent and are
the second case,
als’ and are tasked
and collective oversight of the
lnding the bureaucracy)- Finally,
hird type of activith legislatures
hg as agent, prin-

ally focused on

- —

y elected by the legislature, but i

the policy process. What differentic

which of these roles they play, bt
activities emphasize SOME roles over others.

An ‘agent’ isanactor W
ties and functions on

(continued)
- representation, and legitimation

< not responsible 10 the

1tes h‘gishltum

it the degree 1@ whic

ho performs & set
behalf of someone else!
cipal-agent

atu.e as e t' e Of th.e country as a W}lole as Well as tllell OWIl MOT al

| and intellectual j
.. JUdngent, wh : .
political, and especially policy, rez?mactmg within the

Lower chamber Legislature type Regime
. el —a——xa e e — I Linkage
{ ok Sabha Parliament Fused | i
————_‘_——‘_‘""““““‘ __‘______‘______“_“____' | .. .
lslamic Consultative Assembly Non-democratic | Linking citizens to the government i Debati ng
e e e nt is one of the
Knesset Parfiament Fused \ | fundamental tasks that a legislature perfc most The plural characteristic of legi
e s L ——| . <45 an intermediary b performs. Itserves  them t of legislatures also enabl
Chamber of Deputies Parfiament Fused | eral y between the constituency andthe  di o serve as public forums of deb o
________d_,___'.______ i e | centra gOVCrnment’ Olson . € iverse opini ebate, in which
~ House of RepreseAives Parfament Posed | o cures (Olson 1980: 135). In this context pinjons and opposing views :
= e = \ eg act as a conduit of information all , engage with one another with th can_directly
I e demands at a local le allowing ing citi e goals of inf
B S vel to g citizens, a . . of inform-
Chamber of Deputies Congress SoP \ government andthe polici bedheard by the central policy outc $ qu as influencing public opinion and
— ——-—————-———,-—————-——————,————--——-——-—---———————— ies and acti : omes. In
House of Representalives Parliament Fused government to be explained to CiU.LZHDns of the central  a more central and gEHeral, the debate function will be
__________'_______ ____,________________ _— AR ens. T 13 1111 PRI
National Assembly Parliament Fused ¥ legislatures to serve as effective tools fI he ability of  tures with limited dire Eortant activity in those legisla-
O e ——————"'—‘———————"——“——— = . : of com ; Cct contr .
Congress Congress SoP Hon varies, as does the relative import r:'m_lmca. process, which includ ol over the policy-making
- —_— = S e The degree t hi P ance of this role. B . es most non-democratic
Sejm Parliament Fused & o which a legislature is able t y fostering debate and di systems.
T s=——e—— R —— i o serve . scussio ;
Chamber of Deputies Parliament Fused as an effective means of communication betw - can serve as important tools of n, legislatures
™ M - B ment coends cically on e lovel ch ot s e, of compromise between
ate Duma ) . . on th . erests withi .
B __Pz_xrﬁan_we_n{ NS e == [_\lc_m_d;mgcr_ati_c N 3 »o§ regularized interaction between zhe - © Is.vel capacity of a legislature to effe tith;n the society. The
i iof the legislatu , . embers  for . ctively serve as :
~ Bl e e PG % gislature and their constituencies, as well um of debate will be more im : a public
National Council Parliament Fused the type and frequency of opportuni ’ ell as oussocietiesin which th portant in heterogene-
— e =i — — o B - rtunitie ere o .
Congress of Deputies Parfiament Fused | information to the executive branch. In s to convey  conflicts between groups Eare significantpolicy-related
= =P S === e e e — Bt 3 i - eneral. indi- K . Even w, .
National Council Congress SoP? widual legislators will spend more tirnei db l,indi-  not achieved, the opportunity f hen— comprorsesare
“__..-.__-.._1____'_____ e o - P vely engaged with thei . nd be more  tional gro ty for minority or opposi-
Legjslative Yuan Congress SoP ) eir constituents wh groups to openly and publicl ppost
e o fwed -3 e e e g ey publicly express their views
— O e R —— — nlti-member districts s opposed to  political serve to limit conflict
i i ] see ‘ . cal realm PR ct to the
e (_Brfin_d_N_atl_orjaLA_ss_en_wbly_ - Pirllan_'\int_ _— - _Ft:usgd_ P - e dums’), This i b( Chapter 10 ‘Elections and  effects of soci , avoiding the much more detrim
House of Commons Parliament Fused Aty 2 s is because they are the sole re s of social unrest and instabili ental
— — T e e e — — atatives of the citizens in their constitue hpre_ L ty.
SOERGE e Ci SoP Cr i . 3 K ncy (t s . .
T roueolReproenaties ongress s i thin their discrict) at the national ency (theid- <8 MEAOR
_C_orjg[es_s = __SSP_ . _ b (*Thnkage role will be more i Ultirnately, the abili .
= 1 P important in politi- ty of a legislatu
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izens do not elect the execu citizens and government by providin
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devise some form of oversight to €nS
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mer Ca; €S are
1 Se,
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. . ; o : ; islatu
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g the prime minister and other Cat’)inet branch. However, as alregoﬁ)sals of the executive
’ y discussed earlier i
rlier in the

mn 1hE US exr ) )
| b
ct1 €re € a b ar f
h p S db Cg slatu. S, a d a as
the m S, g

lating i
s not one of th .
‘Legislati € most important (s
gislative powers of legislatures’, in t(heeg ke
) e H
nline

and the executive branch.
ave two different
branch, each election of @ pr
sional majority

ities. For example,
arty and a congres-
Jatively common

T :
‘ I 'll and berween the legislature

\ Democratic political systems b
monitoring the executive

logical o7 partisan iden
esident from onep

from the other jsare

2. In contrast, special inquiries and hearings
are

‘principals
organized onanadh .
oc basis to investi
vestigate Speciﬁ
c

|
l' |||| II of which has 2 different set of rasks. Voters directly
| or indirectly select the executive during clections.  OCCUITENCE (divided government). In fused-powers .
| I|I | However, citizens often lack sufficient time, informa-  System, however, it 1S impossible for the majority in topics Ot .issues that are considered im;
\ | tion, and the technical skills needed to effectively over: the par]iament and the executive branch to be from some legislators. portant by Resources).
T see the details of the political activity of the executive wholly distinct and opposing parties OF coalitions. All 3. Investigative committees are simil Consultati
| branch, Itis the task of the legislature to fill this lacuna. governments in fused-powers Systems must have the formalized, tend to address hi ;r, but are miore sultation
| I|| '|I 1n this context, there is a greater degree of difference implicit of explicit support of a majority of members and often have a longer duraﬁiner")fdﬂ issues, T?e rr.105t basic, and generally least i
|| berween prcsidential (SoP) and parliamentary (Fused- within the legislarure to remain in office. The execu- '\ 10 addition, legislatures m : oh leg1sllative action is consultatiOnas; huilﬂuential, type
| | I powers) po]jti_cal systems. tive branch (prime minister and the cabinet ministers) that the executive and/o 5 request or require the lfaglslature the authority to pr . This power grants
|II '. are elected by the legislature. This process reduces the orovide it with eports o rits Pur.eaucratic agencies SPe'c1ﬁc legislation, a general 15 eslint an opinion on
| | 1. The control functions of congress-type legislatures likelihood of policy~:elated conflict between the legis- make presentations to Ylspeaﬁc issues of concern, policy programme. COnSultaIt)i no action, or broad
'| I- in SoP systems are more limited than those in lature and the executve. celevant committees the full legislature or Fees that the executive branch Orilnm 1.10 way guaran-
Fused-powers Systems: The critical difference isthe The second reason for the difference in the control inquirics in hearin s, or respond to specific fon ?f the legislature. Yet th:V b.a.blde by the opin-
extent to which policy initiatives are a legitimate function is tied tO the requirements of the dermocratic ' & opinion and to differentiat;: th : -lhty to present an
subject of control and oversight by the legislatare. process,chrcsematlve democracy requires thatelected. Budget control ture from that of the executivz news Of the legisla-
n SoP systems, the policy agenda of the executive officials be responsible to those who elected them, In" s iy al mar.lY contexts. In particular, le .C"lm_be 1n‘{P0rtant in
legislative control ot SoP systems, VOUETS elect the executive, and there ool ay also engage in indirect oversight of are in conflict with the pro;;osagjls ative opinions that
the power to change OF Temo j s policy initiatives through their control o executive branch and are public s put forward by the
lgetary process. The earliest forms of le;‘;r important information to the pcultr)lhnamre may provide
y c,as well as serving

branchisnot subject to

oversight. The executive fore only voters have

the executive. if a con

as a too i
1 of linkage and representation

cannot be removed
gress could remove a popularly .
were litt]
le more than groups of aristocrati
ic

from office because 2 majority in the legislature
disapproves of its policies. In fact, the Jegislature’s elected president though a vote of censure or a simi e
executive from office in SoP mechanism onthe basis of policy disagreement, itCo Xﬁ;t er by the king to approve new tax Dela
process as awhole: o th ough monarchs had access t - y and veto
5, they were often in need of a dditionalof Va('iSt A common ability among e
unds ven comparatively weak

ability to remove an
mine the democratic

systemns i3 ustially restri
legislatures i
g res is the power to delay legislation. Thi
. s

egal casily under
is a negati i
egative power’ in that the legislature can onl
only

cted to cases of ill
for the armie
s necessary t
0 wage war
and quell

activity and/ or physical or mental incapacity. This
type of formal impeachment of the executive isa Oversight -
are and gener 1ly complexle al process. Legislatures in both SoP and fused-powers Syst pter 4 “The nation- , .
' . oA gamec 0 e .g -P - 1;? 4 critical role in ensuring proper (E‘iurﬁi_ ht{Y) _11_Shec1 the nearly ubiquitoumlte )- Thisprac-  slow down the
5 Parliament-type legislatures 1n fused-powers Ph Yb oy implicatio c:f‘? O]ch_e ) d glw 6l over the pover of the snorm of legisla- substantive ch process, not provide positive input
i ; i ; ions jes an ] i i
systems arc axphatly tasked with pohcylrclated tmiuzm'g:n iigigariarés ?;’; 159, o oxercises political systems require f:rf‘fl- The result is  delay passage ;?ge directly. Despite this, the abi]:i)ity ?r
Executives are : : albndbets gislative appr - a proposal ca: o o
| functions in non-demo gets and tax policies. pproval  ingtool when the executive br;lnt;;an efffCCtlve bargain-
In its most extr . prefers rapid acti
eme incarnation, th 1on.
, the power of dela
y

Il 'a and oversi
ight of expendi
e 1 ture, i
o ond other polinicl > even i becomes the power of veto. Legi
% at can provide even the wi kCes, is  power can definitively and 0. .Leglslatures with veto
3 ;tofp Portunity to influence po(IEia e;t of from being adopted yLa;lil u}?ﬂateraﬂy block policies
i €W policy goals that can be acc}lllieecz power is negative. As}slrelett 'te POWCr of delay, veto
: ved  bargaining tool for the legis{altuv:lu O}rlﬂy bean effective
e when the executive

evel of fundin
b o wi g. As a result, the abil
withhold or dec ’ - branchhasast :
rease fundin rong interest in changi
g anging the status
quo.

sllppl:lrt(.‘d b cutive b ~ m
o A the exe i an:
E,
Ch can mend ent and initlation

control of the executive branch. ‘
responsible to the legislature for their policy oversight and _CUﬂUO
agenda and can be removed from office if systems, e\‘?en if they arc unable
their policy goalsare deemed unacceptable by the executive pranch as a whole. . _
a majority in the legislature. Removal of the Legislative oversight of the executive brab

executive in fused-POWELS systems i accomplishe generally quite broad, entailing the ‘j‘_f‘“ﬂlopm

passage of pol.icies, as well as the maonitonng

through a motion of censure ora vote of o confidence. _
tive agencies tasked with the Imp

to effectively

This does not imply any legal wrongdoing; Asa ;
result, in most fused-powers systems the removal policy decisions. Although most legislat
of the sitting executive by the legislature doesnot both types of oversight, in general the fores batpaining
result in a crisis OF systemic instability.? of greater significanc® in fused-pOVer® Syt #IVE approval ? tool. In fact, the need to  Th. _
the latter takes precedencc in SoP systems: B e i spending initiatives can e most important positive legislati
e el o T T
arenas traditionally s allows the legislature to Cha'm 1yto
ge aspects of

the executi
tive br ’
anch’s proposal to achieve an outco
me

e£xec uti\"( h h
5 = branc sSu f T
! 2 Cch as for i y
€1, i i
gn and m hne lth the preference f
S OI a ma'Ori i
W [8) S

ant difference berween fused-powers and Question Gme, inguis
tivities

the po]icy—rclated control ac tive commitiees are Erequcntly use bY‘_

. g apn . x I - o T
tion of the broader pahncal to gather information and, if necessary =
. - ~ L)
ors and agencies within the execits

The signific

SoP systems in

S p
.
men lbe] I equel 1t restrictions to amelldnlent OWET

of legislatares is a func

system. More speciﬁcally. it is a result of the charac- ©uS act

ter of the legis]au\rc—cxccurjve relationship. 11 goP  accountable. Legislatures have increas® o el

s sclect their legislature and executive  OVE oversight activities over Gme: larg - mg:_'slator; policy-maki ¢ ud; limitations on the stage in th
o - amen . € proce i
lexity of gover ing Ing ments can be in ss at which
troduced (Spai
of amendments that can be i_ntr( dpalnzl, the number
oduced (Austri
ia), or

to the growing comp

systemns, VOLCT
need to delegate activities tO

1T1C h:pen d en d)
g S c g

ﬁ;scd-PUWCfS .
s el €T of wy
: ys that legj
gislatur
es can be  would incur additional costs (I
sts (Israel).

from one another. In
jhie Policy

for the legislative

-makir ,
1g process, rang-

systems, VOLETS cast votes only
branch. Selection of the executive OTCUTS indirectly | Ouestion timeis Use dinparl aments f
. +sti eis ¢ y
difference is s ificant sy for : ng onini
& a regularly scheduled 0\9901’[‘3“”1‘r el OPIMions 1o makj : An independ
i Signifi-  vidual ent power of initiati
Hating independ uals or groups within the legisl ve grants indi
[+ ent e egis ature th .
e right to

through the legislature. This
for two reasons.

introduce thei i
eir own policy proposals independent of




126

) I failure to reach a compromise can block the policy — Size
gamzatlona . process as a whole, or force the executive branch 1o 4 e basic descriptive statistics can reveal a good
attempt to govern without the legislature (t_hrough deal about the character and political role of a legis-
. db:not decrees, for example). In the worst-case scenario, such lature. For example, the number of members relative
mre has no formal are likely to be ineffective if they s a blockage might even threaten the stability of the
5 for an eniad
hat allows for

i | or
e legislatures, all propos” The interna

: isl
the executive branch. In 50 d by the legislature (the  ggructures of legs

it
als must formally be initia

; y isla .
Us), while in others ;:;:if;epcﬂ dently (the Buro- | egislature

atures

: : to the size of the general population, the number of
. | structure t olitical system itself if the necessary policies cannot days per year the legislature is in session, the extent

init rop here internal stT ; access o

ability to fnitate PFOF 7 | systems fall somewnere  have an specialized expertse: - be adopted.

1 Union). Most political 5¥ division of labour, Pf formation and other basic

pea . mes mio '
; two extre .

berween these

to which members are ‘professional’ legislators or
| . .
-ces O ; maintain additional external employment, the rate
. o R endent sources ; -5, An analysis i
rs Systems, few mdependtl.l mch‘ jonal and opcrauonal resources. Al " ;"l ' uality, and consistency of of member turnover from one election to the next,
In most fused-pOWELS ile the execulivé  grganizaion 4 resources of a legisla- Number, q Y Y R i
n o adopted, while 7 al structures an ¢ and the general ‘quality’ of members can all provide
ber initiatives are iglative success  of the intern accurate assessment o members . i . N
mem! ioh rates of legis rovide a more BN 1 information on the likely level of political influence
ds to have very hig st Buropean yre can oftenP - 2nd influence than a review ) . . ) o .
tends 4 Vlaicu, 2011 In Wes < exal level of activity an sstitution By their nature, legislatures bring together a compar-  that a legislature has within the political system and
3 - a1 : Bl e85 e T " ag s = COME il o . . . K i
(Dlermﬂﬂfa ample, 80-90 PEF cent of S;:C‘: h 1tst:gh formal powers granted toitin G atively large number of people. The legislature is  the policy-making process (see Table: The impact of
; i exe ' i ranch. the
countries, 10T -:oted by the executive o
are initiated DY TE ber bills
ful pmposals tsracl, private-merm
g, such as 1Srach,

gsually the most numerous and most diverse of the  general characteristics on legislative influence, in the
¢ primary branches of government. Thus, the toolsand  Online Resources).
In some Case less than o per cent of  Number a

stimated to account e m between
are

ave cither one chamber structures it uses to organize itself are particularly crit- The relationship between these characteristics and
Belgi . o leoidll WL uite informative in assessing the effec- i i i i W
aspted Proposals (Mahler 1998).11‘_1 _gmembEf bills In moSst Cases, {bicameral},Mtﬂ“{hmbtﬂcglﬂa . jcal and often q . R § Fhe roles of the leglslaFure is relatlvel?f stralgh_tfo :.1rd
e nd 1990, & total of 4,548 private” re ulimately (Ummme[ah arEpe. d to ensure adequate represens tive roles of the legislature within the broader system.  in most cases. The size of the legislature is telling
971 & 2 R er cent wWe
. oeed but just 7.3 P
were initiated,

g s within the political system,
e Oy o 5)}.1 policy making function of
[ - y

nd type of chambers

legislatures h

I
rures are generally create

tation for different group

ides repre-
v hamber prov L R S
nally larger) € ; "y 3 ,
The centrality of t t of a number The lower w’:i | . -_331‘.101’1 asa whole, while the upper ISTable 7.2 Representation and role/asymmetry of upper chambers
3 elopment O1€ jon for the po . - territorially |
led to the deve N the sentad ific socially or
sovernment has _ ize legislatures o0 . represents speciic S S B itssu | = —
!;f different attempts 1o categorl " T%h]ﬁ' Major clas- chamber rep g, These can be the pDh(lCal :subumeA | Country fFederal  Upper Size  Basis of Mode of selection Symmetric
Fac =pce (see 18 : ! S ups. ; 3 (SWitZeE
: ir policy influence . TCES). defined group : srmany), or cantons v ¥ (7N chamber representation (YIN)
basis of their po! s in the Online Resou - rates (US), Linder (Germany 1ch as aristocrd - . ki — —
sification of egislasnreh in a dichotornous way 5; different groups of citizens sud Ak archeidil Y Senate 72 Provincial Directly elected Y
ifferentiate i - ,oF , ' er a == — : e -
Thus, we can dlﬁcr?ﬂ Jeqislatures that have @ high ah .j or ethnicities (South Africa j'm 1?5: founds Y Bundesrat 64 Ldnder Indirect election by provincial legislature by N
between transformative egtkmg influence and arena- (UB._) \eral legislatures are more likely .tol e PR
i jcy-making ! . Unicamers j : aratively = . = e ——— =—= —
degree of direct policy more engaged in the linkage itary po\iﬁtal systems with comp N Council of 64 Regons Indirectly elected, eight appointed by Y
- legislatures that are - winde direct policy influ- Nt popu]aﬂﬁns (e.g Denmark). 1 er- ol the Republic president
< skt ~fions, Wi 2 neous i nal numbe — == _ St - ' -
and oversight funct Al rnatively, legislatures can be More important than the actut - erti Y Senate 60  Regions Indirectly elected by community and N
e : - ; , ‘ .
ence (Polsby 1975)- ¢ their “yiscosity’ or capacity lative chambers i8 the relationship of the le regional parliaments (50) and co-opted (10)
in terms O e in its lative ch? _ OWET'S 5 — - : = — —
understuod in 'Cbn:; ven block, the executive in 1S Sl ameral systems, all thl’.P e single cham N Senate 27  Departments Directly elected—top two parties (2/1) Y
to slow down, Al Pi' decisions (Blondel 1970)- .ve branch are contained W‘lfhm'; p{:\rel:s three seats per admin. dept,
- make polic tive bre R these | : — = = === -
attempts 10 make poicy However, in bicamer al systems o exereil all Y Senate 8l States Directly elected—simple majority, three Y
3 o5 can €7
() equally shared (both chambt.risi e o0 ambe seats per state
\L) € - jvided (€ab ] = — — — — .
lative Pchrsj', (1) quﬂb’ diy ‘1‘:11 impoft'cmt' po Y Senate 105 Regions Appointed—by government on a regional N
v Sl 10 pecific, but more or less equally hamber has basis
= - 5 4 . + i (one che o —— — — == = - —
¢ tacks, induding provid- or (iil) Imequall_v dtsrrlbutc.i (/ i ikee) The fi N Senate 38 Regions Directly elected in nineteen senatorial Y
dlatures engage in avarety © e | governmerit, ritly greater pOWELS than € - picameral =4t districts
s o citizens and the central 80 canth idered tobe symmietric : s _ — — R
ing alink DELWEETI = s, execitive oversight, and cases are consy ‘nmcmc hicamerdt enate 102 National 100 directly elected in a single national Y
representing citizen intere -’k'm process: while the latter are asyt les constituency, plus two from special district
participating in the policy-making o eterms perform al Table 7.2 Pro\rldes gome examp ‘t; ‘rq alo la __ for indigenous communities
: iy democratic syster i hambers : 5 = —— ———— —
\While most legislatures.in -[di; o ciriprass placed on the Knowing how many :ghtil:)ﬁsm p be N Senate 8l National Directly elected—simple majority 1/3 every N
sytent, A . rels ]
of these roles © 50"1‘: ;rill vary between legislatures, and understandmg the Hc) is importﬂﬂ__ L . t_wo years -
various roles and tas  the refationship between (Sy'[nﬂlt‘.T.lC or asymmer tht broader poue Senate 348 Departments Indirect election by electoral colleges in N
The very different .;harac’i{‘-]T 0l. c;isiature in fused-powers these attributes impact Onf the c_halmbi'-fs""' e each department
. nd the legisl " ) if the y B o :
the executive hraﬂﬂr aowe"s systems influences which process. For Cmmplle'l Jature ~ Bundesrat 69 Linder Indirectly selected by Lénder governments N
tion-of-p . ) . . al legisid = = — — — =
and sepere L are emphasized by @ |egistature. symmetric b;Lamt.l' idflﬁ ogical M Senate I3 National Appointed—by governor general (on N
& XS ~ z = ) . L
roles and tas ¢ different todls that a legislature different OT opposing ess, a5 3 P . advice of prime minister)
a number 0 : . ing solative process, & . — — : .
There are art I'rthi 1 the policy-making process, ‘“"—"”d{::%_ll delay the legislati b pth chambers must RajyaSabha 245 States/territories  Indirectly elected (233), appointed by N
) i s e 3o . _ .
may employ Wit 10, amenidment, and initjatian. VYT to the majority of b0 150 force incre S president (12)
ermltaianidem - d to are ‘negative’ i that they Such a situation may @ 501  oher ]_cvel ok ' ———— B - .
{ delay and veto ¢ T : cure a S
the powers O mt and initiation are omise and ensu
licies, amendment ¢ compron
delay or block po

< o1l (continued)
SR O

i shiag OF ferrt

. . for minoriies

‘pGE'I't-I'-'E pOWers. ] tation




often directly tied to the type ©

| Table 7.2 Representation and role/asymmetry of upper chambers (cont'mued) , = -
Populati '
| pulation and size of low:
P I, I s | er chamber in forty- ) 129
|| - : . | = e one countries —
| Country Eederal  Upper Size  Basis of Mode of selection Symmetric | ce ==
OUNLEY
II (YN chamber representation (YIN) \ ¥ Y B Lower chamber
I| ftaly N Senate 315 Regions Directly elected—PR and ajority bonus Y | . Argentina Chamber of Deputie = - Population
‘ ies ‘ - - r of DePU‘ties — Size -
within regions ! Austria . — Reps/citizens
| e T e T | | = National Counil (Nationalrat) 43,847,277 —
| Japan N House of 252 National and Directly elected—nationally (100) and N | Belarus oh —— ationalrat) A 27 170612
I (Coundllors prefecture  within prefectures s \ T amber of Representatives ST 183 — 6'2
|| Mexico Y Senate {28  States Directly E:lcctt—:d——mochﬁ{-:d majority (one Y ] ——B—h &= House of Representatives — 9'48EI o ol —
II per state 1o second party) ] /an g B Tsgogdu —— - 11371928 _TS i 86,006
\ Pakistan Y Senate g7  Provincial and jndirectly elected (four per province eight N 3 Bolivia Chal:nber of Deputi 784, |O3 a 67,800
I T—
|| {ribal areas per tribal areas T three per capital ! Brazil Chamb Ao 10.888.402 150 4805
. e e ; = 888, ,
|| territory) Canada ] OEePUtIeS — 130 80201
| o o A e e —~ E e House of Co 209,567,920 — 201
\ Poland N Senate 100  Districts Directly clocted—ample majority, two oF N Chad = 0 —=OMMOns = e 513 378064
|| three per district = - National Assembly — 36286378 301 ._73'064
e gyl I B S : ) Chil == ? S
| Romania N Senate 143 Nationa Directly electad—two-ballots majority Y /i' ; Chamber of Deputies —= 14,496,739 s —_l |_6'287
| _ enate s O s = 3 —
| Russta Y Coundil of 178 Federal units {ndirectly celected (two per repubic, obtast, N ﬂna_ = National People’s Congr 18,131,850 120 2l
II Federation krais, okrug, and federal city) | Colombia Chamber of R gress 1382323332 138,104 -
S= I = = - === A — . - - epre . Rt ), -
|| St Lucia N Senate 1 National Appointed by Governor General: prime N ‘ Czech Republic Ee—— presentatives fr——— 2978 - Py
| micister selects sixand opposition three " Denmark T ok of Deputies R e 163 287,620
— ULLEE caae O = == oket 548 R ,
|| Spain N Senate 957 Regional Directly elected (208 ;._-ﬂ‘.aﬁor'rty indirectly N  Egypt - e 058 200 535y
|| elected (49) | - o Peoples Assembly 5,690,750 =2 92566
I - e e e = e —— . Sirlan o - =
{ Gwitzerland Y Council of 46  Cantons Directly glected— sirnple majority Y lII — Eduskunta 93,383,574 454 __3 2%
'\ P _Sta_tes__ . —— B _ ) - - National ASSenW 5523904 B "200 S 184,537
UK N House of 731 Class Hereditary and by appointment N Fed ST e 64 6 27,144
| Lords ederal Diet (Bundestag) — 577 B
|| e e = : = e — . Vouli 80,682,351 e 113,752
| s Y Senate 100  Federal units Directly clected—simple majority Y 598 3
| =———— =—= SN . D= House of the People (Lok S: 10919,459 g Bk
|| Source: Compiled y the author from Kurian et al (1998) Updated from official national legislative websites and Inter-Parfiamentary Union online |S|; — ple (Lok Sabha) 1,326,801 — 36051
II database (2018) slamc Consultative Assembly . 326801,576 545 279
e eSS o S e e e e Knesset 80,043,146 — 220,538
" . . . _ . _ Che : 8,19 —— 285489
because of the difficulty that large diverse roups Part-ime legislatares that are in session only for — amber of Deputies _2'463 120
¥ 24 group! & : H s 66403
generally have in reaching coherent decisions. The periods of the year not only provide the oppo 1 ouse of Representatives e 630 e
more membets a legislature has, the more Gme each for their members o engage in other pro Kukhoe _'26,323.7|5 500 i
decision is likely to require (as 2 result of the need 10 activities, but they often make ita functional Charmber of Deputi 50503933 255,040
- — ¥} '
allocate speaking time to all members, for example). ment The average anrmal salary of 2 legis! B e o R — 128632004 s 167,239
More members are likely to lead to more complex ~mOTE likely to constitute Yving wage when B f Representatives 4“565’ = 500 294673
mechanisms of internal organization and more thinly performcd constitutes d full-rime job ofco = ional Assembly === 265,185 120 10
spread institutional resources. However, membership ¢ also legistatures that are formally ~ Congress 192,826,502 TE A
umbers must be interprcted‘mcuntext, as very small nonetheless fail 10 provide membets Wit ~ Sgjm = 31,774,225 e 837,876
countries will naturally tend to have much smaller able salary? Chamber of Deputi 38,593,161 Y
7 —— u ! —
legislatures, while more populous countries will ont The need for legislators t© paintain & State Duma. 0 19372734 160 83779
At = a f , —
average have larger legislatures (se¢ Table 7.3)- external employment reduces the almf':‘-‘ﬂF o 143439 341 55,847
_ and effort they can dedicate to theif le _15_1“- o memt 439832 450 —
Time In some cases, the role of the Jegislarut® 35 _ National Council o — 5,696,506 = 444
The amount of Hme that legislators spend attend-  that this is not a concern. In others ?_"3"_ _ Congress of Deputies 5429418 150 =X
ing to legislative tasks is also A useful indicator of notonly reduce the effectiveness of 158‘5_“_ National Coundil - 46,064,604 36302
the broader role of the legislature. At one extreme also impact the type of individuals whoJ? Legislative Yuan 8,379,477 >0 133760
N 3 . 5 w1 1 — al ' ' ==
are legislatures that are formally or functionally ‘in  ture. This can impact both the quality os Bunge " . TR 200 40070
session’ year—round. Onthe otherend of the spectrum the rate of mi:mbcrship furnover g éra - __ 395,600 164 —
. . N o - s . . n H —_—— ,
are ‘part-tume legislatures that meet for only a few the next. When legislative wages . — National Assernbly L >30eaAn 275 *
days each year (see Table 7-4)- restrict membership tO those Wit dtu‘l getise of Commons 79622082 oo 163.378
The length of the annual session of a legislature is of wealth and keep the most 4% op : _Chamber of Depyy = 65,111,143 135862
= v . X , - areel Y 7 the —— ies '
¢ members it attracts- considering the Jegislarure as a Caree I 31518855 659 95,875
- netal {998 o = ' \ 165
o ), national websites and the [nter-Parliamentary U 175431
= ry Union online database
016).




(30

| P——— ______________________________ S -
{ | I'| || Table 7.4 Comparison of annual session duration | e 74 C -
| | e /. Omparison afem — T
nual i . e —
l’ \Il '| Ve e e ——— session duration (continued) p— 131
l \ \ || Counury L ower chamber Annual session(s) Meeting days (sittings) [ = . = - — _
| I| = = —————= == — 2 == | | Romani2 Chamber of Deputi ==
| \ [ Argentina Chamber of Deputies Annual session from | Marchto 30 [ | puties Two sessions - .
\ |I November || s = September Dannually; FebruaryJuneand —
| I —— = e e = as e > ate Du —December —
| || I| \I Austra National Council (Bundesrat) Annual session from mid-September 1o l ma Two sessions = =
. __ annually: mi —
|| | id-uly ; o Jul y: mid-January-mid- == .
' | l' == S Pults VNNE-— e : e — — Singapore Parliam _ ulyandbeg. Octob : Generall - —
ent — er—end y two d
! l' | Belarus Chamber of Re reseritatives Variable 170 days [ N ctober—end of D_ecember weel aYIS per week, three
\ l- I| i = e "p— —— = - s = == —_—— s — 0 set calendar, one sittin, — __IG per month in session
| | Belgium House of Representatives Annual session from second Tuesday in Minirnum of forty days per session ! S = Six m ) g per month = — =
{ | | Slovakia Ntioral Gound, ix months maximurn betw,
l | | || October to 20 July - ouncil S um between sessions
' ; 3 == = ¥ oy Sy . annual sessi ‘ e
i | | Bhutan Tsgogdu Must meet at least once per year (May- Span Congress of Deputies _T = sions (spring and autumn) = B
it | \ june or October—“-lovember] —— SWO sessions annual: FebruarY_J d o
| S —— § = _ = ARt == —— N i — . - eptember_ BNy = N
\ l'l | Bolivia Chamber of Deputies Ninety days (possible 1o extend to | Switzerland  National Council e p__' er-December
b | II | 120) r:Ul’Emes per year (every three — -
e oy == e - svoniill === = = onths), . T e —
| \ | | Brazi Chamber of Deputies Two sessions annually: | March-30 june e . allowed) extraordinary sessions are hree weeks/ordinary session, one
i I| and | August—> December " Legislative Yuan T_-_ — _ week/extraordinary session
| | Canada House of Commons o S;N C; sessions annually. Febru;)’—f"la)’;)d =N —
| I| =3 = = ) BN e 3 : | Tanzania Bunge == ptember—December Two sittings per week while in
| Chad Nationa! Assembly Two 5essions annually in April and Ninety days in session Variable numb = —— session lemn
l | = mber of sessions lasti = = ___
| October ey - B between four d lasting Twent: . — =
| = o= _— tober e - i Grand National Assembl between four days and two weeks nty-five~thirty days per ye
Chile Charaber of Deputies One annual session, 21 May—18 | Y Annual session: | O_ct N — average year on
l' September Sept - ober—30 — i - -
\ = B P B il sl et = — | thPember, may recess for a maximu Meets Tuesday-Thursday in sessic
| China National People’s Congress Once per year ( yeually in March) Fourteen days House of Com__- == three months m of y in session
— 2 S o= = 3 RS e = Sl = mons ONENS e B
|| Colombia Chamber of Representatlves Two sessions annually: 20 July—1 6 Full year, adjourns fc : o e
or Christmas (thre =
|| December and 16 March—20 june weeks), Easter (one week), and € Four-five days per we? h n
' == e e == 3 _ ten +and summer . ek while in
| Denmark Folketing Annual session: October—October (no Approxmately {00 plenary Chamber of Deputies g —( _\{thks) - session
|| meetings in Jul, August, and September) meetings per Year - Ordinary sessions: early ga_rch _' — .
3 — = = =S SN — S S =3 = 1 . = —early Jul - _
g . . faze] ] = _and early October| y July
\ Finland Eduskunta Spring and autumn sessions (recess T il on Kurian et al. (1998), updated from offici == el 'ate_r\J_qyember
| December—jantary and summer) i = official national government and legis! B T
= — = — _— e —_— e —— gislative websit — -
| Franc National Assembly Annual session, October—june — sites (2018).
> —— N —— e e —— jittees
Greece Vouli Annual session from first Monday in
Octaper (for not less than five month & Wwithout : ;
| ———— s e tober (for N fess than Ve onths) = B o the be’fcePtlon, legislatures organi f”lth external actors that facili
| India House of the People (Lok Three sessions per year: February-ay. . ﬂla pasis of committees. Ho ganize informed decision . acilitate independent and
'l Sabha) fuly—August, Novernber—Decernber -n;stEXlSt between these Cc.)m V'VeVer, the legislatures connnzn aking. Given the size of mo
il ] = s = . Legi mittee ’ ttees St
| tealy Chamber of Deputies Year-round (official vacations: one week S t}gIISIatures may have few o s can for most legislative a ~O.ften serve as the forum
| for Easter, two weeks for Christmas, and Erran ely may be created on T Cfln;ny and coalition-buildin thWltY’ including bargaining
' August) 3 ently establish an ad hoc smaller si ng between political :
| ] 2 == = s e SR —— ; —— igh 2 ed. In additi er size and I . cal parties, Th
| : : B Speciali ion, th i ess publi il
| Japan House of Representatives Ordinary session January-May 150 daysfordina’y session 1_mvl‘:htClaLhzed subcommittees a d7 re increase their utility as fc nature of committees
|| (extraordinary cessions suMmMer— (extraordinary ones vary, _'_r_ a ees of inquiry created to crild or activity However, if th a forum for these types of
| 'T'Question address ’ e commi
autumn) s. In som nent, they ar ; ittees are
= e e J——— - — o revi e cases, commi , they are unlikel . not perma-
lewine ; ’ mitte s y to pro
| Korea, Kukhoe Regular session May not exceed 100 days pverage of forty-five days IDlenar d‘;mg and amending pro; ;j of stability and expertise provide the necessary level
| South (special session not to exceed thirty days)  inplenary session == l.m;)lr scusses them; in other PO:] S '
== e T - fainem— =Bt e b O Implemengin g s, they Specializati
|| Mexico Charnber of Deputies TwO sessions annually: | September—lS iThess nting the changes decide?ﬂ C e
| December and 15 March-30 April _ = X O‘f c; elationships are outlined in thomrmttees within influential legisl
— 5 S R - e —— = == T 1Ty eo ; : islatu .
l New House of Representalives Session runs for full calendar yean 20ce, in the I_lltec characteristicson co rg}’c'lnlzeltlon of the executivegbr res also mirror
| Zealand generally N0 sittings in January = nline Resources. . mrr;lttees for each cabinet po tfallllch’ with distinct
I, —— = ' === S ex ; 1on of speci . rtiolio. T :
{ Pakistan National Assembly Two annual sessions, Must not remain I ‘Pertise foster f eFlﬁC committees with cabinet .h.e associa-
|I recess for more than 120 days at a time . Eimportan: 4 the 1 r.e f-t10nships between the memb ministries can
- = _ == B === - aa—— == S = s I _- spect: 2 egisiatu ersand
| Poland Sejm Continuous, Sittings determined by Twenty-s% Sn:tmgSPf_ ey, .cmmnit{?. s of committees im rog ; re. and the executive branch S taff of
Presidium cach) Octobel === 16t only ténc;Ls that are created prove inter-institutional cooperati b, which can
e - —~ : tob ) ion.
Memberg | ¢ less efficiently Subcommittees and t
emporary commi
mittees

Cifie ack the OPPOItunity

|
‘Pert's
15e, o
4 T the contacts

The potential
for additi
fici onal flexibili .
ty can be added through the 'Lnlclzp(a)l?i. spect
ation of




132
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