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Reader’s guide

The issue of the relevance of political science {n general,
and then of course also the sub-discipline of comparative
politics, has recently received increased attention both in
the public debate as well as within the discipline itself. This
chapter considers what comparative politics could be rel-
evant for, such as informing the public debate and giving
policy advice. A central argument is that comparative poli-
tics has a huge but sometimes underdeveloped potential
for being relevant for various aspects of human well-being.
Empirical research shows that the manner in which a coun-
try’s political institutions are designed and the quality of the
operations of these institutions have a strong impact on
measures of population health as well as subjective weli-
being {aka ‘happiness’} and general social trust. One result
is that democratization without increased state capacity
and contro! of corruption is not fikely to deliver increased
human weli-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 of course also the sub-discipline of compara-
tive politics, has recently received increased attention
both in the public debate as well as within the discipline
ftself (Stoker et al. 2015). To answer a question like ‘is
comparative politics relevant?’ certainly demands thata
more.baslc issue is solved, namely for what, whom, or
when should this knowledge be relevant? Many different
answers could be given to this question.

Flrst, comparative politics could be relevant for in-
forming 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 inter-
est groups such as business organtzations and labour
unions and how to best handle factions within their
party, to name a few. In"this approach to the issue of
relevance, comparative political sclentists act as con-
sultants, advisors, or even so-called ‘grey eminences’
to politicians, This is also where many of those with a
degree in palltical science end up, for example as minis-

- terial advisors or pollcy consultants, professions which

have increased considerably in almost all OECD coun-
tries (OECD 2011). Plato already ventured into this area
some 2,300 years ago with his three famous journeys to
Sicily, where he was asked to 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 a ruthless tyrant, rulning his country
(Lilla 2001).

A well-known formulation in relation to public policy
issues is that the researcher’s task is to ‘speak truth to
power’ (Wildavsky 1987). The problem Is of course that
‘power’ may not be that interested, especially if what is
spoken comes into conflict with deeply held ideologi-
cal convictlons or specific interests. The extent to which
comparative politics is relevant in this respect also de-
pends, 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
political orientation, and many argue that science should
beabout finding out what is the truth and not about sup-
porting any specific ideology or group interest.

A second idea for making comparative political sci-
ence more relevant is based not on informing the politi-
<al elite, but the general public. This is the comparative
political scfentist as the public intellectual writing op-ed
articles, giving public lectures, and caommenting upon
current political affairs In the media, The number of
political events that deserve comments are in principle

endless. Why does country X have higher economic
growth? Why is gender equality better In some coun-
tries than others? Why does nation Z have such a huge
welfare state? Here, the level of relevance would be de-
termined by the question ‘can political scientists offer
something more, deeper, or qualitatively different than
what we get from the astute political journalist or pundit
and 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 de-
bate about public policies in a democracy if people with
more knowledge chose to participate. An often heard ar-
gument against the ‘public intellectual’ approach fs that
the apinions 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 being
engaged in Issues that many citizens care deeply about
{see Box 1.1,, Gerring 2015; Stoker et al, 2015), Another
problem is, of course, what is known as *paternalism!
Should the choice of policies n a democracy not be left
to the citizens? What rights have the academic elite to
tell ordinary people what is best for them? If the experts
know which policies are ‘best] we could do away with the
democratic process, And should we not suspect that be-
hind a shield of objective sclentific jargon rests the spe-
clal interests of the ellte?

A way out of this paternalism problem has been
suggested by the economist-philosopher and Nobel
Laureate, Amartya Sen. His theory of justice, known as
the ‘capability theory of justice’ or ‘capability approach;
rests on the idea that 2 just society provides people with

BOX 1.1. ZOOM~IN Normative

theory and empirical research in

comparative politics
nstivutionally, pofitical philosophy (zka ‘palitica theory)
is usually kept apart from emplrical research in political
science. From a policy and relevance perspective this is
unfortunate, since without a foundation In normative the
ory, results from emprical research may be used in ways
that stand in sharp conflict with respect for human rights,
Astrand ofliterature has pointed o the problem with illib.
eral democracy, implying that majorities may launch polie
cies that are detrimental to dlvil liberties (Zakada 2003;

areennen
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*ffective opportunities to undertake actions and activi-
ties that they have reason to value, and be the person that
_ they have reason to want to be’ (Robeyns 2011, 2.2; Sen
2010). The terminology implies that the problem of jus-
tce is not to equalize economic resources or social status
as such, but to ensure all individuals a set of basic re-
i sources that will equalize their chances to reach their full
potential as humans. For this, economic measures like
: gross national income per capita will not work because
i (a) economic resources can be very unevenly divided, and
! {b} economic resources does not always translate into ac-
3} 7T tual capabllities. For example, according to the most re-
cent statistics from the UNDP, in economic terms South
Africa Is 60 per cent richer than the Philippines but hasa
<3} -2 -> . Jife expectancy ten years lower.
Standards for what should be seen as basic resoturces
that increase capabilities include access to high qual-
¥ """ty health care and education, basic food and shelter,
equality in civil and political rights, equal protection
‘under the law, basic soctal services and soctal insur-
ance systems that support people who for various rea-
sons cannot generate enough resources from theic own
: work, support for persons with disabilities, etc. The set
4} ==~ of such capabilities enhancing goods and services can of
course vary, but it is important to realize that equality,
as a politically viable concept, has to be about specified
things. There is simply no way we, by polltical means,
can equalize the abllity to be a skilled musician, to be
¥ creative, to be loved, to be an outstanding researcher,
a good parent, or a first rate ballet dancer, What it is
possible to do by political means is to Increase the pos-
... ..sibility for those who happen to have ambitions in these
{and many other) fields to realize thelr talents even if
: they have not entered this world with the necessary
' economic endowments to do this. This can be done by
giving people access to a certain bundle of goods and
services that are likely to enhance their capabilities of
reaching their full potential as human beings. In prac-
tice, the capabilities approach to justice has been trans-
. lated to various measures of human well-being, of which
many (but not all) are measures of population health.
i . Simply put, a person that dies as an infant due, for ex-
’ ample, to lack of access to sanitation and safe water has
no possibility of fulfilling whatever potential he or she
. had. The same goes for a person that dies prematurely
-« - - duetolack of health care, or who never learned to read
T andwrlte due to lack of education, or who as a child did
| not develop her cognitive capacities due to malnutri-
p tion. In addition to the ‘hard’ objective measures from
population health, there is now an abundance of inter-
... esting, so-called subjective measures. These include
perceptions of the level of corruption in one's country,

[y

¢ _King 1999), It Is also the, sase that political philosophes
i sometime suggest policies for increased social Justice
i which emplrical research have shown ace impossible ta
i implement (Rothstein 201). H

. perceptions of social trust, and if people report satisfac-
tion with their lives (aka *happiness’). Various research
“} 7 7 and policy institutions have also produced measures for
D Al ranking countries, concerning things like: respect for

CHAPTER 1 THE RELEVANCE OF COMPARATIVE POLITICS

human 2nd civil rights, the rule of law,-gender equal-
ity, Innovativeness, and competitiveness, to'name a few.
One answer to the question ‘for what Is comparative
politics relevant? can thus be its potential for increas-
Ing humar well-being.

LKEYPOINTS -~ o

# A discussion of the potentlal relevance of 3 discipline
such as comparative politics has to start by asking the
question ‘relevant for what?',

® Comparative politics can be relevant for informirig the
public debate and also for giving advice to pofiticans
and government agencies about public policies.

¢ Comparative politics also has a potential for serving
more general goals like increased social justice and Im.
proved human well-being,

Political institutions and
human well-being

" It was long taken for granted that the well-belng of the

population in a country rested on non-political factors
such as natural resources, technological and medical in-
ventions, the structural situation of the social classes, or
deeply held cultural norms, including religion. The polit-
fcal institutions were seen merely as a superficial reflec-
tion or as the ‘superstructure’ of underlying structurat
forces and thus had no or very little impact on the over-
all prosperity or well-being of a country. This changed
In economics, socielogy, and political science during the
1990s with what has been termed ‘the institutional turn’
The economic historian (and Nobe} Laureate) Douglass
C. North {1990) was amongst the first to polnt at the
importance of Institutions, understood as ‘the rules of
the game’ for explaining why some countries were much
more prosperous than others. This became known as
‘the new institutionalism’ (March and Olsen 1989) and,
in comparative politics, as ‘historical institutionalism®
(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 various insti-
tutional approaches could empirically show that what
explained the differences was the varfation in political,
legal, and administrative Institutions.

The institutional turn and
comparative politics

The Implication of this ‘institutional turn’ for the rel-
evance of comparative politics can hardly be over-
stated. An example Is the issue of access to safe water.
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The magnitude of the problem can be illustrated by
reports from the World Health Organisation (WHO),
which In 2006 estimated that 1.2 billion people lacked
access to enough clean water and that 2.6 billion peo-
ple lacked adequate sanitation. Figures further reveal
that 80 per cent of all diseases in developing countries
are waterborne, and that contaminated water causes
the death of 2.8 million children every year. A care-
ful estimate by the WHO is that 12,000 people, two
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 problem
Is not, as was previously assumed, an issue of lack of
technical solutions. The acute lack of clean water that
affects a large amount of people in developing coun-
tries is not due to a lack of technical solutions, such
as pumps, reservoirs, or sewers; nor 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 dys-
functional state apparatus. Developing countries more
often than not possess 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 in the public sector. In many cases, the
coeruption in the procurement process results in ex-
tremely low-quality tnfrastructure being put in place
(Rothstein 2011, ch. 1}.

The implication is that for comparative politics to be
policy relevant, it is not necessary to side with a specific
political ideology ar special interest group. The capabil-
ity approach to social justice is, of course, a normative
theory, but based on the generally held idea that most
people would prefer to live in a country where few new-
borns die, most children survive their fifth birthday, al-
most all ten year olds can read, people have access to
safe water, people live a long and reasonably healthy life,
child deprivation is low, few women die when giving
birth, the percentage of people living in severe poverty is
low, and many repart reasonable satisfaction with their
lives. More than anything else, an abundance of empiri-
cal research shows that the ability to become a 'success-
ful society’ in this sense is decided by the quality of the
political institutions {including the administrative and
legal institutions which are inherently political). Simply
put, some societies are mare successful than others in
achieving broad-based human well-being for their pop-
ulations {Halt and Lamont 2009}, and empirically this
turns out to, for the most part, be caused by what can
be termed their quality of government (Rothstein 2011).
‘The implication is that the question of whether compar-
ative political science can be relevant becomes different

from the consultant/advisor and the puBlic intellectua]
approaches mentioned above, Instead, it becomes 5
question of the extent to which the discipline can con.
tribute tb increased human well-being by (a) specifying

which political institutions are most likely to increase -i

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 o

institutions and the quality of government In terms of

impact on development and human well-being (Rodrik

et al. 2004; Acemoplu and Robinson 2012). However, ~<{=

there is little consensus on which particular political
Institutions matter, 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 Nocth kept reminding us, the im-
portance of the informal institutions in society should
not be overlooked and the importance of formal in-
stitutions has often been exaggerated (North 2010),
A case in point Is Uganda, which, after numerous in-
terventions by the World Bank and many bi-lateral
donars, has established an institutional framework
that according to one leading donor erganization was
‘largely satisfactory in terms of anti-corruption mea-
sures” (SIDA 2006). In fact, Uganda’s formal institu-
tons of anti-corruption regulation score 99 out of a
100 points in the think tank Global Integrity’s index.
‘Thus, while the formal institutions are almost perfect,
the informat underbelly isa very different matter, After
almost a decade of tmpressive legislation and a gov-
ernment that rhetorically assured non-tolerance to-
wards corruption, the problem of corruption remains
rampant. Uganda ranks as 142 out of 175 countries on
Transparency Internationals’ Corruption Perceptions
Index. One example of an mportant informal instita-
tion that has been shown to have a strang impact on
human well-being is the degree of social trust. If peo-
ple in a society perceive that ‘most other people can be
trusted, this has a positive impact on overall prosper-
ity and most measures of human well-being (Uslaner
2002). If we knew how to increase the informal institu-
tion of social trust within in a society, much would be
gained. The issue of which institutions is not confined
to the division between formal and informal, There is
also a large discussion about whether the institutions
that regulate the access to power are more impar-
tant than the institutions that regulate the exercise of
power. In a democxjacy, the former are, for example,
party and electoral systems and the latter are the rule
of law and the capacity of the public administration
in general (Holmberg and Rothstein 2012; Fukuyama
2014). These issues will be addressed below,
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Table1.] Examples of basic institutional variation
among tepresentative democracies

: "y The ‘institutional turn’ in the soclal sclences implles
L it away from a focus on structural variables for ex-
s

plalning why same societles are more successful than

others in providing human well-being.

S ‘¢ This ‘institutional turn® implies an increased relevance

for comparative politics since the creatlon, design, and
operaticns of political institutions are among the cen-
trat objects of study.

astitutions, broadly understood as ‘the rules of the

‘game’, can be both formal and informal. Moreover,
they can be located at the ‘input side’ or at the ‘output
side’ of the palitical system. This variation opens up an

'i;;eres(lng analysis of which institutions are most lm-

v portant for incseasing human weil-being.

Type of institution " Institutional variations
Electoral system Proportional vs majoritarian
Legislative assembly l:Jnlﬂmeral s bicameral
Government structure l_Jn[tarian vs federalist
Central executive 5?:32?:332; mys
Tudictalreview Strong vs weak judicial review
.I.‘;c.:;i“g.(;;ernmems Weakvsstrong locat—
autonomy .
Civd;::"wce Spoils recruitment vs merit-
recruitment : .
Protecﬁon of minorities .étmngvsweak protection
Re(erendums - - - — Regulatly used vs not used
Consultaﬁ.;).l; of experts  Routinevsad hoc f

The many faces of democracy

- Almost all scholars in comparative politics take f?r .
geanted that in producing ‘the good society; democmt_xc
political institutions are to be preferred. Research in
= 7 democratization has been very high on the compara-
tive politics agenda {Lindberg 2009; ‘Teorell 2010). I-'n:;m
a capability theory, one problem is that far frorft all e
mocracies produce high levels of human well-being. Th:s
is not only the case if we compare the OESZD countries
© with democracies in the developing world since there are
also huge differences within these groups of countries
for most measures of human well-being. One problem
is that we tend to speak about democracy as a single po-
i litical institution, when in fact it is a system that is built
: on multiple separate Institutions. This pm!:lem can be
Hustrated with the following thought experiment: Eve.ry
representative democracy has to solve a number of is-
=~ sues for which different institutions have been created
' {or have evolved). For example, the electoral system, th'e
degree of decentralization, the formation o.f the argani-
zations that are to implement laws and policies, the way
expert knowledge is Infused into the decision-making
process, and 5o on. Democratic theory f{os not pro-
- vide precise answers to how these institutions should be
constructed. There is, to take an obvious example, nota
clear answer in democratic theory that tells us if a pro-
: portional electoral system (giving rise to a multi-party
system) is to be preferred or if a first-past-the-post sys-
—.—  tem that usuaily produees a two-party system would be
.~ abetter choice, As shown in Table 1.1, at least ten such
T institutional dimensions can be identified in every repre-
sentative democracy. )
According to the main works in democratic theory,
i none of the various cholces that can be made for the
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ten institutional dimensions are mutually ;xclus;live. In
ory, everything can be combined (even though some
::I:ngnatinrny:hamgless likely than others). Thus, the re-
sult from this thought experiment shows that there are’
at least 1,024 ways of constructing a represer{taﬁve. de-
mocracy (2'9 = 1,024). Since many of these dimensions
are not dichotomous, but to varying extents gndu.al
{more or less strong judicial review, more or less spoils
recruitment to the civil service, more or less d-ecentral-
ization to local governments, ete.), the possible varia-
tion is in fact much lacger than ‘1,024; if not endles?. To
be conerete, the Swiss, Danish, Brazilian, South African,
and British democracies, to just take five examples, are
institutionally configuted in very different v':ays And
while it is true that there Is some ‘clustering’ in these
dimensions, there are also surprising differences. ifo:
example, the relation between the central civil service
and the cabinet in Finland and Sweden are very fhﬁ'erent
from how this relation is institutionalized in neighbour-
ing Denmark and Norway, Australia is the enly former
British colony that has compulsory voting, Another im-
portant dimension is how expert knowledge is i}andled
in the decision-making process, Some demotfracm h?ve
developed established routines in the de'cismn-x:nahnt}g‘
process to ensure that expert knowledge is used in bo]‘
the preparation and implementation of public poli-
cies. In other democracies, the use of expert know']edge
is more ad hoc. In many policy fields, the den.mnd is not
only that decisions about policies are tnkef: in a demo-
cratically coerect manner, but that especially in areas
such as population health, and environment"«ll 1551'1&6, we
also want them to be ‘true’ or at least in line with the
ilable knowledge’
'bitn?t;er important institutional variation _is the ex-
tent of so-called vete points in a democratic system,
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The acgument is that some combinations in the figure
abave give rise to many such veto points that can make
it difficult for governments to act in a determined and
responsible way, If there are many un-coordinated ac-
tors (the executive, the courts, the legislative assem-
blies, the sub-national governiments, organized interest
groups}, the democratic machinery 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 institu-
tional 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
approxintately one hundred, finding a solution to this
‘1,024’ problem is empirically difficult. Moreover, even
if there are some interesting results from this research,
changing long-established political institutions may still
be a Herculean task,

L KEY POINTS -~ s

@ We often think of democracy In terms of an eitherfor

- dimension—a country [s either a democracy or (more

or less) authoritarlan, In reality, democracies tuen out

to have quite dramatic variation In thelr Institutional
configuratians,

" @ The manner in which 3 democratic political system Is
organized is often linked to its ca pability for producing
- ‘valued outcomes’ such as economic prosperity, politi-
cal legl‘tim:acy. and sacial justice,
@ Knowledge about the link between the design of politl-
cal institutions and *valued putcomes’ Is therefore es-
sential for the relevance of comparative politics.

Democracy and state capacity

As mentioned above, it has generally been taken for
granted, both in comparative politics and in the general
pubiic debate, that when it comes to human well-being,
the nature of institutions that make up the liberal elec-
toral democracy is the most important factor. Research
about democratization has been a huge enterprise in
the discipline, with numeraus studles of how, when, and
why countries shift from various forms of authoritarian
rule to electoral representative democracies. ‘There has
also been a lot to study since the waves of democracy
that have swept over the globe have brought representa-
tive democracy to places where It seemed Incanceivable
fifty, thirty, or even ten years ago. Even 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 everare
naw, by the most sophisticated measures used, classifieq
as being democratic, and mare people than ever live iy
democracies (Teorell 2010). While there are many rea- *
sons to celebrate this democratic suecess, if judged from
the perspective of capability theory, there are also reasons |
ta be disappointed, One example is South Africa, which
miraculously managed to end apartheid in 1994 without ¢
falling into a full-scale civil war. As Nefson Mandela sald
in one of his speeches, the introduction of democracy
would nat only liberate people, but would also greatly
improve their social and economic situation (Mandely
1994: 414). Available statistics give a surprisingly bleak
picture for this promise, Since 1994, the country has not

A

children attend school by a single month, economic in-
equality remains at a word record level, life expectancy.
is down by almost six years, and the number of women
that dle in childbirth has more than doubled.! Simply
put, for many central measures of human well-being, the
South African democracy has not delivered many posi-
tive results,

Anather example has been provided by Amartya Sen, -
in an article comparing ‘quality of life’ in China and
Indta, His disappointing conclusion is that on almost alf
standard measures of human well-being, the communist
and autocratic Peoples’ Republic of China now clearly
outperforms liberal and democratically governed India
{Sen 2011), Perhaps the most compelling evidence for
the lack of positive effects of democracy on human
well-being comes from a recent study on child depriva-
tion by Hallerdd et al. (2013). They use data measur-
ing seven aspects of child paverty (access to safe water,
food, sanitation, shelter, education, health care, and in-
formation) from 68 low- and middle-income countries 1
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 forany of
the seven Indicators, One argument against this is that
itis unrealistic to expect high capacity of new democra-
cies. We should only find 2 positive effect if we take into
account the stock’ of democracy (Gerring et al. 2012),
This argument turns out to be valid in farge-n analysis,
but there are numbers of cases where democratic rule

. *"’h""";}iy'g'h*mater

managed to improve the average time-frame over which _ 3

nal mortality, lack of access to safe water or

| sanitation [ow school attendance for girls, or low inter-
LS »

personal trust.

The spectre that is haunting

democracy
. "W‘h)' has democratization not resulted in more hun:ian
. well-being? One explanation was given by the noted de-
imoeratization scholar Larry Diamond in a presentation
smewmemerNational Endowment for Democmcy' in the United
- gtates when the organization celebrated its first twenty-
' five years of operations;

“*[fare is a specter haunting democracy in the
world today. It is bad governance—governance tl:nnt
erves only the interests of a narrow ruling elite.
Governance that is drenched in corruption, patron-
age, favoritism, and abuse of power. Governance
that is not responding to the massive and long-
deferred social agenda of reducing inequality and
unemployment and fighting against dehumanizing
s+ .. poverty. Governance that is not deliver.lng broad
S “.“impmvement in people’s lives bequse it is steal- |

ing, squandering, or skewing the available resources
_ (Diamond 2007, 19).

o The implication of Diamond's argument is that repre-
sentative democracy is not enough for creat.lrtg human
well-being. Without control of corruption and mcrease'd
administrative capacity, the life situation of citizens will

_not improve (see Box 1.2).
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o BOX 1.2. DEFINITION The

conceptual ‘scale’ problem in

comparative politics :
Research in corruption has until recently not been very
prominent in comparsative politics. The exception is \:vhat
is labelled ‘dlientelism’, which Is largely about-various
¢ forms of vote buying. Most corruption, however, oceurs
i inthe implementétlon of public policies and varies a lotin ‘
. scale and scope, front a minor sum paid to a police officer :

has been established for several decades but still score 4 toavoid a speeding ticket to gigantic sums paid for ams
surprisingly low on measures of human well-being, .t deals. This variation In scale creates a conceptual prob-
India became a democracy in 1948, as did the southern : lem since we tend to use the same term for these hugely
regions in Italy. Jamaica has been ademocracysincethe | i different types of corruption. However, soclal sdence H
late 19505, Ghana has been democratic since 1993, and ‘ i is not alone In having this conceptual ‘scale’ problem.
South Africa since 1994. In sum, the picture is this: rep- -é‘?:-,:-:-;—g]o[ogim. forexample, use the same term {bird) both fcr'g
resentative democracy is not a safe cure against severe AE;;wﬂ_%:'hummIng bleds and condors. The reason Is that although

poverty, child deprivation, high levels of economic in-
equality, illiteracy, being unhappy or not satisfied with
one's life, high infant mortality, short life expectancy,

O PO WS

there is a huge difference in ‘scale’, each phenomenon has .
i _jmportant things [n common.
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State capacity, quality of government,
and human well-being

If we follow Diamond’s idea about the importance of what
couldbe termed ‘quality of government’ and, instead of hay-
ing degree of democracy as an explanatory variable, turn to
measures of a state’s administrative capacity, cantrol of cor-
ruption, or other measures of ‘good governance; the picture
of what public institutions can do for human well{-bel.ng
changes dramatically. For example, the study on child de-
privation mentioned above finds strong effects of measures
of the state capacity and administrative effectiveness when
it comes to Implementation of policies on four out of saven
indicators on child depcivation {lack of safe water, malnutri-
tion, lack ofaccess to health care, and lack of access to infor-
mation), and also when controlling for GDP per caplta; and
a number of basic individual-level variables (Hallerdd et
al. 2013). A study of how corruption impacts five different
measures of population health finds similar strong effects,
also when controlling for economic prosperity and democ-
racy {Holmberg and Rothstein 2011}. Other smdxes largely
confirm that variotts measures of smu;'s adnm;shanv:
ity, quality of government, levels of corruption, an:
omtﬁfm of 'good governance’ have strong effects on
atmost all standard measures of human well-being, l?dud—
ing subjective meastures of life satisfaction (aka 'hap?m&ss’)
and social trust (Ott 2010; Norris 2012). Recent studies also
find that absence of violence in the form of interstate and
civil wars is strongly affected by measures of quality of gov-
exnment, more so than by the level of democracy (!-jeh?e
and De Soysa 2009; Norris 2012; Lapuente az}d Rothste‘m
2014), As shown in Figures 11. and 1.2, there is a huge dif-
ference in the correlations between one often-used n:u;a-
of democracy® and a meastre of ‘had gavernance’ for
;:e}{uman Dev?lr:pment Index produced by the United
Nations Development Program.
As can be seen, the correlation between human well-
being and the level of democracy is quite lo\\_r. while the
correlation with ‘government effectiveness’ is substan-

tial. This result is shown to be repeated for a Jarge set .

of other measures of human well-being and what should
generally count as ‘successful societies’ (Holmberg and
Rathstein 2014; Rothsteln and Holmberg 2014).

ey
U KEY POINTS 0. Cp oo o oo™ }

# Empirical reseasch Indicates that the admlnisiratiY= ca-
pacity of the political system In a country is essential for
beinging about human well-being.

® Democracy alone seems not to generate human well-

being.
&

& Cotruption in the public sector and other forms of low
quality of government has a strong negative effect on
human wel-being.
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Figure 1.1 Democracy and human development
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A large debate exists about the possibility to operationalize
and measure corruption. Since the practice is usually secret,
getting accurate information is problematic. Most measures
are based on assessments by country experts, but recently
2 number of surveys of representative samples of the popu-
Jation has been carried out. These measures correlate on a
surprisingly high level, implying that ‘ordinary people’ and
‘experts’ judge the situation in the countries they assess in a

Does democracy generate
political legitimacy?

One counterargument to the lack of ‘valued outcomes’
from democratization is that the normative reasons for
representative democracy should not be performance
measures like the ones mentioned above, but politi-
cal legitimacy. If people have the right to change their
government through ‘free and fair elections; they will
find their system of rule legitimate. In regard to this,
empirical research shows éven more surprising results,
namely that democratic rights or the feeling of being ad-
equately represented by elected officials does not seem
to be the most important cause behind people’s percep-
tion of political legitimacy. Based on comparative survey
data, several recent studies show that ‘performance’ or
‘output’ measures, such as control of corruption, gov-
ernment effectiveness, and the rule of law, trump dem-
ocratic rights in explaining political legitimacy (Gilley
2006, 2009). As stated by Bruce Gilley, ‘this clashes
with standard liberal treatments of legitimacy that give
overall priority to democratic rights' (2006: 58). Using
a different comparative survey data set, Dahlberg and
Holmberg (2014: 515) conclude in a similar vein that
‘government effectiveness is of greater importance for
citizens' satisfaction with the way democracy functions,
compared to factors such as 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, a third of the elector-
ate in democratic elections does not bother to vote. Even
fewer use their other democratic rights, such as taking
part in political demonstrations, signing petitions, or
writing ‘letters to the editor! When a citizen does not
make much use of her democratic rights, usually noth-
ing happens, However, if her children cannot get medical
care because she cannot afford the bribes demanded by

very similar way. Moreover, a number of related indexes have
bsen constructed, for example measuring the rule of law,
government effectiveness, and the impartiality of the civil
service. These measures also correlate on a high level with
measures trying to capture corruption. Thus, while far from
parfect, the measures of corruption that have been lagnched
are now widely used in comparative politics. For an overview,

see Charron 2016.

the doctors, if the police will not protect her because she
belongs to a minority, if the water is polluted because of
the incompetence of the local water managers, if she is
denied a job she has the best qualifications for because
she does not belong to the ‘right’ political party, or if the
fire 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.

[t should be underlined that this analysis is not an ar-
gament against liberal representative democracy or that

‘people in autocratic regimes should not demand democ-

racy and civil rights. On the contrary, from this author's
point of view, liberal democracy has intrinsic values
that are irreplaceable and indispensable. The argument
is that if a liberal democracy system is going to produce
increased human well-being around the world, quality
of government factors like administrative capacity, the
rule of law, and control of corruption must be taken into
account.

Does democracy cure corruption?

As special problem that so far has not found a persuasive
explanation is that in many (but far from all) democra-
cies, the electorate is not punishing corrupt politicians
(Chang and Golden 2007). Instead, as shown in Figure
1.3, they are often re-elected, implying that the account-
ability mechanism in representative democracy does not
work as it is supposed to. Some have argued that de-
mocracies allow for more political corruption through
vote buying and illegal party financing (Della Porta and
Vannucci 2007). However, this is not a general law. A re-
cent study has shown that political parties in countries
in Central and Eastern Europe that mobilize on a ‘clean
government’ agenda have been remarkably successful
in elections (Bagenholm and Charron 2015). One may
interpret this as a tendency that ‘clean governments’ in
some countries are becoming a separate political dimen-
sion. All in all, as the figure below indicates, the ‘curve’
between democracy and corruption is U- or J-shaped,
and one important and very relevant issue for compara-
tive politics is to understand why this is so.
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¢ Democracy is Important for broad-based political Je.
gitimacy, but less so than factors related to the qual.
ity of government institutions that implement public
polides.

® Democracy Is not a ‘safe cure’ against corruption and
other fornts of tow quality of government.

@ In many elections, voters are ot p‘unlshfng corrupt
paliticians. This implics that the accountability mecha-
nisms in representative demacracy are not working as
intended, ’

What should be explained?

So far, the argument is that comparative political sclence,
by focusing on. institutions that make up the political
system, has a huge potential for addressing issues about
human weli-being, economic prosperity, and socfal jus-
tice that most people care deeply about. In addition, it
has been shown that the political institutions that seem
to be most important for countries to achieve a high level
of human development are those that exist at the ‘output’
slde of the political system. This has two impllcations
for the discussion on how to make comparative politics

refevant in relation to the capability theory of Justice
that underlies this line of reasoning. Firstly, human well-
being ought to be the main dependent variable (that we
should 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. Secondly, this approach to
relevance to some extent Implies a change for the dis-
cipline. Instead of just explaining ‘politics, more focus
needs to be placed on what politics implies for the actual
human well-being of the citizens. Questions like ‘why do
different countries have different party systems?, ‘under
what conditions do countries democratize?, and ‘why is
the relation between business, labous, and state differ-
eat in different countries? all need to be complemented
by research questions that
such 2 stark varfation between countries in the quality
of their government institutions and how this can be
Improved. In general, comparative political science has

50 far pald relatively little attention to issues about state

capacity, control of corruption, and institutional quality
(Rothstein 2015),

Statistical significances versus
real-life significance
If research and scholarship in an academic discipline

is going to be relevant in the sense mentioned above,
it Is not only necessary to try to explain things that are

try to answer why there is -

i

4

important for the lives people will have, There is also 5
nogmative perspective for the choice of which explana.
tory variables should be central. I will illustrate this with
an example of explanation of the degree of corruption in
countries. With the access to large amounts of contem-
IP"er and historical data, researches have shown that
Lutheran nations, with a large amount of settlers from
the colonizing country, and natfons that are relatively
small and ethnically homogeneous, tend to have lower
degrees of corruption. Lately, some have added that
countries that are islands do well on this account. Most

of these explanations are correct and were carried out

“ - withsclentifically established methods. However, froma

relevance perspective, they are of little or no use. To ad-
~* -+ - yisaa country plagued by systemic cocruption to change
"S="""ts history, religion, population, size, and geographical
Jocation Is meaningless since these are factors that can-
-not be changed. Just as a cancer patient is not helped
by the advice that he or she should have had other par-

ents, the government in, for example, Nepal benefits
* little from knowing that being landlocked and not being
Lutheran have had a negative impact on the country’s
-~ prospects of development. It is certainly the case that
:: knowledge about such structural factors is of value, but

.

the strongest effects in statistical analysis, for example,
may be of little relevance for the improvement of human
well-being since they cannot be changed. As stated by
Gerring (2015: 36), researchers ‘sometimes confuse the
notion of statistical significance with real-life signifi-
cance! One conclusion is that there is an argument for
» focusing the analysis on the types of political institutions
77 mentioned above even if they do not show the strongest
effects in the emplrical 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 to hold people
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working in the public sector accountable; laws about
the right to access public documents; and, of course,
the ten institutional dimensions for creating a working
“democracy polnted out above {see Table 1.1} are all ex-
- - - amples of what can be termed ‘Institutional devices' that
~.ow> -are possible to change. Changing Institutions may cer-

tainly be difficult to achieve, but such changes do occur.

To sum up, the degree to which comparative pelitics is

relevant is not only decided by the choice of the depen-
T dent vardables, but also by the cholce of the independent
variables,

Avwa—

Quality of government, social trust,
——.and human well-being
#’u}?.;Mnendoned in the Introduction, it is not only formal/

" legalinstitutions that have been put in focus by the %nsti-

eeinr-Tutional tucr} but also informal ones. One such Institu-
»"':,':‘-f.'} ton is the degree to which people in a society percelve

""not from a relevance perspective, Variables that have -
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that ‘most other people’ can be trusted. This varies dra-
matieally from Denmark, where more than 65 per cent
say ‘yes” to this survey question, to Romanta, where only
about 8 per cent answer n the affirmative, What makes
this issue important in the discussion of relevance. is
that social trust tends to be systematically and positively
correlated with many measures of human well-being
(Rothstein 2013). There are many ways to Interpret this
question as an {nformal institution. One is that people
are making an evaluation of the moral standard of thelr
soclety based on their notions of others’ trustworthiness
(Uslaner 2002). The central question is then what gener-
ates high levels of soctal trust in a soclety? The most wide-
spread idea has been that soclal trust is generated ‘from
below; by people being active in voluntary assodiations
(Putnam 2000). In this approach, the capacity of a society
to produce soclal trust depends on eitizens’ willingness to
become active in broad-based, non-exclusionary volun-
tary organizations, However, the evidence that associa-
tional membership of adults areates social trust has not
survived empirical testing (Delhey and Newton 2005).

The role of formal and informal
institutions

As a response to the faflure of the society-centred ap-
proach to produce good empircal indicators for its
claims about how the causal mechanisms generating
soclal trust operate, the Institution-centred approach
daims that for social trust to flourish it needs to be em-
bedded 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, impartial
government institutions that exercise public power and
Implement policies tn a fair manner that create social
trust and social capital {Rathstein 2013). For example,
one large-n study concluded that countries In which cor-
cuption is low ‘{seem] to create an institutional struc-
ture in which individuals are able to act in a trustworthy
mannerand can reasonably expect that others will do the
same’ (Delhey and Newton 2005: 323). Using survey data
from twenty-nine European countries, Bjornskov (2004)
eoncluded that a high level of social trust Is strongly cor-
related with a low level of corruption. Ancther 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
trust’ (Freitag and Bublmann 2005).

Using scenario experiments In low trust/high corrup-
tion Romaniz and in high trust/low corruption Sweden,
Rothstein and Eek (2009) found that persons in both
these countries who experience corruption among pub-
lic health care warkers or the local police when travelling
in an ‘unknown city in and unfamiliar country” not only
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lose trust in these authorities, but also in other people in
general in that ‘unknown’ society.

In sum, what comes out of this research is that the
major source of variations in social trust {s te be found
at the output side of the state machinery, namely in the
quality of the legal and administrative branches of the
state that are responsible for the implementation of pub-
lic policies. Thus, the theory that high levels of states' ad-
ministrative capacity and quality of government generate
social trust—which makes it easler to create large sets of
public goods in a society, and which explains why such
societies are more successful than their opposites in fos-
tering human well-being—is currently supported by an
extensive amount of empirical research. One conclusion
fram this is that an important informal institution like
social trust can be influenced by the design and quality
of the formal and legal institutions.

L KEY.ROINTS vt v 5 o v i i o]

o If the capability approach is to be used as the central .
metric for relevance of research in comparative poli-
tics, a shift of focus In what should be explained (the
‘dependent variable'} is necessary, The traditional and
dominant ambition to explain ‘politics* should be com-
plemented by a striving to explain variations in human
well-being, broadly defined.

A focus an what politics can do for Increasing human
well-being, prosperity, and soclal justice in the world is
also refated to the choice of “Indepeddent’ variables—

- that Is, factors that can explain the varlatfon in human
wcrli-belng, etc. Variables that have the strongest statis-
tical significance may 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 institutions out. One
such institution that seems to have a huge impact on
human well-being is general soclal trust. Recent research
shaws that there s a causal link between how people per-
ceive the quality of formal institutions and their propen-
sity to believe that other people in general can be trusted.

Conclusion

In October 2009, a Senator in the United States Congress
from the Republican Party, Tom A. Colburn, proposed
an amendment to cut off funding from the US National
Science Foundation (NSF) to research in political science.
His argument was that research produced by political sci-
entist was a waste of tax-payers’ money because it s irvel-
evant to human well-belng. Instead, Colburn argued, NSF
should redirect its funding towards research in the natural

-~

sciences and engineering that would, for example, pro-
duce new biofuels or help people with severe disabilities.,
While not fnitially successfil, Colburn's attack on funding
for political sclence was approved by the US Congress in
2013 and again in 2015. The argument presented here is
that while there may be many reasons to criticize the po-
litical science discipline, the argument that it does not have
the ability to 'save lives’ is patently wrong, Understanding
how political institutions operate is the ultimate goal of
comparative politics, and it would not be an exaggeration
to say that if we today would summarize human misery
in the world, most of it can be explalned by the fact that
a majority of the world's population live under dysfunc-
tlonal political institutions. For the most part, it is not a
lack of natural resources, finaricial capital, medical tech-
niques, or knowledge that is the main cause of widespread

. human misery. Instead, the main culprit is the Jow quality

of the political institutions in many countries. In 2013, the
President of the World Bank, Jim Yong Kim, stated that in
the developing world, cortuption is public enemy No. 17
While corruption certainly has legal, economic, and so-
clological connotations, it is predominantly an issue about
the construction, the quality, and the ethical standards of
the public institutions in a country which is an issue that
should be at the heart of comparative political science.

In addition to the political consultant and public in-
tellectual approaches to the issue of relevance, the argu-
ment here has been that comparative politics has a great
potential for being relevant for things that most people
care about—namely, the level of human well-being of
their societies. This is based on connecting the empirical
research carried out in the discipline with the normative
theory of justice known as the capability approach. This
should lead to three consequences that are important for
the relevance of the discipline. Firstly, a shift of focus on
what should be explained from ‘mere politics’ to ques-
tiens that impact on human well-being. The internal
operations of the political machine ace less interesting
than what the machine can, and should, do for pecple.
Secondly, more focus on variables that both have an ex-
planatory power and that are also possible to change.
Thirdly, while not undervaluing the institutions for rep-
resentative democracy, more focus ought to be given
to the institutions that are related to issues like state
capacity. A central issue for increasing the relevance of
comparative politics would be to focus on the relation
between the ‘1,024’ problem mentioned above and the
state’s capacity to deliver human well-being. Are some
ways of configuring a democratic system more likely ta
have a positive effect on human well-being than others?

QOne sometimes hears the argument that research of
this type is of lower value because it is seen as ‘applied;
in contrast to research that is deemed as ‘basic! This dis-
tinction may be applicable to the natural sciences, but it
is more doubtful if it is relevant for the soctal sclences, It
should be remembered that the three Nobel Laureates

—mes v‘t}‘at can be said to be closest to comparative politics—
Johnt Nash, Douglass C. North, and Elinor Ostrem-—all
stacted out from applied research questions. Nash tried
to understand how the superpowers should avold a dev-

- - gstating nuclear war. North asked the question of why
: some countries are so much richer than others. Ostrom
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asked why same local groups managed to handle their
common natural resources in a sustainable way while
others failed, If starting from applied ‘real world’ ques-
tions like these can lead to theoretical breakthroughs
that deserve z Nobel prize, the distinction in value be-
tween basic’ and ‘applied’ research cannot apply.

4. How Is corruption related to political legitimacy?
5. What can explain the variations in soclal trust between
countrles?
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Approaches in
comparative politics

.

than its constituents parts. Hadenius, .v
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this index goes from 0-10 and performs better; buth in terms

-_Ch'apter contents . - Reader’s guide

“Intraduction 36 Theories and approaches are crucial in guiding research

and the awareness of what specific perspectives imply is
: oo oo ool .. .. important to make sense of scientific results. The chapter
; Nternative perspectwesnh'_: five 's . s discusses five main approaches in comparative palitics
: ‘What mare is needed? - ' 45 that represent impartant contributions (the five ‘I's): old
- Condusion . 47 and new institutional analysis, interests and actors' strate.
e < - giesto pursue them through political action, ideas (political
culture and social capital), individuals, and the influence
of the international environment. The role of ‘interaction’
is also stressed. The chapter concludes by discussing the
importance of fooking at political processes as well as of
defining what the ‘dependent variables’ are.
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Introduction

The palitical world is complex, involving a range of In-
stitutions, actors, and ideas that interact continuously to
provide governance for society. The complexity of poli-
ties and government is compounded when we attempt
to understand several diffecent political systems, and to
compare how these systems function, As comparative .
politics has moved beyond simple descriptions of individ-
wal countries ora few institutions, scholars have required
substantial guldance to sort thraugh the huge amount of
evidence available, and to focus on the most relevant
information. Thus, we need alternative approaches to
politics, and particularly to develop approaches that are
useful across a range of political systems.

Political theories are the source of these approaches to
comparisen, At the broadest level, there is the difference
between positivistand constructivist approaches to politics
{see Box 2.1). At less general levels a number of different
theories enable comparative political scientists to impose
some analytical meanings on the political phenomena
being observed, and to relate that evidence to more com-
prehensive understandings of politics. This chapter will
first discuss some general questions about using theory in
comparative political analysis, and then discuss alterna-
tive approaches to politics, Each approach discussed pro-
vides some important information abeut politics, but few
(if any) are sufficlent to capture the underdying complex-
ity. Therefore the chapter will also discuss using multiple
approaches and assess the ways in which the approaches
mentioned interact for more complex explanations.

@ Given the high complexity of political systems and the
‘wide tange of variation between them acrass the world,
it Is impartant to develop approachas that are useful
across them all and not simply in single countries,

# Political theories are the main source of such approaches—

the division between positivism and constructivism be.
ing the more general distinction.

Uses of theory in comparison

Although there is an important interaction between the-
ory and empirical research in all areas of the discipline,
that interaction is especially important in comparative

politics. Even with an increasing amount of statistical

research in political science, a still significant amount of
case research, and a limited amount of experimental re-
search, comparison remains the fundamental laboratory
for political science.! Without the capacity to compare

across palitical systems, it is almost impossible to under- -
stand the scientific importance of findings made inasin-

gle country (see Lee 2007), even one as large as the US.3

Without empirical political theory, effective research ..

might be impossible, or it certainly would be less inter-
esting, Some questions that are almost purely empirical
can and should be researched. It is interesting to know
variations in cabinet sizes in European countries, for ex-
ample, but if the scientific study of politics is to progress,

o BOX 2.1 FOR AND AGAINST Positivism and constructivism

H

i Most of contemporary political sdence, and comparative
: politics, is founded on positivist p The most basic
assumption of positivism is a fact value distinction, implying
i that there are real facts that ace observable and verifiable In
i the same way by different individuals. Further, it Is assumed
i that social phenomena can be studied in much the same way
i as phenomens in the natural sclences, through quantitative
i measutement, hypothesis testing, and theory formation. For
eample, the study of political attitudes across political cule
i tures {beginning with work such as The Givic Culture (Almond
i and Verba 1963) and extending to contemporary work such as
i Shore 2013) has assumed that there are dimensions of indi-
i vidual political thought that can be measured and understood
through surveys and rigorous statistical analysis.

¢ Constructivism, on the other hand, does not assume such

cuiturs] understandings on the sbserved phenomena. While
most positivist research assumes that the individual is the |
source of social action (methodological i }, cone
structivism assents the Importance of collective understand-
Ings and values, so that phenomenz may not be undetstood
readily in the absence of context. Rather than. relying on :
variables to define the objects of research, constructive ap-
proaches focus more on dimensions such as scripts or dis-
courses to promote understanding.

Each of these approaches to comparative politics can make
major cantributions to understanding. The use of the varfa- :
ble-oriented research assoclated with positivism has added :
greatly to the comp d ding of IndividuaHlevel
behaviour, as welf as to the understanding of political par-
ties and other mass-based organizations. On the other hand,

Art ol eal,

sierenn- posearch needs to be related to theory. The information

" on the size of cabinets can, for example, be related to the
capacity of those cabinets to make decisions through un-
derstanding the number of ‘veto players’ in the system
(Tsebelis 2002}

" herefore, comparative political theory is the source
of questions and puzzles for researchers. For example,
once we understand the concept of consociationalism,

* whyis it that some societies have been able to Implement
this form of conflict resolution and others have not, even

" with relatively similar soclal divisions (see Lijphart 1996;
== Bogastds 2000)? And why have some countries in Africa

" been successful in implementing elite pacts after civil
", conflicts (a strategy like consociationalism, involving

IS | PR

2} armrspreements among elites to govern even In the face of

significant ethnic divisions) while ather have not (LeVan
~ " 9011)? Likewise, political systems that appear relatively
~similar along a number of dimensions may have very
different experiences maintaining effective coalition
;- governments (Maller and Stram 2000). Why? We may
have theories that help explain how cabinets are formed
in parliamientary systems and why they persist, but the
anomalies in and exceptions to these theories are crucial
for elaborating the models and enhancing our under-
standing of parliamentary democracy as an Institution.
One crucial function of theory In comparative politics is
“to link micro- and macro-behaviour. Much of contempo-
-~ rary political theory functions at the micro-level, attempt-
- ing to understand individual choice. The most obvious
example is rational choice, which assumes utility maxi-
°  mization by individuals and uses that assumption about
% &% -individuals to interpret and explain political phenom-
" ena3 Likewlse, cognitive political psychology is central in
" contemporary pelitical science (Winter 2013). However,
in both cases the individual behaviours are chanrielled
through institutions. Further, there is some reeiprocal in-
. fluence as institutions shape the behaviour of individuals
. and individuals shape institutions. For example, the insti-
tution of the presidency in the US was different after the
persanal indiscretions of Bill Clinton, and different again
after the rather passive style of President Obama.
‘The link between the micro and the macro is crueial for
*comparative politics, given that one primary concern Is

tions rather than individuals, Varations in individual be-
. haviour and the influence of cultural and social factors on

that behaviour are important, but the Jogic of camparison
is primarily about larger structures, and thinking about
how individuals interact within parliaments, parties, oc
bureaucracies, Indeed, one could argue that if a researcher

and Sikkink 200t). Thus, the individual researcher cannot
i stand outside political phenomena as an objective obsesver,
i but rather to some extent imposes hisfher own social and

explicitly constructivist, do share many of the assumptions
concerning collective understandings and the importance of :
ideas (see Bevir and Rhodes 2010},

about would be the individual’s behaviour. This problem is

. perhaps especially relevant for rational choice approaches

that tend to posit relatively common motivations for indi-
viduals {(but see Bates et al. 2002),

RO ."—Jzix;-).i"'ﬁ—-.: L

explaining the behaviour of political systems and institu-,

Theory is at once the best friend and the worst enemy
of the comparative researcher. On the one hand, theory
is necessary for interpreting findings, as well as provid-
ing questions that mativate new research. Without po-
litical theory, research would simply be a collection of .
useful information and, although the infermation would
be interesting, it would not advance the analytical un-
derstanding of politics. Further, theory provides schol-
ars with the puzzles to be solved, or at Jeast addressed,
through comparative research. Theary predicts certain
behaviowrs, and if individuals or organizations do not
behave In that manner we need to probe more deeply.
‘We should never underestimate the role that simple em-
plrical observation can play in setting puzzles, but theory
is a powerful source for jdeas that add to the comparative
storehouse of knowledge.

As important as theory is for interpreting findings
and structuring initial research questions, theory is also
a set of blinders for the researcher. After choosing our
theoretical approach and developing a research design
based on that theory, most pecple find it all too easy to
find support for that approach. This tendency to find
support for a theory is not necessarily the result of dis-

honesty or poor scholarship, but generally reflects a sin-

cere commitment by the researcher to the approach and
a consequent difficulty in identifying any disconfirming
evidence, Most research published in pelitical sclence
tends to find support for the theory or model being in-
vestigated, although in many ways negative findings
would be more useful.*

The difficulties in disconfirming theories is in part a
function of the prababilistic methods most commonly
used in political science research. More deterministic

methods, including case-based methods such as pro-

cess-tracing (Beach and Pedersen 2015), tend to dismiss
possible causes for variation in the presumed dependent
variable, while probabilistic methods tend to demon-
strate varying degrees of contribution to explanation,
‘The use of Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA, see
Rihoux and Ragin 2009) also can dismiss certain com-
binations of variables as viable explanations for the out-
comes in which we are interested, thus enabling us to
reduce the wide range of viable explanations.

Given the tendency to find support for thearies, com-
parative research could be improved by greater use of
triangulation.5 If we explore the same data with several
alternative theories, or go inta the field with alternative
approaches in mind, we become more open to findings
that do not confirm one or another approach. Likewise,
if we could collect several forms of data—substantiating

. i awide gulf between facts and values, and considers facts to  much of the analysis of formal -political institutions and } went too far down the individualist route, comparison  the findings of quantitative research with those ff°m
— L -be sodially embedded and socially d (see Fi — processes .of go g still relies- on methods that, if not : T would become irrelevant and all the researcherwould care  qualitative methods—then we could have a better idea

whether the findings were valid$ This type of research
can be expensive, involves a range of skills that many
researchers may not possess, and may result in findings
that are inconclusive and perhaps confusing.
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9 BOX 2.2 DEFINITION Major approaches to comparative politics

i Stractural functionalism

The purpase of this approach was to identify the necessary
: activities {functions) of all political systems and then to com-
pare the manner in which these functions were performed. As
it was elaborated, it had d lopmental assumptions about
the manner in which governing could best be performed that
i were closely related to the Western democratic model.

i Systems theory
This approach considered the structures of the public sec-
i tor as an open system that had extensive input {supports
i and demands} and output {policles) interaction with its
environment,
i Mandism )
Class conflict is an interest-based explanation of differences
i among political systems. While offering some empirical pre-
dictions about those differences, Marist analysis also posits
a developmental pattern that would lead through sevolution
i toa'dictatorship of the proletariat’.

i Corporatism

This approach stresses the central role of state and society
Interactions in governing, and especlally the legitimate role
¢ ofsodalintesestsin tnfluencing policy. Even In sodlaties such
Poas J2pan or the US which have nat met the eriteria of being

corporale states, the identification of the criteria providesa | A

means of understanding politics,

Institutionalism

Although there are sevesal approaches to Institutionalism
they all focus on the central role of structures In shaping'
- politics and also In shaping individual behaviour. As wellas
formal institutional patterns, institutions may be defined jn
terms of their rules and thelr routines, and thus emphasize :

their normative structure.

Governance

As an approach to comparative politl& governiance has some §
similaritles to structural functional analysis. It argues that

cestaln tasks must be performed in order to govern a soci. -
ety and then posits that these tasks can be accomplished In
2 number of ways. In particular, scholars of governance are
interested in the variety of rales that soial actors may play in

the process of making and implementing decisfons,

Comparative political economy

Co:ppar::?ve political economy s the analysis of how political :
factars affect economic policy choices, The primary focus has 3
been on how Institutions of representation influence policy
chaices, but political executives and bureaucracies alsq exert

some influences.

W"hen wediscuss comparative political theory, we have
to dlfi:erentiate between grand theories and middle-range
theories, or even analytical perspectives. At one stage
o.f the development of comparative politics the empha-
sis was on all-encompassing theories such as structural
functionalism (Almond and Powell 1966) and systems
theary (Easton 19655) (see Box 2.2). These theories be-
came popular as comparative politics had to confront
newly independent countries in Africa and Asia, and find
ways of including these countries in the same models as
md}xstrialized democracies. Those grand theories fulfilled
their purpose of expanding the geographical concerns, as
well as including less formal actors in the political pro-
cess, but it became evident that by explaining everything
they actually explained nothing. The functions of the
political system and their internal dynamics discussed
were so Beneral that they could not produce meaningful
predictions. Since that time there has been a tendency to

rely more on mid-range theories and analysis, although

contemparary governance theories have some of the gen-

erality of functional theozies. The principal exception to
that generalization is the development of governasice as
an approach to comparative politics (Peters and Pierre
2016), emphaslzing the need to perform certain key func-
tions to be able to govern any society,

Finally, as we attempt to develop theary using multiple
approaches, we need to be cognizant of their linkages
with methodologies, and the possibiities for both quali-
tative and quantitative evidence, Comparative polities is
both an area of inquity and a method that emphasizes
case selection as much as statistical controls to attempt
to test its theories. Each approach discussed below has
been linked with particular ways of collecting data, and
we must be careful about what evidence Is used to sup-
Pport an approach, and what evidence is being excluded
from the analysis.

;. KEY POINTS T TTT——

® Theoryis necessary to guide empirical research in com-
parative politics. It s also necessary to Interpret the
findings. It provides the puzzes and the questions that
motivate new research,

© Without theory, comparative politics would be 2 mere
callection of information, There would be no analyti.

——cal perspective attempting to-answer important ques-

tions. However, theories and approaches should never
become blinders for the researcher, Ideally, we should
Investigate th.e same question from different ang‘!es.
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) :‘;n important distinctlon concesns grand theorles
and middle-range theories. With the behavioural
revalution there was a great emphasis on all-encom-

] passing theotles. At present, there is a tendency to
‘develop ‘grounded theorles’ or middle-range theorles
that apply to more specific geographical, political,
and historical contexts.

L

Alternative perspectives:

the five ‘I's
“nstitutions
'Ihe :'oots of comparative political analysis are in insti-

™" ational analysts. As far back as Aristotle, scholars inter-

ested in understanding government performance, and
seeking to improve that performance, concentrated on

- constitutional structures and the institutions created by

those constitutions, Scholars documented differences
. in constitutions, laws, and formal structures of govern-

““ment, and assumed that if those structures were under-

stood, the actual performance of governments could be
predicted, Somewhat later, scholars in political sociology
also began to examine political parties as organizations,
or institutions, and to understand them in those terms
(Michels 1915).

‘The behavioural revolution in political science, fol-
lowed by the increasing interest in rational choice,

* shifted the paradigm in a more individualistic direction.

‘The governing assumption, often referred to as method-
ological individualism, became that individual choices,
rather than institutional constraints, produced observed
differences in governments. It was difficult to avoid the
obvious existence of institutions such as Jegislatures, but
the rules of those organizations were less important, it
was argued, than the nature of the individual legislators.
Further, it was argued that decisions emerging from in-
stitutions were to a great extent the product of members’
preferences, and those preferences were exogenous to
the Institutions.

While other areas of political science became almost
totally absorbed with individual behaviour, comparative

----politics remained more true to its institutional roats.

Even though some conceptualizations of behaviour
within institutions were shaped by individualistic as-
sumptions, understanding structures is still crucial for
comparative politics. With the return to greater concern

«~or——with institutions in political science, the centrai role of

institutions in comparative politics has at once been

& strengthened and made more analytical,

_ 'The 'new institutionalism’ in political science {Peters
2011) now provides an alternative paradigm for com-
* parative palitics. In fact, contemporary institutional

theery provides at [east four alternative conceptions of
institutions, all having relevance for comparative analy-
sis, Normative institutionalism, associated with James
March and Johan P. Qlsen, conceptualizes institutions
as composed of norms and rules that shape individual
behaviour. Rational choice institutionalism, on the other
hand, sees institutions as aggregations of incentives and
disincentives that influence individual choice, Individuals
would pursue their own self-Interest utilizing the incen-
tives provided by the institution, Historical institutional-
ism focuses on the role of ideas and the persistence of
institutional cholces over lang perlods of time, even in
the face of potential dysfunctionality. Each approach to
institutions providesa view of how individuals and struc-
tures interact in producing collective choices for society.
And some empirical institutionalism, to some extent
continuing older versions of institutionalism, asks the
fundamental question of whether differences in institu-
tions make any difference {Weaver and Rockman 1993;
Przeworski 2004). 7

‘Thus, merely saying that institutional analysis is cru-

cial for comparative pelitics is insufficient. We need to
specify how institutions ate conceptualized, and what
sort of analytical role they play. At one level the concept
of institutions appears formal, and not so different from
some traditional thinking. That said, however, contem-
porary work on formal structures does examine their
impact more empirically and conceptually than the tra-
ditfonal work did. Alse, the range of institutions covered
has expanded to include elements such as electoral laws
and their effects on party systems and electoral out-
comes (Taagapera and Shugart 1989}

Take, for example, studles of the difference between
presidential and parliamentary institutions. This differ-
ence {s as old as the formation of the first truly demo-
cratic political systems, but has taken on new life. First,
the conceptualization of the terms has been strengthened
for both parliamentary and presidential (Elgle 1999} sys-
tems, and the concept of divided government provides
a general means of understanding how executives and
legislatures interact in governing? Further, scholars have
become more interested in understanding the effects of
constitutional cholce on presidential or parliamentary
institutions, Some scholars (Linz 19904; Colomer and
Negretto 2005) have been concerned with the effects of
presidential institutions on political stability, especially
in Jess-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 pecformance.

The distinction between presidential and parliamen-
tary regimes is one of the most important institutional
variables In comparative politics, but other institutional
variables are also useful for comparisen, such as the dis-
tinction between federal and unitary states {and among
types of federalism {Schain and Menon 2007)), Further,
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We can conceptualize the mechanisms by which social Interests 50X 2.3 ZOOM-IN Rational choice and comparative politics )
actors such as interest groups Interact with the public ) B -8 ificant contributions  than to other parts of the discipline of political sclence.
sector in_ institutional terms (Peters 2011: Chapter 5), A second approach to explalning politics in comparatiye : $ pational cholce m?dels have made sli\;ll By employlng 2 set  Comparative politics tends 1o be more cottcerned with dif-
The extensive literature on corporatism {see Molina Perspective is to consider the interests thatactors pursye 3§ 7 | : -to the study of politics a‘nd gwu;me u tifyﬁ}' maximization  fesences among political systems and their members than
2007) has demonstrated the consequences of the struc- through political action. Some years age Harold Lasswey 4~ . i" 5 ;ini;)“rﬁ"g zssumpu?ns. st , as odels have enabled  with simifacities. Comparative palitics, a5 a imethod of 'in.
ture of those interactions. Likewise, the more recent lit-  (1936) argued that politics is about ‘who gets what) and - ; “arid fult information, rational cth: medicﬁve modelswith  quiry {Ujphart 1571) rather than a subject mafter, relies
erature on networks in Bovernance also demonstrates  that central concern with the capacity of politics to djs. ° : sehofars to construct explanatory an ':1:[ without these as-  on selecting cases based on their charactes(stics and then
the structural interactions of public and private sector  teibute and redistribute benefits remains, 1n politicay réiter precision than would be poss :h t individuals act  determining the impact of a small aumber of differences |
actors (Serenson and Torfing 2007), theory, interest-based explanations have become more sumptions. Far example, If we e a‘hen wecanun.  on obsarved behaviours, However, if everyone s beha'vl.ng
The precedingdlscussionconcentrated onrather famil- prominent, with the domination of rational choice ex. - rationally to enhance thelr own se]f'mt: m',he ition of a I the same way, Impastant factors ln mi"_‘ff_"_ﬂ_" [?almcs
far institutional forms and their influence on government  planations in much of the discipline (Lustick 1997; fora erstand how they et when !hg;\;f; 2 u:; se, such as palitical culture, individual leaderskip;and 'dm]f’.
ipert'o;'mgce. butt}:z development of Institutional theory critique see Green and Shapito 1994). At Its most'basic, T eto player in 3 po rocess (Tsebe . gies become [rrelevant. Differences Tn Institutions remain :
n political sclence has also focused greater attention an  rational ch

aice theory assumes that Individuals are self. '

if we assume that voters engage In utifity maximization, then
the centrality of institutions, Of the forms of institutional ~ interested utility maximizers

~. choice of candidates becomes more p&dk‘mble than in ]mpoﬂlm, or pCI}IGPS even more impomm in tompart- @
their 4 3 P

and engage in palitical ac. san because their structures can be analysed theough veto

theary in political sclence, historical institutionalism has tion to recelve benefits (usually materia] benefits) or to 3" other models that depend more ona m‘? ur:ﬁzg:::;""s‘ﬂ‘ points or formal rules that create Incentives and distacen-
had perhaps ﬂ-legreatmtinﬂuencemcomparaﬁve politics.  avold costs (see Box 2.3). Thus, individual behaviour i -and psychological factors {e.g. Pmlsfn ' en: far b havi tives for behaviowrs, i
The basic argument of historical institutionalism is that  assumed to be motivated by self.interest, and collective “udaiii By positing these c ) on ative politics ,
initial choices shape policies and institutional attributes  behaviour is the aggregation of the individual bebaviours T however, rational choice adds less to compimm.P
of structures in the public sector (Steinmo et af. 1992},  through bargaining, formal institutions, or conflier. ™~ {f- - 1. .

For example, differences made in the initial choices about Rational choice theary provid
welfare state policies have persisted fordecadesand con-  tions abant behaviour,
tinue to resist change (Plerson 2001). In addition tothe idea of interests can produce more useful comparative
observation about the persistence of programmes—usu-  results, In particular, the ways in which societal interests
ally referred to as path dependence—historical institu-  are represented to the public sector and affect policy -
tionalism has begun to develop theary about the political  choices are crucial com

esaset of strongassump- - identity and ethnicity, and
but less deterministic uses of the . stitutionalized pattern of linkage between social thelr interests in terms of xdenu‘t:ma:dat:d ithin the
The Insnt‘lmoth tatep[m lied In corporatism has been  seek to have those inte'rats acco s STHES
... interests a:dis b:i;g repla fe d by more loosely defined re-  political system alang with their materi
= eroding an : .

P ation o1 50! Y ed in-
( g 3 rn with the accommo n ciall
lationships such as netwerks (Serenson and Torfing 2007 ) concern with th dati f 5 defined

" iationalism
“ ponents of comparative analysis, . . p termediation to terests can be seenin the htmef € on consoets !
T logic of that persistence {see Peters etal, 2005), The concept of corporatism was centms to campam);ve .., .. Jhe shift in thinhngr::;) sfmmi: :;:’:ei.;am' andalso  (Lijphart 19684). Consociationalism =2 ng;e:ff :?,:.
! Institutional theory has been impartant for compara analysis in the 19705 and 19805 (Schmicter 1974, 19g9), = 'some degree reflects 2 demic theorizing. As the limits ing in which political elites e avar, cven I the
" tive politics, and for political science generally, but tends  ‘The close linkage between social interests and the state ] - represents chax_tges :d:l‘?}emme apparent, the concept of  munities coalesce mmd th eneec o govt;i ;l'us cencept
i to be better at explaining persistence than explaining  that existed in many European and Latin American cor- :1 ! of the corporatist . cant appeal to scholars. Thisidea  face of intense social dmsmns..For exarr;[;gj;us caupetn
{ change (but see Mahoney and Thelen 2010). For some  poratist societies provided an important comparison for networks has ha.d ﬂinm]ﬁost all Zoﬁcy areas there is a con-  was devised originally to exp!ax:l how : overi despite
* aspects of comparative politics we may be content with  the pluralist systems of the Angle-American countries, | is !hat surounding d actors seeking to influence that the Netherlands ?v?r.eable to coalesce and g '
3 understanding static differences among systems, but  and produced a huge literature on the cbnsequences of SRaE s:e[.lanon of groups an ingly connected formally to one  deep historical dl}'”“’“" iationalism has been ex-
dynamic elements are also important. As political sys- patterns of interest intezmediationforpollcy choicesand policy, who are wfreasU;H)r: institutions, The tendency Like corporatism, consociation: : m tion] eratem
tems change, especially democratizing and transitional political legitimacy, 4l . anotherand to policy-making tended to apply to a wide range of poli tiie

" ' € . to modify the self-interested as- ! , Colombia, and
regimes, political theory needs to provide an under- The argument of corporatism was that many politi- ofdusﬁapp;g:‘cx‘;::’;e’;awur :;f: mixture of individual including Belgium, Canada, Malaysia, Colom
sumption

. lution for the
standing of this as well as predicting change. While some cal systems legitimated the role of interest groups and ive (network or soclety) interests. India, but has largely been rejECte: ;:; a s’(I}h ¢ concept s
efforts are being made to add more dynamic elements to provided those groups with direct access to public de- {group) and collectve (n been developed with different  problems of Northern lrtaland an¢ qz;a] is, but, like
institutional analysis—for example, the ‘actor-centered dision-making. In particular, Jabour and management Network theory has e mnfe of the networks  interesting for comparative political I f 2 more
institutionalism’ of Fritz Scharpf (1997¢)—institutional were given the right to participate in making economic levels of claims about the:;ni: one end, some schalars  corporatism, may reflect only m.te ;mat:::n: forms of
explanations rematn somewhat constrained by the domi- policy, but in return had to be reliable partners with fn contempozary governan longer capable of common issue. Almost all societies have . eans
nance of stability in the approach, their membership accepting the agreements (e, " not have argued that governments ar; o lzgm networks  internal cleavage (Posner 2004) and find .dffferﬁntm ”

Historical institutionalism also can be related to striking), These institutionalized arrangements mgz;hled . effective govemance and that Sdﬂ wol?;; forga less ex-  of caping with those cleavages. In m?dmon > stri;l y
Impartant ideas about pelitical change such as ‘%citi- many European and some Latin American countries to now provide governance (Rho I:r othe'r scholars, net-  consociational solutions, elite pacts (Higley and G:f“me‘:
cal junctures’ {Collier and Collier 1991; Capoccia and manage their economies with less conflict than in plural- treme view see Kooiman 200?). Ivement in governing, 1992; Collins 2006) have become another means 'I}l:e
Keleman 2007), and the need to understand significant  ist systems such as the United Kingdom, wodts are forms ofi interﬁt:i;‘:; the capacity to make ing with difference and with the needr::’diﬁ:l::solv.
punctuations in the equilibrium that characterizes most The interest in corparatism also spawned a number - with formal {nstitu ;n.;tre overnance. Further, the ex-  capacity to form these pac'ts has bee&; and presents
Institutlonalist perspectives an governing (see also True  of alternativa means of conceptualizing both carporat- efiective declsions " gb t networks varies among  ing conflicts in some African cound til Middle Esst
et al. 2007), In this approzch change occurs through  fsm itself and the role of interests. For example, Stein tent of democratic c!anm: : ;:l t these are fundamental hoped-for solutions for same conflicts in the Mi
significant interruptions of the existing order, rather Rokkan (1966) described the Scandinavian tountries, author's, wn}f\:ome ﬁc:.gpo:tuniﬁes. and others con-  (Hinnebusch 2006).' epresents another
than through more incrementat transformations. Much especially Norway, as being ‘corporate pluralist’ with extensions of democratic op Comparative political economy rep

AL o

]

IEETUAY IR X N1 Y IV

gy Ty

1] and that net- . in-
the same has been trye of most models of transforma- the tightly defined participation of most corporatist ar- : oo cerned that thele ope[:nn?ssaiomﬁza;i excluston for  approach to comparative politics that m:;e:rtri:?;stcu;_
tion in democratization and transition, albeit with 2 rangements extended to a wide range of actors, Other : - works mybecomf ° Z‘p]:'ments in society. terest-based exl’hnaﬁ? e Gove{n;ner:m the economic
strang cancern about consolidation of the transforma-  scholars have discussed ‘meso-corporatism’ and ‘micro- i the less weu-orgam;et ethink of interests almost entirely  nomic actors and their policies dm tl}l‘e " sroups In soci
tions (Berg-Schlosser 2008). This view contrasts with the  corporatism}and have attempted to apply the concept of ] - ‘“thmfgh we ter.lth o are other impartant interests as  success of business, labour, -a‘n I0 ;1 ofn’y have gained
familiar idea of Incremental change that has tended to corporatism to countries where itis perhaps inappropri. 3 - . inmatecial terms, . i{e iduals and social groups define ety The dynamics of the political ec
dominate much, of political science, ate (Siaroff 1999), . 3 well. Increasingly, indivi
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spectal importance after the economic crisis beginning in
2008 and the increases in economic inequality that have
followed. Therefore, there are significant political pres-
sures to choose policies that favour those various groups
in the economy (Przeworski 2004; Hall 1997). Much of
this literature focuses on the role of representation and
representative institutions, but the public bureaucracy
also plays a significant role in shaping those policies.

) Approaches to comparative politics built on the basis of
Interest tend to assume that those interests are a basis for
confliet, and that institutions must be devised to manage
that conflict. Politics is inherently conflictual, as different
interests vie for a larger share of the resources avaifable to
government, but conflict can go only so far if the political
system is to remain viable, Thus, while interests may pro-
vide some of the driving force for change, institutions are
required to focus that political energy in mechanisms for
making and implementing policy. And, further, ideas can
also be used to generate greater unity among populations
that may be divided along ethnic or econemic dimensions,

Ideas

Although ideas are amorphous and seemingly not closely
connected to the chaices made by government, they can
have some independent effect on outcomes. That said,’
the mechanisms through which ideas exert that influ-
ence must be specified and their Independent effect on
choices must be identified (Beland and Cox 2011). In pac-
ticular, we need to understand the censequences of mass
culture, political idealogles, and specific ideas about pol-
icy. All these versions of ideas are significant, but each
functions differently within the political process.

At the most general possible level, political culture
influences politics, but that influence is often extremely
vague. Political culture can be the residual explanation in
comparative politics—when everything else fails to ex-
plain observed behaviours, then it must be political cul-
ture (Elkins and Simeon 1979). Therefore the real issue
?n comparative analysis is to identify means of specify-
ing those influences from culture, and other ideas, with
greater accuracy. As comparative politics, along with
political science in general, has moved away from behav-
foural explanations and interpretative understandings of
politics, there has been less analytical emphasis on un-
derstanding political culture and this important element
of political analysis has been devalued 9

How can we measure political culture and link this
somewhat amorphous concept to other aspects of gov-
erning? The most common means of measuring the con-
cept has been surveys asking the mass public haw they
think about politics. For example, in a elassic of political
science research, The Civie Culture {Almond and Verba
1963; Saretti 2013), the public in five countries were
asked about their attitudes towards politics, and par-
ticularly their attitudes to political participation. More

recent examples of this approach to measurement include
Ronald Inglehart’s {1997) numerous studles using the
World Values Suzvey, as well as studies that explore val-
ues in public and private organizations (Hofstede 2001).
Of course, before surveys for measuring political cul-
ture can be devised, scholars must have some ideas about
the dimensions that should be measured. Therefore con-
ceptual development must go along with, or precede,
measurement. Lucten Pye (1968) provided one interesting
attempt at defining the dimensions of comparative politi-

 cal culture. He discussed culture as the tension between

opposite values such as hierarchy and equality, liberty
and coercion, loyalty and commitment, and trust and dis-
trust. 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 interpreted within that society.

The anthropologist Mary Douglas (1978) (see also
Table 2.1) provided anather set of dimensions for un-
derstanding political culture that continues to be used
extensively (Ho_od 2000). She has discussed culture in -
terms of the concepts of grid and group, both of which
describe how individuals are constrained by their soci-
ety 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 Table 2.1, bringing together these two di-
mensions creates four cultural patterns that are argued
to influence government performance and the lives of
individuals. These patterns are perhaps rather vague, but
they do provide means of approaching the complexities
of political culture, .

The trust and distrust dimension mentioned by Pye
cant be related to the explosion of the literature on so-
cial capital and the Impact of trust on politics. The con-
cept of social capital was initially developed in sociclogy
(Coleman 1990}, but gained greater prominence with
Robert Putnam’s research on Italy and the US {Putnam
1993, 2000}, This concept was measured through sur-
veys as well as through less obtrusive measures. What
is perhaps most significant in the social capital litera-
ture is that the cultural elements are linked directly with
political behaviour, of both individuals and systems
(Hetherington and Husser 2014).

As well as the general ideas contained in political cul-
ture, political ideas also are important in the form of

Table21 Patterns of political culture

IS RO S

. ideologies. In the twentieth century, politics in a number
of countries was shaped by ideologies such as commu-
nism and fascism. Towards the end of the last century
and inte the current one, an ideclogy of neoliberalism
came to dominate ecanomic pelicy in the industrialized
democracies and was diffused through less-developed
systems by donor organizations such as the World Bank.
Aithin the developing world, ideclogles about devel-
opment, such as Pancasila in Indonesia, reflect the im-
portant role of ideas in government, and a number of
develaping countries continue to use socialist ideologies

Although ideologies have been important in compara-
tive politics, there has been a continuing discussion of

"= the decline, or end, of ideology in political life, First, with

the acceptance of the mixed economy welfare state in
“most industrialized democracies, the argument was that
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.7 importance of conservative ideologies and the increased
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F=""=""the debate over the role of the state was over (Bell 1965).

More recently, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, 2
similar argument was made concerning the exhaustion
of political ideas and the end of political conflicts based
on ideas (Fukuyama 1992), However, this presumed end
of the role of ideas conld be contrasted with the increased

significance of religion as a source of political conflicts.
A final way in which ideas influence cutcomes in

-"~" comparative politics is through specific policy ideas. For

- example, while at one time economic performance was
considered largely uncontrollable, after the intellectual
revolution in the 1930s governments had tools for that
contral (Hall 1989). Keynesian ecortomic management

= dominated for almost half a century, but then was sup-

planted by monetarism and, to a [esser extent, by sup-
ply-side economics. Likewise, different versions of the
welfare state, for example the Bismarckian model of con-
tinental Europe and the Beveridge model in the United
Kingdom (see Esping-Andersen 1990), have been sup-
ported by a number of ideas about the appropriate ways
in which to provide social support.

In summary, ideas do matter in politics, even though
their effects may be subtle. This subtlety is especially evi-
dent for political culture, but tracing the impact of ideas

"is in general difficult. Even for policy ideas that appear
closely related to policy cholces, it may be difficult to
trace how the ideas are adopted and implemented {Braun

.. ...and Busch 1999). Further, policy-learning (Sabatier and

Jenkins-Smith 1993) and the social comstruction of
agendas and political frames can shape behaviour (see
Baumgartner and Jones 2015).
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ism that has become central to political theory. Although

Source; Douglas (1978).

- = was arguing that an excessive concern with individual
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) <. - behaviour, especially when based on an assumption that
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individttal motivations are largely similar, may make un-
derstanding differences among political systems more
difficult, It is still impossible to discount the importance ,
of individuals when understanding how pelitics and gov-
ernment work, The importance of political biography
and political dlaries as sources of understanding is but
one of many indications 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, ways of understanding elite behaviour is
through personality. There have been a number of psy-
chological studies, usually done from secandary sources,
of major political figures {Freud and Bullitt 1967; Berman
2006). Most of these studies have focused on pathologi-
cal elements of personality, and have tended to be less
than flattering to the elites, Less psychological studies of
leaders, e.g. James David Barber’s typology of presiden-
tial styles (Barber 1992; see also Simonton 1993), have
also helped to flluminate the role of individual leaders
{see Table 2,2}, Barber classifies political leaders in terms
of their positive or negative arientations towards politics .
and theirJevels of activity, and uses the emerging types to

" understand how these individuals have behaved in office.

A more sociological approach to political leaders has
stressed the importance of background and recruitment,
with the assumption that the social roots of leaders will
explain their behaviour. Putnam (1976} remarked sev-
eral decades ago that this hypothesis was plausible, but
unproven, and that assessment remains largely true.
Despite the absence of strong links there is an extensive
body of research using this approach. The largest is the
research on ‘representative bureaucracy’ and the ques-
tion of whether public bureaucracies are characteristic
of the societies they administer, and whether this makes
any difference (Meier and Bohte 2001; Peters et al. 2015).
While the representativeness of the bureaucracy is usu-
ally discussed at the higher, ‘decision-making’ levels, it
may actually be more crucial where ‘street level bureau-
crats’ meet citizens.

"The ordinary citizen should not be excluded when
considering individuals in comparative politics. The

Table 2.2 Styles of political leaders

Ovienmtion " Activity -

to ‘pol[tics“ “Active - " Passive

Positive Bill Clinton George H, W. Bush

........ TonyBlate - JimCallaghan

Negative Richard Nixon Calvin C::_(_:}idge
Margaret Thatcher  John Major

Source: Based on Barber {1992). The role of political elites can
also be seen in studies of political leadesship (Helms 2013).

-
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citizen as voter, participant in Interest groups, or merely
as the consumer of political media plays a significant role
in democratic politics, and less obviously in non-dem-
ocratic systems. The huge body of literature an cross-
national voting behaviour has generated insights about
comparative political behaviour. Further, the survey-
based evidence on political culture already mentioned
uses individual-level data to make some {tentative) state-
ments about the system level,

In those portions of political science that deal with
government activities the role of the individual has be-
come more apparent. Citizens are consumers of public
services, and the New Public Management has placed
indlvidual citizens at the centre of public sector actiy-
Ity (see Chapter 8). ‘This central role is true for the style
of management now being pursued in the public sector.
It is also true for a range of instruments that have been
developed to involve the public in the programmes that
serve them, and also for a range of instruments designed
to hold public programmes accountable.

international environment

Much of the discussion of comparative politics is based
on analysing individual countries, or components of
countries. This approach remains valuable and impor-
tant. That said, it is increasingly evident that individual
countries are functioning in a globalized environment
and it is difficult, if not impossible, to understand any
one system in isolation, To some extent the shifts in na-
tional patterns are mimetic, with one system copying
patterns in another that appear effective and efficient
{see DiMaggio and Powell 1991; see also Chapter 24).

. In other cases the shifts may be coercive, as when the
Eurapean Unlon has established political as well as eco-
nomic eriteria for membership,

International influences on individual countries, al-
though ubiquitous, also vary across countries. Some, such
as the US or Japan, have sufficient economic resources
and lack direct attachments to strong supra-national po-
litical organizations, and hence maintain much of theic
exceptionalism. Pooter countries lack economic auton-
omy and their economic dependence may produce politi-
cal dependenice as well, so their political systems may be
Influenced by other nations and by international organi-
zations such as the World Bank ard the United Nations.

The countries of the European Unlon present a par-
ticularly interesting challenge for comparative palitics,
While most of these countries have long histaries as
independent states, and have distinct political systems
and political styles, their membership of the Union has
created substantial convergence and homogenization.
The growing literature on Europeantzation (Kill 2001;
Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005; see also Chapter
23} has attempted to understand these changing pat-
terns of national politics in Europe and the increasingly

~

common patterns of governance. This is not to say that
British parliamentary democracy and the presidential-
Ism of Poland will merge entirely, but there Is reciprocal
influence and some difficulties in sorting aut sources of
change, -

The case of the European Union also points out the ex-
tent to which interactions among all levels of government
are impartant for shaping behaviours in any one level The
concept of ‘multilevel governance’ has been popular for
analysing policy-making in the European Union {Hooghe
and Marks 2001; Bache and Flinders 2004), For indi-
viduals coming from federal regimes this interaction is a
rather familfar feature of governing, and in many cases the
sub-national gavernments have been the principal policy
and political innovators. For many European countries,
however, multilevel governance is a more distinctive phe-
nomenon that links both internationalization and the
increasing political power of sub-national governments to
the national government.

The interaction among countries, and across levels of
government, raises an analytical question. When we ob-
serve a particular political pattern in a country, is that
pattern a product of indigenous forces and national pat-
terns, or is ita product of diffusion? The so-called ‘Galton
problem’ has been present for as long as there have been
comparative studies, but its importance has increased
as interactions have Increased, and as the power of in-
ternational organizations has increased (Seeliger 1996},
Unfortunately, we may never really be able to differen-
tiate all the various influences on any set of observed
patterns in the public sector, despite the numerous solu-
tions that have been proposed to the problem (Braun and
Gilardi 2006).

While diffusion among countries can be conceived
as an analytical problem for social sciences, it can be a
boon for governments and citizens, If we conceptualize
the international environment as a laboratory of inno-
vations in both political action and policy, then learning
from innovations in other settings becomes 2 valuable
source for improving governing. A number of govern-
ments have attempted to institutionalize these practices
through evidence-based policy-making,

Add a sixth ‘'; interactions

Up to this point I have been dealing with five possible
types of explanation Independently, That strategy is use-
ful as a beginning and for clarifying our thoughts about
the issue in question, but it vastly understates the com-
plexity 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 mare comprehenstve under-
standing. Given that much of contemporary political sci-
ence is phrased in terms of testing hypotheses derived
from specific thearies, this search for complexity may

ot be welcomed by some scholars, but it does reflect
Po]_iﬁca[ realities. o

Let me provide some examples, Institutions are a pow-
i erful source of explanations and are general.ly cur first
! chotce for those explanations. Hawever, institutions do
! " potact—the individuals within them acty a.m:[ so weneed
i to understand how institutions zfnd individuals interact
3 in making decisions, Some individuals who may be very
2 successful in some political settings would no.t bein .oth-
’51 ers. Margaret Thatcher was a successful pnme'mm'is—
‘ ter in the majoritarian British system, but her directive

=Teadership style might have been tatally unsuccessful
A in consensual Scandinavian countries, or even perhaps
Westminstec systems such as Canada that also. have a
-+ -consensual style of policy-making. And these interac-
tions can also vary across time, with a bargainer such as
' Lyndon Johnson being likely to have been unsuccessful
“in the more partisan Congresses of the early twenty-first
C‘?m interactions between individual political leaders
and their institutions raise a more theoretical concern
for contémparary comparative politics, Although thf.re
s still a significant institutional emphasis in mm?amuve
politics, much of contemporary political theory is based
on the behaviour of individuals. Therefore, a major chal-
. lenge for building better theary for comparison is linking
"7 the micro-level behaviour of individuals with the macro-
level behaviour of institutions. The tendency to attribute
relatively common motivations for individuals to some
extent simplifies this issue, but in so doing may oversim-
plify the complexity of the interactians (Andersor.\ 2009).
‘.ais- -Another example of interaction amang possible ex-
a planations can occur between the international envi-
ronment and institutions, Many of the states in Asia
and Latin America have adopted a ‘developmental state’
model to cope with their relatively weak position in the
international marketplace and to use the power of the
state for fundamental economic change (Evans 1995;
.© 7 Minns 2006). On the other hand, the more affluent states
e of Europe and North America have opted for a more lib-
B eral approach to economic growth—a model that better
fits thelr position in the international political economy.
‘The literature on social movements provides a clear
case for the interaction of multiple streams of explana-
tion (see Chapter 16). On the one hand, social move-
—.— ... ments can be conceptualized as institutions, albeit ones
7 with relatively low levels of institutionalization. These
. organizations can also be understood as reflecting an
1 ideological basis, and as public manifestations of ideas
. such as environmentalism and women's rights. Finally,
o} oo re- - SOME s0Clal movements reflect underlying soclal and
__economic interests, although again in somewhat dif-
= ferent ways than would conventional interest groups.
Again, by using all these approaches to triangulate these
TR organizations, the researcher gains a more complete un-
derstanding of the phenomenon.
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Multiple streams of explanation and their interaction
help to emphasize the point made at the outset of this
chapter, The quality of research in comparative politics
can be enhanced by the use of multiple theories and
multiple methodologies when examining the same ‘de-
pendent variable! Any single analytical approach pro-
vides a partial picture of the phenomenon in question,
but only through a more extensive array of theory and
evidence can researchers gain an acctrate picture of the
complex phenomena with which comparative politics is
concerned. This research strategy is expensive, and may
yield contradictary results, but it may be one means of
coping with complexity. )

Much of contemparary political science does not, in
fact, cope well with the Increasing complexity of their
surrounding economies and socleties, or indeed of poli-
tics itself (see Jervis 1997). Increasing levels of participa-
tion and the increasing ‘wickedness’ of policy problems
demands that we develop the means to understand a
non-linear world better and have toals to assist in that
understanding, Somewhat paradoxically, that may de-
mand the use of {seemingly) relatively simplistic tools
such as case studies to begin to understand the dynam-
ics inherent in political processes and their relationships
with their environments.

{ KEY POINTS 7.7, "l0 5 on il

® Comparative politics has Institutional roots: more than
other fields of political science, it stresses the role of
in shaping and ¢ ining the behaviour
of individuals, However, it is weak in explaining change.
© Ratjonal cholce that individuals are
selfinterested utility maximizers and engage in politl-
cal action to recelve benefits (and avoid costs). As an

Tyeis

pproach It I less relevant in comparative politics than
In ather fields.
& Although cultural explanations are often vague and

"residual’, ideas matter and a great deal of research in-
vestigates the impact of cultuzal traits on political life
{e.g. on democratic stability). Recent research stresses
factors such as social capital and trust.

© As the fast part of this volum stresses, single political
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because of integration and globalization,

What more is needed?

The preceding discussion gives an idea of major ap-
proaches to comparative political analysis. These five

45
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broad approaches provide the means of understanding .

almost any political issue (whether within a single coun-
try or comparatively), yet they do not address the full

i
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range of political issues as well as they might. Indeed,
there are at least two comparative questions that have
not been explored as completely as they might have
been, We can gain some information about these issues
utilizing the five I's already advanced, but it would be
useful to explore the two questions mare fully,

Process

Perhaps the most glaring omission in comparative analysis
is an understanding of the political process. If we look
back over the five 'I's, much of their contribution to under-
standing is premised on rather static conceptions of poli-
tics and governing, and thus issues of process are ignored,
This emphasis on static elements in politics is unfortunate,
given that politics and governing are inherently dynamic
and it would be very useful to understand better how the
underlying processes function. For example, while we
know a great deal about legislatures as institutions, as well
as about individual legislators, comparative politics has
tended to abandan concern about the legislative process.
Institutions provide the most useful avenue for ap-
proachingissues of process. If we adopt the common-sense
idea about institutions, then each major formal institution
in the political system has a particular set of processes that

can be more or less readily comparable across systems.

Further, various aspects of process may come together and
might constitute a policy process that, at a relatively high
analytical level, has common features. Even if we do have
good understanding of the processes within each Institu-
tion, as yet we do not have an adequate comparative under-
standing of the process taken maore generally,

Outcomes

Having all these explanations for political behaviour, we
should also attempt to specify what these explanations
actually explain—the dependent variable for compara-
tive polities? For behavioural approaches to politics the
dependent variables will be individual-level behaviou,
such as voting or decislons made by legislators. For in-
stitutionalist perspectives the dependent variable is
the behaviour of individuals within institutions, with
the behaviour shaped by either institutional values or
the rule and incentives provided by those Institutions.
Institutionalists tend to be more concerned about the
impact of structures on public sector decisions, while be-
havioural models focus an the individuat decision-maker
and attributes that might affect his/her choices.
Asimplied eaclier in this chapter, one of the most impor-
tant things that scholars need to understand in compard-
tive politics Is what governments actually do, I, as Harold
Lasswell argued, politics is about 'wha gets what! then,
public policy is the essence of political action and we need
to focts more on public policy. As Chapter 1 shows, this
was indeed the case. However, policy outcomesare notjust

the product of polities and government action, but rather
reflect the impact of economic and secial conditions,
Therefore, understanding comparative policy requires
linking political decistons with ather social, economic, and
cultural factors, Unfortunately, after having been a central
feature of comparative politics for some time, comparative
policy studies appear to be out of fashion. True, some of
those concerns appear as comparative political economy,
or perhaps as studies of the welfare state (Myles and
Pierson 2001), but the more general concern with compar-
ing polictes and performance has disappeared in the cori-
temporary literature in comparative politics.

If we look even more broadly at comparative politics,
then the wltimate dependent variable is governance, ot the

capacity of gavernments to provide direction to their so- -

cleties. Governance involves establishing goals for society,

Sfinding the means for reaching those goals, and then learn-
ing from the successes or failures of their decistons (Piere
and Peters 2000). All other activities in the public sector
can be put together within this general concept of gover-
nance. The very generality of the concept of governance
poses problems for comparison, as did the structural-
functionalist and systems theories (Almond and Powell
1966) popular earller in comparative politics. Still, by link-
ing & range of government activities and demonstrating
their cumulative effects, an interest in governance helps
counteract attempts to overly compartmentalize compara-
tive analysis. To some extent, it returns to examining whole
systems and how the constituent parts fit together, rather
than focusing on each individual institution or actor,

Governance comes as close to the grand functionalist

theories of the 1960s and 1970s as almost anything else
in recent developments in comparative political analy-
sis {see Box 2.2}, Like those earlier approaches to com-
parative plitics, governance is essentially funictionalist,
positing that there are certain erucial functions that any
system of governance must perform, and then atteropt-
ing to determine which actors perform those tasks, re-
gardless of the format assignment of tasks by law. While
some governance scholars have emphasized the role of
social actors rather than government actors in deliver-
ing governance, this remains an empirical question that
needs to be investigated rather than merely inferred
from the theatetical pr ptions of the auth
Governance also goes somewhat beyond the compara-
tive study of public policy to examine not only the out-
puts of the system but also its capacity to adapt. One of
the more impartant el ts of studying contemporary
governance is the role of accountability and feedback,
and the role of monitoring previous actions of the pub-
lic sector, This emphasis is similar to feedback in systems
theory (see Figure L1 in the Introduction to this volume),
but does not have the equilibrium assumptions of the eas-
lier approach. Rather, governance models tend to assume
some continuing development of policy capacity as well a
institutional development to meet the developing needs,

e PV POINTS o "o 0

e One weak point of comparative politics [s its focus on
’ the staticelements of the political system and a neglect
. of dynamic palitical processes, The field of comparative
politics with greater attention to processes {5 compara.

“ " tive public policy anafyss.
;. The dependent variable in comparative politics varies
i "ac:ording to approaches; but, perhaps, the ultimate
: dependent variable is ‘governance’, fe. establishing
goals for soclety, finding means ta reach those goals,

1 ‘;ﬁn&ﬁfiﬁ‘fh?ﬁfeﬁﬁiﬁg From the succesies s falltires ofthelr ™

1 decislons.

"“Conclusion

Understanding politics in a comparative perspective Is
far from easy, but having some form of theoretical or

* analytical guidance is crucial to that understanding. The

*"Knowledge based

1. What is the putpose of theory in comparative politics?

'3, What s meant by trfangulation in social research?

4. What forms of nstitutional theory are used In comparative
politics, and what contributions do they make?

5. Do institutions make a difference?
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discussion in this chapter devotes little time to grand
theory; rather, it has focused on analytical perspectives
that provide researchers with a set of variables that can
be used to approach comparative research questions,
‘These five ‘I's were phrased in rather ordinary language,
but underneath each is a strong theoretical core. For ex-
ample, if we take the role of individuals in politics, we
can draw from political psychology, elite theory, and role
theory for explanations.

Comparative politics should beat the centre of theory-
building in political science, but that central position is
threatened by the emphasis on individual-level behav-
iour. Further, the domination of American political sci-
entists in the marketplace of ideas has tended to produce
a somewhat unbalanced conception of the relevance of
comparative research in contemporary political
[ would still argue that the world provides a natural jabo-
ratory for understanding political phenomena. We can-
not, as experimenters, manipulate the elements in that
environment, but we can use the evidence available from
natural experiments to test and to build theory.

Critical thinking
1. Both behavioural and rational cholce approaches focus on
the individual. Where da they differ?
derstand political behavi

2. Does fél'ltical cufture help to
in different countsies? .

3. Do people always act out of self-interest in polities?

4, Wil globalization make comp

5. Arethe policy choices made by political systems a better way
of understanding them than factors such as formal institu-
tions or voting behaviour? )
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¥ This dassification of research types comes from Arend
Lijphart's seminal article (Lijphart 1971).

2 A great deal of political science theoty has been developed
In reference to the US, given the size and importance of the
political sclence 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 boundartes either),

3 This is something of an oversimplification of the assump-
tions of rational choice approaches, but the central point here is
not the subtlety of some spproaches but rather the rellance on
individual-level explanations, For a more extensive critique of
the assumptions see Box 13.5 in Chapter 13.

*Thatis, if we could reject more theories and models then we
could focus on the more useful ones. As it is, we are overstocked
with positive findings and theorles that have credible support..

__% The classic example of a study that uses triangulation ex.-
plicitly is Allison (1971). However, this book uses multiple theo-

ries but it does not verify the zesults through multiple research
methods.

- - % This is more true for American than for European politi-

§ See, for example, Adcock and Collier {2001), who stress the
need[ormnunonmndaxdsofvaﬁﬂityfotaﬂmwuofmmre-
ment, as well as theintetmdonof&msefomsofmmrcﬂwu.

7 Lijphart (1999} has provided a slightly different conceptual-
ization by distinguishing b fori

4 jjoritarian and consensual
political systems {see Chapter 5 on ‘Democracies’), Some padia-
mentary systems, such as the Westminster system, are majori-
tarian, designed to produce strong majority governments that
alternate in office. Others, such as in the Seandinavian coun-
tries, may have alternation in office, but the need to create coali-

tions and an undelying consensus on many policy issues results
Inless alternation in policy.

* These shifts are ta some extent a function of changes in po-
litical culture, espectally the movement towards ‘post-Industrial
polities (Inglehart 1990},

cil science. Discourse theory and the use of thetorical forms of
analysis have been-of much greater relevance in Europe than
they have in North America, and qualitative methodologies re-
main more at the centre of European political analysis,
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Reader’s guide

In this chapter the ‘art of comparing’ is explored by demon-
strating how to relate a theoretically guided research ques-
tion to a properly founded research answer by deyeloplrzg ‘
an adequate research design. First, the role of variables in
comparative research will be highlighted. Second, the mean-
ing of ‘cases” and their selection will be discussed..These are
jmportant steps in any comparative research de.sxgn, Thied,
the focus will turn to the ‘core’ of the comparative method:
the use of the logic of comparative inquity to analyse the rela-
tionships between variables-—representing theory—and the
tnformation contained in the cases—the data, Finally, sorne
problems commen to the use of comparative methods will
be discussed.
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Introduction

As the Introduction to this volume stresses, both its sub-
stance and its method characterize comparative politics,
‘The method is the ‘toolkit’ of what, when, and how to com-
pare political systems, In this chapter the focus is on re-
search methods used in comparative political science: what
rulesand standards should we adept to develop a compara-
tive research design?® A research design is a crucial step for
developing and testing theories and for the verification of
rival theories. Hence, as Peters emphasizes, ‘(t}he enly thing
that should be universal in studying comparative politics ...
isa conscious attention to explanation and research design”
(Peters 1998: 26). Theory development and research design
are closely interlinked in comparative politics.

Contrary to everyday practice, where most people are
often implicitly comparing situations, in comparative poli-
ties the issue of what and how to observe reality is explic-
itly part of the comparative method. Dogan and Pelassy
{1990: 3), for example, remark ‘[tjo compare is 2 common
way of thinking, Nothing is more natural than to consider
people, ideas, or institutions in relation to other people,
ideas and institutions. We gain knowledge through refer-
ence! Yet, the evolution of comparative politics has moved
on from tmplicit comparisans in pre-modern times to
explicit ways of comparing political systems and related
processes. The major modern development in compara-
tive political science is on linking theory to evidence by
means of comparative methads, The particular method to
be used depends on the research question (RQ) asked and
the research answer {(RA} to be given (see also Box 3.1).
The actual method chosen is what we label research de-
sign (RD), and this is what this chapter is about.

A theory, In its simplest form, is a meaningful state-
ment about the relationship between two real-world
phenomena: X, the independent variable, and Y, the
dependent variable. According to theory, it is expected
that change in one variable will be related to change in
the other. The conceptual and explanatory understand-
ing of such a relationship is the point of departure for
conducting research by comparing empirical evidence
across systems {see also Brady and Collier 2004: 309;
Burnham et al, 2004; 57}. In more formal terms a theory
posits the dependent variable in the analysis—what is
to be explained? Additionally, the researcher wishes to
know: what are the most likely ‘causes’ of the phenom-
enton under investigation? Again, in formal terms: which
independent variables, or explanatory factors, can ac-
count for the variation 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 ofa ‘correct’ research design.
Comparative methods can be considered, therefore, as 2
‘bridge’ between the research question asked and the re-
search answer proposed. This is what we label the ‘triad’
RQ - RD 3 RA.

BOX 3.1 ZOOM-IN The triad
RQ — RD — RA

.

The point of departure is that all research questions are the- .
ory guided. The theoretical guidance is exp din relating> .
research questions (RQs) to research answers {RAs} in the |
shape of Jogical relationships b 2 dependent vasiable
{Y: what Is to be explained) and the independ rables :
(X the most likely causes, Le. factors serving as an explana-
tion), The ‘bridge’ between RQ and RA is called a research

H
N

cererrenarre

i toanend:ta make choices as to which of the potentiallyvast
i massof rel pirical data {the evidence) and possible
causes (X} explalning variations in Y are valid and reliablein 3
amiving at a research answer. :

Developing a research design in comparative palitics
requires carefui elaboration. First, the research design
should enable the researcher to answer the question
under examination. Second, the given answer(s) ought
to meet the standards’ set in the social sciences: are the
results valid (authoritative), reliable (irrefutable), and
generalizable {postulated} knowledge (Sartori 1994)2
‘Third, are the research design and the methods used in-
deed suitable for the research goals set? This chapter will
elabocate these issues and attempt to guide the student
towards linking research questions ta research answers.

1

| KEY POINTS: "/

© ‘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. generaliz-

_ability. :

@ The relationship between variables and cases in com-
parative research is cruclal in order to reach empirically
founded conclusions that will further knowledge in po-
litical science,

The role of variables in linking
theory to evidence

Since the 1960s the comparative approach in political
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 argument. The comparative
method is about observing and comparing carefully se-
lected information (across space or time, or bath) on the

design (RD). Therefore, the comparative method is a means ‘ ;
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pasis of a meaningful, if not causal, relationship between
yariables. A variable is a concept that can be system-
atically observed (and measured) in various situations
(suchas in countries or over time). It allows us to under-
stand the similarities and differences between observed
phenomena. For example, we can make a difference be-
tween democracies and non-democracies or between
different types of democracies {e.g. presidential, semi-
pnsidenﬁal. and parliamentary), The extent to which the
similarities and differences across systems are more or
Jess systematic can tell us more about the plausibility of a

S eoretical relatlonship under review. For example, Linz

and Stepan {1996}, discussing the pros and cons of presi-
dentialism, argued that parliamentary democracies are

2 Trote enduring than presidential ones, They found that

...the independent variable, parliamentaty vs presidential
systems {a dichotomy), differed considerably in terms of

“olitical stability measured in years.

Typologies are often used as a first step in examin-
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 clas-

..sified on the basis of a research question. Take, as an

electaral laws, Different electoral systems (for example,
. proportional and majoritarian) are distinguished and
their significance for territorial structures within a na-

i tion {for example, federal and unitary) is assessed. The
1 major problem of this type of analysis is that miscompar-
ing can lead to misclassification and therefore to wrongly

! informed conclusions. However, this can be avoided by
-f: -ir-~-- - cliecking that all {in this case, four) cells validly include

at least a case (inclusiveness), and, further, that one case
cannot be placed in more than one cell {exclusiveness).
This is called an ‘in-between’ or hybrid case (see also
Braun 2015).

In sum, the comparative method allows us to in-
vestigate hypothesized relationships among variables
systematically and empirically. In contrast with the

* methodology of the ‘exact sciences; however, the con-

* clusions are drawn from comparisons zot experiments.

. Therefore, the real world of comparative politics pro-
vides a quasi-experimental workplace for political sclen-
tists to examine how the complex world of politics ‘turns’
by demanstrating in a systematic and rigorous fashion

~-theoretical relationships among variables,

An example of how the triad {recall Box 3.1) works
and helps to answer a contested issue is the debate ‘does
politics matter?' (see Chapter 21}. The dependent vari-
able or the cutcome (Y) in this example is welfare state

mmmeerdevelopment, f.e, what the researcher seeks to explain. It

is called dependent because we expect that the varlation

"in welfare state provisions across systems also depends
on one ar more independent varlables.? As a tentative

v

answer, the researcher comes up with a hypothesis. In
+ this example the variation in welfare state develapment

o CHAPTER 3 COMPARATIVE RESEARCH METHODS

.

“~example, research on the link between federalism and .

:
:

(Y) is dependent on the relative strength of left-wing
parties and trade unions in a country (X). This research
answer, or hypathesis, is a conjecture about the relation-
ship between the dependent variable and the indepen-
dent variable and is supposed to explain the autcome, Le.
the development of the welfare state. In a comparative
research design a theoretical relationship is elaborated
to account for the differences and similaritie$ in welfare
state development (Figure 3.1).

Obviously, any type of X-Y' relationship in social
sclence is an abstraction from the complexities of the
real world. This Is deliberate. By means of hypotheses
or explanations (X) those factors are included that can
account for the varlation in Y. This procedure allows us
‘to establish whether or not a meaningful relationship in-
deed exists, and whether or not this relationship can be
qualified as ‘causal’ or not (Le. it is noted as X ~ Y},

Causality is a fraught concept in the social sciences
and in strict terms is hard to establish. Yet, it is now ac-
cepted that ff the variation in the dependent variable
{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) and a theory as to
why this is the case (X,—socio-economic; and X,—po-
litical indicators}, then we can assume causality—at least
for the cases included in the analysis, This refers to the
idea of "internal validity’ (see Box 3.2).

Our ability to establish causal relationships by means
of comparative research design is considered a major ad-
vantage. As we have already stated, comparative analy-
sis is often labelled ‘quasi-experimental; meaning that,

BOX 3.2 DEFINITION Internaland }
external validity in comparative methods  }

i Imemal validity refers to the degree to which descriptive
or causal inferences from a given set of cases are indeed
i comrect for most, if not all, the cases under Inspection, |}
i Extemol validity concerns the extent to which the results of
i the comparative research can be considered to be valid for
i other more or less similar cases but were not included In
i theresearch,
I Both types of validity are equally Important, but it
should be noted that there is 2 trade-off (Peters 1998: 43;
Pennings 2016). The more the cases induded in the analy-
i sis can be considered as representative, the more ‘robust’
: the overall result will be (externaf validity). Convessely, how-
i evey, the analysis of fewer cases may well be conducive to
} 2 more coherent and solid condlusian for the set of cases
~ thatisincluded {intemal validity)=1t should-be-noted that
the concepts of Internal and extesnal validity are ideal-typi-
calin nature: in a perfect world with complete information
the standards of both internal and external validity may
well be met, but in practice this is hard to achleve.

-
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to a certain extent, we can manipulate reality, enabling
the researcher to conduct descriptive inference (King et
al. 1994: 34ff). This implies that the empirically founded
relationship between the independent and dependent
variables, based on a number of observations, allows
generalization over and beyond the cases under review.
Hence, the results of the analysis are considered to be
relevant for all political systems where a welfare state
is present or emerging (for instance, in Southern and
Eastern Europe since the 1990s). In these circumstances
the researcher claims that his/her results are ‘externally
valid' {see Box 3.2). It Is obvious that this ‘leap’ from the
empirical evidence to a more general explanation (the
‘theory) is open to criticism (like the occurrence af
multi-causality and conjunctural causality; see below)
and drives contesting theoties-~in this example, politics
does not matter but sociv-economic developments do—
that are developed to disprove or to enhance the theory.

Hence, socio-economic development (represented as
X, in Figure 3.1} is considered as an important ‘zause’
explaining the variation in the development and level of
welfare statism across OECD countries {e.g. Wilensky
1975). Political variables, such as differences between
left- and right-wing parties with respect to how much
welfare state is sufficient or the relative strength of these
parties in government and the strength of trade unions
(X, in Figure 3,1}, were considered as less relevant {or
merely coincidental) to explaining the growth of a wel-
fare state. In other words, the research cenducted ap-
peared to prove that ‘politics did ot matter!

Yet, a major objection concerned the finding that
the non-political variables (X, in Figure 3.1) were in-
sufficiently capable of explaining why cross-system dif-
ferences in welfare statism differed, although in many
instances the non-political variables X, were quite sini-
lar. The descriptive inference was not homogeneous (Le.
the assumption that a given set of vaciables always pro-
duces the same outcome). ‘This criticism was supported

E - Sodo-eoor.xomic

by empirical observations. It appeared that levels of wel.

fare statism tended to become mare divergent (i.e. more
different}, whereas the explanatory variables (X,) would
predict otherwise: a convergent (i.e. more similar) devel-
opment would be expected to occur, Another criticism
concerned the operationalization of the dependent
variable, By examining the varlous policy components
of ‘welfare statism' (like expenditure on social security,
education, and health care), it could be demonstrated
that the design of the welfare state showed a large cross-
system variation in the distribution of what was spent
on education, health care, and social security within the
different countries. Table 22.2 (Chapter 22) shows that
change In social expenditures differed considerably be-

tween 1980 and 2003, In short, the dependent variable -

‘welfare statism' could neither exclusively nor causally

be linked to non-political factors alone, and nor could .

political factors be ignored. The comparative analysis
conducted demonstrated that political variables ap-
peared to have a considerable {and statistically signifi-
cant) impact as well. Hence, the ‘new’ research answer
became: ‘yes, politics does matter’t

Note that the research design not only concerns es-
tablishing the X, — Y relationship, proving that politi-
cal variables played their role, but is also controlling
for the relative impact of ‘politics* by including the
original explanatory relationship Xy > Yas arival ex-
planation. The message conveyed here is that research
in comparative politics requires a precise and detailed
elaboration of a research design—in terms of relation-
ships examined by means of variables and developing
correborating evidence across the cases under review-—
connecting research questions to research answers that
are conducive to causal interpretation by means of de-
scriptive inferences. In the next section we turn to se-
lecting the cases suited for comparison, This will direct
the ‘logic’ of comparison implied in the research design
to be used. ’

i KEY POINTS . - il oo o

Indicators
= Pollcy Indicators
tepresenting
welfare statism
—
| % l ~ Political indicators

Figure 3.1 tnvestigating "does politics matter?”
Source: Adapted from Pen nings et al. (2006: 34).

© Theory comes before method and is cxpr:ssea in its
simplest form as the relationship between d ,.
(¥} and independent (X} variables, The research meth-
od follows the research question in order ta find the
propet research answer.

© Research are {tentative) hypott that are
interpreted by means of descriptive inference on the
basls of comparative evidence, possibly allowing faor
causal interpretation. - : R

4

-~ 8~The-research-design-fs thetoolkit o Systematicatly
link emplrical evidence to theoretical relationships by
means of c i thods, enh
and external valldity of the results,

ing the internal
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--comparing cases and case
selection

Recall that linking theory to evidence always entails the
reduction of real-world complexities so as to analyse
the (logical) relationship between the X and Y variables,
Hence, researchers must make decisions about what to
compare, Le. select the cases {the cacriers of relevant in-
formation), and about how this information can be trans-
. formed into variables. The key to the development of a
~proper comparative research design is to decide whick
cases are useful for comparing and how many can be se-
tected (see Eigure 3.2). The answers to these questions
. L haveled to manyviews and debates (see Brady and Collier
""" 9004; Braun and Maggetti 2015). The thrust of this con-
et vdéecpns the apparent trade-off between selecting many
~ases, but with few relevant variables available for analy-
sis, or a few crucial {or contrasting) cases, but with many
variables for use. We shall first clarify what a ‘case’ is.

Cross-case and within-case

methodology, but in comparative methods it is used
in a specific manner and is to some extent confusing
(Pennings et al, 2006: 34ff), In comparative politics, cases
denote the units of observation to be compared. Often
it cancerns countries, but one can also compare sub-
systems (like regions) or organized entities (like govern-
ments or bureaucracies), Yet the level of measurement
=+ ;inay be different. Take, for instance, individual voters in
"7 several countries: the country is the case compared and
determines the level of analysis, whereas the voter is the

unit of abservation (within the case). Conversely, if one
compares party governments within a country, both the

i case and the unit of observation—governments—are at
' the same level of observation, For clarity, we prapose to
teserve the term ‘case’ in comparative methods far any

-~ - type of system included in the analysis {recall Note 1}. In
© addition we refer to observations as the values {or scores)
.. of a varlable under investigation. For example, if one
compares party behaviour of regional parties, then the
‘case’ is the reglonal party within a system. Conversely,

if the welfare state is the focus of comparisen, then this

<z e r cONCELTS the Systems to be compared. Public expendi-
tures on social security are the empirical value for each

system {see, for instance, Table 22.4). In Box 3.3 cases

and variables are discussed in terms of a data matrix

(Le. the organization of the empirical ebservations by
admi.Case and by variable}. It is important to be precise in
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or small-N—determines what type of {quantitative or
qualitative) analysis is feasible in terms of descriptive in-
“ference, given the available varfation across the systems,
- or cases, under review {Pennings et al 2006: 11).
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" I-"The term ‘case’ has a peneral meaning in social science

Y

The relationship between the cases selected and the
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variables employed to analyse the research questionisa

crucial concersi, As can be seen from Figure 3.2, the pro-
cess of case selection is structured asa kind of scale: from
one case (aften including many variables) to maximizing
the number of cases {often with few(er) varlables). In ad-
ditien, it is sometimes suggested that this choice between
few or many cases is related to the type of data-—quan-
titative or qualitative—used, This is debatable {see also
Brady and Collier 2004: 246-7}, For example, the study
of welfare states often combines qualitative elements
with statistical data (e.g. Kumlin et ak 2016). Or take the
study on ‘social capital’ by Putnam {1993), who combines
survey data (reporting attitudes across the population)
with a historical analysis of the development of politics
and society in Italy since medieval times. Hence, com-
parative historical analysis can be usefully combined
with a cross-sectional quantitative approach,

‘There is on ongoing discussion on how to combine dif-
ferent types of data. This is called triangulation, meth-
odological pluralism, or multi-method research. In its
purest form it involves cross-case causal inference and
within-case causal mechanism analysis and inference
{Goertz 2016), but other comhbinations of methods are
also possible, Collier and Elman {2008) distinguish be-
tween three types of multi-method research. The first
type combines conventional qualitative approaches, such
as case study methodologies 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: Giraud and Maggetti
2015; Berg-Schlosser 2012; Goertz 2016), 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 allows the
researcher to address a question or theoretical perspec-
tive at different levels, for example both at the individual
level and at the country level. This can be useful when
unexpected results arise from a prior study. In addition,
multi-methods may help to generalize, to 2 degree, quali-
tative data, There are also a number of potential weak-
nesses or risks involved, The results may sometimes be
puzzling because different types of data and designs
may generate unequal evidence, As Braun and Maggetti

(2015) note, there is no ‘yardstick’ available to judge the
extent to which the different methods indeed reinforce
the results of the analysis. Hence, befare one decides to
adopt a multi-method approach these risks should be
carefully considered (Creswell 2015},

These complexities may motivate researchers to
stick to one method and keep on improving it instead
of combining it with other approaches. One example of
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an innovative method that is used as a single method
Is process tracing (see Trampusch and Palier 2016).
This is a qualitative method used to evaluate complex
causal processes by means of historical narratives and/
or within-case analysis (also Beach and Pedersen 2016),
The main goal of process tracing is to make unit-level
causal inferences (i.e. how a given cause affects a single
unit like an international organization or a country). It
focuses on a causal mechanism by examining how ‘X'
“ produces a series of conditions that come together to
produce ‘Y: Process tracing is a useful tool for testing
hypotheses provided that the causal mechanism under
study is well theorized and not a black-box, It is particu-
larly suited for small-n studies, far example to study why
deviant cases diverge from expected trends. For example,
Gheciu (2005) uses process tracing by combining inter-
views, participant-obsetvation, and discourse analysis
in order to demonstrate how NATO operated after the
Cold War as an agent of socialization by introducing lih-
eral-democratic norms into Central and Eastern Europe.
The results refute the rationalist assumption that NATO
is a military alllance which Is irrelevant to processes of
constructing domestic norms and institutions. The ap-
proach helps to explain how and why the national elites
switched from an authoritarian to a liberal-democratic
viewand conduct,

Comparative historical analysis has returned to the
comparative method of late. ‘Comparative historical
analysis aims at the explanation of substantively impor-
tant outcomes by describing processes over time using
systematic and contextualized compariscns’ (Mahoney
and Rueschemeyer 2003: 6), Thus, this type of histari-
cal analysis is meant to be explanatory and its mode of
analysis Is to use time (Le, change) as the major apera-
tionalization of a variable. Processes are studied within
the context of historical developments, 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 relation-
ship between state and society. Finally, there is the no-
tion of ‘path dependence] meaning that certain political
chofces made in the past can explain certain policy out-
comes at present (see Chapter 22). The explanation rests,
then, on the idea that alternative aptions for choice were
not open any more, or, given the time a policy exists, the
‘point of no return’ has been definitively passed (Piersont
2000). In short, comparative historical analysis has a [ot
to offer to the comparative student, either in combina-
tion with other approaches or on its own (Keman 2013).

In sum, the selection of cases and variables depends
ona deliberate choice in relation to the research Question
and an 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 use also affects
the so-called ceteris paribus condition (all other things

S|
o BOX 3.3 DEFINITION Casesand : |

variables in a comparative data set

In comparative research the term ‘case’ is reserved for units
of observation that are comparabie at a certain fevel of meas- } L
urement, be it micro (e.g. Individual attitudes}, meso feg. | §
regional parties), or macre (e.g, national government), The i
information i a data set is a two-dimensiona! rectangular
matrix: variobles n columns (vertical) and cases in rows
(horizontal). Each cell contains values for each variable, e, :
observations {e.g. levels of GDP, types of gavernments, or
votes for parties), for each case {e.g. covuriufés', vreglons,-or
parties). Ukewise, varfables may rey over
time {e.g. points in time, sixch as years, and are then cases; :
see Tables 221 and 22.2).
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are considered to be constant for all cases), Therefore,
case selection is a crucial step,

Case selection

Cases are the building blocks for the thearetical argu-
ment underlying the research design. The number of
cases selected in the research design directs the typeand
format of comparison. This is illustrated in Figure 3.2.
Figure 3.2 shows that there are different optians for
selection depending on how many cases and how many
variables are involved. Intensive strategies are those with
many variables and few cases. An example is the analysis
of the few consociational democracies that exist. ‘These
democracies are Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, and

Onecase —— 4 Fewea
No riemeais ses ————-Many cases
o 4}
Time F
dimenslons ew Entenals o
Many intervals ® !
) ;
{1} Case study (at one time point); ‘g ’

(2) Time series {one ¢ase over time);

(3) Closed universe {refevant cases fn refevant pesfods);

[4) Crass-section (afl cases at one time point);

{5) Pooled analysls {maximizing cases across thme and space).

Figure 3.2 Types of research design
Source: Adapted from Pennings et al, {2006: 23).

.. witzerland. They are characterized by major internal di-
visions along religious and/or linguistic lines that divide
the poptlation into more or less equally sized minori-
ties. Despite this socletal segmentation, which is often

" regarded as a source af conflict and instability, these
countries managed to remain stable due to cooperation
between the elites of the segments. Extensive strategies
are those with few variables and many cases. An example
is the analysis of welfare states, as discussed in Chapters
21 and 22. Here, many cases, if not all {e.g. all established

- democracies), are selected, whereas only a few variables

Sp===r""_re ncluded. If N {number of cases included) is less than

* ten to fifteen, the strategy s intense. In addition, whether
or not ‘time" is a relevant factor needs to be taken into

-+ yecount {Pennings et el 2006: 40--1). This is often the

case, In particular when change (or a process develop-

' . ..ment) is 2 crucial element of the research question {e.g.
[~ “explaining welfare state developments). This is called

longitudinal analysis if it is quantitatively organized or
historical analysis if it is based on qualitative sources,

" Finally, if statistical analysis is used, as many cases as fea-
sible are required to allow for tests of significance (King
¢t al. 1994: 24; Burntham et al. 2004: 74). Five options for

-~ case selection are presented in Figure 3.2,

--The single-case study

A single-case study may be part of 2 comparative re-
search design. But as it stands alone it is at best implicitly
comparative and its external validity is low or absent (see
Landman 2003: 34--5), However, it can be used for post

&f: -~ -hoc validation to inspect whether or not the general find-

ings hold up in a more detailed analysis or to study a de-
viant case {Le. a case that appears to be an ‘exception to
the rule’), and can also be used as a ¢ritical or cruclal case
study (Seha and Miller-Rommel 2016). Another use of a
single-case study s as a pilot for generating hypotheses,
or confirming or invalidating extant theortes (Lijphart
1971: 691). '

" Time series

""" Time serles or longitudinal analysis can be useful in two

ways: first, to compare a specific configuration within a
few cases in order to inspect comparative change (which

“wpweee--Was discussed earlier in association with comparative

historical analysis). An example is the analysis of new
- parties that were electorally more successful after the
1990s thar before (see Table 12.2). Second, to analyse
which factors are (or have become) relevant over time

;.m::as causes. An example is the comparison of the different
——r—Waves of democratization over time from the nineteenth

century up to the present (see Chapter 12). Another use
isto replicate a eross-sectional study by time-series anal-

=7 ¥sis to observe differences in the outcomes (King et al,

1994; 223),

N’
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Closed universe

‘The third option in Figure 3.2 concerns the tbw’ cases for
comparisen 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 like war or an economic crisis. A good example is
the developments during the inter-war period when in
some European countries democracy gave way to dicta-
torship, whereas in other countrles democracy was main-
tained (see Berg-Schlosser and de Meur 1996), A fewfer)
cases research design is often called 2 "focused compari-
son’ derived from the research question under review,

Cross-section

The fourth option in Figure 3.2 implies that several cases
are compared simultaneously. This research design is
frequently used. It is based on a selection of those cases
that resemble each ather more than they differ and
thereby reduce variance caused by other {unmeasured)
variables. It implies that the ‘circumstances’ of the cases
under review are assumed to be constant, whereas the
included variables vary. This enhances the internal valid-
ity of the analytical results. For example, if the focus is
on formation of coalition governments, then it follows
that we only take into account those democracies where
multiparty systems exist.

Pooled analysis

The final option is disputed among comparativists,
Although the number of cases can be maxdmized by
pooling cases across time and systems {e.g. 20 rows and
20 columns taken together implies that the N of cases is
400 instead of 20}, whereas in a time serles data set the
years {or other points in time, e.g. periods) ate exclusively
the cases and in a cross-sectional data set the cases are
exclusively the political systems to be compared, the pit-
fall of pooling is that the impact of time is held constant
across all cases {or, at least, changes across cases do not
vary {Kittel 1999)}. 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 canclusions (see King et al. 1994
202-3), To avoid this, one ¢an include control cases (e.g.
analysing EU members in conjunction with non-memb
states). Another remedy would be to include a ‘rival’ ex-
planatory variable {as we showed in Figure 3.1: politics
vs economics). Pooled analysis is mainly used In sophis-
ticated quantitative approaches and it requires skills in
statistical methods at 2 more advanced level

All in all, the message is that the range of choice with
regard to case selection is larger than is often thought.
First, the options available {in Figure 3.2, optiens 3 and
5 are often used in combination). Secend, the aptions in

-
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developing a research design can be used sequentially.
For instance, one could follow up a cross-sectional analy-
sis (option 4} with a critical or a crucial case study {op-
tion 1) as an in-depth elaboration of the comparative
findings, However, it shou!d be noted that the options for
choice as depicted in Figure 3.2 are not completely free,
For instance, if industrialization is seen as a process, it
must be Investigated over time in arder to answer the re-
search question of whether or not this results in a change
towards welfare statism.

The main point of this section is not only that case se-
lection is important for how many cases can or should be
included in the analysls, but alsa that the chaice is neither
{completely) free nor (completely) determined, First, the
choice of cases depends on 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, ane should bear in
mind that the relationship between cases and variables
also determines what type of technique can be used: sta-
tistical analysis can only be used if the N is sufficient for
tests of significance, whereas a small-N allows for includ-
ing contextual information or multi-causal analysis {e.g. by
means of Fuzzy-Set logic; see Section: The use of Methods
of Agreement and Difference in comparative analysis),
Finally, if the research question involves a specific phe-
nomenon—Tlike 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 analysis. This
stage of the research design concerns establishing and as-
sessing the relationship between the evidence (data} col-
lected across the selected cases for the independent and
dependent variables in search of a (causal) relationship.

1 KEY POINTS @ . 0 o o]

® In comparative sesearch case selection is a central
cancern for the research design. It is important ta
keep in mind that the fevel of inquiry as derived from
the research question is related to the type of system
under investigation. The comparative variation across
systems is empirically observed by means ofindicators
representing the variables that are In use,

The balance between {many or fewer} cases and vari-
ables Is an Important option for case selection and the
organization of the data set (see Bax 3.3).

Figute 3.2 shows the options for case selection. The
_selection of cases depends on the research question
and the hypotheses that direct the research design. The -
cholce of cases can be limited due to lack of data and
therefore can Impair the chosen research design,

The logic of comparison:
relating cases to variables

In comparative methods there are two well-known re-
search designs that employ a different type of logic the
Meost Different Systems Design (MDSD) and the Most
Similar Systems Design (MSSD), These designs relate di-
rectly to the type and number of cases under reviewand to
the selection of variables by the researcher in view of the
research question and the related (hypothetical) answers,
Both have been developed following John Stuart Mill’s
dictum: maximize experimental variance—minimize
error variance—control extraneous varianice (Peters 1998:
30). In fact, they are ‘Ideal types'—something to strive for,

Experimental variance

This polnts to the observed differences ar changes in the
dependent variable (Y} of the research question, which
is supposed to be a function of the independent variable
{X). Figure 3.1 is an example of the basic structure of
modelling the relationship between a research question
and a research answec The question at stake was whether
or not ‘pelitics matters! A crucial requirement for an-
swering this question and attempting to settle this debate
is that the dependent variable (Y = ‘welfare statism’) in-
deed varies across cases or over time {or both), Where
there is no experimental variance we cannot tell whether

or ot the independent variables make a difference or rigt.

Hence, the research design would lead to insignificant re-
sults because we cannot tell whether the effect-produci ng
variables (X) account for the observed outcomes {in Y}.

Error variance

This is the occurrence of random effects of unmeasured
variables, These effects are almost impossible to avold in
the social sciences, given its quasi-experimental nature
which always implies a reduction of ‘real-life’ circum-
stances. Even in a single-case study or comparing a few
cases, a 'thick’ descriptive analysis cannot provide full
information. However, error variance should be mini-
mized as much as is feasible (in statistical terms, the
ecror term in the equation is then constant or close to
zera). One way to minimize error vatiance would be to
increase the number of cases. However, this is not always
feasible, as mentioned earlier in the discussion on case
selection {see also ‘Conceptual stretching’).

Extraneous variance

The final requirement in 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} cause, One

Ppp—
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. example of an unknown cause, also called a confounding
variable, is the favourable impact of consensus democ-
sacy on performance, which could also be caused by eco-
nomic growth, [f the latter is excluded, the analysis may
suffer from underspecification, which leads to erroneous
results. This is often due to omitted variables and can
lead to a spurious relationship (a third variable affects
bath the independent and dependent variables under
" investigation}. There is no ‘best’ remedy to prevent ex-

traneous variance exercising an influence other than by

having formulated a fully specified theary ar statistical
e enificance tests and control variables. One approach is
""" toapply the principles of the Methods of Agreementand
_ Difference. Using these methods we are in a position to
-+ draw causal canclusions by means of logically ordering
the differences and similarities between the dependent
and independent variables, based on the empirical evi-
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The use of Methods of
Agreement and Difference in
comparative analysis

The logic of comparativ'e énquiry is obviously meant to
.. * assess the relationship between the independent vari-
ables and the dependent variable in light of the number
of cases (many, few, or one) selected for comparison. As
we have already seen, case selection has implications
) for the use of the logics of comparison, Two logics are
. 1-_, distinguished:

"« Method of Difference;

& Method of Agreement.

The Methods of Difference and Agreement originate
from John Stuart Mill's A System of Logic (1843). The
basic idea is that comparing cases is used to interpret
commonalities and differences between cases and vari-
ables. Hence, these ‘logics’ refer to the type of descriptive
inference used to examine whether oc not there is indeed
a causal relationship between X and Y. This assessment
is inferred from the empirical evidence {data) collected.

~r

1 The Method of Difference focuses on comparing

cases that differ with respect to either the dependent vari-
i nv --..able (Y} or the independent variable {X} but do no¢ differ
77" across comparable cases with respect to other variables
(the ceteris paribus clause), Hence, covariation between
the dependent and independent variables is considered
crucial under the assumption that the context remains
constant. This is the MSSD: locating vaciables, in par-
ticular the dependent variable, that differ across similac

== Systems and accounting for the observed outcomes. An
: example is the debate on the role of ‘palitics’ as regards the
zeemr = welfare state, We look at the political differences between
-~ Systems that are similar in terms of their institutional
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design and examlne the extent to / ich party differences
() match differences in welfa 7 ate provisions (Y). The
stronger the match between, #¢ instance, the strength of
the left in patliament and give

X that remaln sémilar notwithstanding the differ-
ences in other features of the cases compared. Hence,
other variables may be different across the cases except
for those relationships that are considered to be causal {or
effect-productive). This is the so-called MDSD, An exam-
ple is Luebbert’s analysis investigating the possible canses

of regime types during the inter-war period {1919-39). -

He distinguishes three regime types: liberalism, social de-
mocracy, and fascism (Luebbert 1991). The explanatory
variable (X) is ‘class cooperation’ (between the middle
class, farmers, and the working class} and regime type
is the dependent variable {Y). Luebbert finds that only
specific patterns of class cooperation consistently match
the same regime type across twelve European countries.
Most other variables considered (as possible causes) in
the comparative analysis do not match the outcome {re-
gime type} in the same way. :

When applying the (quasi-)experimental method to
causal problems one should keep in mind that in so-
cial science the degree of contral of the independent
variables is always limited (Kellstedt and Whitten 2013:
70-88). We cannot control exposure to them because
we cannot ‘assign’ a country a type of regime or a fevel
of social expenditures, In addition, whereas the internal
validity of experiments is often high, the external valid-
ity (Le. generalizability) is low. Due to these drawbacks,
genuine experiments are rare in comparative politics.
Instead, many comparative studies are observational by
taking reality as it is without randomly assigning units of
analysis to treatment groups. The major disadvantage of
this strategy is that, since we do not control for all pos-
sible causes of Y, there is always a chance that some third
{confounding} variable is causing Y. This potential prob-
lem weakens the internal validity of observational stud-
ies. The only way to cope with this problem is to try to
identify alternative causes of Y and to present any causal
claim in a tentative way. The MSSD- and MDSD-designs
are in between the experimental and observational
methods and run the risk that they combine the weak-
nesses of both methods. As a consequence, if one adapts
a MSSD- or MDSD-design one should be alert on bath
the internal and the external validity.

Recently, an alternative approach—Qualitative
Comparative Analysis (QCA)—has been develaped
which attempts to cater for ‘multiple causalities’ (one
of the limits of Mill's logic of comparison). This type
of analysis allows for the handling of many variables in

-
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combination with a relatively high number of cases si-
multaneously {recall option 3 in Figure 3.2). Ragin (2008)
claims that this type of research designisa way of circum-
venting the trade-off between many cases/few variables
vs few cases/many variables, The logic of comparisan
employed is based on Boolean algebra in which qualita-
tive and quantitative information is ordered in terms of
necessary and sufficlent conditions as regards the rela-
tionship under investigation, This approach also appears
to be well suited to focusing on the variation of compara-
tive variables within cases, Instead of aiming at detect-
ing one (at best) effect-producing circumstance {X) by
means of a variable-oriented approach, the homogeneity
of comparable cases directs the process of descriptive
inference. An example is the search for the conditions
under which economic development is more or less
promoted by public policy (Vis et al. 2007). Instead of
searching for the strongest or a single relationship, the
researcher attempts to find out which combination of
factors is connected with cases in view of their economic
development. This procedure and concomitant logic of
comparison has been developed into a "fuzzy-set logicl
‘The many applications and cross-validations of QCA
have led to much suppazt, but more recently also to criti-
cisms. Most critics agree that QCA is useful if the goalis
to test deterministic hypotheses under the assumption of
error-free measures of the employed variables. However,
critics argue that most theories are not sufficiently ad-
vanced to allow for deterministic hypotheses because
causality is a complex phenomenon. In addition, the as-
sumption of error-free measures is an lusion because
often scientists have to use proxes or Indicators that
do not fully represent the original meaning (Hug 2013).
Furthermore, as QCA is often used to analyse a relatively
small number of cases, it has a problematic ratio of cases~
to-variables which may negatively affect the stability of
findings (Krogslund and Michel 2014). Several research-
ers have found that the results are susceptible to minor
model specification changes. They argue that the identi-
fication of sufficient causal conditions by QCA strongly
depends on the values of the key parameters selected by
the researcher. They also show that QCA results are sub-
jectto conficmation bias because they tend towards find-
ing complex consiections between variables even if they
are randomly generated, Others have argued that there is
fo way to assess the probability that the causal pattecns
are the result of chance because QCA methods are not
designed as statistical techniques. The implication is that
even very strong QCA results may plausibly be the result
of chance (Braumoeller 2015). If we overlook these criti-
cisms, we can conclude that the main critique of QCA
is that it is nat robust and often yields erroneous causal
connections. On the one hand, these critiques should be
taken secausly because they highlight weak spots that
should not be overlooked by any researcher that uses
QCA. On the other hand, dolng causal analysis on a

small number of cases by means of QCA shauld be re.
garded as a qualitative approach in which interpretation
is more important than quantification, Ifit is purely used
as a statistical technique it may well lead to misleading
outcomes because the researcher fully relies on the soft-
ware to generate causal connections. Applicants of Qca
should never da that and instead account for all the rel-
evant steps taken during the research and cross-valldate
the results with alternative sources and Interpretations,

{'KEY POINTS ..

_:i o shat reltability problems may arise as a result of including

i iden the case

ional) equivalents that are used to wi
g::tt':on {and thus increase the number of cases). An ex-
;mple is the concept of the ‘federal state’. What defines

4 federation, and how can such a concept be transformed
a

:nto measurable entities? Thus, the problem is to what
. t a concept transformed into an empirical indica-
atregas the same meaning across different settings or
::dmrgs (Van Deth 1998), Finally, some caveats need to
be taken into account when interpreting the cor.nparative
datz available: (1) Galton's problem, (2) individual and

® The point of departute is a hypothesis concerning
the refationship between two or more varlables (XY}
whose emplrical validity is to be verified by means of -

' real-world data across a number of, cases, )

© The Method of Agreement uses MDSD to allow de-
scriptive causal inference. Conversely, the Method of
Difference derives its explanatary capacity from MSSD,
The shared goal is to eliminate those variables that
exemplify no systematic association between X and Y
across the cases selected, '

© Aa alternative logic of comparison has tecently been
developed: QCAffuzzy-set logic. This approach allows
scrutiny of multiple causality across various cases and
variables.

Constraints and limitations of
the comparative method

Although the comparative approach in political science
is considered to be advantageous in linking theory to evi-
dence, enhancing it as a ‘scientific’ discipline, there are a
number of constraints that limit its possibilities and can
impalr its usefulness, In this section we discuss some of
these and offer possible solutions, While it is important
to be aware of them, it is often difficult for students to
find appropriate solutions, Hence, it is wise to seek ad-
vice from an experienced researcher or lecturer,

One major concern Is that we often have too many
different theories that fit the same data. This means that
collecting valid and reliable data for the cases we have
selected to test theoretical relations can turn out to bea
daunting task. If this problem is insufficiently solved, it
will undermine the quality of the results. More often than
not-we are forced to stretch our concepts so that they can
travel to other contexts and increase the number of ob-
servations across more cases. However, this may create
too large a distance between the stretched cancept and
the original theoretical concept (Sartor] 1970, 1994}, If
this problem occurs (and it often does), it may well affect
the internal and external validity of the results {see Box
3.2). In conjunction with this hazard, it has been noted

RI

Topical fallacies, and (3) over-determination,

- -Conceptual stretching

Conceptual stretching is the distortion that occurs

when a concept developed for one set of cases is ex-

“terided to additional cases to which the features of the
coricept do notapply in the same manner. Sactori (1970)
fllustrated this problem by means of the ladder of gen-

erality, Enhancing a wider use of a theoretl?al cancept
" by extension (of its inittal meaning, i.e. moving from A
to Bin Figure 3.3} involves a loss of intension (where the

i.e. remain close to B), Intension will obviously reduce
the applicability of a concept in comparative research

" across more cases, but it enhances the internal valid-
- ity of the cases compared, Extension will have the op-

posite effect, and the question is then whether or not
the wider use {Le. in a higher number of cases to be
compared) impairs the claim for external valic!ity o_f the
.analytical results. In Figure 3.3 this cheice s visualized:
the more the meaning of a concept moves due to the
process of operationalization from position A to B, the

High

Extension
(across cases)

< » More
Less >
Intension (of attributes)

eveew—Figura 3.3 Sartoris ladder of generality

- Source: Pennings et al. {2006 49).

"obsecvations reflect the original features of the concept,
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less equivalent the information callected for ea_ch case
may be and therefore the validity of the results is nega-
tively affected. .
The choice to be made and the matter of dispute among
comparativists is how broadly ar extensively (i.e. from
A to B) we can define and measure variables without a
serious Joss of meaning. There are different opinions on
the degree of flexibility that s allowed when ‘stretching’
concepts to make variables ‘travel’ across (more} cases.
Sartori remarks that overstretching is dangerous, and not
all concepts can travel all over the world and through all
time, like a political party, whereas constitutional design
may (Sartori 1994). However, attempts have been made
to develop methods to cope with the problem of aver-
stretching and travelling (Braun and Maggetti 2015),

Family resemblance

Some comparativists have suggested anather solution by
means of ‘family resemblance’ (Colller and Mahon 1993:
846-8). In its simplest fashion this method extends the

" initial concept by adding features which share some of

the attributes of the original concept. How far this type
of extension can go depends on what the research ques-
tion is. For example, if we are investigating the behavmtfr
of political parties and define these as any actt?r that is
vote-seeking (= A), office-seeking (= B), and pD[lCY-S?ek—
ing (= C), then the concept of a party can be used in a
wider sense, Instead of requliring that all three charac-
teristics are present sinultaneously, we allow the inclu-
sion of parties that have fewer in common. Examples are
electoral democracies, where peaple can vote (= A), but
parties are not allowed to gavern (= B), let alone to make
policy decisions {= C). This latter type of party eften oc-
curs in emerging democracies (see Merkel 2014).

Radial categories

“The second option of going up the Tadder of generality’ is
the use of radial categories. Here the underlying idea is
that each step of extension, thus including new compara-
ble cases, is defined by a hierarchy of attributes belonging
to the initial concept. In Figure 3.4 this is made visible by
defining A as the essential attribute, whereas B and Care
considered as secondary. Figure 3.4 demonstrates these
two strategies for extension through which the num.ber
of cases is to be increased. Family resemblance requires
a degree of commonality and this produce's.three cases
in comparison, instead of one under the initial categori-
zation, by sharing two out of the three tiet'mlng feature_s
(AC, AB, BC). The radial method requires that the pri-
mary attribute (A) is always included. In Figure 3.4, this
means two cases instead of the original single case (A + B
and A + C). It is advisable to develop a typology first to
see empirically how this transformation of a concept may
work out.
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N Individual and ecological fallacies i . .

: These fallact . === = istations between nation-states and inter- and supra-
causal es are likewise problematic vis-d-vis the | national forms of cooperation and bargaining. Such a
occtrs “;E‘Pretauon of evidence. An ecological fallacy relational approach means that policy outcomes are ac-

bxension (M) Radial e when data measured on an aggregated level fo.g - - counted for by multiple interdependencies in conjunc-

{A+B) Famity “g indMdf:t:;-ntr)r level} are used to make inferences aboyt “If tion with domestic factors, Policy diffusion and transfer

resemblance (8, ¢} vi dualf:u- 01: group-level behaviour. Conversely, indj. } are explained by causal mechanisms such as learning

AE ot thei d?‘%’s the result of Interpreting data measured .3 and competition. A related approach is Soctal Network

“whol .u; ividual or group level as if they represent the 3 Analysis (SNA). A netwark consists of nodes (the agents)

A8,q - m; ;—g- us.ing electoral surveys for party behaviour i and edges (the links or relations between the nodes}). The

vl t)! mamtudcs; see also the Introduction to this ,3 relationships between them represent ways in which ac-

_— Low ative el}ﬁ S type of fallacy occurs regularly in compar. tars influence and control each other. Network analysis
Sharing ‘m -, lewd (I:: cs and shows the need for developing a proper } S seeks to describe these {evolving) relationships in order

g Procedure measurement, to Jearn how power structures constrain behaviour and

Figure 3.4 Radial ca

blance tegorization and family resem.

Source: Pennings et al, (2006: 50).

Equivalence

A related problem of transforming concepts into empiri-
cally based indicators concerns the question of whelzher
or not the meaning of a concept stays constant across
time and-space. Landman (2003: 43-6) argues that this
problem is less 2 matter of whether or not a concept s
mea‘s'ured with identical results (which Is a matter o?re-
!iabdxty regarding the measurement). Whatever solution
is chose'n. at the end of the day it is up to the researcher
to convince us whether or not the degree of equivalence
between measured phenamena is acceptable.

Interpreting results

Galton's problem, ecolo indj

s glcal and individual fallacies, and
?ver-detﬂrfﬁnaﬁon are all hazards that are related toihe
tnterpretation of the results of the comparative analysis,

Galton’s problem

Galton's problem refers to the situation where the ab-
served differences and similarities may well be caused
by exogenaus factors that are common to al! the cases
;elaelzted for comparison, such as comparing fiseal policy-
ma mr\lf L:;cross states in Europe after the introduction of
: re'quirements, or the cholce fora Westminster-
1 Isﬁty e of Paclizmentary governance in former British cola-
: es (Burnham et af, 2004; 74). Another example is the
; : glrft;sass of ‘globalization® (see Kiibler 2016}, Obviously,
o : sion will affect the process of descriptive inferenc;
P v ecause th.e explanation is corrupted bya commen cause
— that is of s:mil_arjn.»ﬂuence in each case, but is difficult to
singlé out (Lijphact 1975 17). A possible way to detect
suc.h & common cause is either by triangulation or by ap-
plying comparative historicat analysis, i

Over-determination and selection biages

Over-determination and selection biases are risks that
emanate from case selection. In particular, when MSSD

is used, the chances are high that the dependent varjable

is over-determined by another difference that is not a

tually catered for in the research design (Przewarski a
Teune_1970: 34). Conversely, if the cases included inat;d
analysis are fairly homogeneous there is 2 chance Lha:

a selection bias will go unnoticed. As King et al. (1994;

141-2) note, if the similarities among the cases affect the

degree of camparative variation of the independent and
dependent variables we cannot draw valid conclusio, iy
In addition to these constraints and limitations o
par'ative methods have been criticized for beln, a’-tt;lo .
retical, empiricist, and solely country-oriented %New:: .
and van Deth 2016), We may arg{xe that the comparati .
methods do not offer solutions to all and sundr’;wa e
of research problems, but help to formulate themtya}:-le;
find ways to arrive at plausible answers. Com, arison is
Tequired to make research Insightful and sciznﬁﬁc:H
relevant. The alternative is o single case. However, thy
compar?tive approach s developing and learnin K:ro .
these criticisms {Sehaand Maller-Rommel 20 16}, .ge x"aIn
new approaches that are related to the ‘spatial .tu wiin
comparative politics can help to advance new insighn:s
-On.e example Is multi-level governance {MLG) t};at
criticizes methodological nationalism and other fy, f
centrism (like Europe or democmcies) that often d?:s :
terize comparative politics, The MLG-approach ana] ol
how decision-making competences are shared by lrsef
relevant actors at different levels of govemmeﬁ? (?e(_
supranational, national, and subnationa levels} (Kabl
?015: 63-80). It focuses on the dynamics of cross.] e;
interactions between these actors in one or more oel:ive
areas, These interactions often involve forms oIf) s l?'
power such as information exchange and persuasi(’:nt

-change (for a recent example, see Paterson et al, 2014},

. have to take into account an important caveat. The exist-
—~ing applications are often rather descriptive and lack ex-
planatory power and generalizability. Hence, they should
be regarded as helpful additions to conventional meth-
odologies and not as replacements,
To conclude this section, the constraints and limita-
tions of the comparative method need permanent atten-
, tion. However, it would be wrong to conclude that—given
" ‘the complexities and criticisms discussed in this chap-.
ter-—the comparative approach to politics is therefore
..... misdirected or fallacious. If we accept the fact that most
" political science is comparative, even if nat explicitly so,
“ then itis one of the strengths of the comparative method
that both the advantages and disadvantages are recog-
nized and discussed in terms of its methodology.

ik
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‘. There 3re many hazards and pitfalls in comparative
methods that ought te be taken into account ta link

_ theory and evidence In a plausible fashion.

. i

;. ® Conceptual travelling is a sensitive instrument to widen
the case selection as long as overstretching is avoided.

i
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The use of ‘Radlal categories’ and ‘Family resemblance’
to extend the number of cases can remedy this.

® [nterpretation problems are often due to biases like
Galton's problem and over-detesmination, 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 pelitical science at large (Almond 1990). His
main complaint concerned the lack of constructive col-
laboration among the practitioners. However, he made
an exception as regards the field of comparative politics:

Mainstream comparative studies, rather than being
in a erisis, are richly and variedly productive ... In
the four decades after World War 11, the level of rigor
kas been significantly increased in quantitative, ana-
Iytical, and historical-sociclogical work. {Almond
1990: 253}

Much of the credit should go to those involved in the
further development of the methodology of compara-
tive politics by means of debates on difficult issues in the
comparative method, However, new developments, like
QCA, process tracing, and the re-emergence of compar-
ative historical analysis, take place and are welcome. This
chapter has attempted to demonstrate this. Throughout
we have maintained that comparative politics is a (sub)
discipline of political science where theory development
is explicitly linked to empirical evidence by means of a
rigorous application of the comparative method, Even if
notall the problems—and they do exist—can be solved at
this stage, we hold the view that the comparative method
is the best way to go forward to further comparative poli-
tics within political science at large.
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3. What exactly is the dﬁference between internal and external

validity? Why is this distinction Important? Can you give an

- -1-Why Is the ‘art of comparing’ not only useful for explicit com.
Hetroneenpatison, but lso an implicit part of the toolkit af any political

A second example’ éxamines in

\ terdependendes, ol
dzf;‘usfon. and poliey transfer (Obinger et ai, 20131;711;:{
and Stephan 2015). This type of research argues that not

scientist?

only developments within nation-states matter, but also

" ‘quasi-experimental™? Can you argue why this would Justify
the use of statistics In comparative politics?

+ze-Ze Can you explain why the comparative method is often called

exampte of each type of validity?

" 4. {Fyou examine the debate on ‘does politics matter* can you

the same issue of this debate?

describe the research design used? Are you able to develop
an alternative one—in terms of variables and cases—to test
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5. What Is a comparative variable and what is the relation be-
tween a concept and an indicator?

Critical thinking

1. Whatis a case? Can you elaborate what the case is in terms of
unit of observation and level of measurement if it concerns a
comparative investigation of party government?

n

There are different options as regards the type and number of
cases needed to develop a research design. Can you think of
a research question that would justify the choice of a single-
case study where ‘time’
ences are necessary?

is relevant and ‘inter"-system refer-

General literature on methods in political science

Brady, H. D., and Collier, D. (2010) Rethinking Social Inquiry:
Diverse Tools, Shared Standards (2nd edn) (Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield). This edited volume discusses a wide
variety of methodological concerns that are relevant for
comparative methods.

King, G., Keohane, R. D., and Verba, S. (1994) Designing Social
Inquiry (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press). This is a
contemporary classic in social science methods,
three political scientists. |t is an introduction and

material taken from comparative politics.

Kellstedt, P. M., and Whitten, G. D. (2013) The Fundamentals of
Political Science Research (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press). This book presents an accessible approach to
research design and empirical analyses in which researchers
can develop and test causal theories.

written by
uses much

Keman, H., and Woldendorp, J. (2016) Handbook of Research
Methods and Applications in Political Science (Cheltenham;
Edger Elgar Publishing). Representing an up-to-date state of
affairs for approaches and methodologies in use, including
much hands-on information, discussing different approaches
and applying methods in political science,

Landman, T. (2008) Issues and Methods in Comparative

Politics: An Introduction (3rd edn) (London: Routledge). This

introductory text discusses various fields within comparative

politics, focusing on different research designs by means of
one, few, and many cases,

Specific literature on comparative methods

Beach, D., and Pedersen, R. B. (2016) Causal Case Studies:
Foundations and Guidelines for Comparing,

Matching and

3. Globalization is considered not only to grow but also to pro.
duce biased results due to diffusion. Can you discuss this
problem in relation to the relationship between nationa|
policy formation of membership states and the EU?

N

- Describe the basic differences between the Methods of
Agreement and Difference, Give an example of each, demon.
strating this difference.

5. A constraint of the comparative method s ‘conceptual

the number
of cases by means of ‘family resemblance’ or ‘radial catego.
ries'. Can you think of an example of each to extend the num.
ber of valid cases?

stretching’ and the solution may lie in extending

e R SR e L2 Y

Tracing (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press). This book
delineates the ontological and epistemological differences
among causal case study methods, offers suggestions for
determining the appropriate methods for a given research

project, and explains the step-by-step application of selected
methods.

Braun, D., and Maggetti, M. (eds) (2015) Comparative Politics:
Theoretical and Methodological Challenges (Edward Elgar
Publishing). A profound and thorough discussion of the
contemporary challenges for comparative politics regarding
multi-level analysis, concept formation, multiple causation,
and complexities of descriptive inference,

Mahoney, /., and Rueschemeyer, D. (eds) (2003) Comparative
Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press). This reader contains many
different views on developing qualitative types of comparative
research with an emphasis on history and the use of case
studies.

Pennings, P, Keman, H., and Kleinnijenhuis, ). (2006) Doing
Research in Political Science: An Introduction to Comparative
Metheds and Statistics (2nd edn) (London; Sage). Thisis a
course book intended for students, [t is an introduction to the
use of statistics jn comparative research and contains many
examples of published research.

Ragin, C. (2008) Redesigning Social Inquiry. Fuzzy Sets and
Beyond (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press). The book
centres on the ‘fuzzy-set’ approach as an alternative to other
comparative methods as discussed in this chapter (see also
Box 3.3) and discusses the advantages of this approach in
compzrison with extant practices.

iti s.net
. /www.politicalresource: . .
hltP-// | Resources on the Net: provides links to a number of
politica

ful data sets for use in comparative politics.
use

d.org

/| WWW.S0UTCeOEC ’ 2
hzZ/D/ statistics on the economy, infrastructure, and social
B i

ditures of most developed nation-states and Central and
expen

Eastern Europe.

£

online  yww.oxfordtextbooks.co.uk/orc/caramanigqe/
resource
centre
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http://www.ec.europa.eu/eurostat/
Eurostat: aggregated statistical and individual leve| survey data

on EU and member states,

http:/fwww.compasss.org ,
Website devoted to qualitative comparative analysis and Boolean
analysis as used in Box 3.3 with access to literature and various
software, as well as links to all relevant websites in the field.

isi i e Centre at:
For additional material and resources, please visit the Online Resourc

! In comparative politics the term ‘cross- national res.ea.rch'
is often used to depict the cases for comparative :malysw.(f:.g.
Landman 2003). Here I use the term ‘cross-system cm:flysns r.o
avoid the idea that only 'natilons' are cases in a comparative poli-
tics (Lijphart 1975: 166).

2 There are many names in use for independent variables:
exogenous, effect-producing, antecedent variables, etc. They

all have in common that a change in X affects Y. In this

chapter we use the term dependent (Y) and independent (X)
variables.
3 Another way of developing a causal argument is counter-
factual analysis, asking what happens if a variable is omitted from
- "
the equation. In this example: what if ‘politics’ does not play a role?
4 Figure 3.1 is a way to handle spuriousness: by controlling for
social and economic factor X, one could estimate the relative

influence of politics X, in terms of a direct relationship.
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Reader’s guide

The most significant political usits of the modern world are
" generally referred to as ‘states’ or ‘nation-states’. It is within
1 states that c

and bet:

porary political business is

cartied out. This chapter explains how this particular kind of
political unit came inte being and how it became dominant.

1t provides the conceptual and historical background for the
study of many themes of comparative politics. We suggest
that this chapter is read in combination with Chapter 24 on
‘Globalization and the nation-state’, which discusses some

recent chall

to the di

e of this political unit.
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Introduction

The comparative analysis of the arrangements under

which political activity is carried out considers chiefly a

multiplicity of interdependent but separate, more or Jess

autonomous, units—let us call them polities, Politles dif-
fer among themselves in numerous significant respects,
and entertain with one another relations—friendly or an-
tagonistic—which reflect those differences. These exist
against the background of considerable similarities, The
most Impartant of these qualify the polities making up
the modern political environment for being called ‘states’

‘The expresston ‘state” has been applied by scholars to
polities which have existed in pre-modern contexts—say,
to anclent Egypt, or Imperial China, Here we suggest that
state’ is more appropriately used to designate the poli.
ties characteristic of the nodern political environment,
which came into being in Western Europe at the end of
the Middle Ages, roughly between the thirteenth and the
fifteenth centurles,

First, this chapter offers a general and streamlined
portrait of the state—a concept that soclologists inspired
by Max Weber might call an ideal type. It comprised
a set of traits embodied in most states to a greater or
lesser extent. Some significant contemporary develop-
ments within the modern political environment have
broughtinto being polities to which some features of the
portraits—for instance, savereignty (see Chapter 24)—
apply poorly, ifat all. On this account, particularly in cer-
tain parts of the world some polities are designated, both
in scholarly and tn public discoucse, as failed states,

As against these, the conceptual portralt that follows
privileges what proper states are like, But even these em-
body to a different extent the portrait’s features, having
acquired them through diverse historical processes,

ey

® Most contemporary palitieal units {polities} share fea.
tures which justify calling them *states’.

® To that extent, they all constity p day
ments of a kind of polity which first developed in the
madern West. But such embodiments are cealized In
them to different extents and in different manners,

LY politics considers beth the constitutive
features of the ‘state’ and the malor steps in Its devel-
opment,

e -
i_KEY POINTS

el

A portrait of the state

Monopoly of legitimate violence

States are in the first place polities where a single centre
of rule has established (to a variable extent and manner)

Its exclusive entitlement to control and employ the .
tmate medium of pelitical activity—organized vio-
lence—over a definite territory. Individuals and bodies
operating within that territory may occasionally ex-
ercise violence, but if they do so without mandate or
permission from the centre of rule, the latter cansiders
that exercise illegitimate and compels them to ‘cease
and desist’!

Territoriality

ible threats to
tially hostile, as constituting possi

s:;n owrz’ security, and enter into relations with one
‘ another almed in the first instance to neutralize those

threats.

Relation to the population

ercise d pursue policies
tes ex tule over people an

‘ :I:ding on people. But states, though they samer.?x?es
K roject themselves as self-standing personified entities,
' 5‘! themselves made of people and operate exclusively

-]

To qualify as a state the polity must not only effectively THjE===Vithinand through the activities of individuals. Thus, the

‘police’a given portion of the earth by overwhelming any
internal challenges to its own manopoly of legitimate
violence. It must also claim that portion, against all com.
ers, as exclusively its owns must be able and disposed to
defend it, patrol its boundarfes, confront and push back
any encroachment by other states upon its teritory’s
integrity, and prevent any unauthorized exploitation of
its resources, Once more, the ultimate medium of such
activities is organized violence,

The territory is not simply a locale of the state's activi-
ties {violent or other), or its cherished possession, Rather,

It represents the physical aspect of the state’s own iden- ..

tity, the very ground (this expression is itself a significant
metaphor) of its existence and of its historical continuity.
The state does not so much kave a terzitory; rathec, it #sa
territory (Romano 1947: 56), :

Sovereignty

With reference to its territory, furthermore, the state
establishes and practices its sovereignty—that is, holds
within it (and thus over its population) ultimate author-
ity. Each state recognizes no power superior to jtself, It
engages In political activity on nobody’s mandate but
its own, commits to it resources of its own, operates
under its own steam, at its own risk, [t is the sole judge
of its own Interests and bears the sole responsibility for
defining and pursuing those interests, beginning with
its own security. Sovereignty also means that each state
accepts no intesference from others in its own domestic

affairs.

Plurality

"Thus, the modern political environment presents a plu-
wality of territorfally discrete, self-empowering, self-ac-
tivating, self-securing states, Each of these presupposes
the existence of all others, and each is In principle their
equal, for it shares with them its own characteristics -

sovereignty in particular. Since there does not exista __ g

" existence itself of states involves a form of sodial inequal-
ity, 2 more or less stable and pronounced asymmetry
5] -2 22 petween people exercising rlrultye) {a minority) and people
) i the great majority).
T mgt:x?s;;ﬁnem to njn extent bounded and justified
| by the sense in which both parts to it belong together,
B and collectively constitute a distinctive entity—a politi-
cal ity. For this ¢ ity the activities of fule
represent a medium for coming into being, for achiev-
ingand maintaining a shared identity, for pursuing Putz—
tively common interests. As is the case for the territory,
“227 7~ the relationship between the state and its population is_
not purely factual; the population is not perceived as a
mere demographic entity, but as a people {or, as we shall
-2 see, as a nation). As such, It entertains a constitutive rela-
: te itself,
ig- ﬁo:ﬁmtlt:st.hzfs ':ourse. lends itself to much ideological
mystification. For Instance, it induced Marx to speak
of the nation as an “illusory’ community and to reject
i~ - the view of the people or the natlon as the source and/
o or carrier of the state’s sovereignty. But how fllusory
can you call a commonality in the name of which feats
of great magnitude and significance have been ac-
complished {for good ot for evil) throughout modern
history?

"4
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A more expansive concept

A definition of the state In Weber's Euonomyam{ Soc.iely
stresses what | have sald so far and introduces the points
to be made in this section.

The primary formal characteristics of the modc‘m
state are as follows: It possesses an admlnigf,-anve_
and legal order subject to change by legl:latwn,.w
whick the organised activities of the administrative
staff, which are also controlled by regulations, are
oriented. This system of order claims 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. ermo“ re,
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)
efinition points to additional features of states ac-
ﬁn‘:fli the tﬂnel:eenth and twentieth centurias--fhough
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 faw, understood as a set of gen-
eral enforceable commands and prohlblli:ns. has ph):ndt
i le in the construction and managem:
:fs:g:rlx::l? societies, law so understood has chiefly
performed two functions: first, to repress antlsod?.l be-
haviour; second, to allocate between groups or individu.
als access to and disposition over material resources.
In the West, however, law has been put to further uses:
establishing politles, deliberating and pursuing polzdn.
Instituting public agencies and offices, and activating and
1lin operations. .
w;:vm fsieff mevdoped first In the Greek polis,
then in the Roman Republic and Emplre. Subsequently,

v~ 1o - reserves for itself the faculty of ing or th
. inglegitimate violence. .

_ ® A state does not respond to any other pawer for the

_L’ _uses to which it puts that faculty and others.

T ;t The state uses organized violence to protect one por-
i- - tion of the earth which It considers Its own territory. It

claims exclusive jurisdiction over the population inhab-

- iting that territory and considers itself as solely entitied

et ol E;qgmally,-e:ch state- exists side by side with other

higher layer of authority over the states—an overarch- "

Ing political unit endowed with its own -resources for
violence, entitled to oversee and control the states them-

= “states, all endowed with the same characteristics, and
E considers them as potential ¢ ders, allles, or neu-

selves—these necessarily tend to regard each other as

T il parties.

ORI I

efine and to pursueitsintesests.. .

E n polities maintained a connection with the
realn: of law: rulers were expected to serve ju.st!ee,. ob-
serve it in their own conduct, and enforce itin ad;udxf:at-
Ing disputes and punishing crimes. But for a long time
the commandments in question were understood to
express folkways and the moral values of religlon. 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 verdicts of judges and jurles.
This arrang t subsequently changed. Rulers un-
dertook to play 2 more active legal role. Incx.eas;x;ila);
assisted by trained officials, they began to codify
vernacular sets of ¢ and usages and to enforce
them uniformly over the territory. Above all, they




70

{ GIANFRANCO POGGI

s

asserted themselves as the source of a new 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 categaries of in-
dividuals and groups, generally asserting the supremacy
of the former’s interests over those of the latter.

‘Two later developments counterbalanced one another.
On the ane hand, it was increasingly asserted that alf faw
was such only in so far as it was produced by the state,
through special organs and procedures. Law had be-
come, so to speak, the exclusive speech of the state, On
the other hand, the state declared itself bound by its own
laws. The activities of its organs and the commands of
state officlals were considered valid only if their content
or, mare often, the ways in which they were produced,
conformed with some express legal principles, such as
those contained in constitutions.

To an extent that varied in time and from region to
region, the state—without ceasing to assert its own
grounding in sheer might—became involved in produc-
ing and implementing {and, by the same taken, comply-
ing with} armangements expressed in legal instruments
of diverse kinds: constitutions, statutes, decrees, judge-
ments, ordinances, and by-laws.

Centralized organization

These instruments make up a more or less explicit and
binding hierarchy of legal sources, Typically, the consti-
tution lies at the top, by-laws stand lower than statutes,
and 5o on. This is so in three closely related senses.

1. Higher sources autherize and place boundaries upon
lower ones,

2. The products of Jower scurces can change without al-
tering the content of higher ones, but can articulate
and specify them in different and variable ways.

3. The verified contrast between the content of a higher
-source and that of a lower one invalidates the lower
one. Special judicial organs are empowered to issue
judgements of different scope or gravity. Higher ones
may review and nullify or revise the judgements of
lower ones,

Other aspects of the state reveal a preoccupation with
unity and coherence, and express it through hierarchy,
For instance, the monopoly in the exercise of violence
has 2 legal aspect (Max Weber speaks of ‘legitimate
force?). But much more significant are its organizational
camponents, summarized in the contemporary expres-
sion ‘command, communication, and control’, without
which that menopoly cannot be secured,

Those campanents have sometimes a very loose rela-
tionship {if any) to legal constraints. The organizational
blueprint of the state mostly reveals a managerial rather
than a legal rationality. It is chiefly intended to make the

B
i
e

operations of all state agencies as responsive as possible

to the directives of the political centre, and to render
them uniform, prompt, predictable, and economical,

The distinction between state

and society

The distinction between ‘state’ and “(civil) society} theo-
rized by Hegel among others, is more or less expressly re-

flected in the constitution of several Western states. The
state, in principle, fs an ensemble of arrangemerits and

et

practices which address ail and only the political aspects 3

of the management of 2 territorially bounded society,
It represents and justifies itself as a realm of expressly

political activities {legislation, jurisdiction, police, mili-

tary action, public pelicy) complementary to a different

e traction, the public debt, again suggests that compat-
" jhility: private individuals become creditors of the state,
The significance of these phenomena, which are often

the subject of controversy, has been argued by Stasavage

3 {2011}.
L Various aspects of the interaction between the state’s

¢
1
i

4

! economic interests and the society’s political interests
t

are a constant component of modern social dynamics,
often characterized by such expressions as politics and
: the market. What is characteristic of many failed states is
1 the frequency and the extent to which the occupants of
‘““f’;;gniﬁm:;nt positions in the political system misappropri-
i " ate, and put to their own advantage, enormous amounts
=l ... - ..of economic resources officially destined for public use.
= "-""fng"’sBHetlmes its critics label this phenomenon-—particu-
larly evident in some parts of Africa—kleptocracy: that

realm—society—comprising diverse social activities not _:

—is,.rule by thieves, But the phenomenen is present in

considered political in nature, which the state organs do
not expressly promote and control. Individuals under-
take those activities in their private capacities, pursue
values and interests of their own, and establish among .
themselves relations which are not the concern of public
policy.

Religion and the market

At the centre of society stand two sets of concerns which -
for a long time the state had considered very much as its
own, but subsequently released from its control,

First, the state becomes increasingly secular. That is,
it progressively dismisses any concern with the spiritual
welfare of individuals, which previously it had fostered,
mostly by privileging (and professing) one religion and
associating itself with one church, {A critical reason for
this development was the breakdown of the religious
unity of the West caused by the Reformation.) Second,
the state progressively entrusts to the two central insti-
tutions of private law-—property and contract—the legal

discipline of the activities which relate to the production -
and distribution of wealth, and which increasingly take ..

place via the market.
However, one meaning of sovereignty is that the state’s

specific concern with external security and public order

may override those of private individuals, especially in
confronting emergencies. Furthermore, private activities

are carrled out within frameworks of public rules which _l

the state is responsible for enacting and enforcing.
However, it is the state’s prerogative to fund its own

activities by extracting resources from the economy.

Typically, the modecn state is a ‘taxation state’s it extracts

resources from the society’s economic system chiefly by

regularly levying moneys from stocks and flows of private
wealth. Such levies, authorized by law and carried out by
public officials, are compatible with the security of pri-
vate property and with the autonomous operations of the
market. The name itself of another subsidiary form of

L. it i oot
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other parts of the world. For example, in 2015, at the
end of Cristina Kirchner’s tenure of the Presidency of
-the Argentinfan Republic, it was calculated that over
its twelve-year duration her family’s patrimony had in-
creased eight-fold.
s+ . In the modernization of different socleties, the dis-
" 77 “tinction between state and society is accompanied by
further processes of differentiation taking place within
... ... both realms. For instance, within the civil society there
" emerges a domain-—science—which attends expressly
‘and exclusively to the production and distribution of
sécular knowledge about nature, autonomously from re-
ligious authorities. Within the state itself, the so-called
" “separation of powers’ between the legislature, the ju-
¥4 dicfary, and the executive constitutes the outcome of a
process of differentiation. The process also produces its
effects in the context of the executive, with the develop-
ment of bureaucratic systems of administration (see also
Chapter 8). As a result, the state increasingly presents
itself as a complex of purposely differentiated and coor-
dinated parts, each designed to perform a specific task.

$
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" The public sphere

«a Behind these aspects of pelitical modernization lies
"7 a further phenomenon—the formation of the ‘public
sphere’ as a kind of hinge between state and soclety. As
if to balance and complement the extent to which the
e state monitors and assists the processes of the civil so-

clety, the subjects active in it acquire a capacity first to
af observe the activities of the state, then to communicate
k! . with one another about them, to criticize them, and fi-
i} nally to make significant inputs into them. This is only

L
= homuimmenDOSSible, at first, for the narrow portion of the popula-

~oif eemen-tlON possessing the leisure and the necessary material

i)

and cultural resources.

But over time this partion grows, availing itself of such
~Tarrangements as the freedom of speech, of the press, of
v " petition, of assembly, of association; of rules that require
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some state organs to conduct their activities in public,
exposing them to legitimate debate and criticism; above
all, of the institutions of ‘representative’ government.
Due to these in particular, the selection of the small
minorities who directly and continuously operate some
state organs comes to depend on registering thé prefer-
ences periodically expressed by the much larger numbers
of people making up the electorate. d

At first, only a narrow minority within the papulation
can form and express such preferences. Even as that mi-
nority grows, with the progress of liberalism, for a long
time its rights remain limited by two qualifications: {1)
material possessions {census voting) and (2) cultural at-
talnments (capacity voting) (see also Chapter 5), We can
characterize the progress of democracy as the progres-
sive lowering and then elimination of these barrers. In
the long run, the great majority of the adult population
{mostly, until relatively recently, excluding women) ac-
quires, through suffrage, an equal {though minimal) ca-
pacity to express political preferences and to impinge on
the selection of governing elites and, via these, the for-
mation and execution of public policy.

The new ‘entrants into politics’ are mobilized by ex-
pressly formed organizations—political parties (see
Chapter 12)—which compete in order to determine di-
rectly who at a given time has the decisive say in leglsia-
tive and executive organs, and indirectly the content of
their activitles. In this manner, public policy is increas-
ingly the product of "adversary politics; of a periodic,
legitimate contest between parties for electoral support.
The party which has failed in 2 given contest can pub-
licly criticize the policies of the successful party, elabo-
rate alternative policies, and seek success in the next
contest.

The burden of conflict

Although we generally think of palitical participation
chiefly as entailing a vertical flow of influence from the
society at large towards its political summit, we should

not forget the etymalogical meaning of ‘participation’—

taking sides—that points instead to a horfzontal split, a
division within the society itself. Put otherwise: through
the public sphere the contrasts of opinion on political
matters formed within the society map themselves onte
the state, affecting the operations of its legislative organs
and of those charged with the formation and implemen-
tation of paticy.

Political alignments such as parties often derive their
conflicting policy orentations from deep and long-
standing social cleavages within the population (see
Chapter 13). Seme cleavages do not just represent dif-
ferent orientations of opinion concerning single issues,
but also reflect serious cultural differences {say, between
religlous or linguistic groups), tentsions between a coun-
try’s centre and its periphery, ethnic differences, or sharp

-~
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class antagonisms. In the modern political vocabulary,
the significance of such a threat is evident in such nega-
tive expressions as ‘sectionalism] ‘factionalism; “partisan-
ship; or ‘interest; and in the contrasting emphasis on
the necessity of protecting the state’s ‘unity’ from such
phenomena, appealing instead to the generality's loyalty,
‘discipline; and ‘spirit of sacrifice’

Citizenship and nation

In most modern states, this threat is countered by two
different and to an extent complementary strategies:
citizenship and the nation,

Citizenship

The first strategy consists in the institution of citizenship,
which finds its primordial expression in the dictum aff
citizens are equal before the law, Eventually, the principle
came to signify the progressive inclusion of all individu-
als making up the people into a farmally equal relation-
ship to the state itself. Individuals placed under the same
obligations and enjoying the same entitlements vis-3-vis

. the state were made to feel more equal to one another.

Furthermore, their activities relating to the public sphere
were put at the service of a new principle of equality, as-
sociated with the progress of democracy, and originally
phrased as one man, one vote.

Under this principle, as we have seen, broader and
broader masses of individuals entered the political pro-
cess and made inputs into the state’s activities via the
electoral competition between parties. Those supported
chiefly by economically disadvantaged strata promated
public policies that added to citizenship new entitle-
ments towards the state, These, to an extent, reduced,
or compensated for, economic inequalities generated
among individuals by market processes and the resultant
class eleavage.

However, this happened by mobilizing class con-
trasts, by making the processes of creation and distri-
bution of wealth an object of public contention and of
policy, no longer shielded from the state by the separ-
ateness of the economic realm and the autonomy of
the market. The state acknowledged the significance
of socio-ecanomic cleavages and expressly worked to
reduce it via the increasing operations of the welfare
state, To this end it extracted from the economy greater
and greater resources, and entrusted them to expressly
created public organs, charged with both redistribut-
ing some of those resources and assisting the economy
in producing further ones. This process, howeves, also
produced negative effects, at any rate from the stand-
point of the elites privileged by the workings of the
economy—although often also elites, these varously
benefitted from the growing involvement of the state in
econamic affairs.

Nationhood

The second strategy seeks to generate in the whole so-
ciety, across the classes, a shared sense of solidarity
grounded on nationhood. The political community typi-
cal of modern states understands itself as a nation. Most
of the polities with which this book deals define them-
selves as nation-states; the relations of states with one
another make up international politics; the pursuit of
the national interest by each state is supposed to be the
key rationale of those relations. Finally, nationalism is

widely seen (for better or for worse) as a most significant -

determinant of political activity.

For all this, the cancept of nation is notoriously hard
to define. The etymology of the expression hints at a na-
tion’s origins in a shared biological heritage, for it has the
same root as ‘nature’ and nasct (Latin for ‘to be born),

And Indeed some contemporary accounts of the cop- =

cept, sometimes labelled ‘ethnic] emphasize similarity
{and continuity) of blood, attributing to the phenomenon
of nationhood a primordial, biological origin. Although
this emphasis is echoed in the ideologies of many politi-

cal movements, it does not accord well with the fact that"
the reference to nationhood as a political value and the =2

cotresponding ‘consciousness of kind’ are by and large
modern phenomena.

Reflecting this, most contemporary scholarly under-

standings of nationhood treat it as a response to, or a
component of, other modern phenomena, such as in-
dustrialization, the diffusion of literacy, the emergence
of media of communication addressing broader and
broader publics, and indeed the states need to generate
at large a sense of identification with itself and of com-
mitment to its interests. This view found exemplary ex-
pression in a statement the Italfan statesman Massimo
D'Azeglio made in 1861: "We have made Italy, now we
must make the Italians? On this account, nations have
recently been characterized as imagined and socially
constructed communities (Anderson 1983) (see Box 4.1).

Inthis view, most nations have been brought into being -

by protracted, intense, diffiuse communication processes,
mostly activated by the state itself and carried out on its

behalf, funded from the public purse, and carried out by ™~

modern intellectuals (historians, journalists, poets, mu-
sicians, teachers, political Jeaders). Their products are

diffused by public education systems (whose audiences _

are to a various extent recruited through compuision),
and by symbolic practices pramoted by the state (such as

monuments, street names, public festivities, commemo- -

rations, and military parades). To the extent of its suc-
cess, this aperation sustains in the members of the public

a sense of trust, mutual belonging, pride, and solidarity, .|
As a result of such socialization processes, a people "=3t°

who had lived for generations within the same frame-
work of rule may come to share a value-laden, emotion-

ally compelling.image of its history and its destiny, a -

communities .

s :
F ¢ ‘The nation is an imagined® political community.
{ I

h

e ltisi gined because the of even the small. 1
i § estnationwill never know most of their fellow-members,
i imeet them, or even hear of thern, ye? in the minds of
each lives the image of their communion. :

i @ It is imagined as Jimited because even the largest of |
: them, encompassing perhaps a billion human beings, }
Thas finits, if vadiable boundaries, beyorid which lie other
" natlons. :

H

# ltisimagined as sovereign because the concept was born H
“when' Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying
.. the legitimacy of the divinely ordalned hierarchical dy.
.pasticrealm. . . . .

i @ Itis imagined as a community because, regardless of
¢ theactual inequality and exploitation that may prevallin
i each, the nation [s always conceived of as a deep hort-
zontal comradeship. :

i Seuirce: Adapted from Anderson {1983: 6<7).

""" sense of its own uniqueness and superior value. It comes
to perceive itself as a distinctively significant, binding,
active; collective entity, It generally identifies closely with
the territory of the state, which it considers its own cra-
dle and the material ground of its identity, Alternatively,
_.i{t aspires to make the territory on which it resides the
seat of a new self-standing state, intended to give politi-
cal expression to its unity, to redeem its population from
its painful and demeaning subjection to a state governed
by farelgners. It may then happen that the emergence of
a nation as a cultural entity precedes the formation of a
state, intended to become the nation’s own institutional
container and give it political expression.
--'The emphasis on nationhood cotnteracts the ten-
dency of the public sphere to project into the political
 realm divisions arising from the diverse, often confllct-
ing, interests which motivate the activities of private
" individuals in the civil society. But the appeal to nation-
hood has also a more positive significance, which relates
$0 citizenship and the trend towards widening and en-
* “tiching its significance.
. Eaddier In this chapter, I cansidered citizenship as a
set of arrangements for reducing the economic under-
privilege of large social groups, and thus their material
Jistance from privileged proups. But the effort to reduce
ter socio-economic inequality can also impart more
ce to nationhood itself. In the historical career
"of citizenship the rhetoric of ‘one nation’ has played at
t as great a role as that of ‘social justice’ In fact, the
est modern state-wide ‘welfare’ policies, initiated by
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Bismarck in nineteenth-century Germany, were proba-
bly inspired more by the first concern than by the second.
And one may detect a connection between the burden
and suffering that the state’s military ventures imposed
on a people, supposedly on behalf of the national inter-
est, and the state’s attempt to ease those burdens or com-
pensate for those sufferings through welfare initiatives.

Although, I would argue, political power malntains its
ultimate grounding in the exercise or the threat of orga-
nized violence, the latter ceases to manifest itself openly
and harshly in everyday experience. Most of the people
professionally involved in (so to speak} the business of
politics no longer differ markedly (as they did in earlier
stages of state development} in their attire, their posture,
their speech, the ways they relate to one another and to
other people, from individuals involved in commerce,
management, or the liberal professions.

Today, most kinds of political and administrative ac-
tivity are carried out in peaceable and orderly sites (leg-
fslative bodies, courts, public agencies of various kinds),
where people generally talk politely to one another,
consult and refer to documents, argue about solutions
to problems, negotiate arrangements, express reasons

i for their preferences, put forward proposals, Even when

superiors expressly give binding orders to their subordi-
nates, they refer at most in an implicit, covert manner
to the sanctions which would follow from disobedience,
and those sanctions rarely entail the exercise or the
threat of violence. The highest and most general legal
commands—say, statutes—are expressed in highly codi-
fied sophisticated language. Lower-level commands {say,
2 fine or an order to pay tax) are only valid and binding if
they refer to higher-level anes,

This does not mean that political activity has lost its
ability to threaten or exercise violence, However, the per-
sannet routinely involved in it are generally {not in times
of war} 2 minority among the multitude of people cacry-
ing out the manifold political activities characteristic of
a developed state.

Generally, only people serving in the police and the
armed forces are autharized and expected to bear arms,
to wear uniforms. They belong to bodies where an im-
perious chain of command obtains; hacsh sanctions may
be promptly inflicted on those members who discbey or
disregard orders. Thus, the threat or exercise of violence
is entrusted to specialized personnel and separated from
the normal practices of political autharity, both materi-
ally (for instance, soldiers reside in barracks) and sym-
bolically {consider again the uniforms worn by members
of theacmy and the police, their visible markers of rank),

Punishment is no lenger inflicted on misereants in
public places, ar in a particulasly visible, dramatic, cruel
manner. The most common among serlous punish-
ments—Iimprisonment—is mostly carried out in a rou-
tinized, silent, invisible manner, in separate buildings,
often out of the public eye. And the decision to bring to
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bear the means of violence on criminals or on enemies
belongs in principle ta political personnel not themselves
directly involved in practising violence—judges, mem-
bers of representative bodles, and top political offictals.
This kind of ‘clvilianized’ arrangement typically does
not diminish the state’s capacity for organized violence,
butincreases it. Paradoxically (but this effect had aiready
been theorized by Hobbes) the increase in the potential
for violence Is typically accompanied byadecrease In the
entity of actual exercise of violence. As they go about
the ordinary business of their lives, individuals may be
spared the experience of fear by the very fact that the po-
tential violence monopolized by the state becomes more,
not less, fearsome,

The conceptual portrait recapped

The modern political environment is composed of a
plurality of states sharing some formal characteistics.
Thanks to Its monopoly of legitimate organized violence,
each state exercises sovereign power over a population
which inhabits a delimited territory, and constitutes a
political community, often referred to as a nation. The
interactions between states are normally peaceable, but
since they are not overseen and regulated by a superior
power capable of imposing sanctions, they ultimately
depend on the armed might that each state can bring
to bear in order to contrast or overwhelm other states
pursuing interests opposed to its own. Thus those inter-
actians are highly contingent and may periodically be
adjusted by the threat or exercise of military action be-
tween the states involved.

Overthe course of the last two or three centuries, many
states have, to a greater or lesser degree, acquired addi-
tional tralts, Their internal structure is generally designed
and controlled by the laws each state produces and en-
forces, which in turn regulate its own activities, These are
very diverse, and ate generally carrfed out by 2 number of
organs and specialized agencies, They deal directly with
matters the state considers to be of public significance,
viewing other matters as the primary concern of {civil)
society, pursued on the initiative of individual citizens.

However, some state activities, including the making
of laws and their enforcement, lay down frameworks for
the pursuit by individuals of their own private concerns.
Furthermore, the institutions of the public sphere may
empower individuals to form and communicate apinions
on state policies, and to organize themselves in parties
which represent the diverse (and often contrasting) in-
terests within the society, select the personnel of various
state organs, and mandate thelr policies.

In the course of the last two centurles, most states
have conferred on the individuals within their popula-
tions a varlable set of citizenship entitlements, beginning
with those relating to the public sphere, and comprising
claims to various benefits and services provided by the

state, ultimately funded from the proceeds of the state’s .
fiscal actiyitles. The advance of citizenshlp has often ep. - 4 T
talled making a public issue of socto-economic differ. JJ¢

ences between Individuals, and committing state policy
to their moderation. For this reason it has often been
contested. One may consider the appeal to natienhood,
and the state’s positive efforts to ‘push’ that appeal, as 3
way of curbing the divisive effects of the contests over
the reach and content of citizenship entitlements.

~-gtate development

ding
tures of the state presented In the prece
::;ij: are the outcomes of complex historical events

" (see Box 43). These differed not just in their location

in space and time, but also in (1) the sequence in wh.ich
they occurred, (2) the degsee to which their profagonists

e),.gg.ly sought to produce those outcomes, (3) the ex-
apt to which the features agreed or conflicted with one
,m,f:,d,'e;, and (4) the Impact they had on the patterns of
political activity of each state, its relations to the civil so-

o BOX4.2 DEFINITION Citizenship

H . Sa far 1y aim has been to trace in outfine the development
of citizenship in England to the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury. For this purpose | have divided citizenship Into three H
elements: civil, political, and sodial. | have red to show i

; that civil rights came first, and were established in some.

i thing like their modem form before the first Reform Act was

passed in 1832. Political rights came next, and thelr exten.

slon was one of the main features of the nineteenth cen.
tury, although the principle of universal potitical ditizenship
was not recognized until 1918, Soctal rights, on the other

¢ hand, sank to vanishing point in the cighteenth and eady -

: nineteenth centuries. Their revival began with the establisty

ment of public dementary education, but it was not until

the twentieth century that they attained to equal partnership
with the other two elemants of citizenship.

csvassee

Source: Marshall 1550: 23-8.

.

[ KEY POINTS ... -

® States differentiate between thelr political activitles
and those of the civil society {the pursuit of private eco-
nomic [nt and the exp of p | befiefs
and values). They articulate themselves through lega!
instruments {constitutions, statutes, decrees, various
kinds of rulings) into units operated by distinct bodies
of L In particular, they have d prac
tices concerning internal order and external defence to
the palice and the military.

L4

In the democratic state, decisions over stats policies
are the products of the peaceable competition between
parties seeking to maximize their elect ! support in
arder to occupy the top positions in various state bod-
les and to promote the interests of their supporters.

=57 cjety, and its capacity to respond to new challenges.

o

PN
-

p——

.

| omy for the constituent ‘states’ and 2 general empha-

e

JECIRNN

v zge

Furthermore, as we have seen, all states-in-the-mak-

* i operated in the presence of one another, which led
DI PR ﬁe states to imitate some aspects of others, o, on the
i »oonu—.iry. to emphasize their differences. This further

complicated the historical processes. For Instance, some

o states previously unified by the successful efforts of royal

asties sought to strengthen their unity by promot-
' liy;a sense o?l:lauonhood. Later, other states imitated
such a nation-building project. Furthermore, popula-
tions which, despite being ruled over by forelgn powers,
had somehow acquired a sense of themselves as ‘nations
without states’ sought to build states of thelr own. Thus;
in some cases state-building preceded nation-building
-In other cases, it was the opposite. )
" ‘The study of comparative politics necessarily stmpli-
fies these complex phenomena, for instance by stressing

svrecnennnnnan Veeerravanas

BOX 4.3 DEFINITION Patterns of
state formation

We can distinguish at least five paths in state formation,

1. Through absolrtist kingship which obtained Indépen-
P dem power by building up armies and bureaucracles
solely responsible to monarchs {e.g. France, Prussia).

2. Through kingshipfacing judges and representative bodies
°  (and, within them, eventually political parties) which
developed sufficient strength to become independent
powers (e.g England, Sweden).
3 3. State formation from below through confederation or |
: federation, Intended to preserve some degree of auton-

sis on the divisfan of power within the centre thvough‘

¢ {  ‘checks and balances’ {e-g- Switzerland, US).
¢ Pollcies pursued by states since the middle of the nine- k 4. State R hrough conquest endfor unif
- teenth century have sought to moderate Inequalities by i {eg. Germany, Italy).
fgning individual members of the population civi, ,,*_—-._*_ S, State formation through independence (o, Ireland, |
M@ﬂ‘-‘ & ctfzenship see Box 42). ~5| 2 il%:ny. and cases of ];.reak-upr cfernplris: Habsburg }
© To counter divisive tendendes between groups, states ' and Ottoman empires).
have undertaken policies intend d to generate a sense A b .
of commonality—chiefly, 2 sense of national belonging. H R Source: Adapted from Daalder (1gg1: 14). :
-tf - SRR . Teessenassedaetesesstens
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either differences or simllarities between units. It con-
trasts states built eacly, In Jate medievat or early modem
Europe {for instance, England or France), with others
built during later stages of modernization (for instance,
in the second half of the nineteenth century, as in the
case of Germany or Italy). It distinguishes states built
upon successful conquest (for Instance, England) from
those owing their existence to the breakdown of larger
politles {for instance, contemporary Serbia or Ukraine).

This section of the chapter distinguishes three main
phases within the story of state formation and develop-
ment, which unfolded first In Europe, then extended to
polities established elsewhere by European powess {for
instance, North America), and later encompassed other
parts of the world. However, the way in which it is nar-
rated here chiefly reflects the European experience, Even
in this context the succession of phases suggested pur-
posely abstracts from a huge variety of events, incidents,
and episodes which a properly historical treatment
would have to reconstruct.

Consclidation of rule

We can label the first phase, which takes place largely be-
tween the twelfth and the seventeenth centuries, ‘consol-
idation of rule: During this phase, with different timings
in different countries, a decreasing number of political
centres each extend their control over a larger and Jarger
portion of Europe. Each typically broadens the territo-
tial reach of its own monopoly of legitimate violence and
imposes it on other centres, The palitical map of the con-
tinent becomes simpler and stmpler, since each centre
now practises rule, in an increasingly uniform manxner,
aver larger territories. Furthermore, these tef;d to be-
come geographlcally more continucus and historically
more stable—unless, of course, they become themselves
objects of further processes of consolidation. .
Sometimes these are peaceful. For Instance, the scions
of two dynasties ruling over different parts of Eurape
marry, and the territorial holdings of one spouse bef;ome
welded to those of the other. However, consolidation is
mostly the outcome of open conflicts between two cen-
tres over which one will control which territory. Su.ch
conflicts are mostly settled by war, followed by the win-
ner conquering and forcibly annexing all or part of the
loser’s territory. ‘States make war] as someone memora-
bly put it, ‘and wars make states’ (Tilly 1990:42).
However, waging war requires a financial capacity to
muster resources—troops, officers, hardware—and de-
ploy them against opponents, making them prevail in the
clash of arms against the resources wielded by the enemy.
Very often, military Innovation confers an advantage to
larger armies and fleets, which can wage war over more
than one front, and become Internally differentiated into
‘services’ performing distinct complementary militacy
tasks, But such acmles and fleets can only be afforded

A
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by rulers who marshal larger resoucces, which in turn
requires raising troops from larger populations, tapping
the wealth produced by larger tesritories, This premlum
on size isa strong inducement to consolidation.
But the recourse to war, however frequent throughout

European history, is intermittent. When weapons are si-
lent, however tempararily, resources of a different nature
come into play. Often, political centres intent an con-
solidating rule do this in response to an appeal for peace,
which recurs most frequently in Eurapean history, often
volced by religious leaders. Each centre seeks to prove it-
self by establishing its control avera larger territory, thus
putting an end to rivalties between lesser powers which

would otherwise occasion war. This does nat always in-

volve prevailing over those powers in battle. Diplomatic

action, alliances and coalitions, the ability to isolate op-
ponents or to make them accept a degree of subordina-
tion, and sometimes the recourse to acbitration by the
empire or the papacy also play a role.

Bestdes, military activity itself requires and produces
rules of its own, the very core of an emerging body of law
seeking, more or less successfully, to regulate aspects of
the relations between states. Another significant part of
such law makes conflict over territory less likely by laying
down clear principles for succession into vacant seats of
power, which generally make the exclusive entitlement
to rule dependant on legitimate descent. Other develop-
ments contribute to the same effect, which we might call
‘pacification! In particalar, advances in geography, in the
measurement of terrain, and in cartography allaw the
physical reach of each centre of rule to be clearly delim-
ited by geographical borders, often determined by fea-
tures of the tecrain, It remalns true, as Hobbes putit, that
states maintain towards one another, even when they are
not fighting, ‘a posture of warre! But they partition the
continent of Europe, and later other continents, in a clear
and potentially stable manner?

Rationalization of rule

There is often an overlap between the processes of con-
solidation in the first phase of state formation and de-
velopment, and the processes of a second phase, which I
Iabel the ‘rationalization of rule! Consolidation, we have
seen, produces larger, mare visible, and stable cantainers
of state power; rationalization bears chiefly on the ways
in which such power is exercised. We can characterize
such ways by distinguishing in turn three aspects of it:
(1) centralization, {2) hierarchy, and (3) function, Let us
take them in turn,

Centralization

In consolidating and then exercising rule, rulers largely
availed themselves of the cooperation of various subordi-
nate but privileged power-holders—chiefly, aristocratic

dynasties, towns and other local or regional bodies, hish-
ops, and other ecclesiastical officials, Often that coop-
eration was granted only after the subordinate powers
“had been forced ta renounce some of their privileges—in
particular, especially as concerns aristocrats, that of wag-
ing private wars.

All the same, their later cooperation generally had to
be negotiated, since the privileged powers maintained a
degree of autonomous contrel over various resourees,
and managed them in the first instance on their own be-
half, ‘They could be induced to do so on the ruler’s behalf
only under certain conditions, sanctioned by tradition
ar by express agreements between themselves and the
ruler. For instance, the cooperating lesser powers would
extract economic resources from the local population
under their jurisdiction in order to convey them to the
ruler. But they would do so only If they had given their
consent to the purpose to which the ruler intended to

iyt B
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0 BOX 4.4 ZOOM-IN

; The bureaucratic state
Where the rule of law prevalls, a bureaucratic organization
Es governed by the following prindples.

1. Official business is conducted on a continuous basis,

2. There are rules in an administrative agency such that
i (1) the duty of each official to do certain types of work s
delimited in tarms of impersanal criterda, (2) the official :
s given the authority necessary to carry out hisfher as-
Signied functions; and {3) the means of compulsion at -
hisfher disposal are strictly limited. :
3, Official responsibilities and authority are part of a
~“hierarchy. :
4, -Officials do not own the resources necessary for the per-
e formance of their functions, but ase accountable for their

commit those resaurces. They often kept a fairly large
part of those resources for themselves, and controlled
locally the ways in which the remainder of them were
managed and expended in their respective part of the
territory.

Obviously, such arrangements considerably liinit the
rulers' freedom of action, their ability to lay down policy
for the state as a whole and have it promptly, reliably, and
uniformly implemented over the whole territory. They
make the conduct of political and administrative busi-
ness discontinuous and sometimes erratic, since who is
charged with it at a given time—in particular, qua head
of anaristocratic lineage—depends on the vagaries of he-
reditary succession, and often has no particular inclina-
tlon or capacity for that business. Even the coeperation
granted, as we have seen, by constituted collective bod-
fes (the so-called ‘estates’) tends to give priority to their
particular interests, and thus to presecve traditional ar-
rangements, beginning with their autonomy, This makes
it difficult for the ruler to coordinate and render predict-
able the practices of the several powers interposed be-
tween himself at the top and, at the battom, a territory
made larger by consolidation and its population.

To remedy this situation, rulers progressively dispos-
sess the existent individuals and bodies of their faculties
and facilities they had employed in their political and
administrative tasks.® They put in place alternative ar-
rangements for performing both those tasks and those
required by new circumstances. Instead of relying on
thelr former cooperatars, they choose to avail themselves
of agents and agencies, {.e. individuals and bodles which
the rulers themselves select, empowes, activate, contgol,

fund, discipline, and reward. In other terms, rulers build . _. 3

bureaucracies (see Box 44).

In principle, this process could greatly increase the
hold upon social life at large of the political centre, enable
the ruler to exercise power in an unbounded, arbitrary,
and despotic fashion, and expose all those subject to it to

e —

use. Official and private 2ffaits are strictly separated. i

i 5, Offices cannot be appropriated by thelr lncumbents In
the sense of private property that can be sold orinhesited,

6. Official busitiess Is conducted on the basis of written
documents,

Source: Bendix (1960: 418-19).

" extreme insecurity. In fact, the previous coopeérators who

objected to the ruler’s new arrangements often raised
complaints to that effect, sometimes with considerable
justification. But more often their objections simply re-

- flected their attachment to their previous privileges. We

would not characterize this phase as ‘rationalization of
rule’ if its chief import had been solely to unbind rule.
Itis a feature of ‘the European miracle’—the title of the
book by Jones (1981)—that this phase of state-building
has two apparently contrasting aspects. Rulers do come
to oversee, control, and to 2n extent manage social life at
large in a more and more intense, continuous, system-
atic, purposive, and pervasive manner. However, to be
legitimate, rule must appear to be oriented to interests
acknowledged as general, and be exercised in a more and

""" more impersonal and formal manner. The notion of rai-

son détat conveys both aspects, It asserts that the might
and security of the polity are a general and paramount

- .Interest whose pursuit may occasionally override all oth-

ers. But that interest is to be sought through self-con-
sclous deliberation, grounded on an assiduous, detached

_ monitoring of circumstances.

In fact, the rationalization of rule itself is part of a
broader process of rationalization of social existence at
large. Each major sphere of society (beginning with the

==three already mentioned: politics, economy, and religlon)

becomes the exclusive concern of a different institutional

Tt complex—a distinctive ensemble of arrangements, per-
.sonnel, resources, principles, and patterns of activity.
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This allows (and_perhaps demands) each concern to
be pursued in such a way as to maximize a distinctive
goal: respectively, the might and security of the state, th.e
profitability of econamic operations, and the indlvidual's
prospects of spiritual salvation,

Hierarchy

In the political context, rationalization changes the basis
of the routine exercise of power: the public understand-
ing of its nature, its objective, its boundaries, As we l.mve
seen, that basis was traditionally oonsﬁ.tlxted by th.e 'nghts
and perquisites of a number of privileged individuals
and bodies {see Chapter 8), The new basis consists in
the duties and obligations of Individuals (we may label
them ‘bureaucrats’ or ‘officials’) appointed purposefully
to established offices. Their political and administrative
activities can be programmed from above by means of
express commands, ‘Those fssuing such commands can
reward those to whom they are issued if they comply
with them, and punish them if they do not. The com-
mands themselves have two critical characteristics: (1)
they tend to be general, i.e. they referin abs_tragt termsta
a variety of concrete citqumstances; (2) their content can

© legitimately change, and thus respond to new circum-

stances (see Box 4.4). .

For this to happen, the new ensembles of mdmc_itf-
als whé carry out political and administrative af:tm-
tes—the bureaucratic units—must be hierarchically
structured, At the bottom of the structure, even lowly
officials are empowered to impart commands (i.f:sue ver-
dicts, demand tributes, conscript military recruits, deny
or give permissions) to those lying below the structure
itself. However, those officials themselves are supposed
to do so in compliance with directives mlflmunimmfl
to them by superiors. These monitor the activity of their
direct subordinates, verify thelr conformity with direc-

tives, and If necessary override or correct their orders. .

‘This arrangement, replicated at various levels within
the whole structure, establishes an ordered array where
higher offices supervise, activate, and direct lower onfzs.
In a related hierarchical arrangement, lower offices in-
form higher ones—make suggestions on how to deal vnt!i
situations—and higher ones make decisions and tfansnut

them downwards to lower ones for implementation, .

* As already indicated, law plays a significant role in
structuring these arrangements for rule. First, as we
have seen, Jaw itself is a hierarchically structured set of
authoritative commands. Second, law can be taught and
learned, and the knowledge of it (at its various levels) can
determine, to a greater or lesser extent, the content of the
agents’ political and administrative operations,

This second aspect of the law points to a broader as-
pect of the rationalization of sule—the growfng r?le
of knowledge in the government and admlms-tratmn
of the state. As rulers increasingly dispense with the
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cooperation of privileged Individuals and bodies, the
agents who replace them are largely chosen on account
of what they know, or are presumed to know, and by
their having earned academic degrees and passed selec-
tive tests. Agents are expected to arient their practices of
rule less and less to their own Individual preferences or
to local particular tradition and lore, and more and more
to expressly imparted and learned systematic knowledge.
Legal knowledge is the prototype of this, especially on
the European continent, but it Is increasingly comple-
mented and supplemented by different kinds of knowl-

edge—~for Instance, those relevant to equipping armies

and waging war, building roads and bridges, charting the

country, collecting statistical data, keeping financial ac-

counts, minting money, policing cities, and safeguarding

public health,

Function

Anather principle structuring the centralized system of
offices is function: the system is internally differentiated in
order to have each part deal optimally with & specific task.
To this end, the system parts must possess materially dif-
ferent resources—not only various bodies of knowledge,
acquired and brought to bear by appropriately trained
and selected personnel, but artefacts as diverse as weap-
ons at one end and printing presses at the other.

Foe all its diversity, the whole structure {s activated
and controlled not only by knowledge but also by money,
another public reality distinctly connected with ratfonal-
ty, chlefly acquired through taxatiorn. Traditional power-
halders had usually engaged in collaborating with rulers’
materlal and other resources from their own patrimony;
their collaboration was self-financed and unavoidably
self-interested. Now, agencies operate by spending pub-
lic funds allocated to them by express periodic decisions
(budgets) and are held accountable for how those funds
are spent. Office-holders are typically salaried, manage
resaurces that do not belong to them but to their offices,
and, as they comply with thelr duties, are not expected to
seek personal gain, except through career advancement.

To the extent that it is rationalized, the exercise of rule
becomes more compatible with the individuals” pursuit
of their interests within the civil society. From the per-
spective of those individuals, rule exercised by officials
appears more regular and predictable, and occasional
deviations from rules can be redressed. Rulers are inter-
ested in Increasing the resources available to the society
as a whole, if only to draw upon them in funding their
political and administrative activities. But to this effect
they must respect the requirements of the country’s eco-
nomic system, at best protect or Indeed foster its pro-
ductive dynamle, which rests increasingly on the market,
To this end, agaln, the extraction from the economy of
private resources by the state increasingly takes place
chiefly by means of taxation.

The securlty of those resources and of their employ-
ment must be sustained by guaranteeing, through appro-
priate legislation and the machinery of law enforcement,
the institutions of private property and contract. But
other social interests and cultural ooncerns, not just eco-
nomic ones, also benefit from the limits that rationalized
rule sets on its own scope and from the arrangements ft
makes in order to recognize and protect the autonomy
of civil saciety.

The expansion of rule

In the third phase, states display a dynamic which we may
label the ‘expansion of rule! For centuries, the activities of
each state had been orlented to two main concerns:

L. On the international scene, it sought chiefly to secure 3} vuens
ftself from encroachments on its territory by other -

states and on its ability to define and pursue its own
interests autonomously.

2. Within fts territory, it was committed to maintalning
public order and the effectiveness of its laws.

In the second half of the nineteenth and through much
of the twentleth century, howeves, states brought their -

activities of rule to bear on an increasingly diverse range
of social interests,

Essentlally, the state no longer simply ordains through
legistation the autonemous undertakings of Individu-
als and groups or sanctions their private arrangements
through its judicial system. Increasingly, it intervenes in
private concerns by modifying those arrangements or
by collecting greater resources and then redistributing
them, more to some parties than to others. Also, it seeks
to manage soclal activities according to its own judge-
ments and preferences, for it considers the outcome of
those activities as a legitimate public concern, which
shauld reflect a broader and higher interest (such as the
promotion of industrial development, social equity, or
national solidarity).

The expansion of rule modifies deeply the relationship
between state and soclety of the previous phase. On this
account, we can classify most of its explanations accord-
Ing to whether they locate the main source of the drive to -
expand in the state itself or in society,

The former accounts oceur in various versions:

1. First, they impute to the state’s administrative ma-
chinery an inherent tendency to grow, to avatl itself
of more resources, to take charge of more tasks, and
to address more numerous and diverse social inter-
ests, instead of leaving them to the market or to the

autoromous pursults of individuals and groups (see :3

Box 4.5).-

2. Or, second, they may see the maln reason for state
expansion in the dynamles of representative democ-
racy and of adversary politics. Putting it simply, it

ey s

g s b et ot s

T
-vq #ermew—~foreign lands, or seeking profit from the supply to the

e 8OX 4.5 ZOOM-IN Wagner'slaw i

Consider the following scattered Indication of the validity
of Wagner’s Law, according to which government qusd~
“ing tends to fise faster than the growth of the nfdonaf
econony as 3 whole. In the UK, government spending ac-
counted over time for the following percentages:

H

Year . %,
1890 89
1920 202
1938 300
1960 364
” 1570 430
1981 503
N 1983 535

..-..nu-n-u.n.-....-...].......--.."............... enanas.

similarly, in the US the amount of goverament (federal,
state, and local) spending as a proportion of the net na-
tional product almost tripled between 1926 and 1973. For
2!l OECD countries over the period 1953-73 the average of
« national product accounted for by government spend-
i ing rose from 34 to 39 per cent.

arerevererieverany

vesererarnover

“Source: Poggi {1999 109}

pays for a party out of power to increase its support

by promising, if voted Into power, to devote more

public resources to this or that new state activity, and

thus advance the interests of social groups responding

to Its appeal. Typically, it is parties of the left which

" have successfully played this card, and made new use
of state activity and state expenditure to reduce the
disadvantages inflicted on their supporters by market
processes.

ronin. -3 Thisinterpretation fits clo;eiy with a third one, which

imputes the expansion of the state chiefly to phe-
nomena located in the society side of the state-so-

© " dclety divide. Here, underprivileged groups stand to
gain most by state expansion, and thus invoke it and
favour it, through their suffrage or by other forms of

__mobilization.

" 4. However, according to  fourth Interpretation, many
aspects of state expansion support directly or indi-
rectly, rather than correct and counteract, the work-

ings of the market economy in the Interest primarily

of firms and employers. For Instance, some colonial

ventures of European states favoured major economic

™ fdices seeking privileged access to the raw materials,
manpower, and market opportunities that they sawin

state of military and naval hardware. Furthermore, for
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over a century now, many public resources have been
committed to educational activities, which deliver to
the labour market employees equipped with the di-
verse qualifications and skills the economy needs, In
the second half of the twentieth century the state often
underwrote, on behall of firms and thus primacily
of employers, substantial research and development
costs to sustain advanced and profitable production
processes and to fund innovation in them,

Mote widely, this fourth Interpretation attributes much
state expansion to the fact that, left to itself, the market
often does not generate enough demand for industrial
products to sustain capital investment, a reasonable level
of employment, and thus domestic demand for industrial
products, From this perspective, the main beneficlaries
of stute expansion are, in the end, the more established
and privileged social groups.

In fact, the frequently evoked imagery of states ex-
panding by considering as thelr own social tasks pre-
viously performed by autonomaus social forces, and
usurping soclety, is sametimes misleading. Many of the
activities carrfed out, well or otherwise, by the expanding
state, respond to novel needs, potentialities, and oppor-

- tunities generated by ongoing social developments, such

as the demographic explosion, urbanization, increasing
literacy, miass motorization, further industrialization,
and growing complexity of soclety itself. Already at the
end of the nineteenth century, Durkheim had argued, in
opposition to Spencer, that in the process of modecniza-
tion the development of the private realm also requires
the development of the public one.

\Whatever the reasons for it, state expansion entails a
growth in three interdependent aspects;

o the fiscal take, Le. the portion of 2 country’s yearly
product extracted and managed by the state;

 the degree of internal differentiation of the organiza-
tHonal machinery of the state;

 the total number of individuals whom those units em-
ploy, and who possess Increasingly vared qualifica-
tions and skills.

The last two phenomena not only displace the line be-
tween state and soctety, but also affect deeply the state
itself, which increasingly resembles an ever-growing
pootly coordinated ensemble of increasingly diverse
units. The ordinary political processes—the articulation
of collective interests via the parties and their periodic
electoral competition, the determination of the executive
by majorities, and the formation of policies through the
interplay between the executive and pﬂliaments-:-an
less and less effectively activate and steer an administra-
tive machinery so vast, expensive, complex, and diverse.
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quent administrative activity responds to the interests
of the units themselves, or those of the specific, often
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pressed a preference.

. in those manifestations and
— in the politieal authorities,
: movements,

narroy; sections of soctety they cater to, rather than ex-
pressing a political project reflecting a comprehensive
view of the society as 2 whale, Thus, the administrative
machinery becomes overloaded by multiple, ever-chang-
ing, conflicting demands, Furthermore, components of it
Pl are ‘captured’ by powerful and demanding social forces,
g S and secve their needs rather than those of the public at
oL large. All these phenomena make it mere and more dif-

; o ficult for the political elites themselves to design and put

ool into effect the polices for which the electorate has ex-

These phenomena manifest themselves in most con-
temporary states, but they do so to 2 different extent and
in diverse ways. As the subsequent chapters show, one of
the major tasks of the study of comparative politics is to
establish empirically, and to account for, the varfations
present in the contemporary political environment, both

in the responses they find
the parties, and the social

[XE¥PoinTs 7T

‘]

@ One can distinguish, within the historlcal career of the

an states have followed in somewhat varying sequences,

tinent (beginning with its Western parts] one particular
centre of rule asserted fts own superiarity, generally by
defeating others in war, subjecting the respective lands to
its own control, and turning them into a unified teritory.

® Rationalization of rule: each centre of rule increasingly
relied on functionaries selacted and empowered by it-
self, expressly qualified for their offices, and forming hi-
erarchically structured units, within which their careers

would depend on the reliability and
their actions,

effectiveness of

® Expansion of rule: states progressively took on broader
sets of functions, in arder both to confront soctal needs
“generated by ongoing processes of economic modern-
ization and to respond to demands for public regula.
tion and intervention originating from various sectars
of society. They added new specialized administrative
units and funded their activities by increasing their ‘fis.
cal take' from the econony.

Conclusion

It can safely be assumed that the vast majority of this
book’s readers live in 4 political environment which re-
sembles more of less closely the portrait of ‘the state’
given in this chapter, and whose institutions and prac-
tices bear traces of the developments sketched in the

modern state, three main phases which different Furope.

@ Consalidation of rufe: within each larger part of the con.

2. Both the earlier and the later

last section. For this reason,

among other things, to study scientifically that

others in this book, is intended to challenge the assum

challenge,

The history of society shows only race instances
where the question how €an one Jay boundaries
around institutionalized vielence?’ has been cop.
fronted in a positive and viable manner, Essentially,
this has happened only in the Greek polis, in the
Roman republic and a few other city states, and in
the history of the modern canstitutional state, And

the answers given to that question have been a5. -

tonishingly simifar. The principle of the supremacy
of the Jaw and of the equality of all before the faw
{the Greeks named jt isonomia). The notion that the
making of norms by the state encounters limitations
{fundamental rights), Norms assigning different
competences to various political organs (division of
powers, federalism). Procedural norms (decisions by

collective bodles, their public nature, appealstoand .
review by higher organs), Norms on the accuparicy ]

of offices (turn-taking, elections), Finally, norms
concerning the public'sphere (freedom of opinion,

freedom of association and assembly), The similar-

ity, or indeed the commonality among such answers

suggests that there are systematic solutions of the '
problem, how to limit institutionalized power and
although they |
presuppose certzin premises if they are to hold, can - i

violence, and that these solutions,

to an extent hold across different contexts-—as dif-

ferent, say, as city states and those ruling over exten- .

sive territories. (Popitz 1962: 65)
Popitz’s statement suggests some comments,

1. Although 1 have treated ‘the state” as essentially a
modern phenomenon (and its develapment as the
chief political dimension of the broader phenomenon
of modernization), some ofjts distinctive institutional ™
arrangements had already manifested themselves in
antiquity, as well as in the Middle Ages,

{modern) arrange-
ments appear at fiest as part of a distinctive Western .

story, for they originated in Europe and were subse-
quently transposed to parts of the rest of the wocld
conquered and colonized by European pawers, espe-
clally in North America and Australia, {However, the
US was the first place where a peculiar arrangement,

those readers—whateye, &5, ...
their feelings about the state of which they are Citizens, 4
and however they position themselyes Vis-2-vis the pa;.
ticular government which uns it—may take for granteq
its main features, including the fact that they are abls,

state itself 3
and to compare jt with others. However, this chapter, ang

4

d

ism, was more expressly and successfully ex-
fed;eralgl::; with, and it served as a model for further
P ents—see Chapter 11.) Since then, some ar-
i become commen to

ments of this nature have
'mj;jgt;zes operating across the glabe, although in.dlf-
t modes of interpretation and implementation,
g:::zﬁmes these modes superficially imitate those of

=

p- 3 " the more established states, but actually characterize
tion that such matters can indeed be taken for granted,

The following statement by a notable German socia] !
theorist, Heinrich Papitz (1925-2002), entails such 3 -

the political units employing them as failed states.

i by Popitz, singly and
arrangements mentioned y > ) 2

> eether. succeed in an intrinsically difficult ]o}s—hm—
-ig. constraining, and “taming’ institutionalized po-
JEEAK-D litieal power.
: e Tt ion, left implicit
-1 g slast point suggestsa further consideration,
3 . :u;opitz's statement. Such success cannot be taken for

3

It is a matter of degree, for it requires overcoming
a built-in tendency of political powe'r to grciw upon itself,
* i escape limits and constraints, to ‘go wild as it were-—a

tendency that can manifest itself in many c::cumst:mc(s
*and in many ways, In fact, some states \Afh.lch shared the
 charactecistics mentioned in the first secnon' of this chap-

ter have not presented all those mentioned in the second

nodernization and which {in the author’s pe:sor.zaljudge-
' ;mn:ndt) go along way towards ‘civilizing’ the state itself.

“For instance, the Tsarist Emplre refused to en.dorse
“many characteristic institutions of the constitutional,
liberal, democratic states of Western Euf'ope. Worse,
“even states which at a given point exhibited all thos‘e
“characteristics subsequently veered away from consti-
~i tutionalism, liberalism, and democracy, and underwent

-

H

2, Da nations create states or vice versa?

. ‘3. What s meant by ‘sovereignty’?

w What past did milh:ry force play in the making of Eurcpean
states? :

3

A E i 32 Ho i nomic resources they
| .m!inwxf_q states typically acquire thie ecol

¢ ;r‘;-:'_‘secﬁoru which have appeated in later phases of political .
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institutional changes generally associated with the no-
tion of ‘totalitarianism’—as happened in the twentieth
century in Italy and Germany (see Chapter 6). And even
some of the constitutive features of states listed in the
first section, such as ‘sovereignty are currently put under
stress by a number of developments—for example, those
associated with ‘globalization’ or with the formation of
transnational polities (see Chapter 24),

Even apart from such dramatic developments, the
liberai~-democratic states themselves differ from one
another in many relevant respects. For instance, some
impart a centralized and some a federal structure to
the relations between the state’s political centre and its
political periphery, States differ in the extent to which
they have broadened and enriched the entitlements ?f
citizenship, or in the extent to which and t.he manner in
whick a given state seeks through its policies to support
and plan the development of its national economy, as
against leaving such development entirely to the .work-
ings of the market. The size of the so-called tpublxc sec-
tar’ of the economy, and the way in which it has been
managed, again have differed from state to state, as have
their respective taxation policies,

These and other issues have often been fought_over in
significant lasting confrontations between parties and
between sectors of opinion, and their settlement has
been mare or Jess stable, creating affinities or corftra.sts
between states. Besides being the themes of public life,
those issues constitute the main tapics of‘the scholatly
study of politics, whether focused on a particular state or
on the diversity and similarity between states. The latter,
of course, is the main cancern of this book as a whole.

Critical thinking
T, How can one explain the fact that memberts of a state's popu-
latlon progressively acquired ights vis-2-vis the state?
2. What part did law play in the development of the modetnt
state?
3. Forwhat reasons did rulers establish bodies of officlals ap-
" pointed and empowesed by themselves?

4. What Is meant by ‘consolldation of rule’?
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Democracies
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Webpage about ftalian unification, independence, and
democratization, '

EWhy some countsies have democracy
nd others do not ) )

Cuia "
For additional material and resources, please visit the Online Resource Centre at:

anline )
resaues www,oxfordtextbooks.co.ukforc/caramanige/

. i 1Oneoftenss today, of ‘failed’ ’
Lo - peaks, today, of falled’ states {sez Chapter 25). ¢ Since not only more significant facultles and xespomibﬂi&ﬁ
e same rules of delimitation apply to the sea, correspond to higher offices, but also greater material and sta- :
H o
However, they mostly do that without depriving those in- tus rewards, the hierarchical structure we have talked about also

f:::: :s and bodies of their private reso and their status constitutes a career system, It Is a Jadder which office-holders - -
ges. can elimb to satisfy their legitimate ambitions. - -
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Reader's guide

Democracy is the most legitimate form of government in
opr contemporary era, but the meaning of democracy is
still highly contested. This chapter explares the defining ele-
ments of modern democracy and traces the origins of this
form of government. It also describes different models of
democracy (presidential and parliamentary, democracies
oriented towards cansensus ot majoritatian rule), and it
analyses the canditions—econamic and political, domestic
and international-—that allow some countries to become
democratic but preserve others under the rule ‘of dictator-
ships. it finally discusses the future of democracy, and the
challenges that lie ahead for new generations of citizens.
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Introduction

What is democratic rule? Are all democracies equal?
Why can some societies achieve democracy while others
cannot? How shall democracies evolve in the twenty-first
century? These questions shape policy debates through-
out the world, from pubs and coffee shaps to parlia-
ments and international organizatians. These questions
defy any simple answers but we cannot ignore them.
Democracy is the dominant principle of legitimacy for
governments in our historical era, and rulers every-
where—even the most despotic ones—claim democratic
credentials as justification for their power.

In this chapter we will address four cructal issues. First,
whatdo we mean by democracy in the field of Comparative
Politics? Contemporary democracy is an amalgam of po-
litical institutions and practices that originated in different
historical periods and regions of the world. Moreover, the
term ‘democracy’ describes an ideal as much as the real-
ity of certain forms of government; for this reason, demo-
cratic practices are permanently evolving.

Secand, we will explore the diversity of democratic
regimes. Although all democratic systems share some
common characteristics, democracies differ in impor-
tant 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 ex-
panded in the late twentieth century. By 1974, only 35
countries in the world (2bout 26 per cent of all indepen-
dent states) could consider themselves democratic; by
2014, some 95 countries (57 per cent of all states) dis-
played democratic characteristics.

The expansion in the number of democracies prompts
our third topic: what variables facilitate the democratiza-
tion of dictatorships, and what factors place democracies
at risk of becoming autharitaran regimes? The question
of regime change—how dictatorships transit into democ-
racy, and vice-versa—connects this chapter with the dis-
cussion of autharitarian systems in Chapter 6.

Finally, if the survival of democracy is not guaranteed,
we are forced to address the future of our favourite form
of government. What are the main problems of contem-
poracy democracy? How can democracy be reformed

What is democracy »11
(and who created it)?

o

The term democracy is used in daily life with multiple

¥
meanings. Democracy is, fiest and foremost, an ideg] ; :

Jewnes

for social organization, a desired system in which~—de. .
pending on who is speaking—social equality is pur.

sued, freedoms are treasured, justice is achieved, and 73}

peaple respect each other. ‘Government of the people,
by the people, for the peaple} famously asserted Us -
President Abraham Lincoln, commemorating the battle -

becomes an ‘empty signifier! a carrier for our normative :
desires and concerns for the political system, This flax.

“«ich rights and to protect individuals when thelr rights
- threatened by other actars, such as criminals or cor-
altemtions {Chapter 9). )

Liberal republics already existed hefnfe the industrial

- efa, often under the guise of a constitutional mo?am?xn
:o ;eP‘esem the interests of a small aristocratic mum'nty.
‘[-‘of example, political scientist Samuel ¥iner :iescnbed
Great Britaln in the eighteenth century as a ‘crowned,
nobiliar, republic’ (Finer 1997; 1358). However, the p‘ast

. two cenituries have witnessed an enormous expansion

in the scale of political systems—both democratic and

e s n-democratic——to Incorporate large segments of the
of Gettysburg in 1863, When used in this way, the term ] o on-dem

population into the political process. Modern societ-
‘jes achieved this mostly by progressively expanding the

bility in meaning has allowed social movements to push |

TTTight to vate: to men without property, to women, to ex-
uded ethnic groups, and to younger adults. Teday, over

the boundaries of democracy for over two hundred years ™

eight hundred million people are eligible to vote in any

{Markoff 1996). But this expansive use alsa implies that

different people will invoke democracy to highlight dif-
ferent dreams and demands at different times. We shall *
return to this issue in the last section of the chapter,
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 *3|>:

Christian era, Athenian democracy would be a strange |
form of rule for any modern observer: it was direct de-

mocracy, in the sense that major decisions were made by 33}

citizens meeting at a popular assembly; onlyaverysmall #]-- -

minority of the city's population was granted citizenship -
{women, slaves, former slaves, foreigriers, and minors
were excluded), there was no constitutional protection :
ofindividual rights, and all citizens were expected to par- .
ticipate in the assembly. As a result, the system did not ;
scale-up well beyond the size of an independent city,and
popular decisions were often arbitrary and incansistent.
Ancient commentators criticized the Athenian regime
as the rule of an uminformed mob and argued in favour
of ‘mixed’ forms of government combining principles of
monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy (an inspiration
mocracy’ 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

" Indian election, an impressive feat considering that this

number of eligible voters is larger than the total popula-
tion of Europe and more than two and a half times the
pol;ufaﬁon of the United States,
‘The historical result of this process is the familfar sys-
tem of government commonly called “Western democ-
;V'Vracr)': ‘liberal democracy; or plainly ‘democracy’ in our
daily parlance. As the system evolved during the twen-
tieth century, social scientists struggled to understand
’»{tsrdeﬁning characteristics. In 1942, ecenomist Joseph

s
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Schumpeter argued that modern democracy is the ‘in-
stitutional arrangement for arriving at political deci-
sions in which Individuals acquire the power to decide
by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote’
(Schumpeter 1947: 269). This definition emphasizing
competitive elections has been praised for its simplicity
but also criticized for its limited understanding of the
democratic process. In 1971, Robert Dahl extended this
idea to argue that modern democracy is defined by the
combination of open contestation for power and inclu-
sive political participation, Dahl renamed this system as
‘polyarchy’ {the government of the many) to distinguish
really-existing democracies from any abstract demo-
craticideal, Dahl argued that this system requires a mini-
mum set of procedures and guarantees to work, namely:
(1) freedom of organization, (2) freedom of expression,
{3) the right to vote, (4) eligibility for public office, (5) the
right of leaders to compete for support, (6} alternative
sources of information, {7) free and fair elections, and
(8) institutions that make policies dependent on voters’
preferences (Dahi 1971).

Schumpeter’s ‘minimalist’ definition and Dahls con-
ception of palyarchy have shaped in one way or an-

_other most definitions of democracy currently used in

Comparative Politics. Those definitions vary in their
details, but they generally acknowledge four principles
identified in Box 5.1: free and fair elections, universal

o BOX 5.1 DEFINITION Four defining attributes of medern democracy

1. . Free and fair elections, National government Is exercised
by a legislature—parllament, congress, or assembly—and

§ - president. The legislature (at least a significant past of it)

i, dto ¢

Palg

are

few years), free {candid

create an unequal playing field against the opposition).

H by an executive branch typically fed by a prime minister or

is efected by the people, while the head of the gavemment
can be elected by the people or selected by the majority in
parliament. The electoral process leading to the formation

* ofnew govermnments is recurrent {elections take place every
and
voters to participate without intimidation), and fair {votes
are counted without fraud, and the government does not

3. Civil liberties. Democratic governments do not commit
grass or systematic human rights violations against their
citizens, da not censor critical voices in the mass media, :
and do not ban the orgaaization of legitimate political :
parties or interest groups {with 'legitimate’ understood
in a broad sense). Modern democradies usually codify
citizen sights and government authority in a written con-
stitution, and rely on an independent judiciary and othes  :
institutions of accoui'slability {such as_constitutional :
courts, independent comptrollers, and Iavestigative
agencies) to protect citizens' rights against government
eacroachment.

4. Responsible government. Once elected, civilian authori- :

for later ideas about separation of powers). The term ‘de- }

without being endangered in the process? These are the

i Universal participation. The adult population enjoys the rights
great challenges for generations to come. i

to vote and to run for office without exdusions based on in-
L:e~ come, education, gender, ethnicity, or refigion. Modemn de-
mocracies may exclude sorie adults from participating based
ot their place of bitth (foreigners sre not aflowed to vote in’
most elections} or their criminal record {althcugh many
countries alfow incarcerated populations to vote). Moreover,

many contemporary societies, This form of government, |
which emerged during the nineteenth and twentieth cen-_ _j -
turies, can be best described as a mass liberal republic. 7Y~
Modern democracies are built on republican arrange-
ments: most policy decisions are not made directly by
citizens, but they are delegated to representative legis-
latures (Chapter 7) and executive Jeaders (Chapter 8]_J‘ alldemocrades exdude minors from participating. Standard;
who are accountable to tl_l_e _electorate. Moreaver, mod- - - ofinclusion have expanded over time: most ‘democracies’ did
ern democracies are built on the libera] principles of the “Sfp " T ot allowwomen to vote uatil well iato the twentieth century,
eighteenth century, Political rights are recognized forall |- and the age for active citizenship has dedined over time from
cltizens; social and human rights are recognized for non- —= oo 21t018,and even 16 years in many countries.

citizens as well. The government Is expected to respect

ties can adopt policies unconstrained by the monarch,
military officers, foreign governments, religious authori- :
ties, or other unelected powers, To protect civil liberties,
some decisions may be overtutned by a constitutional
court. Interest groups intervene In the policy-making pro-
cess, but executive leaders respond for their actions to the  :
- —-—elected representatives.in the legls) and both execu-
tive leaders and clected representatives are ultimately re- :
sponsible to voters for their policies.

CKEYPOINTS T

o o

© This chapter will address the meaning of democracy,
types of democracy, the causes of de}nocutlzatlon,
and the future of demacracy,

o

¢ Democracy is the dominant principle of legitimacy in
" olrtilstotical er4;

® The number of democracies in the world expanded in
the late twentieth century.

.
:

Source; Adapted from Matawaring et al. (2007},
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.o

particlpation, respect for civil liberties, and responsible  democra , &
SOVGHU!}CIIL All conditions must be simultaneously  islature ::yus(:h l:ec:i::t:f C‘:S]V:P;T:u;;‘:;d;ﬁd- te E@ H brid regfmes Types of democraq
o :’h':-‘;ﬂ:dgo::;untry t;) be c:lled democratic; If one of  for office, and alternation in power must be possible), 5.: o ptualize political regimes that fall ‘somewhere
‘ the condiions conspicuously absent, the political sys-  collected information to document these features ! o ¢ full democracy and overt dlctatorship, schol-
gL \ #~for one or anather reason—to meet con-  countries every year between 1950 and 199, Co o d a wide range of categocis. For example,
o emporaty standards of democratic rule. matching these four conditions by 31 Decembe, iy have b Civil Liberties and Political Rights
; o The four general conditions d in Box 5. i tring it e b o i ey :
| l 3 . gen presente ox 5.1 may  sified as democracies during that year, and those missing use dlassifies countries every year as Free, Not :
pi ¢ Implemented in practice theough diverse institu-  least ope condition were classified as :ﬂcut y o Free.! David Collier and Steven Levitsky e Do pnems b demm?des "
s tional arrangements. Two Implications follow from this, Maost scholars, however, have embraced i : Kientified wmmdmds of diminished subtypes employed by al:' : ae_.stemocraﬁc e ey e many
The first one is that, tf we look at thefr specific features, ing of democracy as a ao'nt:’nuom vr:ﬁab!anund Y ; ioh oIzIS- s to describe imperfect democracles hbés SIUCh s Ao
modern democracies can be quite different from each four conditions intraduced in Box 5.1 m::‘bel;‘;wx'tsl‘::ithe Wy : : ol et
. t 168

In contrast to the ‘diminished’ subtypes discussed in the
previous section, fully democratic regimes always dis-
play the four attributes presented in Box 5.1. However,
the fact that all democracies share these fundamental

ther, i . ; - hical democracy, 'restrictive democracy, or “tute-
;ee:h::ﬁ:ﬁi :f;fﬁf‘;":d‘“ ‘*i': ;‘:‘t section of - different degrees, socleties may become more or les dari s e remocracy’ (Collier and Levitsky 1997). Diminished

N has truly invented modecn democrn ausut-nn;:od oo, ocratic ave time. Implicit in this approach isthe dea of, Sibtypes paradorically add an adjective (e, oligarchical) oy 1o ooy or presidential?

' racies combine institutions that mcy. ted in dé:“ oc" continuwm ranging between situations of blatant dictato, § indicate that one of the defining attributes of democracy ryorp :
gina rent  ship, on one pole of the spectrum, and full de N e universal suffrage) is weak or partly missing. ‘The most Important difference among democracies in-

- - countries and i Mark mOoCracy, 63
o has shown mﬁ?;i%:{?ﬁo Jo;m fi o (29%9) - the Otht.m with several intermediate stages (e.g, ‘su:a»ydg_ M o o me of these labels refer to regimes that generally meet  yglyes the distinction between pardiamentary and presi-
Eanatiad vations often emerge  mocracies’) in between those extremes, Some thresh, ) Eﬁcam-ibumofdmomcy presentedinBox 5.1, but  dential systems. Parliamentary democracies emerged

play a distinctive weakness. For example, Gulllermo o the historical transformation of absolutist monar-
£ o'Donnell coined the term delegative democracy to de-  chies into democratic regimes. Their characteristic fea- ¢/
ecribe a type of democratic regime in which the exect-  gyresare;
Ve bmusl; :: mu::adm of gomﬁrhtgz 1. Citizens vote to elect members of the legislature (par-
m‘“‘" or the judiciary. ‘Delegative democracies reston liament), and the majority In pacliament in tumn de-

e prernis that whoever wins election to the presidency i termines who becomes the head of the govemnment
*thereby entitled to govern as he or she sees fit, constralned (te. the prime minister or chancellor). fno P““fW has
" only by the hard facts of existing power relations and by a ma.jorityinpax{xament. multiple parties must form a

4 constitutionally limited term of office’ (O'Donnell 1994: coalition to appoint the new government. This usually
59) Other labels refer to ‘democracie fn which some con-  requices that several partles craft an agreement about
stinutive attributes are so weak that it Is dubious whether future policies and share t};e ministerial positions in
. ~the regime truly meets the requirements presented in Bax the cabinet (see Chapter ).
b 5.1, For Instance, Fareed Zakaria used the term illiberal 2. The prime minister and other ministers In the cabinet
o democracy to describe regimes that display multi-party are, in most parliamentary systems, members of par-
eections and universal participation, but generally fail to Liament as well. Even though there isa clear separation
respect clvil liberties and the rule of law (Zakaria 2007).2 of functions between the executive and the legislature,

= in peripheral countries that are not the i ginary -
_ great powers of  along this imaj continuum marks .
} the era. For example, the idea that political parties are  which countries can be consiL:;mred Mlydf‘meog:nht‘it bt

necessary for democratic life—and not Just selfish fac- Several research projects have created cont:-nuoug

;n;;s;r:sba_[l;z gained root in the United States by the measures of democracy for multiple countries over time

ook 2 Shmql.v.lrement that voting Is conductedin ~ The Polity project (initiated by Ted Robert Gurr in the

et ing 2 standard ballot was first adopted by British  1960s) provides an annual segre ranging between -

o ‘1335 onles in Victoria and South Australla in the mid. (institutionalized autocracy) and 10 (insu'mtiona!i;e:
. 0s. By 1825, most states in the US allowed all white democracy) for all countries with a population great

:Sne'n fo vote without imposing property requirements; than halfa million since 1800. Freedom House ans? .

. - a:\:htzeriane ﬁd n:Ili;njnnted income requ[re' ments for voters  nization based in New York, has created ycatiy ratl? . !

P e ;t:n :ﬁmevne: ;: t:;.s ;;48 q::in:dumﬁ;‘m a:l: seve:;‘l for Civil Liberties and Polltical Rights for 195 countrii:'-

o 50 durlng the nineteenth  and 15 territorles since 1972, Each rating ran between §17
:nut:l:v);o R:e: If::l:{:gtwtas thte f?rst d;mo:;ra;:y to guar- 1 (most democratic) and 7 (least demoiradg}”Mon re- 3
0 vote in national electlons by  cently, the Varieties of Demacra -Di ; .

1?:3. 'Ihe'se 'innovatlon.s were progressively embraced by  based at the University of Gothenbuc:g ir(YSw:fle)nE:g:r

:e ::t:t;:;et;es, and today they are part of our standard University of Notre Dame in the United States has roe ;

p of democratic practices. vided annual measures for different understa;ldln; of

T : g:ilnlbocracy (Electoral, Liberal, Egalitarian, Participatory, { . there is no explicit separation of powers among these
P How do w : . erative) ranging between 0 (least democratic) and §75~ - e o, individuals

: y ‘e;know ifa country is 1 (most democratic) for 173 countries and territorjes JKeY poinTs . - 3. Because parliamentary democracles emerged from
‘ emocratic? since 1900. The information generated by these projects J1.. L o mforences to modemd ircended Yo destrthe the transformation of manarchies, there Is a separa-

i open to the public and easily available online. ‘a y form of gov t. must be distin- tion between the head of the government {the prime
" guished from normative uses of the term intended ta minister) and the head of state (the monarch). The
principle of responsible government {Box 5.1) im-

-+ denote an ideal and from refecences to mment in
g plies that the elected prime minister commands the

A working definition of democracy Is crucial for research Al :
L . : though the specific definitlons of d :
i :nm C;Jmmnve Politics. We may want to establish, for ex- 1n each case, these projects follow a mr:xgﬁt:g:g :
ple, economy grows faster in democracies orin  they disaggregate the meanlng of democracy into sub- )

dictatorships, if democra i e
catfon thas satte s cles Invest more in health or edu-  components or dimensions (e-g. civil liberties and politi- §] - c dlassicaf Athens. administration; the political role of monarchs in mod-
ritarian reglmes, of if democratic coun-  cal rights), they score y - < ® Empirical definitions of democracy used In Comparative ° o
trles are 1 ¥ country-years an each dimension | - . ern parliamentary democracies is weak and oriented
of ‘:’; :I‘S My. to experience terrorism or other forms  based on the information provided by country experts _ Politics usually connote free and falr elections, universal towards the presecvation of national unity. Although
P ﬁo::l deﬁm;l:;eggi These questions require an opera- (Freedom House and V-Dem) or trained coders (Polity), -- 8 -+ . Sufirage, divil liberties, and respansible government. Belgium, Iapgn. the Netherlands, Spain, the United
N specific countries ase:vnem th e:"“?"‘ to classify  and then combine the Information for these components "7 No single sodiety created democracy; representative Kingdom, and other democradies officially preserve—
I historical perods. Such definitio ﬁ‘::ﬂdubl:nagbf:rﬁmhr to create an aggregate democracy score for each country- i and partidpatory institutions emerged in multiple plac- . and love—their monarchs to this day, these regimes
ture the tralts described in Bax 5"; ihout e to cap-  year (Munck and Verkutlen 2002), This approach is par- es and disseminated during the nl h and twentl- are effectively republics in disguise. Some parliamen-
conceptof democmacy with o o;:tenmaur.tb:: ting the -ticularly useful to understand controversial countries: eth centuries. tary countries, such as Germany, India, and Italy, have
explain (Le,, the ‘dependent variables’ see Cha : :‘:)a::g . IsNeasy to classlfy extreme cases such as Switzerland —f cemeciui®-The most commonly used measures of democracy—by - adopted an explicitly republican constitution and
as economic prosperity, social welfa:e'. or Pﬂlit?cal sm’bﬂi olr ;rthsa Korea using a dichotomous scale, but oom-_-J e iFreedom House, Polity, and the V.Dem projects—pro- appoint a president to perform the duties of head of
o plex such as Hungary under Viktor Orbén, Turkey i " vide yearly scares for a large number of countries. state, This president is elected indirectly, by parlia-

Some scholars have approached this task by creat- und
. ) - er Recep Tayyip Erdogan, or Venezuela und !
cu;il. a dzchz):ta[;nous measure cn.f democracy. Przeworski  Chévez resist 2 binary classification and re e s e
(2000), for example, identified four basic features of nuanced understanding of democracy.

mentor by an electoral college. For instance, the head
of state is appointed by a college formed by the lower
house of parliament and delegations of the states in

;:_Defecﬁve democrades are often characterized with labels
T suchas delegative democracy or illiberal democracy.

quire a more 7
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Germany, by the two houses of parliament and state
legistatures in India, and by bath houses of parliament
and delegations of the regions in Italy. Irrespective of
the election procedure, these presidents are politically
weak figures,

- Although parllamentary systems are mandated to
call eléctions at certain intervals {for instance, every
five years in the United Kingdom), an election can
take place sooner than expected if the prime minls-
ter clashes with parliament. In agreement with the
head of state, the prime minister can in most cases
request the dissolution of parliament and call for a
new election in the middle of the term. Alternatively,
the majority in parliament can support a vote of no-
confidence against the government, forcing the prime
minister and the cabinet to resign. If the government
considers a particular policy crucial for its legislative
agenda, it can also present a motion of confidence to
parliament. If parliament votes against the govern-
ment’s motion of confidence, the prime minister and
the cabinet must resign; parliament must then ap-
point a new administration or the head of state must
schedulea new election,

F=3

Presidential democracy originated in the United States’
effocts to create a continental republican government in
1787, This constitutional model spread to Latin America
in the nineteenth century and to parts of Africa (e.g,,
Ghana, Zambia) and Asia (South Korea, the Philippines)
in the twentieth century, Under presidential systems:

1. Voters participate in separate electoral ‘processes to
elect members of the legislature {congress) and the
head of the government {president). These elections
may happen concurrently on the same day, but they
are separate contests, Popular votes cast for congress
members are typically tallied and aggregated at the
local level, to elect representatives for particular dis-
tricts; votes east for the president are typically tallied
and aggregated at the national level, to elect the coun-
try’s chief executive,*

» The president and {in most presidential regimes) the
members of the cabinet are not members of congress,
This creates  strict separation of powers between
the two elected branches. Coordination among the
executive and the legislature is achieved only to the
extent that the president and some members of con-
gress belong to the same political party, orif the presi-
dentis able to form a coalition with members of other
Pparties,

The elected president plays simultaneously the role of

head of the government and head of state,

» Once the president and the members of congress are
elected, they are expected to serve in office fora fixed
petiod until the end of their terms. The president
has no constitutional power to dissolve congress and

congress cannot issue a vote of no-confidence againgt
the president5 Executive re-election is usually con,. :
strained. In the United States, for example, the prest. °
with a single possibility §{ -
of immediate re-election, Representatives {memberg {f*
of the lower house of congress) last in office for two -
with the possibility 3.
of indefinite re-election. In Uruguay, the presidents i}
term lasts five years but immediate re-election is '
return to the presidency
only after a period out of office, Urugvayan repre.-
sentatives and senators are elected for a period of five -
Years, concurrent with the president's term. Legisla. :
tive re-election is allowed, but while more than 80 per .
return to %
office in any given election, only 50 to 70 per cent of

dent’s term lasts four years,

Years, and senators for six years,

banned—the person may

cent of Incumbent US cangress members

Uruguayan legislators are typically reelected (Al
and Chasquetti 2005),

Some countries have institutional arrangements that -
blend elements of presidentialism and parliamentarism, J} .
Semi-presidential regimes combine 2 directly elected 3|

president who serves in office for a fixed term and 2 §|
prime minister who is responsible to parliament (Elgie
1999). Such arrangements are common in Western
Europe (e.g., Austria, France, Ireland, Portugal), Eastern |
Turkey since -
2007, Ukraine), Africa {e.g., Cape Verde, Mali), and Asia

(8. Mongolia, Seuth Korea, Taiwan). However, the .

Europe (e, Bulgaria, Poland, Romania,

powers accorded to the president in such regimes vary
considerably, Some semi-prestdential regimes, such as

Austria or Ireland, have very weak presidents and effec- .
tively operate as parliamentary systems, Others, like -

South Korea or Taiwan, grant considerable authority to
the head of state and effectively function as presidential
systems (Schleiter and Morgan-Jones 2009).

The literature in Comparative Politics sometimes re-
fers to these as hybeid constitutions, but this concept
of ‘hybridity, used to depict a democracy that is in part
patliamentaryand in part presidential, must be clearly dis-
tinguished from the cancept of hybrd regimes discussed
In the previous section, intended to-describe regimes that
are in part democratic and in part authoritarian, Hybrid
constitutions are discussed more extensivelyin Chapter 8.

Whichconstimtionnlarrangementlsbetter fordemoc-

racy? Not surprisingly, peaple disagree about this, About -

two decades ago, Juan Linz argued that presidential con-
stitutions make the political process ‘rather rigid! Three
institutional features of presidentialism are, in this view,

;g'.
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CHAPTER 5 DEMCOCRACIES

BOX 5.2 FOR AND AGAINST Some arguments for and against presidentialism

Characteristics of presidentialism  Advantages . Disadvantagsau s
Voters have greater choice. Wirmer-takesj election induces :

Thehesd 0: ::;i?:: :I:?:i::l.is o ¥ political polarization. N I
............................ e Fsrascerowwm I

dheadof Voters have more clarity about Pres! :

o h;a:l ofsttesn who controls the executive. Better  styleand cl?lm to be the only true :
thegovenne government accountability. representative of the peaple, :
.... 1 legitimacy; executive- :
Legislators have greater Du.a : :

independence; they da not fear legistative deadlock, ;

dissolution of pacliament. :

' people, embrace a ‘plebiscitacian’ style of government,
5" ‘and dismiss all criticisms by the opposition. Finally,

- because the president and congress members are both
" elected independently and serve for fixed terms in of-
disagreements between the two branches of govern-

Without the possibility ofanticipated elections or a vote
of no-confidence, presidential constitutions create a sys-
“tem of dutal legitimacy (Linz 1990). .

- Challenging this view, Scott Mainwaring and Matthew
Shugart argued that, despite some of these problems,
presidential systems offer important advantages to vat-
ers. Présidentialism gives citizens the choice to support

'~ 7: different parties in the legistative and in the presidential
"7 dlection. It also strengthens government responsibilit.y
{see Box 5.1}, Many parliamentary regimes have coali-

tion governments in which responsibility is sharefi by
multiple parties and therefore blurred across party lines.

In a presidential regime, where the head of the govern-

ment is also head of state, by contrast, voters clearly

" know which party is in charge of the executive branch,
=2 and they can reward the party or vote against it at the
next election depending on its performance in office.

... .. -Finally, legislators have greater independence under
""" Dresidentialism. Because presidential regimes do not
have confidence votes, legislators of the ruling party may
oppose the president’s policies without fearing the fall of

+ == the administration. Similacly, legislators of the opposi-
o tion may challenge the president’s policies without fear-
ing the dissolution of congress (Mainwaring and Shugart

: 1997). Box 5.2 provides a comparison of the arguments
dysfunctional for democracy. First, presidential elec- ]l in favour and against presidential constitutions.

tions are winner-take-all contests in which the prize (the i
president’s seat) cannot be shared by multiple parties, As =

a result, electoral competition encourages political po-
larization. Second, because the president simultaneously
servesas head of state and head of the government, he or
she may claim to be the only true representative of the

== Majoritarian or consensus?

A second set of differences among democratic systems
* involves the distinction between majoritarian and con-
* ‘sensus democracies. ‘This classification originates in the

s it Jead

nt may lead to paralysis in the policy-making process. |

work of Arend Lijphart (1984, 1999, 2012), who argues
that some democratic regimes are organized to facili-
tate majority rule, while others are designed to protect
minerities {and thus promote decision-making by con-
sensus). Such different conceptions of the democratic
process effectively translate inte unique cnnsfimtlona!
features, For example, majoritarian democracies:

1. Adopta disproportional electoral system for the elef:—
tion of legislators, Voters in the United Kingdom or in
the United States, for instance, elect only one legista-
tor (the candidate with the largest number of votes)-to
represent each district, Such an electoral system dis-
courages voters from supporting smaller parﬁest, ar}d
itmakes it easier for the largest party to win 2 majority
of seats in the parliament or congress, even when the
largest party does not win a majority of the vote at the
national level. For example, in the 2015 British elec-
tion the Conservative Party obtained 37 per cent of
the national vote and 51 per cent of the seats in parlia-
ment. Chapter 10 provides a more detailed explana-
tion of how majoritarian electoral systems work.

2. Unwilling to ‘waste’ their vates on smaller parties vnth
little chance of winning, voters will concentrate their
support on the two largest parties, sustaining a two-
party system (see Chapter 13).

3. Under a two-party system, it is very likely .that the
party winning the election will have a majority .In
the legislature. Mareover, if the country ha.s a parlia-
mentary constitution, the majority party will have no
nieed to form a coalition in order to appoint tlze new
government. Therefore, governments in majoritarian

&9

!

democracies are typlcally run by single-party cabinets -

{see Chapter 8).

4. If the executive branch is controlled by z single party
which also has a majority in parliament {or congress),
and if the head of the government is the main leader
of this party, it is likely that the executive branch will

i
7
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dominate the legislature due to the influence of party
leadership on most legislators,

In addition to these traits that define the balance of
power between the executive branch and the legislative
parties, majoritarian democracies also haye distinctive
characteristics that define the telationship between the
central government {representing the national majori-
ties) and the local governments (representing sub-na-
tional minorities):

5. Majoritarian democracies tend to have unitary and

il

o

In

centralized government, such that the institutions
representing the majority at the national level will de-
cide on policies at the local or regional level (see Chap-
ters 11 and 15),

. Because local governments are weak and unable to de-

mand equal representation in the legislature, a faderal
senate is typically not Included in the constitution,
Thus, legislatures are more likely to be unicameral
{Chapter7).

» Because the will of the majotity at the national level

is expected to define the organization of government
at the national and the local levels, the constitution is
flexible-that is, relatively easy to change. An extreme
example of constitutional flexibility, the United King-
dom does noteven havea written constitution; legista-
tive majorities can therefore eliminate or create new
institutions-—such as the Supreme Court of the United
Kingdom, inavgurated in 2009—through a simple act
of patliament,

» Since the constitution is flexible, legislative majorities

are rarely constrained by the legal interpretation of
the constitution exercised by courts. Majaritarian de-
mocracies typically have limited judicial reyview {see
Chapter 9).6 i

contrast to this set of arrangements, consensus de-

mocracies are designed to protect the power of partisan
and regional minorities, Therefore, they: ~

1.

2,

Adopt proportional electoral systems that transtate
the percentage of votes obtained by each party into a
very similar proportion of seats in the legislature, For
example, in the 2014 Belgian election the incumbent
Socialist Party obtained about 13 per cent of the na-
tional vote and gained 15 per cent of the seats in the
lower house of parliament,

Because votes count even when eitizens supporta small
party, electoral rules will sustain a multi-party system.
For Instance, even though the outcome of the 2015
Swiss election was described by the media as a ‘Jand-
slide victory’ for the Swiss People’s Party, more than ten
parties won seats'in the lower housa of the Swiss Fed-
eral Assembly. The successful Swiss People’s Party cap-
tured only 29 per cent of the vote at the national Jevel,
and about 32 per cent of the seats in the lower house.

3. With a large number parties represented in the legic s

Eontroi: majori;?' (;:f the seatz:ln oo[iun;rzies with par. Majoritarian “Consensus
amentary constitutions, sevq political parties wif 3 " Proportional representation :
need to form 2 coalition to appoint a new government. Electoral system_ “rpmpattionl uf i -
And in order to achieve broad consensus about fbure Paﬂ)’ system Two-paty M By
policies, these government coalitions will often Include Government Single-party ) Coalitions
alarge nubuerof partners—even small party blocs that ; v awn o, oriare Balanced power
are not strictly necessary to form a legislative majority, § b Pluralism Corporatism
4. Since coalition governments depend on the agree- : .I.'.‘ff’tr.'.s.'tﬂe.?.'f’f?f’.l.“mn et Federal
ment of all partners in the legislature to preserve the.. -Local government Lo A o
unity and avoid a vote of no-confidence, consensyg 'f,eg(slature sk camenl gt
democracies provide a balanced relation between the Constitution Flexible Rigid
executive and the legislature, L : iud:chry ' Weak ot no Judicial review Strong judicial review
These features make consensus democracy the best ap. JFEGL 5 foete Dependent on executive nlependent
ton for plural societies, nations divided along ethni Homogeneous societies Plural societies
linguistic, or religious lines. In order to protect regional

minorities from the dictates of nation-wide majorities, - |
consensus democracies also; B

5. Havea federal system with decentralized government, s

7

8.

Box 53 summarizes the main attributes of majoritacfan
and consensus democracies. These are ideal types, never
found in pure form among really-existing regimes. Real - §
democracles usually involve some combination of ma- -4
joritarian and consensus elements. The United States, for "¥§%
example, looks majoritarian tegarding the first set of fea- ke
tures,
second set of features. Some cauntries, however, are very A
close to one of the two ideal types. The j [

generally matches the characteristics
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Pevsaniteesenries

lature, it is untikely that any single organization wiy -

~ specialized literature as the Westminster model of. c.iev

;¢-=‘=mocmcy, in a reference to the palace housing the British )

:‘,{?‘Mpuhment. By contrast, Belgium and Switzerland are
very close to the consensus model.

Asin the case of parliamentary and pmidenb’ai. con-
Tsﬁhxﬁuns, scholars have debated the advantages and
’ disadvantages of these models of political organization,
Ma}oribaﬁan democracies are decisive: they can make
policy changes quickly and effectively, but they are poten-
tially volatile, since policies. will shift with the whims of
T “’the majority. Consensus democracies, by contrast, are res-
olute: they will agree on major policies and sustain them
. . based on broad agreements {Cox and McCubbins 2001).
. Decades ago, scholars feared that democratic systems with
too many parties would be prone to political unrest, and
thus favoured the two-party systems characteristic of ma-
. j&ritarian democracies or at least moderate forms of mul-
. . tpartism (Sartori 1976). More recently, George Tsebe.lis

" argued that institutions designed to empower minorities
create multiple ‘veto players’ and encourage policy paraly-
sis (Tsebelis 2002). However, Arend Lijphart has argued
that consensus democracies perform at least equally well,
and often much better than majoritarian systems when we
consider macroeconomic outcomes, social unrest, voter
-~ urnout, women's participation in palitics, and other indi-

cators of democratic quality {Lijphart 2012).

such thatlocal governments (e.g. states in the United s
States, cantons in Switzerland) enjoy extensive au.
thority to shape palicles at regional level, CoE

Since local communities demand balanced represen. -
tation in the national legislature, the constitution usu-
ally provides for an upper house, such as the United
States Senate, the German Bundesrat, or the Swiss !
Council of States. Thus, legislatures are likely to be
bicameral

To guarantee the autenomy of local communities -
embedded in the constitution, constitutional reforms -
require large majoritles (e.g,, two-thirds of the votesin
the legislature) and additional ratification (e.g., pub-
tic support in a referendum, or approval by a majority
of state legislatures). Constitutional rigidity thus dis- -
courages national majorities to alter the constitution -
without extensive consultation,

Since the constitution is rigid, proper interpretation 3
of the constitution is crucial for the palitical process. :
Censensus democracies typically have powerful Su- -
preme Courts or Constitutional Tribunals that exer-

cise strong judicial review, E

but it operates as a consensus democracy for the==ti=

‘ecutive by parliament, separation between head of gov-
emment and head of state, and the possibility of a vote
of no-confidence or anticipated elections,

United Kingdom .
of a majoritarian - A &%

democracy—in fact, this model is also discussed in the "] 33

o Presidentialism allows for popular election of the chief
executive, 2 unified head of state and goverament, and
fixed terms in office.

® Majeritatian  democracies involve dispropartional
elections, two-party systems, and single-party govern.
ments; unitary government, unicamerzlism, Rexible
constitutions, and weak judicial review.

® Consensus democracies involve proportional elec-
tions, multi-party systems, and broad caalition govern-

ments; federalism, bicameralism, rigid constitutions,
and strong Judicial review.

¢ Scholars have articulated arguments in favour of par-
[ st over p falism, and of ¢
over majoritacian systems, but there is no agreement
regarding the ‘best’ form of democracy.

Why some countries have
democracy and others do not

For many people in the world today, the fundamental

question is not what kind of democracy fs better, but

how to achieve any democracy at all. About half of the

world's population still lives under regimes that cannot
be considered democratic. This begs an important ques-
tion; what factors facilitate the process of democratiza-
tion? How can democracy be established and preserved?
For sclentific purposes, this issue can be disaggregated
into two separate analytical problems. First, courtries
that suffer a dictatorship may, under the right circum-
stances, adopt a democratic regime. We call this process
a transition to democracy. Second, countries that have a
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troubled democratic regime may, in unfortunate circum-
stances, slide back into dictatorship. We call this process
ademocratic breakdown.?

‘This analytic distinction is relevant whether we treat
democracy as a continuous or a discrete variable, If we
conceptualize political regimes as located in a contin-
uum between full authoritarianism and full democracy,
a transition means ‘moving up’ along this continuum,
while a breakdawn means ‘sliding back’ from the demo-
cratic into the authoritarian region. If we conceptual-
ize regime types in a dichotomous way (democracy vs
dictatorship}, dictatorships constitute a set of political
Tegimes exposed to the probability of democratic transi-
tion, while democracies constitute a set of regimes ex-
posed to the risk of breakdown, Explaining the survival
of a democratic regime is equivalent to understanding
why a breakdown does #o0f occur.

No single explanation can account for why some
countries enjoy democracy while others do not. In gen-
eral, theoties seeking to explain the causes of democ-
racy—and its downfall—have emphasized four types of
variables: structural (social and economic) factors, insti-
tutional conditions, the role of political actors (leaders,
organizations, and social movements), and international
forces.* Some theoretical explanations discussed in this
section claim to account far transitions as well as break-
downs, while athers anly seek to explain one of the two
autcomes,

Structural factors

Among social and economic explanations, two have
received distinctive attention among scholars, The first
one relates to the role of economic development 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 modern-
ization theorists, a group of scholars that emphasized
how the social transformations produced by long-term
economic development—transformations leading to bet-
ter living standards, greater urbanization, higher levels
of literacy and technical education, the emergence of a
middle class, a greater rale of industrial activities vis-a-
vis traditional agriculture—create conditions that facili-
tate the emergence of modern democratic politics, Later
scholars seeking to test this hypothesis found a strong
correlation between economic development and levels
of democracy (Cutright 1963; Jackman 1973; Needler
1968), a corzelation 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 towards authoritarianism, ‘This pat-
teen is depicted in Figure 5.1, which plots country-years

GDP per capita

Figure 51 Electoral democracy and per capita gross
domestic product, 1960-2014

Source :V-Dem Project (v. 5): https:/fv-dem.netfen/.

between 1960 and 2014 according to Per-capita Gross §
Domestic Product {in the horizontal axis) and V-Den’s ‘8
Electoral Democracy Score {ranging between 0 and 1).
Figure 5.2 noticeably displays a few countries with an- -4
nttal incomes above $10,000 dollars per capita which are
surprisingly undemocratic {with values close to zero in -
the vertical axis). These points in the plot correspond to
Qatar and Saudi Arabia, major hydrocarbons exporters
in the Middle East, for several years after the oil boom -4
of 1973, Michael Ross argues that authoritarian rulers
can employ extraordinary revenues from oll exports -
to expand patronage, reduce taxation, and strengthen
repressive security forces, preventing challenges from
democratic groups (Ross 2001). In turn Kevin Morrison -
claims that ol revenues stabilize any regime, democratic
or authoritarian, becatise they minimize the need to col-
lect unpopular taxes (Morrison 2014).
Already during the heyday of modernization theory in

the 1960s, some scholars questioned the optimistic view
linking development and democracy. Samuel Huntington

warned that, in the absence of solid institutions, fast soctal . : B

and economic transformations can cause political tur- 3.
meil and violence (Huntington 1968); in turn, Batrington
Moore noted that in some countries modernization pro- ~
duced fascist or communist dictatorships (Moore 1966).
Mare recently Przeworski ef al, claimed that the coreela-
tion between development and democracy is not driven .
by a greater rate of transitions among wealthy dictator-
ships, but by a low rate of breakdowns among wealthy
democracies. In other terms, authoritarian regimes may‘}

democratize for a number of reasons, but once democ-
racy is established in a wealthy country, it s very unlikely ___

to backslide into authoritarian rule (Przeworski et al. B {
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. ﬁgﬁre 5.2 Average electoral democracy index worldwide,

- A second structural condition presumed to influ-
ence democratization is the level of social inequality.
‘Proponents of this theory assert that in societies where
wealth is very unequally distributed, economic elites
.- . resist democratization because democratically elected
- governments will redistribute income in favour of the
poor. The reason for this expectation is that, if a major-
ity of voters are poor, they should demand redistributive
policies—that is, higher taxes for the rich and more gen-
erous social policies for the poar—in exchange far their
electaral support. Based on these assumptions, Carles
" ‘Boix has argued that, in dictatorships with high levels
of inequality, transitions to democracy will be unlikely
~ because powerful elites will resist them. And if democ-
“racy is ever established, a democratic breakdown will be
+-likely unless wealthy elites can avoid taxes by taking their
. assets out of the country (Boix 2003). In a more saphis-
- tcated argument, Daron Acemoglu and James Robinson
g
s

“clalm that transitions to democracy are unlikely in dicta-
torships that are highly unequal, because wealthy elites
. fear democracy, and in those that display very low levels
% ... 0f Income Inequality, because the poor do not push for
" democratization {Acemoghu and Robinsan 2006),
These arguments have faced criticism for being ex-
cessively simplistic. Land inequality, which empowers
landowners in the countryside, may have very different
i effects on democracy than income inequality, which

3y

i Sometimes results from processes of economic mod-

2000). Mareover, most economists argue that this oor-"?-'%
relation reflects the reverse causal relationship: develop-

ment does not cause democracy, but better institutions ===

facilitate economic growth {Acemoglu et al. 2008),

T emization {Ansell and Samuels 2014). Mareover, not
: all dictatarships favour the rich, and not all democra-
-cles-favour the poor (Levitsky and Mainwaring 2006).
- Consider, for example, the Soviet Union, Mao Zedong's

T ¥ T T
1960 1975 1990 2003

Year

1500-2014

" China, or Fidel Castro’s Cuba. Although undemocratic,
those regimes redistributed wealth extensively in favour
of the poar. By contrast, even though some democracies
have reduced social disparities in the developing werld
{Huber and Stephens 2012), income inequality has been
growing among advanced industrial democracies since
the 1570s {Piketty 2014).

Institutions

The nature of some democratic institutions may also fa-
cilitate authoritarian backsliding. Almost three decades
ago, Juan Linz argued that presidential democracies
are more likely to break down than parliamentary ones
because presidential elections encourage political po-
larization, foster a ‘plebiscitarian’ style of government,
and facilitate deadlock between the executive and the
legislature (see Box 5.2) {Linz 1990z). Scholars testing
this hypothesis with statistical data found that, indeed,
presidential systems face a greater risk of breakdown
than parliamentary ones (Stepan and Skach 1993). But
other studies qualified this finding by noting that not
all presidential regimes are equally exposed to the risk
of authoritarian reversion. They argued that presiden-
tial democracies are more fragile when the constitu-
tlon gives presidents greater powers over legislation,
discouraging negotiations with congress {Shugart.and
Carey 1992); when the party system Is fragmented, such
that the president’s party Is consistently unable to have
a majority in congress (Mainwaring 1993); and when
military officers have 2 tradition of political intervention
{Cheibub 2007).
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Just like some democratic institutions may produce
fraglle democracies, some authoritarfan institutions may
also produce fragile dictatorships. Military regimes are
more likely to democratize than other types of dictator-
ship because military officers—unless they anticipate tri-
als for human rights violations—can always return to the
barracks and pursue a military career after civilian rufers
regain power. Moreover, generals want to preserve milj-
tary unity and often dislike the factionalism introduced

in the armed forces by the exercise of day-to-day gov-
ernment (Geddes 2003), By contrast, authoritarfan re-
gimes with stranger ‘representative’ institutions, such as
political parties or legislatures, create a stronger base of
mass support, coordinate the ambitions of authoritarian
elites, and delay transitions to democracy (Gandhi 2010;
Magaloni 2006; Svolik 2012

were driven by political elites, not by ordinary Peop;
(Bermeo 2003}, In tuen, Glovanni Capoccia claimeg y -1
democracy survived in inter-war Europe where key pay.

.- re.established democratic practices, Indi? l?e-
‘%4 : dependent, and some Latin Amerlcan societies
* i,?men- dictators. It lasted until about 1960, when
TRy Ie cies in Latin America and other regions were
j demo d by military intervention and fragile democ-
E dﬂ-ﬂq;,ge ke down in Africa, The third wave of democ-
g l’ostarted slowly in the mid-1970s, as Portugal,

; nfauond Greece overcame their dictatorships; it took °
s span 42 0s, as Latin American countries overcame
{offin the 1980s, s overcune
A rule; and accelerated in the 1990s, when t
mﬂlemf)'d the Soviet Union allowed for democratization
Fastern Europe and democracy spread to important

collapse, when political Jeaders Xpress normative cop,:
mitments to democracy (Mainwaring and Pérez-Lij;
2013). In tuen, Chenoweth and Stephan argued that the

of Africa and Asia. . .
use of nonviolent strategies by social movements—sucy, ese ‘waves' of democratization are hard to explain if
as protests, boyeotts, and civil disobedlence—is mg:s

Ry Tocus exclusively on domestic explanations for r:igime
X likely to trigger a transition to democracy than violqu! Ez ge. Multiple countries would haY? to exp:] ence
tesistance against authaoritarian rule. Once establisheq ilar.changes in their internal conditions sim tane;-
the new regime will be less likely to suffer a civil war that WM s0sly (e.g. changes in lfvels of economlc' de\_relo;:::s ).
democracies emerging from violent transition processes § income inequality, institutlons, or acto{s' orien .
{Chenoweth and Stephan 2012), : .account for convergent patterns of regime change in
short histarical period, Because countries—even tho.se
Hocated in the same geographic reginnmcan.be quite dif-
ferent, this is a rather implausible explanation for most
ives of democratization,
“15 n::n'e plausible explanation is that democrat'iza—
oo tion .in one country will influence the pe::ceptlo'ns
EoT and ‘expectations of actors in other countries, trig-
gering democratic ‘contagion’ Severa! studies have
documented processes of democratic diffusion among
neighbouring countries or even across .geographlc
ions (Brinks and Cappedge 2006; Gleditsch 2002;
ejnert 2014).
. -External actors can play important roles in domes-
rlic democratization in several ways. Jon Pevehouse has
documented that regional organizations, such as th.e
Orgﬁnizaﬂon of American States, can oppose authon-l
tarian reversions and promote democracy ‘from above
. (Pevehouse 2005). Finkel et al. established that wealthy
“democracies can promote democratization through

Actors and agency

Theories based on structural factors or institutional
conditions can offer frustrating lessons for advocates of
democracy, Structural factors like economic moderniza-
tion or income inequality change slowly and over the
long run; political Institutions can be modified by con-
stitutional reforms and other forms of human action, but
institutions tend to be quite enduring and change at a

slow pace (Krasner 1984; Mahoney and Thelen 2010).

However, these conditions cannot fully explain the dy-

namies and the timing of regime change, Within the

boundaries imposed by structures and institutions, re-
gime change is ultimately teiggered by political actors
exercising moral choices—that Is, agency.

The role of leaders, organizations,
ments in democratic transitions has been a matter of
scholarly concern for decades, Almost fifty years ago,
Dankwart Rustow claimed that democracy emerges
when leaders of contending factions realize that it
is impossible to impose their views unilaterally, and
they voluntarily establish an institutional arrange-
ment for sharing power like the one described in

International forces

Explanations based og structural factors, institutions, or
local actors focus on domestic variables to understang
regime change. But some important forces driving {or ]
hindering) the émergence and survival of democracy
originate outside of the country. Chapter 25 shows that

the United States, the European Union, and some new 3
democracies such as Poland or the Czech Republic have §
been active promaters of democracy across the wodd in
recent years, -

There s a simple Way to visualize the contribution 8
‘of International factors in processes of democratiza-
tlon. Figure 5.2 shows the average level of democracy §
for all independent countries in the world between 1900 ;
and 2014, using V-Dem's Electoral Democracy Index.
The series show that the average level of democracy in

the world has grown since 1900, but not at 2 constant -}
pace. During some histarical periods

and social move-

consecutive coun- « foreign aid programmes oriented towards 'this purpos;
Box 5.1 (Rustow 1970), In a similar vein, O'Donnell  tries adopt democratic practices, and worldwide Jevels '} (Finkel et a 2007). Chapter 25 addre_sses internation
and Schmitter noted that transitions to democracy  of democracy grow considerably in a relatively short-§ - siipport for democracy in greater detail.

occur when the coalition of actors supporting an au-
thoritacian regime faces Internal divisions, and demo-
cratic leaders engage in a series of pacts to strengthen
the project Tepresented by a democratic coalition
{ODonnell and Schmitter 1986),

Seeking to understand the breakdown of democratic
regimes, Juan Liny argued that democracies become
easy targets of authoritarian forces when moderate lead.
ers abdicate thejr responsibilities and let ‘disloyal’ politi-
cians—those who use the rules of democracy to pursue
authoritarian goals—polarize the electorate {Linz 1978),
Asimilar canclusion was reached by Nancy Bermeo, who
showed that social conflict and polarization preceding
democratic breakdowns In Europe and Latin America

span. In other historica] periods, democracy recedes 3
concurrently in multiple places, and the global average
declines. -
Decades ago, Samuel Huntington described hi
torical cycles of democratic expansion as ‘waves’ of de- )
mocratization (Huntington 1991). At least three such 3
waves are visible in Figure 5.2, The first one started in
the nineteenth century (although data for the figure
Is available from 1900), when North.‘American, MOStan
Western European, and some South American and
Pacific countries embraced democzatic principles, and -
lasted until about 1920, when European democracies
confronted the threat of fascism, The second wave todk
off at the end of World War I, when most of Western-

However, it is important to keep in mind that axtemal
influences ultimately operate through domestic coali-
~* thons, John Markoff has shown that social movements
Play a-key role in the process of democratic diffusion
{Mackoff 1996). Kurt Weyland warns that successful
movements against dictators may spread to other coun-
© tries very fast, but they fail when there are no _poln:lml
< ofganizations able to direct (and moderate) their strug-
<ee—gle-This partly explalns the disappointing outcomes of
T eArab Spring’ in the Middle East after 2011 (Weyl.and
“2014). In the end, external influences can have limited
Impact in the absence of domestic actars committed to
Gster a democratic transformation {Mainwaring and
-Pérez-Lifign 2013).
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® Ta understand the presence of democracy in some
countries (and jts absence In others) we need to ac-
count for the establishment of democracy {democratic
transitions} and its survival (Le., avoidance of demo-
cratic breakdowns).

® Structural explanations: modernization theory dalms
that economic development promotes democratiza-
tion; theorles of inequality underscors that social ineg-
vities hinde it.

® institutional explanations: Critics of presidentialism
argue that presidential democracies ate more fikely to
break down than pari tary ones. Students of au-
thoritarfan regimes daim that dictatorships with par-
ties and legislatures are more resilient than military
" regimes.” v Tt 0 o o
@ Pofitical actors: Individuals and organizations exercise ]
agency In the transformation of political regimes. Lead-
ers comuitted to Jemocxacy foster transitions and re-
sist breakdowns.

® International forces: External factors Influence demes-
tic democ hrough {diffusion),
through the diplamatic action of Interaational organi-
zations, and because established democracies can use
foreign aid to support domestic democratic groups.

PO
c

Conclusion: the future of
democracy

Democracy is a reality as much as it is an ide?L Because
of this reason, democratic regimes are atways in flux, Th‘e
gap between the experience of existing democmcy: as ‘1t is
and our expectations for democracy as we would fike 1_t to
be inspires political action in rich and in poor countries,
in old as well as in new democracies. The f\.\%uhre of democ-
racy will result from the ability of new political actors to
expand the frontiers of democratization without under-
mining the democratic achievements of past generations.
Democratic regimes will be tested by important chal-
lenges in the decades to come. Among those cha}Her}gu
are the limits imposed by supra-national Institutions
(Chapter 23) and globalization (Chapter 24), the resur-
gence of intolerant nationalism, and the temptation to
limit civil libecties in the name of nadonz}l security. But
beyond those issues, crucial for the survival of exlfﬁng
democratic systems, future generations will struggle to
redefine the meaning of democracy itself. The contem-
porary definition presented in Box 5.1 focuses on.elec-
toral procedures and civic liberties, Yet, more ambxtlousf
conceptions of democracy call for the ex}nchment 0
these minimum requirements with additional criteria
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such as substantive equality (egalitarian democracy),

citizen engagement {participatory democracy), and re-
spectful and reasonable dialogue {deliberative democ.
racy} (Coppedge et al, 2011).

Moreover, the history of modern democracy entails the

progressive exparision of citizenship to Broups previously
excluded from the political process. This expansion is al-
Ways contested because it is not obvious that new groups
should have the right to enjoy citizenship, After the process
Is completed, however, the baundaries of citizenship shift
and a new definition of ‘the people’ becomes entrenched,
In the early nineteenth century, most republics considered
property and literacy as ‘natural’ requirements to grant
men the right to vote. In the early twentieth century, most
democracies still excluded women and ethnie minorities
from the electoral Pprocess. Such restrictive definitions of
the people were widely accepted at the time, but are mor-
ally unacceptable for our contemporary observers.

Itis certain that the future of democracy will bring the
expansion of rights to new groups, but itis hard for us-—as
it was for any society in the past—tq anticipate who the
people will be in the fustura, One possibility is that young
individuals, now considered dependent minors, will ac-
quire greater rghts. Throughout the twentieth century,
democracies reduced the minimum age to participate in
politics—from 21 to 18, and later to 16 years of ageinmany
countries—but it is still unclear when individuals should
be considered mature enough to exercise full citizenship.
Consider, for example, the case of the United States: indi-

viduals are considered responsible enough to drive at the
age of 16; to vote, joini the army, and own handguns at the
age of 18; and to drink aleohol anly at the age of 21.
Another possibility is that migrants will acquire in-
creasing political rights, Qur traditional understanding
of democracy assumes that the people were born and
raised in a given territory, but human populations are
increasingly mobile, By 2015, 244 million people—more
than 3 per cent of the total world population—lived out-
side their countries of origin (United Nations Population
Division 2015). ‘This poses two parallel challenges. ‘The
first one is to allow greater political participation by
citizens who are Physically located outside theic natlonal
territories. A 2007 report by the International Institute
for Democracy and Electoral Assistance showed that 115

(2 ) Questio

Knowledge based

stical thinking
Critical _
|s presidential or parliamentary democracy a better choice
- for newly democratic regimes?

5 What are the advantages and disadvantages of consensus
2. vis-3-vis majoritarian democracy?

tries. According to David Eatnest, at least twenty-
democracies have allowed foreign residents to participate
in elections since 1960, Earnest showed that a Mmajority ,
of such democracies grant voting rights to non-citizep
aliens only at the local level; Justa very small group {eigh; :
nations) allows non-citizens to vote at the nationa] leve], 5
and in all but two cases—New Zealand and Uruguay—
the right to participate in national elections is restricteq |
to migrants from preferred counteies (Earnest 2006),
Even more puzzling is the possiblity that some kinds™
of democratic rights will be extended beyond humap

Which configuration of conditions {economic, socal, instie
> tutional, political, and international} would ereate the most

rmeo, N. {2016} ‘On Democratic Backsliding’, fournal of
Democracy, 7(1}. 5-13-
. Lijphart, A. (2012) Pottemns of Democracy: Govemment Forms and
'lgg' rformance in Thirty-Six Countiies (2nd edn) (New Haven:
Yale University Press}. .

nz, ). ). {1990) ‘The Perils of Presidentialism?, foumal of
A Democracy, 1{1), 569,

approved a resolution to grant basic rights to the great
Apes—orangutans, gorillas, chimpanzees, banobos, ang ..
humans—-includ[ng the rights to life, individual liberty, -]
and the prohibition of torture, Similar bills were intro-
duced in the US House of Representatives in 2008 and 3
reached the Senate in 2010, Advyocates of animal rights, :
however, acgue that even this radical expansion of legal
rights would be insufficient to prevent the massive abuse .
and slaughter of animals raised for human consump
in factory farms (Wolfe 2013 104-11),

Irrespective of future trajectories, which are hard to .
anticipate, any real expansion of democratic rights wil
require building on the foundation of existing demo-
cratic achievements, Because of this, readers should re- #
member that modern democracy is a fledgling form of
Bovernment, with roots that barely extend two hundred
Years into the past. The Rosman Republic lasted for al.
most 500 years before giving way to imperial rule, the ;
Byzantine Empire survived for 1,100 years before fall-
ing to the Ottoman Empire, and the Ottoman Empirein !
turnt lasted for more than 600 years before giving birth ;
to modern Turkey. Such successful Tegimes—long gone °;
after their heyday-—remind us that modern democracy .

s just a newcomer to the history. of political systems; it .3
cannot be taken for granted and it should be carefully
nurtured if it Is going to survive and thrive.
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worid-2016

Website for the organization that produces a report on Freedom
inthe World every year.

- fniter-Parfiamentary Unions

: hitp:jfwww.ipu.orgfenglish/home.htm

Website of the IPU provides datz on legislatures and women in
: f:’oﬁﬁcs acsoss the world.

" iInternational Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance:

hitpsfwwwiidea.int/ ] - _

Website with information on electoral systems, political parties,
the quality of democracy.

online
Pesource

. 3. Which features distinguish 1 majoritatian démotracy from a Freedom House's ratings for Civil Libesties and Political
: R “TRights ¢ free). ARer
). What are the four trajts that define modeen democracy? Canr 3 d LA " "+ Rights range between 1 {most free) and 7 {least fres) ifi
e 4. . taking the average for both ratings, the organization classifies
FT7 - countries as Free (if the average rating is between I to 2.5), Part-

I Free (3 to 5), or Not Free (55ta 7).

3tegime be democratic ifanly one attribute is missing?
2. What are the main differences between the president of a

parliamentary democracy and the president of a presidential
democracy?

4. Are theories explaining traasitions to
to explain democratic breakdownsp

democracy also usefil

5. Why do democracies emergein ‘waves??
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adverse historical context for the survival of a democratic
tegime?

4. Which of those conditions would be, in your opinfon, the
most lmportant factor for the survival of democracy?

5. Provideth aliens should be granted
the right to vote, and three reasons for why they should not be
granted the right to vote in a democratic country,

frnrad .
forway

Matkoff, ). (1999} “Where and When was Dermiocracy
Invented?' Comparative Studics in Society and History, 41(4),
660--90.

Munck, G. L and Verkuilen, ). (z002) "Conceptualizing 2nd
Measuring Democracy—Evaluating Al Indices’,
Comparative Pofitical Studies, 35(1}, 5-34.

Varieties of Democracy:

https:jfwww.v-dem.netfenf )

Website provides hundreds of indlcators of democracy for alt
countries, going back ta 1900.

Polity Project:

hitp:/fwww.systemicpeace.org/polityproject.html
Website with information on forms of government in
independent states since 1800,

@ For additional material and resources, please visit the Online Resource Centre at:
hitp:/fwww.oxfordtextbaoks.co.ukforc/caramanige/

3 Foe counres below i heshad, sdents of o
Politics alsa use stmilar labels to describe authoritart n-g{mnthjft
display some democratic attributes, for example ‘electoral ztlxthon-
tatianis’ (Schedler 2013) or ‘competitive authoritarianism’ {Lev-
ftskyand Way, 2010), Fora discussion of this toplc, see Chapter &,
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3
- uﬁ]ﬁe’r !he election, the head of state {monarch o¢ president)
- n); Invites' the leader of the largest party tn parlizment

a new government, Many padiamen
i tary systems alsp d
require that the parliamentary majority formally supports the corpomi e sepende

new government {n ol i o
a'vote of Investiture! before the new cabinet in consensus d emocraciu) but these chanctedsnr_s are hss

*The Ut clearly related to the th ;
¢ United States is the only presidential democracy thay  the chapter, other institutional features deseribed i+

:lﬂl Preserves an Electora] College to elect the president, Un-
er this indirect procedure, designed in the eighteenth century,
Yot .
Ies are tallfed and 2ggregated at the state Jevel jn order to ap-
poi :l: certain aumber of ‘electors’ from each state, who then
cast their votes fo it i it
o e . m:o pamicu[ar presidential candidates. Nowa- § A Sfh :
| o Ut o support specs g wl set of theories emphasizes the role of political cul
ot u[ onemy once appointed, Therefore, the Electoral d m: o panatoy factor Those e dieussediy
. N . etail in
pom ‘1:‘ :m Intermediate source of ‘noise between the s Chaper 17 ‘1
o e final selection of the Us president. Bestdes multatera] " Intesnational | :
constitutions empower the i - o ) s
president to dissolve con- - e
Bress, and they do so only under very restrictive circunmc:: me::mze' et ol ondtions changed o
More constitutions Brant congress special powers to Impeach th . aere i theexpnsion oG ———
) ; ermany,
presfdent, but thisaction fequires evidence that the president has ferthe Allis previledin World Vel e

committed seripus misdemeanours in office (Pérez-Lindn 2007),

. S ‘,’,:ICH_APTER 6

i s i 5. Authoritarian regimes

pace=sometimes over several years—scholars also refer :Y: } .
- Paul Brooker

democratic erosion or dy
emocratic backsliding to :
Process {Bermeo 2016), 7 (0 describe the

(fhaptercoﬁtents o - Readér’s»guide

*introduction - 100 The concept of an authoritarian regime is a residual one

-8
* Who rules? . 100 . vtha; throws all the n:n-democ:atic political styistems in to-
; S v i aoe. Bether Apart from the fact that they are not democracies,
: Why do they rule? L 106 these regimes have little in common and, in fact, display a
. How do they nule? : 109 bewildering diversity: from monarches to military regimes,
12 . fromclergy-dominated regimes to communist regimes, and

‘j-j_,(.'onclusion
from seeking a totalitarian control of thought through in-

doctrination to seeking recognition as a multiparty democ-
racy through using semi-competitive elections, The chapter
begins with an introduction to the historical evolution of
authoritarian regimes, especially the three-phase mod-
ernization of dictatorship in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, Then the chapter examines the key guestions
of who rules an authoritarian regime, why they rule (their
claim to legitimacy), and how they rule {their mechanisms
of control}. Finally, the condlusion discusses whether these
regimes are becoming extinct or will come up with some
-evolutionary surprises.

il LJ{«MM&.&JMLM!“M :

|
|
s i

il
!

o d5

2 thi, 23 e s

. AQ Wy




100 | pauLBROOKER |

Introduction

Until modezn times states

overastate and its people could be inherited like private
property—like a family business concern—would seem
very primitive once democracy began to compete with
the monarchies, In order to survive, let alone flourish,
the authoritarian regime had to medernize by introduc-
ing 2 new and modern form of dictatorship rather than
monarchy, The notion of dictatorship could be traced
bac:k to ancient Rome’s invention of the post of ‘Dictator;
wluci'x enabled the Roman republic in an emergency to.
appoint someone to act as a temporary monarch-like
ruler 'with extraordinary powers but without the cer-
emo.nzal trappings of royalty (see Box: The Roman con-
nec.txon, in the Online Resource Centre), Since then the
notion of dictatarship had acquired a broader meaning
that included ‘Self-appointed’ dictators who had taken
pmtfer and did not intend to relinquish it. But the mod-
emmfﬁun of dictatorship went much further in terms of
organization and legitimation during the three phases
of modernization that occurred in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries (see Brooker 2014: 6-~8).

'Ihe_ first phase of modernization was not very in-
novative organizationally, for dictatorship by a mili-
tary organization or its leader had actually appeared as
long ago as Julius Caesar and other politically ambitious

i Historical background

:l'he‘ selzure of power by military organization or its leader
is historically the oldest way of setting up a modern form of

authoritarian regime. Napolean's 1799 coup and the later sai-
2ures of power by armies or military leaders in Latin America
starkly revealed how the private ownership of public offices
<€an occur in other ways than through ownership by a royal
f'amily. Clearly public offices could be ‘stolen’ by an organiza.
tion or its leader that uses force to take power from an old
maenarchy or 4 young democracy,

The seizure of power

This seizure of the countey’s public offices is carried out by
means of an actual or threatened coup d'état, whlch ‘means

" were normally ruled by au-
thoritarian regimes, and most of these were hereditary
monarchies. These monarchical authoritarian regimes
weze based on a traditional form of inherited personal
rule that was restrained to varying degrees by traditioral
customs and institutions, However, the notion that rule

commanders of ancient Rome's i o
Box 6.1). But when General Na;;;::::x;:i a:'tny (ses
neered first-phase modernization after his nﬂlil:arye .
in 1799in post-revolutionary France, he took the in - p
tive step of using a plebiscite, or referendum, to cln?va.‘ »
form of democratic legitimacy for his selzure of amlﬁ ;
Thus, the first phase in the modernization of dictati‘:swu
involved (1) rule by a military organization or jts leader 4
and (2) ‘democratic’ legitimation through a plebisci N
one-candidate presidential election or by claimin :h::
it \.vas a temporary dictatorship almed at democmiizf
or ‘cleansing’ the political system. During the ninete ?]E "
f:enmry, such modernized dictatorships often appe::n :
in Latin America, but in the twentieth century th :
spread to other parts of what became known as the Thirg '
Wo{ld. In fact, they were the most common form of
thoritarian regime in the twentieth century and theref:l:; .

numerically overshadowed the new form-the ideologi- ¥

cal one-party state—that appeared with the 3
of modernization of dictatorship (Brooker 2-:{;’:'1:01;}13&
Second-phase modernization created the Ideo[o"ml b
one-party state by two radical innovations, First, itg1 ad- 4
opted democracy’s key organization, the political party,
but as a single-party rather than a multiparty systen: !
(see. Chapter 13). Second, it claimed legitimacy through ']
an ideology of some kind, such as communism or fas- ™
cismm, This new and distinctively twentieth-century form .
of authoritarian regime first appeared after the October’
1917 socialist revolution in the former Russian Empire, §
which was later renamed the Union of Soviet Soclf':list' B
Republics or ‘Soviet Union! The post-revelutionary dj
tatorship established by the Communist Party esprZuS:d

Types of coup

. Th‘e corporate coup, which is carried out by the mifitary as 2
corporate body and under the command of; its most senior |
afficers, i

° lefﬁcttbnalcoup, which is carried ot byonlya faction of the . -
military and often under the command of only middle-rank- i
ing officers (and so is ofien described a5 2 colonels’ coup), . i

* The counter coup, which is launched against a military gov- e
esnment by a disaffected or ambitious factlon of afficess. i

Practical implications :

Such distinctions are important in Practice aswell as theory. For S
example, most coups ate factional and most f;c'tional coups*: :

f—::]lerzifrrblwby/ofﬂfe‘"s"fﬂe, but in practice is an often
: oodless attack by the military arm of the state against its
OWn povernment.

fail, s0 any demacratic gavernment faced wi

with 3 milita :
bas a good chance of defeating it unless the coup hap;yenc:‘:g i
be one of the refatively rare cases of cotporate type of coup, H

=] o

e anr P

Mapdst-l-ﬁfﬁni“ idealogy thatlegitimated a one-party
':mte in which the party ruled over state and soclety. By
. 19305 a new party leader, Stalin, had established a
;. ersonal dictatorship that was rivalled for ‘“totalitar-
i’ thoroughness {see later section on totalitarianism)
P aly by the two fascist ideological one-party states es-
lished by Mussolint in Fascist Italy and by Hitler in
!Nazl Germany. The Second World War destroyed these
- o fascist regimes but also led, directly or indirectly, to
huge expansion In the number of communist regimes,
‘which were established throughout Eastern Europe, in
orth Korea, and, most importantly, in China. There
‘were oceasional additions to the number of communist
imes during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, such as
b4 and Vietnam (see Box: Revolutionary seizures of
pawer, in the Online Resource Centre). However, these

ditions were numerically overshadowed by the swathe
of Tion-communist ideological one-party states that
emerged in the 1950s--70s as decolonization greatly in-

Bid-"creased the number of states in what became known as

“: the “Third World!
" The dissolution of the British, French, and Portuguese
lonial empires in the 1950s-70s created dozens of
ew states in Asia and Africa and also led to a surprs- |
ingly large number of second-phase dictatorships. Some
developed innovative Ideologies or versions of the one-
: pm—ty state, notably what became known as ‘African
““$ocalism’ and then ‘the African one-party state’* And
¢ several arose from military dictatorships developing
militacy versions af the second-phase format by claim-
* ing legitimacy through some kind of ideology and ac-
quiring an official political party, which in these cases
was subordinate in some way to the military. In addi-
tion, the first-phase military dictatorship found a new
_ niche in decolonized Asia and Africa and also began a
new cycle of ‘popularity’ in Latin America in-the 1960s.
So, by the mid-1970s it seemed that the authoritarian
-regime was dominating the globe not only numerically
‘but also pelitically. :
~However, the mid-1970s also saw the beginning of
a global wave of democratization (see Chapter 5).
Althoughit‘missed’ the Middle East, it swept through the
" other regions of the world in an almost sequential man-
ner: southern Europe in the mid-1970s, Latin America
and Asia in the later 1970s and the 1980s, Eastern Europe
o1 1989, and Africa in the early 1990s, not to mention
the 1991 disintegration of the Soviet Union into more
_ than a dozen new and non-communist states (Brooker
2014: 208). The global triumph of democracy seemed
assured with this collapse of communism in the Soviet
—Union and Eastern Europe, the end of the African one-
arty state, and the demise of most military regimes. But
_ there now appeared a third phase in the modernization
of dictatorship, the democratically disguised dictator-
ship, which involved (1} replacing the one-party state
-- with a supposedly ‘democratic’ multiparty system and (2}
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replacing ideological legitimation with 2 claim to demo-
cratic legitimation based on having supposedly ‘competi-
tive' multiparty elections. The third phase of modernized
dictatorship further increased the already amazing di-
versity of authoritarian regimes in present times as well
as throughout history. Such a huge variety of regimes is
best categorized, described, and compared by applying
the formula of wha rules, why do they rule, and how do
they rule.

"~

,E:KEY:RO. } NTSW - ‘

® Until the nineteenth century mast of the world's states
were ruled by authoritarian regimes which were mostly
hereditary monarchies. o

® During the nineteenth century an imporfant new forrn
of authoritarian regime ged, namely modernized

dictatorship by a military organization or a military ; },

leader with some—however spurious—claim to demo-
cratic legitimacy. )

8 [n the twentieth century there was a second phase in
the modernization of dictatorship, with the emergence
of the ideological one-party state, such as the commu-
nist and fascist regimes.

® |n the third quarter of the twentleth century the major-
ity of the world’s states were ruled by first-phase and
second-phi dernized dic hips—Induding
such new varieties as the African one-party state.

# The final quarter of the twentieth century saw a globat
wave of democratization but also saw a third phase in
the modernization of di hip, with the app e

* of democratically disguised dictatorships claiming the
democratic legitimacy of having competitive’ multipar-
ty elections.

Who rules?

The question ‘who rules?’ has long been used—since
the time of ancient Greece—to categorize regimes, But
the three-phase modernization of authoritarianism has
created a complex categorization of ‘who rules?’ that
distinguishes between (1) the organizational rule of a
dictatorial military or party and (2) the personal rule of
(a) the leader of a dictatorial organization er (b) a demo-
cratically disguised dictator who is typically a ‘populist
presidential monarch; as will be described in the section
on monarchical dictators. Furthermore, the category of
personal rule has to be extended to include the pre-mod-
ernization era’s typical form of personal rule, the ruling
monarchy, because there are still some surviving exam-
plesand those in the Arab world, notably the kingdom of
Saudi Arabia, are still internatianally significant.
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Dictato rial mo narchs notbeen necessary for the survival of Jardan’s menarchy, 3

. anditwas not suffigient to prevent the Iranian monarchy
Although all monarchs are clothed in the ceremonial being toppled by the 1979 Islamic Revolution,
trappings of royalty, only ruling manarchies exercise the Herb suggests that 4 better explanation for the syp.
same kind andfor degree of power as o dictatorship. In i

mocracies, where the monarch {s a hereditary hut largely’
ceremonial head of state with constitutionally very lim- the monarch automatically succeeds him) that i charac.-
ited powers, Of course, throughout history even ruling isti ]
monarchies have had their power limited by traditions,
religions, constitutions, or just the power of other play-
ersin the politica] 8ame, as King John discovered in 1215
when his barons forced him to accept Magna Carta as urth
written confirmation of the traditional limits on 2 fou- that any intra-family rivalres about succeeding to the
dal monarch's power. The absolutist monarch exercising throne have not torp the family apart and left them vy~
unlimited powers in a dIscreu'unary or even arbitracy nerable to outsiders, such as military officers, seeking to
manner is very much the historjcal exception rather gepoccoce the family of their power. 3
than the rule, None of the world’s surviving monarchies Another distinctive feature of these dynastic monar.”
chies is that thejr royal families are very large and haye
ruling, such as the relgning monarchies to be found in 2n extensive presence in Bovernment, the civil service, -
i v and the military. The numerous members of these royal
families not only occupy key posts in the government, -
Arab world, and notably in the Arabian Gulf, where there but are also widely employed in the civil service and the
are such important examples as the kingdom of Saudj military—in fact, there Is a ‘profusion’ of royals in the ~
Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and the Sultanate of il N
Oman, government and the state machinery can give the dynas.
So how have these Arab ruling monarchies managed .

to survive—and in suck 2 politically unstable region?

characteristic of 2 ruling communist party in a second- ;-
Theit survival cannot be explained by the hold of tra- 3

phase modernized dictatorship,

Furthermare, the subjects of some Arab monarchies

ve the right to present in person their grievances and )
requests to the monarch—a practice that has been trum-

decades of political and military endeavours by a Breat  poted as ‘desert democracy’ {see Herh 1905, 41-2). The
rulers’ democratic-like accessibility may be intended to

Imperialism that established the Gulf emirates’ monar- compensate for a lack of democratic institutions but the

chical rule in the nineteenth century, through treaties

dition, as most of them originated in the nineteenth or
éven twentieth centuries, For example, the kingdom of ha

have gone further by establishing supposedly democratic
ruling families (Anderson 1991). ‘The British also cre- parliamentary institutions and eyen sharing power with
ated Arab monarchies in other parts of the Middle East,  elected politicians, That both thece successful mopar- ;
notably the still surviving Hashemite kingdom of Jordan, e Tack oil but not political skil] s another indication -
when Britaln and France carved out a group of new )
states—including Irag, Syria, and Lebanon—from the meval anachrenis
Arab territorles of the defeated Ottoman Empire after
the First World War,

Itis tempting to explain the survival of the Saudi and Monarch ical dlctators
other Arab monarchies by pointing to their oil wealth.  jJust as it is crucial to
And indeed ‘rentfer state’ theories argue that oil-tich  who rule and those whi
authoritarfan regimes survive by exploiting the ‘rent’ tinguish between dictators who are personal rulers and
tevenes from the off industry. These revenues allowa those whoare only agen
regime to provide its subjects with substantial material  example, the president

distinguish between monarchs __;

ts of the ruling organization, For
and the prime minister of com-

other words, ‘no representation without taxation’ But,as  of the communist party that they Jead and that is the or-
Herb (1999) points aut, ol wealth has proved neither 2 ganizational ruler of China, {To use the language of the
necessary nor a sufficient condition for the survival of s  ‘pey Institutionalism! there s a Principal-agent relation- B

ruling monarchy in the Middle East, For example, it has ship between the Party as the organizationa] principal 3

.b con™ al ruler of China in the 1960s-70s, and in fact  for health reasons.
" the person

ER R e

0 only relgn, it is crucial to dis- 3 o

3 ) al ts. i 2), and Fidel Castro was succeeded b}' his
i i a In  hisson in 20} ), 1 ‘ '

s.,u...‘; , o the P"b ie officials as its two individu: gen! .) : ;

Rk 1 der Mac Zedong was  yeunger brother Raul in 2005 when the presi dent retired

’ nist paﬂ.y leader

5t, the comm

wer was comparable to that o Ve that removed
i lobal wave of democratization
that of an absolutist ruling The g
; le t t
pe s

i i duced a
i esidential menarchies also pro
- Msna.rch Like the three classic totalitarian dictators de- most of the pr
e X

b
i

N al form of presiden-
. litical climate in which an unusu
i talitarianism, Mao had  po the standard form and
secibed in the lalef SeCt:;f::i“:l-":gent relationship with  tial monardr)' s ?E:db:sc T;Z?arate category of per-

gctually reversed the Prted gﬁs supposedly ‘ruling’ party  should be distingu suh';t presidential monarchy. It is a

his partyandhad co:"‘ instrument of his personal rule?  sonal 'mle~—thefpol’ of personal dictatorship that dates

into merely &1 ?geln f(':v ersonal dictators have been historically °ldd:1ntf the nineteenth century and occa-

Although re]atlvﬂdi: havi achieved varying degrees of  back to the ml& ; eared in Latin America (see Box

absolutist rulers, they or military that they have led  slonally therea er'ap:;n streant personalditatorehips of

e fl‘:‘:etl};ﬂaﬂlg the organization's consolida- ;2):zwe;esict};izf:>hases of modernization were much
topower 0r e of the ‘new Institu-  thefirstan istorically momentous; it was only

of Pﬁ‘t}':r. 'fi:;;idm:smgruelaag&omfﬁp between him mr:}rle tx}zlumem:: and hx;l::le p y to democratcally dis-

alism; the p ! eak {or even  wil e recent third- hift ¢ idential mon-

. ilitary has become so w & dictatorship that the populist presi .

-and his party or milit ‘shirk’ his responsibilities  guised dic A because it s 5o

" he is able to 'shirk” his resp came into its own. This is partly beca
noncexistent) that : ker 2014:31,63-4), archy came ically disguised personal
— i al principal {(Brooker e d to being a democratically disguised p N

to this organization, . is the tendency to  well suited to th in which a

A tonomy . ip, but it is also because the way
An indication of this autonor , to be suc-  dictatorship, bu ished is 5o well
. al rulers ‘for life’ and even \ idential monacchy Is establishe

-become monarchic . brother--they  populist presiden . olitical climate.

o ditary fashion by a son or bro i the world’s democratic political elim

@ ceeded in heteditary - jentists in the 1960s suited to the wo been accept-
. ) litical scientists in N the 1990s it has no longer been

have established what po rehy (e.g. Apter 1965). By  Since at least the t Jution
. . g. Apter by military coup or by revo

rmed a presidential mona * al dicta- . able to take power by N democrati-
: that Third World person: Izures of power are aimed at dem

then it was apparent ‘ rul ugh unless these selzures of p ic elections.

itutionalizing their personal rule thro ickly followed by democratic

tors were institutionalizing " £ ident zation and are quickly through

" d extensive powers of a pres . idential monarchy emerges
the monarchical post an idential  But the populist pres : iation of
L i 65; 307, 309). The pres ident’s personal misappropria
of the republic (Apter 19 N dwould an elected president’s p d an auto-
= F valent in Africa and wo 3 ) in America long ago labelled an a
" ‘monarchy was becoming pre f the Third  power, which Latin Ame 0 sation of Power,
ther parts of the - s : Misappropriation of power,

Soan, become prom‘ﬂe;‘ ;riel;i;en: Supharto of Indonesia  golpe or se_}f.coup fsee B(?;M). giis pnﬁsaPPdeaﬁm
bty aisdm fi}:a::::“d of Syrla, and it even appeared.in the 3 d t: R::zru:ifdng or soon after democratiza-
and Presiden M ial monar-  has tended to o g cies

. th such presidential mo! rare among older democracies,
= ~in the communist world, wi : d Fidel tion and has been very ) !
cth Korea and Fi 5 the democratic po

du(;a.mes o thnslt:.:iﬂ(iﬂ:n ilgiliggs?p?;idenﬁal monarchies  but that pattemf ann‘z‘:xgx;it:::;:m‘}'

Castro in Cuba. Altho f democratiza- litical climate of the twenty- ship, the popu-
ece averthiown by ﬂ\:ﬁglﬁ]a:::s :ucceeded byhis  Like other forms of persona:’edl m 1[:: principal-
tonin (he 158090 I I;S ng was succeeded by his  list presidential monarchy can et 8 revenl of the
o Buh;r . Izlofoimm(whoumghun was succeeded by  agent terms, but in this case
.son Kim Jong Il in

y . . . ressanaan ,,.. e )
e BOX 6,2 ZOOM-IN Louis-Napoleon as a ‘chip off the old block

. ) Napol Louis-Napoleon p e d dur-

N z aparte, the nep of Nap ¥ " lebiscite/ an

- i Louls-N;Zolwmr; e:';:; r:s If a5 politically innovative as his tutn;r: tc:hht:t poros thal:yh: retained the republican tile of |
: i Bonaparte, p s 1 Ing the short per . f 3
wz=~c=3:unde by pioneering a new type of personal dictatorship— prisldent he created the prototype of the populist form of

¢ the ‘populist’ presidential monarchy. Louis-Napoleon was

i tiva period of populist p
" *togolpe {selfcoup) rather than by seizing power through a p P

¥ T it al uyce Cemve).
S -HE Resource Cent e) After his presi dential utogoipe, Online Resol ‘
*Onl
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d the country with a new consti- :

McMillar 1gg1: 43-54}. This :
d  presidentlal monarchy {see 4 e
i i e after the 1848 revelution an e 5 43
s lms;dte Tf::;oi:n:cin his late uncle's footsteps by type onersana‘I dlct:::rzh ;:ﬂs e ool oceason,
. i Y“_‘s y I dictatorship, But this was a popu-  military type pionee yd“,w“h_d.,e s e
WS "“b"‘h‘"ﬁh‘ Pe’”’f;ﬂq personal-dictatorship and -was -~ -ally be-found in-Latin-America; 3 :
. <aelist-rather than-a mili

" w-—wirestablished by -misappropriating power through an au-

being the alpe of President Vargas of Brazl and his @
d B 8
14 autogolp (13 !

! . he
g v~ , N H
wmilita 0 ( Box: M'SIPPI Pl' tion of power, Ia the 19305408 {see Box: The n Amesican
ry coup (see 4 apria P thy Latin A ican connection, in t|

S AP
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relationship between the electorate as the principal and
the elected president as its agent. By reversing that rela-
tionship the president makes the electorate the instru-
ment of his personal rule in the sense of providing him
with a claim to demacratic legitimacy, which he usually
confirms by having himself re-elected, These new elec-
tions will be undemocratic, but the populist presidential
monarch may be genuinely popular with a wide section
of the people and, what is more, the third-phase cases of
populist presidential monarchy are using semi-competi-
tive elections rather than non-competitive one-candidate
elections in order to make their re-elections appear more
democratically credible (see semi-competitive and non-
competitive elections in section on ‘Democratic claims
to legitimacy’).

During the third-phase modernization of dictator-
ship there was also a regional shift in the prevalence of
populist presidential monacchy. The Latin American
tradition of autogolpe and populist presidential monarch
was maintained in the 1990s by Fujimori in Pert and, his
oppeonents might say, by Chavez in Venezuela (see Box:
The Latin Amerlcan connection, in the Online Resource
Centre). By then, however, the populist presidential
monarchy was becoming more commonly found among
the fifteen new states that were created by the 1591 dis-
integration of the Soviet Union, especially those created
in Central Asia (Brooker 2014: 237--40). Several of these
countries have evolved a new and more sophisticated
version based upon a more gradual or ‘creeping’ auto-
golpe misappropriation of power and upon a new variant
of semi-competitive elections that includes puppet par-
ties offering phony opposition to the regime (see section
on ‘Democratic clalms to legitimacy’).

However, it is time to shift attention from the various
and varied examples of personal rule to the almost as di-
verse examples of ory ional rule and dictatorship,
which can be categorized into two basic types: military
rule and one-party rule. Before doing so, though, it is
important to emphasize that there s often some over-
lap with cases of personal dictatorship by an organiza-
tion’s leader because in these cases his personal rule has
emerged front ar with the rule of the military or party
that he Jeads. Therefore, overlapping cases are riormally
described in terms of both the leader’s organization and
his personal rule, such as Nazi Germany being described
as ‘Hitlers regime’ as well as ‘a fascist regime’ or, more
fully, ‘an example of the fascist subtype of one-party rule!
And this overlap is just one of the many complications

invelved in analysing the two different types of organiza-
tional rule: the military and the one-party.

Military rule

The military dictatorship is a very obvious case of rule
by a ‘distinctive’ organization, which in this case has its
own uniforms, barracks, career structure, and even legal

system. There was a time in the mid-1970s when it ap- _, .-
i
i

peared that the military was well on the way to ruling
every country in the Third World; during the previous
thicty years the military had intervened in more than

two-thirds of these countries and was exerting some -f

1

form of rule over a third of them (Nordlinger 1977: 6),
On the other hand, the military had often relinquished °
power to civiltans by holding democratic elections,
whether because it never intended to hold power for
long or because it discovered that the institutional costs
of holding power outweighed the benefits, Therefore
It was not surprising that mifitary rule had an average 3
lifespan of several years rather than decades (Nordlinger g
i
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1977: 139). And the global wave of democratization that
began in the mid-1970s not enly removed most of the ex-~
isting military dictatorships, but also drastically reduced
the number of countries pronie to military intervention
in their politics.

Military intervention in politics has produced sey- -

X
|

eral different structural forms of military rule, As Finer -
{1976) pointed out, these structural forms include:

1. open forms of military rule, and
2. disguised forms of military rule, including
{a) civilianized rule or
{b) indirect rule through 2 civilian government.

Open military rule

Undisgulsed open military rule occurs when a mili-
tary coup leads to officers appointing themselves to
key positions in the country’s presidential or ministe- -
rial government and/or forming a junta (council) to
act as the country’s de facto supreme. government {see 3
Box: Military juntas, in the Online Resource Centre). ;
Two recent examples of a military junta are the Supreme
Council of the Armed Forces that presided over Egypt's *
democratization in 2011-12 and the National Council .
for Peace and Order established in Thailand after the -

ik

2014 military coup. Although juntas are supposed to |-

represent the military as an organization, they have often

itary leader, while some of the military dictatorships that
did rot use a junta still succeeded in remaining cases of
organizational rather than persanal rule.

failed to prevent the emergence of personal rule hya mll-i S

or indirect rule)

Disguised military rule (civilianized i

Disguised military rule occurs when the military’s {f

rule has either been civilianized or opérates indirectly

e |

*the military incumbent resigning or retiring from the
military). Civilianization has usually included a sup-
. _.posed democratization through some form of elections
~--to the legislature andfor presidency.
. ‘The military’s indirect rule disguises its dictatorship
_._ by controlling a civilian government from behind the
" " scenes, and even perhaps as a puppet-master pulling the
“strings of a puppet government. As Finer (1976: 151-7)
‘pointed out, indirect rule can take the form of continu-
ous control of the government or of exerting control
.. only intermittently and over a limited range of policies,
“«'~ such as military budgets and national security policy.
. For example, after the 2013 caup that removed Egypt’s
democratically elected president, the military may well
have shifted from limited to continuous indirect rule—
exerting continuous behind-the-scenes influence upon
the democratically disguised dictatorship that was estab-
lished after the coup.

""'Qne-party rule

.. The other type of organizational dictatorship, one-party
- - rule, has not been as common as military rule but has
tended to produce longer-lasting dictatorships. They
. ‘rtome sbout through a dictatorial party either seizing
-~ Power through a revolution or misappropriating power

after it has won key government positions through dem-

Ocratic elections {see Box 6.2 and Box: Misappropriation
. .ofpower, in the Online Resaurce Centre), The party then
* establishes one of the three structural forms of one-
=PIty state: (1) the openly and literally one-party state

through behind-the-scenes influence over a civilian-3-

In.which all other parties are banned either in law orin

government The civilianization of a military dictator- §

ship involves a highly publicized ending of such obvious 4.

features of military rule as a junta or a military officer §
holding the post of president {though often the supposed %

o7 practice, (2} the partly disguised and virtually ane-party
. $tate in which the regime’s official party ‘leads’ some
=257 f0tm 6F eoalition with one or more puppet parties, and
- {3) the disguised and effectively one-party state in which
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. ; . Personal Rule
Organizational {MDitazy or One-Party} Rule
. ] ! I Military One-Party
Ruling Leaders of Populist
monarchies military or presidential
ppicaly party who monarchies
hereditary are also (typically elected, .
traditional) personal en dictatoria po n
and traditional) | then dictatorial} Form of rule Ideologicalfpolicy ofientitia
dictators l ] . [ ] T
1 :
[ QOpen Disguised Fasdst  Communist Third Wodd
Emerge from Emerge from
orwith some cases of i i
somecasesof  democratization o Civifianized Indirect
organtzational {rarely) democracy
L rule
.. Figure 63 Types of authoritarian regime
‘E".,L_,
- !
* | civillanization of the presidency involves no more than  all other parties are prevented from competing properly

against the official pacty (on single-party systems, see
Chapter 13). * B

However, a one-party state is not necessarily a case of
one-party rule, The various structural forms of the one-
party state have sometimes been established by military
dictatorships, military personal dictators, and even a few
ruling monarchs as merely an instrument of their rule,
‘There are also many occasions when the party’s own
leader has converted his party into merely an instrument
of his personal rule, but at least this personal dictatorship
has emerged from or with rule by his party. Furthermore,
the dictator usually continues to display some of the
characteristic features of his party, especially its ideologi-
cal and/or policy orientation.

The subtypes of one-party rule have usually been
categorized by political scientists according to varia-
tions in this ideological/policy erientation rather than
variations in the structural form of the one-party state.
The two obvious ideological/policy categories are the
communist and fascist subtypes, but there is also a
large residual grouping that is difficult to categorize in
ideological/policy terms and will be Jabelled simply the
"Third World’ subtype because it emerged in Africa and

" other parts of the Third World. Of these three subtypes,

the fascist, has been historically the rarest—Fascist Italy
and Nazi Germany were the only examples—and has
been extinct since Germany was militarily defeated in
1945, In contrast, the communist and the Third World
subtypes have been relatively numerous historically
and the communist subtype has managed to avoid
extinction.

Communist

‘The communist regime is historically the most impor-
tant as well as the most numerous subtype, It produced
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2

one of the twentieth century’s superpowers, the now

defunct Soviet Unian, and seems set to produce an-
oth‘er Superpower in the twenty-first century if China
maintains its rate of econnomic progress—and its com-
munist one-party rule. At their numerical peak in the
1580s there were nearly two dozen regimes that es-
paused the basic communist tdeology of Marxism--
Leninism (Holmes 1986; viii). However, about a third of
t]}ese regimes were actually military leaders' personal
dictatorships and/or were using Marxism-Leninism
only as an ideological fagade and symbolic claim to le-
gltimacy. Even amongst the core examples of commu-

nist regimes there were some cases of personal rule by
the party leader, notably Fidel Castro in Cuba and Kim
'I] Sung in North Korea, which left less than a dozen

true’ cases of organizational rule by the communist
party. And so many.communist regimes callapsed in
the late 1980s and early 1990s that now only three of
these organtzational dictatorships still survive—China,
Vietnam, and Lags,

Third World

'I?1e “Third World’ subtype is a residual category with a
diverse collection of examples, Its most significant sub-
grouping are the many ‘African one-party states’ that
emerged from the decolonization of the British and
French Empires in Aftica from the 1940s to the 1960s
(Brooker 2014: 87, 93-4, 99). Each ruling party had won
elections during the transitional period of decoloniza-
tion and went on to misappropriate power after the
country became independent, establishing an openly
one-party state in law or in practice. But these regimes
soon s!_lit'ted from organizational to personat rule, with
the ruling party’s leader becoming a presidential mon-
arch and, in a few such cases as Nkrumah and Nyerere,
also becoming internationally prominent spokesmen
about African and Third World issues, Some of the
Afr.{czn One-party states were also replaced by military
regimes and all the surviving examples were eventually
removed by the wave of democratization that swept
through Africa in the 19905,

Latin America produced three natable examples of
one-party rule: the Party of Institutionalized Revolution
(PRD) in Mexico from the 19405 to the 1990s, the
National Revolutionary Movement {MNR) in Bolivia
in the 19505, and the Sandinistas in Nicaragua in the
1989s—ﬂ1e most ideologically leftist of these three rey-
olutionary regimes, They preferred a disguised rather
than apenly one-pacty form of rule and they were also
less vulnerable than other Third World cases to being
converted into personat dictatorships, In fact the
Mexican PRI developed the unique system of installing
temporary presidential monarchs, with each preside.nt
being atlowed a degree of personal rule but only for a
single six-year term of office.

! KEY'POINTS

® Aruling monarchls a persanal rules, but a merely reig

ing monarch s typically a democracy's constitutionaf .
head of state.

@ Dictatorship by an organization, such as the military of :
a party, is often transformed into personal rule by the 5
organization's leader, '

@ Dictatorship can result from a military or sevolutionary
seizure of power or from a smisappropeiation of power

by an elected party or an elected president through ay 2

autogolpe (self-coup).

Why do they rule?
Autharitarian regimes do not claim

fear of the punishments inflicted for disobedience, Even
the most tyrannical and brutal of regimes will claim to

exercise a legitimate authority that gives it a right to rule™

and gives its subjects a duty—a moral obligatj .
tion—t
obey. When authoritarian regimes . .

swer r?ady, no matter how spuriotts or self-serving, that .
proclaims thelr right to rule and therefore the duty of the .
authoritarian regimes typi- .
cally make some claim to legal legitimacy by claiminga .
for their rule, In fact, apart 4

ruled to obey. For example,

legal justification and basis
from ‘emergency’ or ‘temporary’ versions of mili

rule
through a junta and martial law, authoritarian t:e-lrgy‘i.mes

typically have same sort of constitution, legislature, and

Judiciary that can provide an impressive formal claim to

legal legitimacy even if the substance or practice falls far

"the rule of law! In addition to this claim -
to legal legitimacy, there will be {1} a claim to religious or -
ideological legitimacy and/for (2} some claim to demo-
cratic legitimacy, So the ruled can have no cause for ©

short of being

complaint, according to the regime, if their obedi; i
also enforced by fear and thraugh faran ge.

gime's varlous control mechanisms (see the section on
How do they rule?),

Religious and ideological claims
to legitimacy
Religion

Religious claims to

cally been the most common but are now relatively rare
and found only in the Middle East and the Vatican City.

monarchles for more than a thousand yeats,

that ‘might s right
or that those they rule should be abedient solely ouf of

ask themselves the ;
thetorical question ‘why do we rule? they have an ar:”'

an authoritarjan re- "~

legitimate authority ‘have histori-. 3],

Religious claims to legitimacy have been assaciated with ™~

| W8 jesigned for the celigious and political leader of the 1979

. macy

gt famously with the European monarchs’ corenation
nting and their claims to rule by ‘the grace of God'

‘::?:h o divine right of kings! And religion Is still used by

mporary ruling monarchies to bolster their legiti-
a5 in the case of the Saudi monarchy’s alliance with
the Islamic Wahhabi movement (Anderson 1991),

" However, religious clalms to legitimacy re-emerged

e

- jnanew guise with the 1979 revolution in Iran that es-

tablished a self-proclaimed Islamic Republic (Brooker
1997,; chapter 9}. The new constitution included several
isios elements, and also a new public office had been

volution, Ayatollah Khomelni. This unique public of-
¢ not only included religious as well as political re-
osibilities, but alse constitutionally ‘outranked' the
president and therefore is often described in the West

.the_post of ‘supreme leader’ rather than ‘spiritual
dect After Khomein's death In 1989 it was conferred
on another politically active member of the Shiite clergy,
Kyatollzh Khamenel, in what appears to be another life-
time appointment,

During the twentleth century, claims to legitimacy
based on religion were largely ‘replaced’ by claims
‘based on ideology. These ideclogies ranged from the
communists” systematic and comprehensive Marxism-
Leninlsm to the grievances and aspirations of Latin
American populism (see Box: The Latin American con-
nection, in the Online Resource Centre). But all ideolo-
es are similar to religion in holding certain things to be

_-sacred, even if ideologies are more concerned with ‘this

worldly’ than ‘other worldly’ matters and with ideas,
goals, and principles rather than rituals and symbals.
An idealogy usually lacks the social presence and influ-
ence of such long-established religions as Christianity
or Islam, which also have a network of churches or
mosques staffed by professional clergy who are expert

- ~in maintaining and propagating the religion. So if an

ideology is to be as effective as these religions in pro-
 yiding a basis for an autharitacian regime’s legitimacy,
it will have to be given a similar social presence and in-
fluence by ‘its’ regime—through use of mass media, the
education system, and mass-mobilizing organizations,

CHAPTER 6 AUTHORITARIAN REGIMES i 107

done, or to adopt a merely token ideology that provides
a symbolic claim to legitimacy. Therefore the ideologl-
cal diversity of autheritarian regimes includes not orly
the content of their ideologies, but also the fact that
many of these ideclogies are not taken seriously and
that many military regimes have never bothered with
even a token idealogy. )
Another source of diversity is that ideological dlaims
to legitimate autherity take different (but often overlap-
plng) forms. There have been ideological claims to legiti-

macyin:

» the personal sense of leaders claiming 2 prophetic le-
gitimacy as ideologists;

o the organizational sense of parties or militaries claim-
ingan ideological right to rule;

o thevisionary ot programmatic sense of a regime claim-
ing that the goals and principles enshrined in its ideol-
ogy give itaright to rule.

The communist ideology has been the most widely
used ideological claim to legitimacy, with its core of
Mandsm-Leninism providing both a Leninist organiza-

. tional form and a Mardst visionary form {see Box 6.3 on
the visionary form). Its organizational form of claim to
legitimacy is based on Lenin’s theory of the communist
party as the vanguard party of the proletariat {working
class) that leads the proletariat not only to revolution
but also affer a revolution, when the post-revolutionary
regime is seeking to achieve Marx’s visionary goal of a
classless, communist society. All the many communist
regimes that arose during the twentieth century adopted
this ideclogical justification of one-party rule as part of
their commitment to Marxism-Leninism. The commu-
nist regime in China may well abandon Mac Zedong's
ideological additions to Marxism~Leninism, and may
even abandon the visionary, Marxist component of
the ideology, but would the regime ever abandon the
Lentnist legitimation of ane-party rule?

‘There has been no equivilent of Leninism among the
rare attempts to justify military rule ideologically. The
leader of the 1952 militacy coup agalnst Egypt’s mon-
archy, Colonel Nasser, claimed in somewhat Leninist
fashion that the Egyptian military was acting as the tem-
porary and transitional “vanguard of the revolution: But

.....,. -such as the regime’s official party, youth movement,and ~ Nasser’s ideological justification of military rule was not

labour unions.
This investment of time and energy may be accept-

able to an ideologically driven dictatorship, such as

adopted by coup-makers in other countries, except by
the Nasser-emulating Colonel Gadhafi when he aver-
threw Libya's monarchy in 1969. An even less influential

" Hitlec's Nazi regime, that already has a usable idealogy  military equivalent of Leninism was the Indonesian mili-

2and.palitical party, But a dictatorship that is not ideo-

——Jogically driven may well baulk at the cost of this in-  claimed that the army had a permanent political-social
< vestment {and also perhaps at the possibility of having  as well as military function, Armies have, in fact, tended

..+ 1o take ideological matters into account in its policy-
Tiaking). It may well prefer instead to avoid ideologi-

perhaps -+ - cal claims to legitimacy, as many military regimes have

tary's ‘dual function” ideology of the 1960s-90s, which

to be wary of any ideology and have preferred to express
an {deological commitment only to introducing or re-
storing democracy.
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,““5;ablished in Eastern Europe and Asia after the Second

World War. These virtually orie-party states included one
or more puppet pactiesina communist-dominated com-
bined or coalitional list of candidates that would produce
2 ‘multiparty’ election and legislature while retaining the
simplicity of a non-competitive election, China’s com-
munist regime differed from the other virtual one-party
states in using indirect elections to its NPC legislature
putitalso had no fewer than eight puppet parties, witha
total membership in recent years of mare than 700,000,
o meacanid has. officially described its system as ‘multiparty co-
~ operation’ rather than a one-party state {Saich 2015},
However, even when including puppet parties, non-
mpetitive elections cannot match the sophistication
of the semi-campetitive election, which was invented
*long ago in Latin America and has become the standard
method of the third phase of modernization and its dem-
* ocratically disguised dictatorships. Semi-competitive
" elections provide a more credible claim to democraticle-
7gigimacythan any non-competitive election because they
allow some electoral competition between parties, even if
the official party or candidate cannot lose—if necessary,
theregime will resoct to vote-rigging oreven annulling the
" election in some manner. The third-phase modernization
has already produced new variants of semi-competitive
- .¢lections, notably adding puppet parties or candidates to
_provide phony competition and ‘opposition’ to the gov-
" ernment or regime. This variant emerged in Kazakhstan
and other parts of Central Asia as early as the 1990s, and
_ miore sophisticated mixtures of phony and genuine com-

petition or opposition soon appeared in Azerbaijan and
= Belarus in the 2000s (Brooker 2014: 237-40).

economlc approach. The new economic doctrine, ‘Socialism §
with Chinese Characteristics’, argued that capitalist economic | -
methods were a more effective way of attaining the rapid eco. '
nomic grawth requlred in the transitional sodialist stage of §
progressing towards full communism, [n fact the regime had :
already begun to shift to an increasingfy market economy _
with an increastng amount of private enterprise and private :
ownership {except of land, which could only be leased). i
Furthermore, the economic emphasis Had shifted from the ™
Stalinist focus on heavy industry towards first agriculture and : -
then increasingfy the consumer and export sectors of the
ecoromy. : i

¢ Communist ideology

i The communist ideology has provided the most widely used
i visionary or programmatic form of legitimacy, [t views rapid
i econamic growth as a sacred goal because this wil produce
{ the material abundance required for the envisioned shift to a
i fully communist, dlassless society,

i Stalin's influence

In the late 19205 Stalin Initiated an economic-Five Year Plan
i inthe Soviet Union that also produced a new economic doc-
i trine for orthodox communists to believe in. This Stalinist
i economic doctrine declared that a state-planned and largely
i state-owned economy was needed to progress through the
i transitional ‘soclalism’ stage that would eventually lead to fll
i communism. Dyring this socialist stage the urban economy
i ofindustry and commerce would be owned as well as planned
i by the state, while agriculture would be state-planned but
i owned by hugs 'collective’ farms that would each be owned
i and worked cooperatively by thousands of peasants.

-

e

A long transition to full communism?

The notion of a speclfically ‘Chinese way’ was supﬁlemerﬁed
1n 1987 with the new theory of a ‘primary’ stage of socialism.
The main medium-term goal was to raise living standards
and develop productive forcas—through capitalist meth-
ods. And later it was suggested that China would remain in
this primary capitalist-like stage of socialism for a hundred
years! :

i The new pragmatism .
Int the 15805 the post-Mao Chinese commiunist regime in-
i troduced a pragmatic reinterpretation of the communist

and/or president, but they have been elected undemo- -
cratically. For example, a parliament may be elected in Y
the plebiscitacy manner pioneered by the ficst phase of -3 f#*
modernization, whereby voters ate given the ‘choice’ of ¥
either approving or rejecting the official candidate or list - 8
of candidates {if proportional representation elections)
that is the only candidate or list appearing on the ballot |
paper. An early example of a second-phiase dictatorship
electing a legislature in this plebiscitary manner arosein -4
1938 in Nazi Germany—five yearsafter it had become lit-
erally and Jegally a one-party state. Hitler held new elec
tions to the Reichstag {parliament) that appeared to usea
proportional representation list system (see Chapter 10), .~
but with just the one list of candidates to approve or re- |
Ject. And it was not a Nazi party list, but instead ‘the list §
of the Fuehrer [Leader}; i.e. Hitlers personal list of candi- 'M
dates that he wanted elected to the Reichstag. Thanks to™~
vote-rigging and other undemocratic methods, the elec-
tion result was a more than 99 per cent vote in favour of - 3
the list. ‘Goebbels’s Prapaganda Ministry congratulated -3
itself, “Such an almost 100 per cent election result is at.
the same time a badge of henour for all election propa-=—
gandists™ it concluded’ (Kershaiv 2001: 82), -
Although such elections have been termed one-list or-
one-candidate elections, a broader and better desccip
tion is ‘non-competitive’ elections. They were taken to
higher level of sophistication by the cormunist regimes

‘Democratic’ claims to legitimacy

Since the time of Napoleon Bonapacte's plebiscites most
dictatorships have claimed a form of democratic legiti-
macy, Sometimes it has taken the ideclogical form of
claiming to be a special or superior type of democracy, as
with a communist regime’s claim to be a ‘proletarian de-
mocracy’ and an African one-party state’s claim to be an
‘African democracy, Even the Fascist and Nazi regimes
claimed to be, respectively, an ‘authoritative democracy’
and a'German democracy’

But always the claim to democratic legitimacy has also
or instead taken an Institutional form. There has been a
claim either to be using democratic Institutions, such as
an elected patliament or presidency, or to be preparing
to introduce/reintroduce them. The latter case typically
arises after the military has seized power from what it
claims to be an undemocratic, corrupt, or incompetent
government. Usually the military then quickly reassures
international and domestic audiences that military rule
is only temporary and is preparing the way for the {re)-
introduction of democracy. But it may take a long time
to ‘deliver* onits promises, as in the-case of the Burmese
militacy waiting until 2011 to dissolve the military junta
that had ruled since the 1988 ‘democratizing’ coup.

In contrast, the claim to be using democratic institu-
tions is based on the ‘delivery’ of an elected parliament

;. Electoral and Competitive
Authoritarianism

- Ademocratically disguised dictatorship using semi-com-
petitive elections can also be described as an example of
- ‘electoral’ authoritarianism, whose distinguishing feature
" is that an authoritarian regime presides over ‘unfree’
electoral competition (see Schedler 2006), However, the
concept of electoral authoritarianism has been applied
56 broadly that it may include some of the many hybrid
“* regimes that ace to be found in the grey area between
iiithéritarianism and democracy (Brooker 2014: 36-7).
A recent large-scale study of a hybrid category labelled
‘competitive authoritarlanism’ used a sample of more
- than thirty cases and acknowledged that it was cover-
ing a broad range of hybridity that extended ‘from “soft’
= ear-dériocratic cases’ at one extreme ‘to “hard) or

-pear-full authoritarian cases’ at the other extreme, such
as Putln’s Russia In the mid-2000s (Levitsky and Way
10: 34). The near-full-authoritarian extreme is often
icult to distinguish from electoral authoritarianism,
“tven if the latter is narrowly defined as referring to a fully
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9 BOX 6.4 ZOOM-IN Classifying

‘electoral’ and ‘competitive’
authoritarian regimes

This Ts a fist of nine countries, drawn from three differ-
ent regions of the world, which experienced either elec.
i toral or competitive authoritarianism In 2010~20: eastern.
i Africa’s Burundl, Rwanda, and Tanzanla; southeast Asia’s :
Cambodia, Malaysla, and Singapore; and the former Soviet
Unlon’s Belarus, Russia, and Uzbekistan. Which of the :
nine cases should be classified as.elactoral authoritadan
regimes and which should be classified as competitive~
i authoritadan hybrids of authoritadanism and democragy? :

authoritarian regime—to a democratically disguised dic-
tatorship or ruling monarchy. The most useful basis for
distinguishing this electoral authoritarianism from any ,
competitive-autharitarian hybrid regime is that the lat-
ter's ‘competitive’ elections are not merely a fagade and
in fact ‘opposition groups compete in a meaningful way
for executive power” or at least ‘democratic procedures
are sufficiently meaningful for opposition groups to take
them seriously as arenas through which to compete for
power' {Levitsky and Way 2010: 7). But even the experts
agreed that there were borderline cases. For example,
Levitsky and Way acknowledged that Azerbafjan and
Singapore ‘arguably could be included’ in the category
of competitive-authoritarian hybrid even though these
cases were ‘insufficiently competitive’ for their book to
classify them as hybrids rather than fully authoritarian
regimes (2010: 34). Another way of illustrating the clas-
sification problem is to list some contemperary exam-
ples of electoral and competitive authoritarianism and
ask which should be classified as electoral and which as
competitive {see Box 6.4).

B

{.KEY POINTS -~ = -

® Authoritadan regimes claim that they have legitimate
authority, i.e. a right to rule.

® Dictatorships claim to be a farm of democracy or to be
preparing the way for democracy.

® Holding elections 15 a sign of shrewd dictatorship
rather than real democracy if these elections are non-
competitive or semi-competitive.

How do they rule?

“This section describes how autharitarian regimes have
used various mechanisms to exert controf over state and
soclety. It also describes the most extreme way in which
dictatorships have ruled—what political sclentists have
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termed totalitarianism. Few authoritarian regimes have
attempted to be so extreme, but the very concept of a
‘totalitarian’ regime has Jed political scientists to develap
& concept of ‘autharitarfanism’ that describes the less ex-

treme and standard way of authoritarian rule.

Totalitarianism and authoritarianism

Totalitarianism

The term ‘totalitarian’ was fiest popularized in the
19205-30s, when Mussolint described the fascist state
as totalitarian, The term was adopted by political sci-
entists after the Second World War, but they gave it a
wider application which included Hitler’s Nazi regime
and also Stalin’s communist regime in the Soviet Union.
Occasionally, it was also applied to the new communist
regimes that had emerged in China, North Korea, and
Eastern Europe. Unlike previous types of dictatorship,

totalitarianism sought to transform human nature by
indoctrinating people with an official ideology and by es-
tablishing ‘total’ cantrol over state and society—a control
imposed by the regime’s party and ather arganizations,

espectally the fearsome secret police.

The early theorists of totalitarianism paid specig)
attention to the role of ideologically inspired leadershpy, -
by the Hitler or Stalin leader figure who prophetically in.
terprets and is driven by the ideology (see Box 6.5), But

this and other aspects of the concept of totalitariantsy

had to be reappraised after Stalin’s deathin 1953 because ;
the post-Stalin leadership of the Soviet Union criticizeq

Stalin’s personal rule and reined in the secret police,

What is more, by the 1960s historical research was

of totalitarianism.

Authoritarianism
The difference between the totalitarian way of, ;'ullng a

be. -
ginning to show that the three elassic totalitarjan dicta.

torships had failed to achieve a total control of actionsys
let alone thought, and that the concept of totalitarianisy,
could anly be applied to the aspirations or goals of these
Tegimes rather than their actual ‘achievements’ In fact, i
seems that a few later dictatorships, such as the commu.
nist regime in North Korea, have been better examples

nd

the authoritarian regimes’ standard way was highlighted .
by a sophisticated concept of authoritarianism devel-
oped by Linz in the 1960s (Linz 1970). He described four :

0 BOX 6.5 ZOOM-IN Fascist totalitarian leaders

i Fascist italy

Origins .

I 1922 Mussolini led the militaristic, radically rightist Fascist
paity in an attempted ‘revolutionary coup, the March on
Rome, which led to the king of Italy appointing Mussolini as
: his constitutionally legitimate prime minister,

Consolidation

Mussolini took several years to convert what remained of ltaly’s
i democracyintoa one-party state. He also converted the post
of prime minister Into the mote powerfiil post of *Chief of the
Govemment' and reversed the principal-agent relationshy

.Nazi Germany .

" Origins .

The fascist Nazi pasty came to power in Germany after a se.

tles of increasingly successful election performances in the 2

early 1930s, when the country was suffering from the sodal
and economic effects of the Great Depression,

Consalidation : :
As the Nazis had become the largest pany in parfiament,
the president appointed Hitler to the past of head of govern-

meat in eay 1933. Hitler took only a few months to take over

s S bl PRRTR N
the p 's

between himself and the Fascist party, which was relegated to
; the subordinate role of assisting the new “Fascist State,

Personal rule
i By the 19305 Mussolin was cleady the personal dictator

i as well as Duce {ieader) of italy. For example, his petsonal
: Propaganda cult had become so prominent that linis

gi powers and
state,

Personal nule
Hitler’s personal rule became absolitist 01934 under his
new legal title of Fohrer (leader), which combined the powers

of head of state and government. This was accompaniedbya - Y

¢ seemed to overshadow Fascist Ideology and such ideologi-
i eallyinspired innovations as the "Corporative State’ economic
i _policy. But Mussolini never replaced the king.as head of state,

p t vath of allegiance from all members of the mititary
as well as from civil servants, police, and even the Judiclary.

Like Mussalini, he had the power to take his cotintry into an

tdealnoi IRy

i and was sacked by him in 1943 when the Allies invaded Italy
i and seemed certain to win thewar,

(T
Bicatly-detven;

end to his regime,

Vrevannan

)2 one-party

War Which would bring ah = 7

: d fining elements or features of authoritarianism that
d:uneated something that was more than monarchy but
Jess extreme than totalitacianism:

+ the presence of some limited political pluralism;

o theabsenceofanideology thatis elaborate and/or used
to guide the regime;

o the absence of intensive or extensive political
mobilization;

o a predictably limited rather than arbitrary or discre-

Tw-——-nonaryleadership by a smali group oran individual.

These four features have been present in the great ma-
jority of dictatorships, regardless of whether the die-
tatorship was personal, militacy, or one-pa.rty. In fact,
Linz suggested that even totalitarian regimes might

wxoventually develop into something that looked more

like an authoritarian regime. He later coined the term
‘post-totalitarian’ to describe this development and to
provide more differentiation and categorization within

the very broadly applicable concept of authoritarian-

ism {Linz and Stepan 1996). Later, he also coined the
term ‘modern sultanism’ to describe absolutist persanal
dictators who not only lacked the ideological motiva--

. tion and legitimation of totalitarian leaders but also
-used greed as well as fear to motivate key subordinates

(see Chehabi and Linz (1998) for an extension of the

-concept of sultanist dictatorship to mean a tendex}cy
" that appears in different varieties of regime, to varying
f degrees, and inl different stages of a personal dictator’s
: a::eer).

Exercising control

Both totalitarianism and authoritarianism deployarange
of control mechanisms to ensure that the regime will be
obeyed even if its claims to legitimacy are not effective.
The control is exercised by monitoring and enforcing po-
litical loyalty as well as by implementation of the regime’s
policies, )

The most effective control mechanism fs a force of

' competent political or secret’ police. Depending upon

the regime and its circumstances, the political police’s

: methods (1} of information-gathering range from using

torture and informers to merely electronic surveillance

~and (2) 6f punishment range from execution or ‘disap-

pearance’ to merely ending a person’s career prospects.
Totalitarianism is mare likely than authoritarianism to
involve extreme methods of political policing, but any
dictatorship may use them in a peak period of repression.

==lrrthese perdods of extreme repression the political po-

lice-may be so concerned with potential as well as actual
disloyalty or disobedience that even politically reliable
Sectors of the population are ‘terrorized’ by the repres-
slon's scope and apparent arbitrariness.
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A military regime has some distinctive control mecha-

nisms, notably the junta and the declaration of martial
Taw. The latter bestows pelicing and judicial powers upon
the military, which can then use its soldiers to police and
control society at street and village level. The junta can be
used to control the military regime’s presidential ar min-
isterial government and counterbalance the civilian influ-
ence upon and within the government, especially that of
the civilians used to fill technical posts such as minister
‘of finance. A few milltary regimes have further extended
their control over the state by appeinting military officers
to important positions in the civil service and regional
or Jocal government. And one of the reasons why the
military have occasionally adopted a military version of
the one-party state is in order to use a political party asa
means of extending control over state and society.’

One-party rule’s distinctive control mechanisms have

been based on using a political party to contrel state and
soclety. The communist regimes have led the way since
1917 in seeking strong and extensive party control of
the state from the top downwards. The party’s Politbuzo
or Standing Committee of the Politbure {in the case of
China) is the equivalent of a junta and acts as the coun-
try’sde facto government, with its decisions being passed
on to the state’s legal government—the council of minis-
ters—for implementation. The party also uses its exten-
sive membership in the civil secvice and the military to
ensure that these policies are carried out, Party members
menitor policy implementation as well as political loy-.
alty, while party officials may actually provide ‘guidance
to civil servants about how to implement party policy—
indeed, regional and district party leaders have often
been the de facto governors of their areas. Considering
that even a generation ago the Chinese regime had some
600,000 party officials and administrators, the extent and
range of this party control mechanism Is very impres-
sive (Hamrin 1992: 96). On the other hand, the fascist
and Third World eases of one-party rule have seldom
adopted the communist practice of strong and exten-
sive party control; for example, a party committee has
not often acted as a junta-like de facto government of the
country. This may be at least partly because of their ten-
dency to be transformed into personal dictatorships by
their party’s leader, who is unlikely to favour insﬁtu}ions
that represent ‘collective leadership’ and organizational
rule by the party.

[xeveoints .

® Totalitarlanism seeks total control, including control of

thought, but is 2 histonically rare way of dictatorship.

@ Authoritarfan regimes use various control mechanisms,
such as the political or secret police, which monitarand
enforce obedience, = -
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Conclusion

The safest way to draw conclustons abaut the past and
future of authoritarian reglmes is to present two differ-
ing perspectives: (1) the extinction Interpretation and
(2) the evolution interpretation. The extinction inter-
pretation would argue that authoritarfan regimes are
political dinosaurs in a world whose political climate
clearly favours democracy. It would back up this argu-
ment by citing such large-scale theacles as Fukuyama's
‘end of history’ claim that liberal democracy was the end
of humanity’s ideological evolution and its final form of
government (Fukuyama 1992: xi). An older and larger-

scale theory is Weber's ealy-twentieth-century inter-
pretation of modern history as the tendency towards
formal rationalization 'and its emphasis on rules-and-
numbers caleulability; the economy will be rationalized

The evolution interpretation uses the biological anal.
0gy to emphasize the proven ability of authorltarjan |
regimes to adapt to change in their political environ.
ment. After all, they are now engaged in a thind phase
of modernization that may well be as successful as the
nineteenth-century first phase and twentieth-century
second phase. Furthermore, the third-phase moderp.
ization has adapted to the democratic political dimate

+fwww.freedomhouse.org
: mslizc of Freedom House with assessments of global trends
indemocracy that also highlight cases of dictatorship.

+ hitpsffwwwamnesty.org
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http:ffwww.hrw.org .
Website of Human Rights Watch that seeks to protect human rights
around the world and, therefore, also highlights cases of repressi

hitp:jfwwwowmd.org ‘
Webslt:p ite of World Movement for Denocracy that seeks
and advance democracy and, therefore, to help challenge

by evolving democratically disguised dictatorships that . Website °f'_h' hhiid N n;“f’:““f 2150 highlich
use democratically credible semi-competitive elections,  that campaigns for human sights and, s o
And this evolution Interpretation becomes very plausible ases of repression.

if the biclogical analogy is used to argue that competi-
tve—authoritarian Jybrid regimes should be classified |
as part of ‘modern authoritarianism® Then the recent -

history of authoritarian regimes can be interpreted as 3
very ful adaptation to the d atizing change
in the political climate that was explained by Fukuyama

R_centre

through the development and spread of market capl
talism, administration will be rationalized through the
development and spread of bureaucracy, and therefore,
by implication, politics will be rationalized through the
development and spread of representative democracy
(Brooker 2014: 221),

Kr;owledge based

1. What is the difference (a) between a relgning and a ruling
monarch, (b) between a ruling monarch and a dictator, and
(<) between personal rule and rule by an organization?

2. Who tules In authoritarian regimes and how do they legiti-
mize their rule?

3. What is the difference between totalitzriznism and authori-
tacianism?

4. In what ways do elections In authoritarian regimes differ
from elections In democracles?

5. What control methods are used by authoritarian regimes?

¢ ) Quiestions
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and predicted by Weber. In othec words, there has been,
what Polanyl described long ago as a ‘double move-
ment’ (2001{1944): 136-8), which in the present case 4§
meant a global movement away from the outdated .
forms of authoritarfan regime and then a global move-
ment towards the more modemn democratized forms of _
authoritarianism. -

1 [nnovative ideclogies or es had already appeared In
“Turkey and Mexico In the 1930s, with vislonary military dicta-
" tors seeking to Westernkze the former and to civilianize the lat-
ter's military-dominated politics Into democratically disgulsed
i’ oné-pmyru!e. .

2 Reversing the principal-agent relationship Is not sufficient,
- though, to prod ] rule if the di ’s pac-
¥ ty or military is a relatively weak Institution, For example, Mus-
linl’s fascist pasty was too weak to control or counterbalance
%e.lialys military and refgaing monarch.

BY 3 Qviliznization and indirect rule have also been favourite
strategies of military p ! rulers in the Middle East and
Latin America, respectively,

Tenhit

Critical thinking

1. Why have authoritarian regimes been much mare diverse 3
than democrades? i

2. Why have there been so few totalitarian regimes?

3. Can an authritarian regime win much popular suppori? If-3
50, how? e

4. Are authoritadan regimes likely to be less successful In
the twentyfirst century than they were in the previous
century?

5. Why have authoritarian regi
chapterin this book?

been allocated .only one
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dictatorships and democratize semi-authoritarian Systerns,

: @ For additional material and resources, please visit the Online Resource Centre at:
enline  hittn: jfwww.oxfordtextbooks.co.ukforc/caramanige/
rejounce

¢ The military's temporary vanguard role was converted into
a civillanized presidential monarchy for Nasser, who was suc-

" ceeded by his deputy, ex-Colonel Sadat, who was In turn suc-

ceeded by his own deputy, ex-General Mubarak, who contin-
ued to rule Egypt as a third-generation civilianized presidential
monarchy until everthrown in the 2011 Arab Spring.

§ ‘The military’s control mechanisms can be exploited by &
military leader establishing and maintaining a personal dicta-
torship, Two particularly useful mechanisms are (1) the official
party In the military versfon of a one-party state and (2) the ap-
polntment of officers to positions in the civil service and other

13






