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Historical institutionalism in comparative politics

KATHLEEN THELEN AND SVEN STEINMO

The ““rediscovery’” of institutions has opened up an exci ing research agenda i

comparative politics and comparative political economy.' Scholars WOrKing i
different disciplines and writing on subjects as diverse as the political econonn
of advanced capitalism and policy-making during China’s Great Leap Forwig:!
have all f&wwwifﬁlpc for expluining cu
comes in their respective fields.> Within comparative politics. new instit
tionalism has been especially associated with leading_students of comparaiive
political economy_such as Suzanne Berger, Peter Hall, Peter Katzenstein, and
Theda Skocpol, amoang others.® Although it has now been around for severqt
years, few have stepped® back to analyze the distinctive features of the kind
historical institutionalism these theorists represent, nor to assess its strengihs and
overall contribution to comparative politics.* These are themes we take apin thi,
introductory chapter.

The chapter proceeds in three steps. We begin with a brief discussion o! i1,
building blocks of this approach: how institutions are defined and Jiow they fgure
into the analysis. Second, we skeltch the characteristic features of historical ju-
stitutionalism and the broader theoretical project that animates institution:) anal
yses. New imistitutionalists draw inspiration and insights from older iraditions i:
economics, political science, and sociology.® But renewed, explicit attention 1o
institutional variables since the late 1970s grew out of a critigue of the heliayicesd
emphasis of American and comparative politics in the 1950s and 19605 whivh
~ although it drew attention to other important and previously neglected aspect.
of political life - often obscured the enduring socioeconomic and political struc
tures that mold behavior in distinctive ways in different national conlexts. |
historical institutiona) literature is diverse, but scholars in this school shie

For their comments on this introduction, we would like to thank Rarry Aues, Duuglas Asiinn
Nancy Bermeo, Henry Bienen, Frank Dobbin, David Finegold, Geoffrey Gurrett, Peter Hall, fob,
Ikenberry, Desmond King, Atul Kohli, Peter Lange, Jonas Pontusson, Ben Schieider, iXavid ..
kice, and John Waterbury. We are especially indebted to George Tsebelis for his many coaseraang .
with us on rational choice.
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theoretical project aimed at the middle range that confronts issues of both histor-
ical contingency and *‘path dependency’’ that other theoretical perspectives ob-
scure.
Third, we tumn to a discussion of the frontier issues in historical institutional-
ism. These frontiers are defined by the limits of the historical institutional liter-
. ature to date, that is, questions on which historical institutionalists have until
Lnow been relatively silent. We focus on fwo such areas: the question of institu-
tional dynamism and’the ‘interaction of institutional and ideational variables in
policy formation and change. Drawing on the literature at large, and especially
on the essays assembled here, we suggest the ways in which institutional analysis
can be further developed to address these areas.

HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISM: DEFINITIONS
AND APPROACH

/ At its broadest, historical institutionalism represents an attempt ta illuminate how\

political sfruggles *‘are-mediated by-the institutional setting In-wiiich Tthey] take

tions that includes both formal organizations and informal rules and procedures

" that structure conduct. Peter Hall'swidely accepted definition, for example, in-

=10 (_define their interests-a

cludes *'the formal rules, compliance procedures, and standard operating prac-
tices that structure the relationship between individuals in various units of the
polity and economy.”” John Ikenberry breaks down his definition into three
distinct levels that “‘range from specific characteristics of government institu-
tions, to the more overarching structures of state, to the nation’s normative social
order.”®
" Just where to draw the ligs.on what counts as an institution is a matter of some
controversy in the literafu owever, in genéral, institutionalisis are interested
‘in the whole range of state and socictal institufions that shape how political actors
i fid that structure their relations of power to other groups.
Thus, clearly included in the definition are such fea institutional con-
text as the rules of electoral competition, the structure of party_systems, the
relations amonElqriplmTranc es of government, and the structure and organi-
zation of economic actors like trade unions. '® Beyond institutions of this sort, on

which most historical institutionalists can agree, are mrs =

ranging from norms to class structure — on which they might disagree. "'

s . e . . . . .
—-i\ Peter Hall s the most explicit on the question of how institutions fit into the

analysis of policy-making and politics within historical institutionalism. He stresses.

the way institutions shape the goals political actors @ and the way they

structure power relations among them, privileging some and putting others at a
. ST T

disadvantage. In his words:

Institutional factors play two fundamental roles in this model. On the one hand, the or-
ganization of policy-making affects the degree of power that any one set of actors has
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over the policy outcomes. . . . On the other hand, organizational position also influences
an actor’s definition of his own interests, by establishing his institutional responsibilities
and relationship to other actors. In this way, organizational factors affect both the degree
of pressure an actor can bring to bear on policy and the likely direction of that pressure. '

What is implicit but crucial in this and most other conceptions of historical insti-
mtiogalisi is that institutions constrain and refract politics but they are never the

sole(*‘cause)’ of outcomes. Institutional analyses do not deny the broad political
forceshat animate various theories of politics: class stiiicture in Marxism, group
dynamics in pluralism. Instead, they point to the ways that institutions structure
these battles and in so doing, influence their outcomes.

REINVENTING THE WHEEL"?

“Political science is the study of institutions,’’ a senior colleague once re-

marked. “‘So what’s new about the New Institutionalism?”’ he asked.'® This
———

question reveals a skepticism foward the so-called new institutionalism that de-

serves attention. Political scientists, sociologists, and economists have studied

institutions for a very long time. So what is all the fuss about?

There is certainly no gainsaying that contemporary *‘new"’ institutionalists
draw inspiration from a long line of theorists in political science, economics, and
sociology. Most would readily acknowledge an im t intellectual debt (o
writers like Karl Polanyi, Thorstein Veblen, Max Weber (not to mention Morn-
tesquieu), and, more recently, to theorists like Reinhard Bendix and Harry Eck-
stein. To understand why so many have found the kind of institutionalism rep-
resented by writers like Katzenstein, Skocpol, and Hall new and exciting, we
need to outline the theoretical project that ani e work of these and other

| new institutionalists and diﬁmguigpﬂh?ﬁpmcglch both from previous theories

and contemporary CONENdETs in comparative politics. Thus, without geiting into
a long & is~ofi the newness of this sort of institutionalism, a subject we

believe has been overemphasized in the literature to date, it is useful to summa-
rize important_junctures that led to ; f interest in institutienstoday .
At WLWLW\/U palitical science, particularly comparative politics,
was domin, f institutions. The “‘old"Y institutionalism consisted
mainlmlw configurative studies of different ad-

Zunistl;alive, legal, and political structures. This work was often deeply norma-\

posing descriptions of different institutional configurations in different countries.
comparing and contrasting. This approach did not encourage the development of
intermediate-level categories and concepts that would facilitate truly comparative
research and advance explanatory theory.'*

The “‘behavioral revolution’’ in political science in the 1950s and early 1960s
was precisely a rcjﬁcﬁon&ﬂhh\o[gjmﬁMnagm

. . It was obvious that_the
formal laws, rules, and administrative structures did no‘t,explain actual political

i

tive, and the linl@Ms" then existing largely entailed mn 4
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behavior or policy outcomes. Behavioralists argued that, in order to understand
politics and explain political outcomes, analysts s:hould foclus ;[10{ on the formal
attributes of government institutions bu@s_tgg@_ﬂonmfonnal—dxsmbunons g_f,;;gwer,
attitudes, and p'o_l’igcal behavior. Moreover, in contrast to _vn.'hat was perccn.ved ‘as
the atheoretical work of scholars in the formal-legal tradition, the behavioralist
'project. as-a-whele-was-explicitly theoretical. o -

In comparative politics, the emphasis on theory-bulldmg. often took ‘the form
of “*grand theorizing,” and this period witnessed a dra'matlg increase in broad,
cross-national research (some, though not all of it behavxora!hsl'). Cu.ttmg through
the idiosyncratic, country-specific categories of the old inst}tutlonallsm’, compatr-
ativists searched for broadly applicable concepts and vanab'les to guu.le: Cross-
Lational research. The theories that emerged and held sway in th.ls penqd high-
lighied similarities and trends reaching across wide ranges of nations ( with very
different institutions). A number of them pointed to convergence both among the
advanced industrial countries'® and between industrialized and developing coun-
tries.'® o ‘

" This is not the place for a history of the discipline. However, a couple of

o points are in order concerningthe-rg Tinstitutional-variables in political apaly-

sis during the @(E’Ejd_ 1960s. Kirst )it is clgg_ij_lylrvxgl_lha_c?saﬂyy_ il]gg_i}gthpi
disapp _A,,éj_lr_gmwlh_ehg_g_egda. One need »0nly ﬂu_nk 9f tpeonsts s‘uch as Sa;nue
Hu_ntinglon and Reinhard Bendix to realize that institutions conum‘md_mf‘p a)ll a
very p\mminent‘ role in E_W?rk of some 551;21__&5, z}jﬁer'as. the object.o analy-
5ivor a5 forces molding polifical behavior.™ But gecond, it1s equally imp ortanitr
1o recall that these theorists built thejr analyses _around a fundamental critique 0

the dominant tendencies in the discipling at the time which hadn fact pushed

, . WAL ie'a
" institutional variables To-The side. EckstC{uwgDQleﬁl&)aﬁd B@}k 8
important rebuttal to the dominant modernization paradigm in comparative politics

19

Ahasteate how both fields had come to downplay the structural features of politi--

Lidlasy

cat hife that shaped the behavior of interest groups or that accounte:d' for the

persistence of cross-national diversity beneath the surface of homogenizing con-
) (R M vy

cepts such as modernity and tradition. The work of these *‘dissidents’’ from the

mainstream of their day contained important insights and, at least in embryonic

. . I3 . 20
form, key elements of a new institutional perspective. . o .
The point about newness is not that 10 one was wnting about institutions in

the 19505 and 1960s, for of course many were. 2 Rather, the question is how
505 and 1960s, urse many Were

oy . ¥
institutiongj,@ﬁ@_le)éﬁt into ar .orenca'l.p.ro ect that an 'scargh
iﬁ?l@ﬁod. The spirit and the thr £ work within the dorninant behavioralist
']ﬁ;'gniigln wis prgcisely meant to et beyond the formal sm;_e_‘s_',of.the 0!}1
instittionalis(s aid gspectatly e Ctures of Marxist theories of capi-
al e Yeiled STUCture : !
at the actual, ubservable beliefs and behaviors of

«groups.and individyals. ‘ 2
Coincidence that the behavioral revolution ultlma'tely [
'A‘separa[e institutionalist critiques, one from a historical and another from the more

" the 1960s.%* These event!

T T . .
- Explaining thid gersistence

=
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formal ‘‘rational choice’ perspective. For all the differences between the nwi
(see subsequent remarks), many historical institutionalists would agree with

Kenneth Shepsle’s (rational choice) critique of behavioralism:

The price we have paid for the methodological and theoretical innovations of the post—

World War I era, however, is the inordinate emphasis now placed on /

ability to describe (and less frequently, to explain) behavior . . . has diminished the w-

tention_once’ given)to institutional context and actual outcomes. Op_net, the behuvivru)

- utional context and actual outcor n_net, he bel

revolution has probably been of positive value. But along with the many scientific beng-
. DR v e e 2ol 5

fits, we haye heen burdened by the cost of the restricted s¢ in our analyses.>

Because mainstream l_fhavioralis theories focused on the characteristics, -,
_titudes, and behaviors of the individuals and grm;g_s_ihems’glv'g;{c;-éxp\]‘ n polii-
ical outcomes, they often M_giucial elements of theQﬁgyingv,_”f___ig_ggg,‘.amt thus .
did not provide answers ta the(prior jjuestions of Why these political behaviors. |
attitudes, and the distribution of resources among contending groups themselves
differed from one country to another. For example, interest-group theorics thit
focused on the ¢ fsties-and preferences of pressure groups themselve:
could-net-acgount tor{wh tereggg?gg‘—p—mth)sim—i{;‘r @ffﬁg_@;ml,chammer
istics (including measures-of interest-group “‘strength’’) and similar preference:
could not_always i ce policy in the same way or to the same extent i
different national contexts. To explain these differences required muie explicis
attention to the institutional landscape in which interest groups sought infli-
ence.?
The *‘grand theorizing’’ that dominated comparative politics in this periad
, in its own way, obscured the.intermediate institutions that structure poliic:

‘in different countries. Thus, it is also probably no caincidence that renew
more gystematic afleation to_institutional factors’in comparative analysis ¢
sponded with a(period of upheaval)in The intemational-arena associated, anoug
other things, with the declining hegemony of the United States and the oil crisis
of 1973-4. Whereas the prosperity of the 1950s and 1960s may have masked
sources of national diversity in policy-making and politics among the advance:
industrial countries, the economic shocks in the early 1970s gave rise to a diver-
sity of responses that flatly disciedited the claims of the couvergence theories of
0 the search for explanatory factors to account foy

these-suteames, and national-level institutional factors figured prominently in |;
the answer.? ’ *

1d

crom@_l_ip_n,gL@Qes despite common clial-

lenges_and pressufes Was-a Central_theme in the work of the €arly new. instiu
tionalists, and this implied a shift in emphasis on both an’ empitical_and a”i'ize-.!-
retical level. Criticizing the ahistorical approact: of traditional interest-group theoyes
and Marxist analysis alike, these theorists wanted to know why ipterest groups
demanded different policies in different countries and why class interesis were
manifested differently cross-nationally. At the same timé, and related to this, {
new institutionalists moved away from concepts (like modemity and tradition) !

A
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i p 1d
that tended to homogenize whole classes of nations, towall't‘lstcrz:llci (asn :ih?‘t could
apture._diversity amang them (e.g., the distinction s weak
:;‘z:)ws-in l;ff:dvanced industrial countries). Thus, the @g[n_gal challenge posed

llenges drove 4 partial shift, away from
by diverse responses—(o..common_cha e . 2ot that 6 loredy diver-
y al theorizing toward a more midlevel chcna.n project that explo <
fielge\r\;ithin classes of the same phenomena. A critical body of work Tn

and early 1980s pointed to intermediate-level mmm)\/__;\gl_hf_a@:s
i la(r;oﬁmrwmy networks linking economic groups to the state
-¢o :

\ .
~tions

. ﬁ . “
|)|l|ea|l(.lﬂ(:y pnlly S(IUCI‘UI'CS — an lhe e la n de ““lg the constella-

P - by
instilu(ionnlis‘; shared the behavioralists] concern for-bujlding ‘1hain
'on intermediate institutions, they sought to ex Th
countries that previo! ey 1iad o scumld.. de

of i epended of course on ¢ oulcomes toﬁe)fplame L
ange of in§ : : .,
:Zafzenslein’s work on foreign economic policy of the ad.vm;cced :‘::l\::s e
tries, for example, drew attention 1o differences in the *‘po! 1n.xec0nomlg'd(c v
ing s,lale and society to explain divergenif responses to a commo B i
C' oratist theorists focused on the structure and organizati e
uc(ig:s especially labor and employem'hassocum:imsb.otuot ((i:r;\:s cnc;r:;:oml b
in adjusti ic change and a -
e mn:z::emﬂy 287 Theorists such as Suzanne Berger,
i i rmance more 5 A
n CCOHO{NC prrfa?ld Douglas Ashford were in the forefront of recasting the S.ll}dy
Srwmes. s ¢ state, and public-policy formation in explicitly

i st-group behavior, th 3
?:s:;:;irif):mlgrtcnis.” Other authors, notably March and Olsen, Peter Hall, Ste

Skowronek, and later John Ikenberry, have buil'l'on this tradll_lon .and hfa;:,‘
e : it through a self-conscious definition and apphgahqn o
i e the notion that institutional

institutional approach. Key to their analyses was o ation of
factors can €hapg both the obiectxvcszqo poniticar actor ributi
pog-c}-ﬂfm%re(lypif;i i pective)js its emphasis on whar:
Pl ore important-tha
> Hall refers to as the * 1

—=_ ] . y
]thg_fg characteridtics of either state or societal instifutions per se is_how

instituti guration shapes itical_interactions. This feature of a
given-institutional configuratio

ive i i by Ellen Immergut’s contribution
institutional perspective is well illustrated nme otion
:\; \l‘;nl: Sl::::llclog:agfer%c.cln her analysis of health care policy in France, Switzer

and. and Sweden, Immergut argues that it is not useful to think of political

i Traditional interest-group.
‘ Jower as a static attribute of ccnaWrS. g
\ IlheoricLlhal Took af the characicristics of pressure groups themselves (Tuep”

i i c ies she
on their relative power cannot explain wh tors in the three

examines — though all equally well organized and powerful in their internal or-

. 77 ‘
ganizational resources — nonetheless had very dlffch t degreds of success in

i i to identify *‘veto
achieving their policy objectives. For Immergut, _&w_

3
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groups’* so much as *‘veto points’* in political systems. Veto points a re.areas of
inggitulio@ vulnerability, that is, points in the policy process where the mobili-
zation of opposition can thwart policy innovation. The location of such veto
points varies cross-nationally and depends on_@diffucn!.pansnﬂ_muunimml
policymaking apparatus are linked. While such veto points are in general rathes
sticky, they are not permanent, immutable characteristics of a_palitical system.
Shifts in the overall balance of power can cause veto points to emerge, disappear.
or shift their location, creating ‘‘strategic openings’’ that actors can exploit o
achieve their goals. Immergut’s notion of; _gt_o_ggiq& thus il

l'lmﬁlw]'_flllilnls
on some of the core characteristics of the historical institutional approach more\

generally: the emphasis_ on{intermediate institutions Jthat shape_political strate- |
gies, the ways institutions structure relations of power among contending groups

in society, and especially the focus on the process of politics and policy-making
within given institutional parameters.

HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISM AND RATIONAL CHOICE

As is well known, there are in fact two different approaches that_have been
assigned the label ‘‘the new institutionalism." Rational choice institutionalists

such as Shepsle, Levi, North, and Bates share with historical-interpretive insti-
-tutionalists such as Berger, Hall, Katzenstein, and Skocpol a concern with the
questi institutio iti i 'MMHmwmlilical out-
comes.* ) But important differences distinguish the two. The essays assembled
here come out of the historical institutional tradition, but it is worth considering
briefly how they relate to the rational choice variant. The two_perspectives are.
premised on different assumptions that in fact reflect
to the study of politics. ai

quite different approaches

For the {ational choice scholar} institutions arc important as features of a sia-
tegic context, impg__ing_ggm_ts on self-interested behayior. For example, in
the classic prisoner’s dilemma game, when the tules (institutions) are changed,
the prisoner’s choices (to defect, to cooperate, and so on) also change because
these rules structure {the choiced that will maximize the prisoner’s self-interest.
Thus political and economic institutions are important for rational choice schol-
ars interested in real-world politics because the institutions define (or at least

constrain) the dirategic} that political ac i it of their interests

For historical institutionalists the idea that institutions provide the context in
which political actors define their strategies and pursue their interesis is unprob-
lcmalical.Qndced‘Slhisi remise in historical institutional analysis as well |
But historical institutionalists want to_go further and argue that institutions play’
a much gre e in §hapin

litics, and political history more_generally, than ',
that suggested by a narrow rational choice model.

Historical institutionalists in general find(stric rationality assumptions overly
conﬁnindf) irst, in contrast to some (though not all) rational choice analyses,

!
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historical institutionalists h;ry.,ijﬂge_go_]iﬂ;:al—z} , g -knowing,
rational maximizers, but more as m]e-fol](?wlng slausﬁccr,s?. As 'D”:]dia'%gl‘n
and Powell argue, *“The constant and re-pethlt}vc quality .Of ~m.uch orgam;e 1;’ ;
explicable not simply by reference 1o mdwnd'ual,‘mammlzlr?g ac’mrsf ut ra iy
by a view that locates the persistence of practices in both their taken- (I);—gran ’f; !
quality and their reproduction in structures that are to some extent s -sustai y
ling." > In short, people don’t stop at &erychoice they.make 1n”lhe1r lives an
' think to themselves, *‘Now what will maximize my self-interest? lnstcgd, most
-\(‘11‘ us, most of the time, follow societally defined rules, even when so doing may

. directly in our self-interest.” o
nt‘;:';o(::irf_éﬁ{iﬁ]ﬁps most centrally, rational choice and‘h1_.s_t_c_)_r_|_c;%lT 1'!1]’59’[?!9:1
alism diverge rather sharply on the issue of preferencel forma‘uo_n.‘ ll? e rz: ‘t?;n.
choice deals with preferences at the level of assumptions, hxstqnca f1rllst1 u o
“lists take the question of how individuals and groups define their sel -':n!sres : zf
-']mnblemalical‘ﬁfﬁRational choice insti_tutlonah.sts in effect. .bracket the issue |
pl-‘:t:é;éﬂgnmalion theoretically (by @g that political af:to_[g, are_ggm){naf
and will act fo maximize th«erst), t}fough of course in the C;m;o ;)0
slwccfmhmusi operationalize self-interest, and generz;]lg}:1 { c): )50
by deducing the preferences of the actors f'rom' th.e slrycture of the slﬂu'al 11 "
irsel.?7 This is quite different from historical institutionalists, who argue tha ;
e \e_@ctors pursue are shaped by the institutiona

context.*® For example, a historical institutionatist would emphasize how class
C XL, ) ,

.\ inierests are more a function of class position (mediated — reinforced or mitigated

_ bv state and social institutions like political parties and union structure) than

individual chotce.

The idea of socially and pgﬁﬁwlmpﬁph? ﬁg;ms,p;n‘r:e
inently in the work of many contemporary hvlsL.nm:'aLx‘nslm‘moula ists ech(:__iier
writings of an earlier generation of economic mstltutlonahst-lust-onlan'sd: 12'"{
in 1hi; cem(ig'. for example, Thorstein Veblen argued that the mc:lm uiili,;i;
competitive features of modem life must be seen as products of ! :‘: partic ar
econoinic institutions that we have constructed in the advanced capitalist states.

This point is also made in a recent essay by sociologists Roger Friedland and
Robert Alford, who argue:

The central 'ii;slillllio‘r\lb‘of the contemporary capilalist West — capitalist market, bureau-

cratic statedemacrady, nuclear family, and Christian reli.gion - shape mdtn‘v tls:g;lrilf;r
ences and organizational interests as well as the repertoire of behaviors by y
g

may at{an (et

snd because of the dense matrix of institutions in which individuals maneuver,
'...;hc\,‘ are motivated by a ¢omplex mix_of sometimes conflicting p’referenck:cs(i
Friéd]and and Alford argue that conflicts between preferences and behaviors evoke
instituti i ynami system:
hy these institutions contribute to the dynamism of the sy

Institutionalism in comparative politics Y

These institutions are potentially contradictory and hence make multiple lagics aviilable
to individuals and organizations. Individuals and organizations transform the institutiona
relations of society by exploiting these contradictions. ™™

By taking the goals, strategies, and preferences as something to be ¢xplanied.
historical institutionalists @ , unless something is known about the von
text, broad assumptions about “'slf-interested behaviar!” are empty. As we pointeid
out earlier, historical institutionalists would not have trouble with the rational
choice idea that political actors are acting strategically to achieve their ends. But
clearly it is not very useful simply to leave it at that. Wepeed a historically bise
analysis to tell us what_they are trying to tna_x,_imjz_s;gr_z_d,@iy they_cmphasiic
certain goals over others®)

Taking preference formation as problematical rather than given, it then glso |
follows that gHiance formation is more than a lining up of groups with compati-
ble (preexisting and unambiguous) self-interests. Where groups have muliiple,
often conflicting inferests,(it i3 necessary to examine the political processes ou
of which particular coalitions are formed. As Margaret Weir points out in Chap-
ter 7, new ideas can_cause groups to 1gthink their interests; consequentls . the |
way in which various policies are ‘‘packaged’’ can facilitate the formation of
certain coalitions and hinder others. As Bo Rothstein’s analysis (Chapter 21 mat.cy
clear, fg@can _play.a key role in this process. The historical analysis ot
how these processes occur (what Katzenstein calls *‘process tracing’ ) is ihus
central to a historical institutional approach.

Thus one, perhaps the, @ifference between rational choice institution:l-
ism and historical institutionalism lies in _the question of preference. formation,

whether treated as exogenous (rational choice) or endogenous (histericil institu-
tionalism). But heyond this, and on the “output side,”” it seems that there i«
more than one way to achieve one’s ends, even assuming self-interested. mavi-
mizing behavior. Recent game theory has shown that there is more than one
efficient solution to certain kinds of games.*> If there is no singtc political choive
or outcome that maximizes the individual’s self-interest, then clearly gume-
theoretic tools need to be supplemented with other methods to understand which
solutions will be or were chosen.*® :

In'sum, institutions are not just another variable, and the institutionalist clainv.
is more than just (ﬁa‘t‘;"instil_u.ti_q,ll;nmuumo.” By shaping th_ilggla-gm;‘;‘ strat-
egies (as in rational chni‘ce), but thgir_goals as well, and by mediating their
relations of cooperation and conflict, institutions structure political situations ui!
leave their own imprint on pg_t_iﬂgql__ggggg;ﬁi:,s{_"ﬂPolitical actors of course are et

-
unawarc of the deep and fundamental impact of institutions, which is why !
over institutions are so hard fought. Reconfiguring institutions €ansave pasitic.d
actors_the trouble of fighting the same battle over and over again. For examyile
(and as a number of rational choice theorists have pointed out) this explains win
congressional battles over district boundaries are so teracious. The central -
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portance of institutions in ‘‘mobilizing bias’’ in political processes also accounts
tor why such formidable political leaders as Charles DeGaulle have been willing
to staké their careers not on particular policy outcomes, but on institutional ones.
This view is especially at odds with the *‘transaction costs’’ school within ra-
tional choice that sees institutions as efficient solutions to collective action prob-
tems, reducing transaction costs among individuals and groups in order to en-

hance efficiency.*® But to view institutions in these terms is to(6€y the important> £

questions about how political power figures into the creatjggqu_maintenancgﬁof
these insfitutions, as well as to deny the possibility of unexpected outcomes.

THE HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALIST PROJECT

The historical institutional literature js_diverse, to say the least. This approach
has been applied in a wide range of empirical settings, but in each case what has

muade this approach @ attractiveis the theoretical leverage it has provided for
understanding policy continuities over(fimeswithin countries and policy variation
ac_rgéic_(vrmi_@g Working at the level of midrange theory, insti’ty_t_lg_l*@]_}ilg.; have
constructed important analytic bridges: between stale—cen}eregi”@_q saciety-cen-
teved anaiyses by looking at the institutional arrangements that structure

e .
cross-national regularities and narrower accounts of particular national cases,

by focusing on intermediate-level variables that illuminate sources of *‘variation

on a common theme.”#8

Beyond these more well-known analytic bridges, inglitutional analysis also

agents of history. The_institutions that are @Cthe center of historical institutionat

analyses — from party systems to the structure of economic interests such as

dileley S

s business associations — can h?gé and constrain political strategies in important

{ ways, but they are themselves also [he—gljtcnmp (consgeious OI unintendeqd) Qf .

A TR ———

"~.\ deliberate political stzafigzies, of political conflict, gn_gl,._gf_choic'e. A's Bo Roth—
Siéin puts it in the next chapter, by focusing on these mlermec%la(e lnst.ltulmnal
features of political life, institutionalism provides the theoretical . bridge be-
tween ‘men {who] make history’ and the ‘circumstances’ under which they are

able to do so0.”” y )
Macro theortes such as Marxism focus on the broad socioeconomic structures

""; Fdy~ (class siructure, for example), that define the parameters icy=makipg atthe

broadest level, But ﬁese} th_gg\ries often obscure the nontrjM[Iﬂfnng;f-fbe»
tween-different_countries {\\(/ith)the saglﬁ_gogg__sgnmmﬁs, folr example, differ-
ences m how 'capitam- is organized in Sweden and the inted States. Mpre-
over, even where they do address such differences, the kinds of cxplanalm{;s
ey produce (the “‘requirements of capital accumulation,”’ for example‘)‘ §nll
point to the primacy of systems-level variables and downplay the r(?le of pOxl!'lC‘al
agency in explaining outcomes. But to the extent that we take seriously notions
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of human agency as crucial to understanding political outcomes, we need s

come to terms got jusp with political behavior as the dependent variable, influ-

enced by these macro-socioeconomic structures, but as indepeadent variabics i

Jwell. .

This brings us back to an important conceptual issue that we flagged at the
beginning of this chapter concerning how broad a conceptual net to cast in detin:-
ing institutions. Our definition emphasized intermediate-level institutions. su.h
as party systems and the structure of economic interest groups like unions, tlia
mediate between the behavior of individual political actors and nation political
outcomes. But_couldn’t more macrolevel structures — class structure, tor o
ample — also qualify as instituions? Clearly_such structures can Bnpose sigiii-

“cant_constraints on behavior.

We would argue that it is(l‘:e—ss\,‘.useﬁll to subsume such macro (systems-levels
structures into the definition of inslilaltionsa_hgq;¥t is to maintai rewer focn

i 100U

and examine how these forces are mediated by the kinds of intermediate-level
institutions we have cited. This does not mean that we cannot examine difier-
ences be{ween capitalist and precapitalist or other SOCIOECONOMIC systents: i only
suggests a particular research strategy for doing so. Polanyi’s work is in the spirit
we would advocate. His analysis of the ““great transformation’’ deals explicily
with the consequences of macrolevel changes in broad social and ceononiic
structures. But his examination of the causes and consequences of the shift to
market economy and what he calls a **market society’” is anchored in an analysis
of specific social and economic institutions (such as the Speenhamlund systeir)
in which battles over and within these broader forces are crystallized.

The focus on intermediate-level institutions that 1 mediate the effects of mucro-
level socioeconomic structures (like class) also grovides greater analytic leveray
to_confront variation among capitalisi countries. Class differences charucterize
all capitalist countries and as an analvtic category ¢anf be applied 1a all of then

(:;@f we want to understand differences in political hehavior across these coun-
€s, what we really need to Know s aow)and to (vhal extcu class difference.”
figure into how groups and inﬁfﬁc{ugfs" ,i_n_g_rﬂe?[_;gg;capjltﬂhsl,mnmries define
ﬁgelr goalg} and thgmwtmr_gggrs. Arguably, class in this sense mut-
ters more in Sweden and Britain than in the United States, And we would arpus
that such differences in the salience of class to actual political bcjgy_\;i;::lq
on the cxtent to (which)it is reinforced and reified through statz and si

¢ lit

 ingtitutions — party competition, union structures, and the like.

Ip short, this{focusf on how macrostructures such as class are magnilied or
mitigated_hy intermediate-level institutions allows us to explore the effects of

such_o{ecarching structures on political outcomes, but_avoiding
determinism tha erizes_bro and more abstract M
tionalist, and systems-theory approaches. Thus, another of the strengihs of his-
torical institutionalism is that it has carved out an important theoretical niche ut

the middle range that can help us integrate an understanlﬁng of general patizrns

1tigl

arxist, tufic-
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of political history with an explanation of the conling.c.nt nature of poh;cal ung
economic development, and especially the role of political agency, conflict, an
‘hoice, in shaping that development. y
Ll‘qll:::::lsl::[:lls gin historica]pinstilutionalism on political agency »hp(:lmcal
Sdiee L L ‘“—"rt'h““*’"_"’
c_hoigg‘{u_wiu_n.ymuruuonal constraints is also a_characlen.stnc 0 ew’gt_ _(i:g'”qu}
in:lil_lgbnalism. But there are liAll 'mponz:mt dl_ffercnces 19 the the(?rw .|:r(t).1ec_
!ﬁt informs the work of historical institutionalists and rational choice institution

< s Rutional choice theorists work with what one might call a “‘universal tool
C  alists. 0

e

kit"’ that can he applied in virtually any political s_ctting:"9 Thelkind{of deductive
Iou"i.cai system that informs rational choice analysis has important strengths, par-
simony Ti;mnong them, but its characteristic weaknes_ses: such as lho§c im-
posed 'by the highly restrictive assumptions that make this kind of analysis pos-
1 e also well known, ‘
SIhiljti](:s:‘jiztl):;racten'stics ~ its *‘ruthless elegance’” (Hall) and 'the d_educt:‘ve
Jogic on which it is built — rationat choice theory shares .somelh!ng wul; other
nlc:luclive theories such as Waltz’s *‘systems’’ theory of international relations

and Marxist theory. Of course, rational choice theory is clearly at aﬁ/d\s w1:1I1  the
. substance_and many aspects of the methodology_of traditional Marxist theory

P sespecially the teleology of Marxism and the depial of individual agenc ‘which
AN

g

1179 oo central to rational choice theory). But at. more a stra}ct level, b(lg.th.?;_;
2 animated by a similar theoretical project premised on eduction fron) a 1[m:hat
aumber of Theoretical assumptions and the_application of a set of concepts
' i 1Ty applicz for Marxists, rationality and interest
are_held to be universally applicable (class for Sts; o o
maximization for rational choice theorists). me ‘ the Sll’gl‘l_%.
and weaknasses of these previous attempls (o build deductive theories to explain
political outcomes. . ‘ ‘ ’ ’
Y t Historical institutionalists Jack the kind of umyersal togl kit and unweg_sa;ly
» applicable Gncents, on which these more deductive theories are based. Rather
‘ —= ——— . . T
than deducing hypotheses on the basis of global assumptions and prior to t'l:le
¢ N . . . - l _
_analysis, historical institutionalists generally de\fe_lop lhelrh. (}thcse Tlng[g__ -
"\duct.ivcly, in the course of interpreting the empirical material itself. The mor

inductive approach of historica tnstitutionalists refiects a different approach to..

the study of politics that essentially @'5 the idea that political bel?aqulr{c_;.m_bf;
anal zed with the same techniques that may be use_fllr_ in economics. Rationa
s i ticize tlis as inclegant and atheorefical, and sometimes even
choice theorists criticize this as inelegant anq athc ,ar s even
dismiss it as storytelling. As can be readily lm?lgmed, we disagree, an e
arate that since each approach has charactenstic strengths and wcaknesrses tha
N o it diff 1 i i 7 ha
flow rather directly from their different assumptions and logics, it may be m?lre
Yruitful to explore what they have to offer each other than to decide between (he

two once and for all. . ‘ -
To conclude, for all of their diversity, historical institutionalists share a com

mor theoretical_project and a common research strategy. The emphiasis on insti-

tions as (uten;al'rclations that lies at the core of an institutional approagh does
_U 10 as | “__N desattecoreordr o R Ay T
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- not yeplace attention to other variables — the players, their interests and sttt
gies, and the distribution of power among them. On the contrary, it puts (hics
factors in context, showing fiow ey selate to one anather by drawing alicitics.
o the way political situations are structured. Institutions constrain uml o1 o
olitics, but they are never the only cause of outcomes. Rather, as Hall poinis
out, the institutionalist claim is that institutions structure political interucinge

and in this way affect political outcomes.

While\man he({fi/ei-ﬂchieve.alcggn_cMng 1o particular variables thia
are alleged to be decisive (Marxism: class; pluralism: interest EIoups), insiih

tional analyses focus on illuminating how different variables are linked. Nove
the contribufions to this book proposcs a simple, single-variable explunation. il
demonstrate the relationships and interactions_ among a variety of variubles iy .
way that reflects the @omplexity]of real political situations. However. just we .
 particular institutional configuration gives structure to a given political situatic-y,
an institutional approach structures the explanation of political phenomeni 1,
providing a perspective for identifying how l}?e?e]ifferem variables relate o oue
another. Thus, by placing the structuring factors at the center of the analysis. w:
institutional approach allows the theorist to capture the complextty of real polit
ical situations, but not at the expense of theoretical clarity. One of the giw
attractions and strengths of this approach is in how it strikes this balance betv coe.
- necessary complexity and desirable parsimony.

We have argued here that part of the initial appeal of the instiwtionali-( op
proach to comparativists was that it offered a fiew ﬂg@h(gugh which 1o better
" understand policy continuities within countries and policy variation across couii
tries. The\chapters| in this_book go a step further, extending the logic of (!
institutinnalist approach to_hujld powerful explannl_@i; for variation in po
hehavior and outcomes over time as well as across countries, and & trames ol
for understanding the sources and consequences of institutional change. We now
turn to what we consider to be the crucial frontiers of this approzch and (0 the
contributions made by the authors in this book to those frontiers.

FRONTIERS OF HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISHM

. The essays in this book demonstrate the strengths of histarical instittionalisi
‘- as a_general approach 1o comparative. politics, In addition, however, they push
at the frontiers of this approach to overcome some of the limits in its develogi
ment to date. In particular, these essays confront a strong tendency toward it
institutional analyfses and, from various vantage points, all address the i1
T —— v N . . . - v T —— TS, TR
neglected issue of dypamismiJn institutional analysis. Some chapters iilinirat,
how the meaning and functions of institutions can change over tme, produging:
new and sometimes unexpected outcomes. Other chaptersTare concerned with Ui
political processes through which institutions themselves are created asil v
tinue to evolve, Finally, some of the chapters_delve into the interaction uf * il
T g {0
A A AN DU
e

(
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tional innovation’” and institutional constraints to illuminate distinctive pattems
of policy innovation and change. N

Lntil now, the @ focus on how ’instiu.xtio.nla] stryctprg_gbgpg:_g_mhﬂcs.}ms
_\;ieIded“}:ompelljngfgmlm My continuities wnhnWr time
(sée','ﬁr example, Shonfield, Skowronek) an differences in policy outcomes
across countries (for example, Zysman, Hall, Steinmo). But precisely becagse
iﬁéﬁﬁio;mlism_lms proved so powerful in F}Mpi@gﬂiﬂgggwgﬁgm_e_c-tgfles
across countries, it often creates the impression that political outcomes can sim-

ply be “‘read off ) the institutional configuration (see C!lapter 2, b_y Colleen
Dunlavy).” Paft of the reason, as John lkenberry has pointed out, is that the
emphasis on institutional constraints has meant (hat' lnSlll‘Ull()l'.!al z?pp.roaches have
olten been betier at explaining what is not possible in a given institutional context

shan what is.5% What iiias beer missing is more explicit theorizing on the recip-
rocal influence of institutional constraints and political strategies and, more broadly,

on the interaction of ideas, interests, and institutions. The tendency in many

eXisiing analyses toward institutional determinism beconies clear when we con-
sider two aspects of the literature to date: (1) the emphasis on ana.lyzmg. com-
parative statics”” and (2) the relative underdevelopment of theories of institu-
tional formation and change. o o
So far, historical instilutiona_l§mg.a_;)gg_n\g;spcglally.hclp_fglilg_v illuminating
cross-national differencéhand the persistence of patterns or policies over time
within individual-eouniries. Cross-national studies in the new in.stltutmnall.sm
tend toward the study of comparative statics; that is, they explalfx different pf)llc'y
outcomes in different countries with reference to their respe;llve (s.tabl'e) 1'nst1-
wtional configurations. But Suc argumentation invites a kind_of institutional
determinism. We can ilustrate this critique by focusing on arecent essay b.y
none other than one of the authors of this introduction.”! Sven'Steinmo’y analysis
is concerned with the way political institutions havs‘«ﬁlﬁ%ﬂ)_pph@y in the
United States, the United Kingdom, and Sweden. He q@_]s_t@_tgs how the elec-
woral and constitutional structures, combined with the ,;s_t:,ru!;,t.urc,_nf economic in-
rerest organizations in these three countries have led rational actors .(eIec‘ted of-
ficials, nterest-group elites, and bureaucrats) in each case to make quite different
policy choiges, which have in turn produced different policy outcomes. The pref-
crenécgsﬂ,vstrmcgies, and relative power of the relevant actors are deﬁned. by llhc
institutional context in which the political game is played. The 'l'eSl:llt is quite
different taxation systems and very different (and unexpected) distributions of
effective tax burdens. ‘ o _
Steinmo’s nalysiy pravides a compelling explanation for significant cross-
national differences in_tax policy,/but his framcxf.'(.)rk is not well suited to deal
with the question of change. Firstywhile it is empirically true that these three tax
systems have undergone considerable transformations over the pgst several. de-
cades, Steinmo's analysis obscures changes within.individual countries over time.
Second, and related to this, the argument can create _IWQIC
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political institutions are the only variables that matter in determining tux-policy
outcomes, @g_mgt_ng__qmwe given these institutioinl
constraints. Such an argument highlights the thin line that institutionalists orten
walk between institutional constraints and institutional determinism. >

The § erdevelo of explicit theorizing about the reciprocal i
fluence of

d politics is alse clear when one considers the yuestion
of institutional-formation and change. Although arguably one of the most itnpur-
tant issues in_comparative politics, this issue has received relatively little aten-
tion in most of the literature to date. Again, one reason for this deficit is that
institutionalists generally focus on constraints and offer explanations of couti-
nuity rather than change.

Up.to this point, nost explicit model.of institutional change in. the
literature-is-$tephen Krasner’s model of ‘punctuated equilibrium.”"** This mlei
appears to enjoy rather widespread acceptance among instiiutionalists.* Brietly,
Krasner’s mode! posits that-ingtitutions are characterized by long periods of stu-
bilit iodically~punctuated)* 6y cfmm?gﬁng about telatively abrupt in-

stitutional change,-aftef Which institutional stasis again sets in. Institutional -
rangements{help explain/policy outcomes during periods of institutional stabiiity,

——m =

since these arrangements structure political conflicts in distinctive ways, In Kras-
ner’s version, institiutional crises usually emanate from changes in the exterial

epvironment. Such ¢fised) can cauge the breakdown of the old institutions. an
this breakdown precipitates intense political conflict over the shape of the new
institutional arrangements. T

The punctuated equilibrinm model suggests a very elegant and powerful the-
ory of institutional change. It is entirely appropriate that this mode! emphasizes
the *'stickiness’” of historically evolved institutional arrangements. After ol if
institutions simply respond to changes in the balance of power in society araund
them, then, as Krasner points out, they are epiphenomenat and we should be
studying the forces that affect them. Institutionalists can scarcely take issue with
this fundamental point.

But beyond this central observation, the “‘punctuated equilibrivm’™ metaphor
involves broader assumptions that warrant closer scrutiny. The problem with this
model is that instituti ain-everything until they explain_nothing. lnstit-
tions are_angiidépendent variabld and explain political outcomes_in_periods of
stability, but when they break dawn, they become the dependent variable, wiose
shape is determined by the political conflicts that such institutional breakdow

unleashes. Put somewhat differently ) at the moment of institutional breakdowig.
cwhat ditferently )

the Togic of the argument is reversed from *‘Institutions shape [,UH{EF’TF”W
itics shape institutions.’*** Conceiving of the relationship i this way. hintoret
obscures the dynamic interaction of political strategies and instinttional co-
straints. A more dynamic_madel is needed.to. capture the interplay of the wo

ettt

variables over time.
naoles o n
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Institutional dynamism

We have argued that the critical inadequacy of institutional analysis to datg has
heen a tendency toward mechanical, static accounts th.at ljargely brackt?t .the issue
of change and sometimes lapse inadvertently intolinsmutlonal' delenmn!sm. The
chapters in this book significantly extend instit.utlf)nal analysm. by ::'xpllculy ad-
dressing the sources of what we will call “mxw. They do so
Dy examining the interaction of institutions and political processes bath_across)

- countries and over time. They riot onlysook at how institutions mediate and filter
: e T im

politics but'tum/he question around to demonstrate how the impact of institu- __4

“rions is itself mediated by the broader political context. In short, all of l.hem go
heyond comparative statics to explore the political conditions under which par-
ticular institutions have specific consequences, and several of them also deal
explicitty with the issue of institutional formati.on ‘and change._ '

We cun identily four distinct sources of j_rl‘SEt_l_l-l_li)nal dzn'amlsm, b)i whxch we

- mean situations in which we can observe.variability in the ‘,lmpg_c_t,gﬂmst_l.gguons
over time bl within countries. These sources of change are often empirically
intertwined, but it is useful to separate them analytically for purposes of exposi-
iton.

f :Y@) lwfimggj__éhqfs@?c;g,in the socioeconomic.or political ggn;gz\j,(:a.n_produceT a
sitiiafion iti which previously latent institutions suddenly become sallen;t w_nh
implications for political-euteomes ** For ifistance, the European Courrof Justice
has witil very recently played a rather minor role in Buropean politics, until the
political events surrounding the Single European Act sgddenly transf_ormed the
institutiun into am increasingly important locus of conflict and cooperation among
the states in Furope.”’ ' N

Second, changesiin the_socipeconomic_context or political balance.of paver

Can praduce « situation in which old institutions are put.in mc_schJQQ.gf.Q1f1fergrit
ciids. as new actors come into play who pursug their (new) goals throughi existing
institutions. A classic example-of af o1d nstitution being hamessed to new ends
can be found in the system of job classifications in-U.S--industrial relations. Job
classifications were introduced by some large employers in lbe 192‘03 (prior to
widespread unionization) as the basis for incentive systems in which foremen
could reward workers for their industry or cooperation b}j shifting them to better
jubs within the plant hierarchy. However, as unions grew in the 1930§ and l(f‘4.()s,
they were able to capitalize on the power they gained due to'c'hangmg political
and labor-market conditions and to attach a number of condmons. to personpe]
moves within the plant. They did so among other things by afla.chmg'm the job
classitications rules regarding transfers and the content of lncliwdu’al jobs. chr
tine, this process through which union rights becam.e attached to job classifica-
fions ultimately med the logic of the system on its head: from a system of

management control to one of union control.*® o
lmuuﬁ exogenous changes can produce.a shift.in the goals.ac.strategies being

T
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pursued within existing institutions — that is, changes in outcomes as ol uclors
adopt new goals within the old institutions. An illustration comes out of (he
literature on the *‘crisis’’ of Fordism>* A number of@m@mve_gggggd that
certain fgatures of the American political economy — notably the structure of the
state and the U.S. model of the multidivisional (and often, multinational) cor-
poration — were ideally suited for an intemational trade- regime _premiseit o
international liberalism and mass production. But in the £9709und 19804 {iir,
decline of the|free trade regime and the crisis of Fordism and mass production
called for new, more “flexible’” strategies. As capitalists moved to adapt to the
new political and economic context, the very same institutions produced drarizi -
ically different results. Rather than guaranteeing the continued competitiv encss
of American industry, these institutions are seen as a major impediment to it
under conditions in which markets are more volatile and competitiveness hinges
on factors other than simply economies of scale.
Thesefifst threg sources of dynamism in fact describe situations in which the

same institutions ca ifferent outcomes over time. But of course

L{a fourth source of dynamism can occur when political actars adjust 1heir strite-

, I (institutional breakdown or institutional formation
of the sort that Krasner’s model of punctuated equilibrium highlights), but it cun
also (bethe result of more_piecemeal char nge resulting_from_specitic political
battles or ongoing strategic maneuvering within ipstittiomat Topstraints, The
latter possibility is documented, for example, in|Kathleen Thelen's study of the
development of Germany’s ‘‘dual system™ of laborTelations. ™ Thelen. elubo.
rates 2 model of f ‘dynamic constraims"]that differs from the punctuated equititi-
rium model igi\x_!@imporlant respects. @ it emphasizes that institution

breakdown jis iotthe only source of institulional change (and that it is not just i

 momenis of institutional breakdown that political strategies matter). Strategiv

|

maneuvering by political actors and conflict among them within_insiitutiopal con-
stcaints (also short of crisis) can influ institutional-parameters, within
which their interactions occur. Second) while the external pressures that ase cen-
@L{Q_Lh);__ggggmﬂgiequilibridm'mode] imgongnt, the Q)'ilamic COnstraings
mode! focuses tnore on maneuvering fithinthe institutions in response to these
external events. Groups and individual$ are not merely spectators as conditions
Chm'or or penalize them in the political balance of power, but rather
trategic actors capable of acting on “openings’’ provided by such shifting.cun- ‘
lextual conditions in order tn_defend or enhance_their own_positions. In +hort.
Thelen’s analysis illustrates a pattern in which changes in the mesning and fu:-
tioning of institutions (associated with broader socioeconomic und political i
set in motion political struggles within but also over those instituiions that in f:ict
drive their development forward.
The following chapters of this book provide illustrations of many of these
points. All of them speak not only to issues of institutional constraints, but wso
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to questions of institutiongl dyfiami<m. The vantage point adopted by §ach author
varies, but the essays ¢lustey around three general themes into which we can/

o — . . A . £ policy
organize them for purposes of introduction. First,/we examine sources-o RO
change under stable institutional arrangements. Here we ask the question, ‘‘How
can we explain poliﬁﬁﬁﬁnstitg@pm@gﬁdﬁim&@le? We trn
next 1o the issue of fustitutional change itself. How and under what conditions~

dynamic_interaction between political institutions_ fand political '1deas ta explain 2
low ideational innovation within particular institutional constraints can produce-
policy change. !

Policy change within stable institutions

Political instiwiions donotaperate in a vacuum. But as we have.sugge'sted>, th‘ere
his not been a great deal of explicit theorizing about the ways in which institu-

tions themselves interact with the broader socioeconomic context in which they }),

operate. Several essays in this book take si.gnifica.nt strides in this. d‘fff‘l‘ig,t{'f
Many institutionalist scholars have shown that ;ggl}_tu_ﬁtu__)_qg[@(j@gg@m%@_]g .
even when the political or economic conj_itiggs/ 1_n_yvhm¥1 they exist have changed
dramatically. But the implication of this line of analysis has generally been that
instifutions tend to have constant or continuous effects even while the wor?d
changes around them.%' We take a different view. As several of the essays in

this book illustrate, institutions {hemselves may be resistant to change, but their

— T 0 g // B
impact on political outcomes cafi changd over fime in subtle Way3 il response to,

shifts in the hroadg_,socio,@_conbmic or political context.
© Twoof the chapters in this book provide excellent examples of ho.w the mean-
ing and functioning of institutions can be transformed by changt?s m.the socio-
economic context or political balance of power. Chapter 6, by ‘Victona .Hatlam,
best illusirates the fitst source of institutional dynamism descnbed‘ earller', how
a shift in the socioeconomic or political context can cause certain prcvnousl_y
latent institiitions to become salient; Chapter 5, by Colleen Dgn]avy, echoes this
conclusion and provides an analytic bridge to Fhe .secc-)nd. point, the emergence
of new actors pursuing new goals through ex.istmg institutions. tdresses
In her analysis of nineteenth-century working-class politics, ijttg:)_m es
the puzzle of why the British and American labor movements (00K olf in very

different directions in the late nineteenth_crntury. She demonsirates how the

strategies of the fwo_union movements were closely. parallel until that point,
Stldiegics F HIC —_— —

before diverging sharply as the Americans retreated from politics into an increas-

: o . .
ing leeus un the industrial reglm.to. pursue workmg-class‘ gogs,__fp_rgggh__busgl i
ness.unionism.”’ Hattam sglves the puzz_lPOf sharp slrateg'zc d'wef gence between
the two labor movements by examininig the political and institutional Jandscape

She shows that so long as workers defined them;elves ashg'roducers rather than
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laborgrs, British and American mﬁﬁnaL@ﬂL&dgﬂj.&ﬁmgtﬁgggﬁle open, 1{;;1 in
the Jate nineteenth century, whe rkers tumed their attention o secyring rights
to collective action as workers, the fole of the courtsyn the two countrics, whick
had previously not been an important part of workers’ institutional context, su-
enly became so. In that moment, significant differences in the relationship L

tween the legi d the cowrts (prex*iouWesm but latent, as it were

chann icts different ways. In both countries, unions won signii-

on employers. In.§ v Where the judiciary_is clearly subordinate fo patliz-
Jment, the courts ‘uglfe}?ﬁﬁe 8pirit_of these ws, and the labor movemsu
¥learned that its political lobbying could result in very tangible benefits. In (.

United » in contrast, the courts enjoyed more autonomy and continued (o
ervative rulings in spite of similar legislation. This experience

-

w

: “reinforged a very different fesson about what labor could expectito gain through

political action; organized labor’s retreat From politics was a pragmatic response *

to repeated experiences in which legislative victories were rendered meaninglesy
by subsequent court actions.

In sum, Hattam’s argument highlights how social and political reali

e Wk 2333

to_the sudde ience of the court: f conflict. The institutional
context did not change; r@ the power and autonomy of American courts Vil
simply revealed as the goals of workers shifted. Latent institutions became si-
lient, which accomﬁglmﬁm;Erican labor’s strategies diverzed
in the fast part of the nineteenth century and not before.

Colleen Dunlavy’s)analysis of public_infrastructure development_in_pine-
teenth-century Prussia and America dovetails theoretically with Haumm's. and
also provides an analytical bridge to the second sSiea of dynamism discussed

earlier, mamely| the emcrgence of new actors WhO pursue their acw goals throuph

- existing institutions. Contrary to popuiar conceptions that contrast Germany '

“‘strong and interventionist” state with the United States’ **weak and noniufer-
ventionist™ state. Dunlavy shows how until the 1840s, it was the latter that wie
both more active and successful in regulating railroads, am-'ehic}e for indus-
trialization. Not the federal government, but rather state_ s e
main actors, actively promoting but also successfully regulating the nascent 1uil-
road industry in the United States. The relative openness . of American. politica!
institutions (especially state legislatures) dllowe railioad capitalists heir say in -

.- policy, but it also served as a point of access for other inferests who weiz abic

(as wage eamners began to organize as members of a distinct working class) Jeid

N

!(;am_lggi_sla[i,qn_ﬁitectin'g their rights to organize workers and press theit (i,

to impose certain restrictions on railroad development. Pelitical liberalisyy ji; (jij. -

sense brought with 1t a degree of economic iliberalism, in the form o i
intervention and regulation.

However, as Dunlavy shows, this outcome obtained only so long as the tas)
faced by the American government was regulating railroads on a fairly small
scale. By the mid-nineteenth century, railroad development itself outgrew the
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“institutions_gained. new,
© yond stite bounds. Injad

*in which they are embedded.

regulatory framework and capacities of the individual American states. As rail-
roads i_ngreasingly—cmssedﬁtate.houmﬁes, ;ail_f_qgﬂ ation became a -
lem-ofnational rather than state regulation, With this shifp, the fragmented au-

Sthority_of national instititions (federalism, but also the separation of powers)
" came.inta play, offering capitalists ways to avoid regulation (in Dunlavy’s terms,

“escape routes’’), among other things by playing authorities in different states
off against one another.

Although the empirical cases are quite different, the t@wmm\

rween Hattam’s_and Dunlavy’s analyses are_c]ear. In Dunlavy’s case, federal R
alience for railroad regulation as the industry grew be-
wnd: dition, however, Dunlavy emphasizes that the shi t from
the state to the federa) level as the primary arena of conflict was not snmply‘ the
togical culmination of the growth of the industry itsclf. pr,als§ stresses how

railroad developmenthel ed {0 create a new group of poliliﬂc_a-iﬁfors,. large-scale
industrial capitalists- ivh&s%econonﬂc activities spanned stat§_£)_(11lr£dane§ and who
could pursue their goals by actively playing the Tull Tange of institutions at all
evels (indeed, sometimes pitting them against each other). This new class of
entreprenceurs (of which the great robber barons of the railroad industry are only
one part) orchestrated the shift to the national level, for example, as they sought
to extract more favorable outcomes from federal courts in their efforts to escape
regulation at the state level,

Ellen lmmergut’sﬁemi!of shifting veto points (in Chapter 3) is compatible

(’inﬁjof analy_s_ig_ggggeste& by Hattam and Dunlavy, Jndeed, one might
recasf_" tﬁel_'l:pargumems in terms of Immergut’s language to show hpw ir': -both
cases new velo points emerged as a result of changes in exogenous conditions.
in the case Hattam examines, the changing goals of workers played a role in
shiftine the arena of conflict to the courts, which provided a new veto point for
opponents of Tabor organization in the United States, though not in Britain. In
the case Dunlavy presents, it was the growth of the railrpads lhe.mselves that
helped shift the arena to the national level, opening new veto POmt's for H.S.
capitalists to fend off regulation. The Prussian story is the ‘‘mirror image .of
the United States: There similar developments had the consequence of closing
cerfain veto points that Prussian capitalists had been able Fo exploit before l_hc
1850s, which in turn allowed the Prussian government to 1mpose more restric-
tions on their activities. o

In sum, by viewing the institutional Jandscape as a whole, these studies high-
light important and often neglected sources of dynamism. They pose a challenge

(o-fore static institutional analyses that i that political outcomes can be
read offythe institutional map, by’(ﬂ&trr?ting how yhe meaning-anﬁli@ghomn%
: ) e

‘of Thstitutions are shaped by features of Thie socioeconomic and political contex
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Institutions as objects of change

Another dimension of institutional dynamism, in some ways the most obvious.

concerns the question of institutional change | Some authors have been con-,

erned to iIluminﬁWwwt@Wecomé the_object of contn-
tion, and to show how institutional change results from deliberate political strai-
egies to transform structural parameters in order to win long-ierm puolitical
advantage. Others have explored related questions of more gradual institutionul
evolution and change, often emerging as unintended cbnsequences of politicai
battles fought over other issues.

Bo| Rothstein’$ analysis of unemployment insurance systems, in Chapter 2.
focuses on one particularly significant set of institutional choices.that were ex-
plicitly designed fo have longer-term policy impacts. Rothstein demonstrates thut
labor’s long-term_organizational strength is more firmly anchored in countrics
that adopted(g’ﬁigmgdm_miglggi unemployment insurance kchemes (the so-called
Ghent system) rather than universal compulsory unemployment systems. ilis
analysis provides a very elegant explanation for why some countries are noiv
unionized than others.

Beyond this, however, Rothstein also makes an important thearatical coniri-
bution to our understanding of institutional formation and change. By tracing ' (e

development of the {Ghent systemhe is able to show how “‘at certain Momenis/

in history . . . institutions are created with the object of giving the agent tor thei

interests the agent wants to further) an advantage in the future game of power ™
In the case of Sweden, conscious political strategies produced a system that

V ensured high organization levels and union power to control critical aspects vi

the labor market. While not optimal in the short run (and indeed despite un

initially rather cool reception to the Ghent system by the unions), inspired polil-

ical leadership by the Social Democratic leader Gustav Mbller gave the unions
an organizational advantage that entrenched their power in the fong mn.
Rothstein shows”thg{jn other countries either labor. coutd not implewsent th
system of its choice, or}in some cases even where it could have, labor leaders
apparently did not see ﬂl@.%!%ﬁﬁ{@jﬂgﬁiﬁfiﬁ?_cﬂ@ﬂLS.XS}E,T“- Rothstciit
thus explicitly allows for the possibility of mistaken strategies or “‘wrong choices.”
His

decisiong and f€ss)]

spired leadership was that these abor movements ended uj

outside Sweden) show that the consequence, of piccemwet |

with insurance schemes that did nobanchor labor unions as firmly as in Sweden.

Thus, while Rothstein agrees with some rafional choice theorists in viewing ii-
stitutions as the product of deliberate political strategies, his analysis «i uniie
tended consequences outside of Sweden also emphasizes how behaving “ration-

ally’’ is not aightforward. Where actors hold conflicting preferences, and
where it is not clear b them which goals to maximize (short- or long-term) or

how best to Mir_iﬁ@"ests, other factors — such as }_é_adcrships— appear
play a key role in defining goals and B3W o pursue them. 7~
Y 8 Xey TOI€ In aelimng goals ¢
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i.]]l]l_llgglﬁ% analysis of health care policy in France, Switzerland, and Sweden

demanstrates just how important the unintended e institutional structure
; and change can be for policy-making. Tn [mifiergut’s analysiy, a nation’s elec-

“ttal rules and constitutional structure provide the institutional “rules of fie game”’

,—— - e e
in which subsequent political battles are ought. She demonsirates convincingly
how quite different national health systems developed in France, Switzerland,

and Sweden because different instirutioiial configurations provided different“veto
points” for competing interests as each country attempted 1o reform thefinancing

and delivery of medical care. “‘By making some courses of action more difficuit,

~4nd facilitating others,”” she argues, “‘the institutions redefined the political al-
" lernatives and changed the array of relevant actors. The institutions, in other

words, established a strategic context-for the actions of these @Jiﬁ_cg[agtors that
changed the outcome of specific policy conflicts.”’

Immergut makes a clear distinction, however, between ““political actors and
their strategies’ on the one hand, and the institutional framework in which action
takes place on the other. As she points Qut,—instimtions‘arcmost__c_gr*lgi_n]y created
and changed in struggles for political power. But, she Suggésts, those. who par-

ticipated in instiintional design are not necessarily the same individuals who

engage In later policy struggles. She implies that the long:té_nﬁ—pagy impact of
changes is unknown or at least highly uncertain. Indeed,

© as she shows in the case of Sweden, constitutional feforms designed to protect
_.the interests of Conservatives at the turn of the century in fact had the effect of

insulating and enrenching Social Democratic governments and, in the area of
health care, providing medical interests fewer veto points through which they
could block national health insurance reforms.

[n sum, people f ﬁghm@boﬁh institutions and policy outcomes. Battles over

institutions are important precisely because broad policy paths can follow from
institutional choices. Each of these authors demonstrates how the existence of
certain instiutional structures shapes subsequent policy battles. In addition, these
analyses provide us with important insights into the _politics of institutional de-

sign and change. Rothstein devotes special attention to the Swedich sasc bécause

it in fact deviates from what appears to he a toader pattern that corroborates
March and Olsen’s argument that

institutional change rarely satisfies the prior intentions of those who initiate it. Change
cannot be controlled precisely. . . . [Moreover] understanding the transformation of po-
litical institutions requires recognizing that there are frequently multiple, not necessarily
consistent, intentions, that intentions are often ambiguous, that intentions are part of a
system of values, goals, and attitudes that embeds intention in a structure of other beliefs
and aspirations. 5

Ideaiional innovation in institutional constraints
The chapters by Peter Hall, Desmond King, and Margaret Weir all speak to a

third: theme and source of dynamism in institutional analysis by explicitly ex-

yand source of thelshift from Keynesianism to mongtarism
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w”‘_ -
ploring the relationship between new policy ideas and the institutionat conligu
ratjon that mediates between such ideas. and.specific policy outéames. They ol1.r
an important alternative to more abstract treatments of the realm of ldeotogy or

public philosophy that reify the concepts and obscure the concrete PIOCes s
through which certain ideas (and not others) come to dominate politica i«

~ course. Rather than bracketing the realm of ideas, or treating ideas and miter
interests as separate and unrelated variables {or as competing explanatory fi.-

tors), they’gggal\o?'n‘ow the twolimcract within specified institutional contexts 1o

produce policy changé.
* In Chapter 4 Peter Eall]exp]ores the development of monetarist ideus in iy

United Kingdom, arguing that what has really occuired since the mid-1970s iy &
shift between two.competing.“‘policy paradigms,”” each deeply rooted in ver
different ideas about how the economy works. Understanding both the titin g
h

—— —— R

examination of how the institutional structure of British politics mediated con
e LS L . Lriish politic

Argues, reGuUINes i

ﬂicgng interests v and structured the flow of ideas in the 1970s and 1980s. While

* ‘the Heath government had proposed many specific policies of a monetarist 10k

in the early 1970, the deep entrenchment of Keynesian,ideas, especially in the

- powerful and autonomous Treasury, and the lack of a fully articulated alteinatiy ¢

policy paradigm with which to confront and resist these entrenched ideus pe-

* vented the prime minister from accomplishing a full shift in policy.

I?y t!le time'Mgrgaret Thatcher came to power, however, the posgibilities fur
policy.innoyvation locked very different. Changes in the socioeconumic | 5

- of power, especially the waning strength of the unions, had |_gioday imporai
- sources of support for Keynesianism. At the same time, institutions that r

cilected
but also reinforced the growing power and cohesion of financial markets (includ.
ing newly founded economic insiitutes and the media) came 1o play AN ingreas-

ll'lgly imgonanl rolevingolicy diSCOuI_’.QE all the mnre cn haanica thay TRPTE o)
what in fke .ueantime had developed into an increasingly coherent alternatiye

policy paradigm. h‘ I was able jo draw on growing support from key actors.
in the City, universities, and the media, ta_fashion a new coalition premised o,
a now fully articulated monetarist alternative to Labour’s {ailed policies and (1
effect a radical break with the entire policy paradigm on which they had heen
premised. Moreover, the structure of government facilitated this full-scale shilt.
The high degree of‘g_@ and apfOnomy avajlable to reigning governments i
the British parliamentary system enabled Thatcher to bring ahout policy switeh-,,
that ﬁ%ﬁt in more éecemra!iz.eﬂ decision-making *
systems. In short, the structure of British political institutions helps Hall exphaii
why new ideas were sought, the process by which new ideas were filterad and
cultivated, and ultimately why certain ideas and interests (and not others; jire-
vailed when they did.

By tracing the interaction of institutions, ideas, and inferests, [fall coqlyonts i
widespread characterization of institutions as biased toward _policy continit
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, e\j;gl_mw_.sjw&’to change, and he explores tI_‘)E idea that some institutions
~. may facilitate rather than_jmpede policy change. {His)analysis thus forces us to
, rethink some of our assumptions about institutions. We tend to think of institu-

tions usbur&nﬁﬁigies that are conservative and biased toward continuity. But as

\ Hall points_out, some_institutional structures may csmmi?na@ension

| that inspires creativity and encourages innovation, In Britain the combination of

twao-party competition (which gives parties a ““structural interest in product dif-

ferentiation and incentive to initiate changes’ to gamer electoral support} and

responsible cabinet government (which allows governments great power to im-

plement their programs) provided the institutional parameters that enabled Thatcher

to implement more thoroughgoing reforins than her conservative counterparts in
many other countries.

Desmond King’s comparative analysis of the adoption of work—welfare pro-
grame in the United States and Britain, in Chapter 8, drives home these basic
s points. For King, much like | Hall, the institutional structures define the__chgnnels\

-~

; . e e, i .
and mechanisrs by whieh-new.ideas are translated into alicy. As King puts it;
l\""lg_i_e_ai must be translated into language EEE’,EJQ&@E, appropriate for political

» decision-making, a process_that often results in metamorphosis of the original
I notions. Parties and elected state officials play a crucial role_in this ‘transla-

Hon'.”” King’s analysis shows how I&w ight ideas linking welfare to work
reuirements traversed-two different inStitutional routes to power in the United
States and Britain. In the United States, changes in federal policies (especially
-Reagan’s “*New Federalism’" initiatives in the early 1980s) pushed policy-
making i the area of welfare and training programs toward the state level. This
shift set the stage for state governments to emerge later as important actors in
the move to reform federal policy concerning unemployment, especially as par-
teular state programs became important models for national reform. However,
the approach and ideas such programs-represented were compromised in their
journey through ihe national policy-making process. In particular, Reagan was-)

able to use the power of the office of the president to interpret the successes of \ -

these programs in a way that recast them in terms of the New Right approach to,
poverty, toward which the president himself tended. In addition, the institutional
power of the president (especially veto power) forced compromises at the draft-
ing phases that led to the incorporation of work requirements for welfare benefits
that had been absent in many of the state programs after which the federal leg-
islation had been modeled. )

- King shows why political parties ivEEg_i_n_stjulionalll)f betier positioned in Bn.[-
ain than in_the United STares fo play the role of initiator of policy change in
“work-welfare programs. T Brifain New Right idéas and indeed xplicit imita-
-tion of the American model enteged the political ar gh the Conservative
. Party and 1(1%fde theix way through the legisiative process relatively unscathed. In

“the absence of Fhecks n central government policy-making that constrain U. S,

{ policy-makers (federalism and the separation of powers), Thatcher — 56;rowing
\‘~.

o

ey

ideas and political institutions, in this case to illuminat
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ideas from Reagan — was able to bring about a more fundamental break v ith]
prevailing policy ideas rooted In ihic Tradition of a separation of welfare friu |

labor-market policies, and even to successfully restructure existing institution,
(such as the Manpower Services Commission) that stood in the way of the polic,
shift she sought,

In short, King’s two cases demonstrate different institutional channels for ol
icy innovatiop in Britain and the United 1 States. Beyond this, however, his analy
sis showg llow)(he insti{ulionaLJab;'—;_i_mh.camg_f__fgg_t_ﬂ_llle__igq;ugnL of new idcas.
diluting them in the United States through the need to forge compromise in il
context of fragmented national authority, and magnifying them in Britain, wheic
similar compromise was unnecessary because of greater centralization in polic,
initiation and legislation. Like Hall's analysis, King’s study thus shows i

x¢ il s_analysts, Kij tudy th

“‘institutions shape the absorpti Q_Qiffgsﬁm*g_fﬁggliqz‘i_deasf’ For boli au-
thors mﬁrﬁﬁﬁaﬁﬂegaﬁng of adopting new ideas imo i
political arena EE‘éritigaYin shaping the interpretation and meaning behind thos.
ideas. o

Margaret Weir (Chapter 7) also explores the dynamic_gelationship betwee,
ate(hows the struciure of th.:
American state 1ed fo a narrowing of the possibilities for policy innovation in i
area of emmmﬁmﬁ?f@ﬁﬁ?ﬁmmugh the 1980s. As she puis it
“‘Central to this narrowing (as the creation of institutions whose existence chan-
neled the flow of ideas, created incentives for political-astars, and helped deter-

ing the meaning of policy choices.” Funged_iﬂnaya@_nt _is Weir’s desorip.
tion of the process through which particularfinsti 'mtion‘q]igg_s}ﬁ,gne_rv_x;e_l}_gg? create
opportunities for some kinds of innovation [but also] set boundaries on (he (s
of-innovation possible.”” The fragmentation of American political institntion.,
make the U.S. government relatively open to wj{de range of policy innovation:
Keynesian ideas first developed “‘on the qufSKiNs of the political mainstream,
but when these ideas were picked up by key presidential advisers, and when
Franklin Roosevelt put the power of the presidency behind them, the Uniied
States became a leader in social Keynesianism. However, these idess proved s
difficultto jnstitutionalize in the American context. The same fragmentation o
national policy made it easy for opponents to mobilize apposition, which forved
innovators to rely on short-term coalitions and to pursue innovation through e-
isting channels rather than recast the institutions themselves,

The compromises that ger necessary(fo implement Keynesianism-in-turi lefi
an imprint on the form it assumed and gjg@gjg_j‘gligs_gquem policy debates aloiy
pa(n.icular paths. For example,l one of the Iegacie‘s of the postwar cm.lﬂim avet
the implementfaiion of Keynesxamsrrj\ln the American context was @ instinion-
ally anchored divisioﬂ l}ciween gﬁc%ﬂjand economic policy that inade it difficuit b
to forge a conceptual and policy Tink between the two later, Indeed, other pro-
grams, such as Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty in the 1960s not only reflected
but reinforced these divisions. And when this program ““intersected urexpect-
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edly’” with subsequent events ~ in particular the racial tensions of the 1960s —
pelicy-makers again sought to channel answers to new questions through existing
institutions. Weir shows how the racial focus assumed by the War on Poverty
program shaped its political fate. In short, innovators’ reliance on short-term
coatitions ultimately undermined future possibilities for forging the kinds of co-
alitions that would have been necessary to reorient American policy toward the
unemployed in a more fundamental way, and especially threw up impediments
o cre}ding the institutional foundation that would have been necessary to anchor
these new conceptions. This absence of strong institutional moorings meant that
the programmatic ideas behind social Keynesianism were difficult to sustain over
time; ultimately the failure to institutionalize these ideas made it difficult to de-
fend govenment action when it came under attack by proponents of market-
oriented approaches to employment policy in the 1970s.

CONCLUSION

We close this essay with some observations about where we see the theoreticfil
insights offered by historical institutionalists leading, and what this suggests in
terms of a future theoretical and methodological agenda in the study of compar-
ative politics and comparative political economy.

The field of comparative politics has long suffered a dilemma. The
revelution™ in political science inspired comparativists to search for continuing
pa( erns of politics across nations and over time and to set these down in a limited
number of propositions which could be systematically tested: Przcwqrs?u and
Teune are very explicit about the core premise of comparative analysis in 7“he
Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry, which states that, ““The pivotal assumption
of this analysis is that social science research, including comparative inquiry,
should and can lead to general statements about social phenomena. This assump-
tion implies that human and social behavior can be explained in terms of general
laws established by observation,”’®®

At the same time, however, there has also been an enduring skepticism among
many scholars of an overemphasis on science in the study of comparative poli-
tics. The suspicion here is that in modeling themselves on the physical sciencc?s,
political scientists are inviting reductionism and ignoring the inherent complexity
of human political action in favor of elegant but unrealistic laws. Many compar-
ativists would agree with Gabriel Almond when he argues: *‘Social scientists
who — for whatever philosophical or methodologica! reasons . . . view human
behavior as simply reactive and consequently susceptible to the same explanatory
logic as ‘clocklike’ natural phenomena are trying to fashion a science based on
en;pirically falsified presuppositions.””® What distinguishes social and political
from natural phenomena is that humans can and do consciously affect the envi-
ronment in which they operate. This element of agency and choice does more
than add analytic complexity; it also suggests that the premises of analysis are

‘*scientific.
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different from those of natural science, in that “‘a simple scarch for re gularitic
and lawful relationships among variables — a strategy that has led to treren o
successes in the physical sciences — will not explain social outcomes. but ol
some of the conditions affecting those outcomes. **¢®

There are two issues suggested here for the role of - of institutional analysis with
the logic of more refined comparative poililcal inquiry. /Tmt becatise hiiien
i@gg@conslramls in which they 1meract throug}_l msu(uuoml choice atid i
sign, it is ggpecially compelling to look at these n e moments of institutional chang:
Conflicts over institutions Jay hare 1ierests and power relations, and their v
comes not only reflect but mag ’ﬂ“y and reinforce the interests of the winge: -
since broad policy trajectories can follow from institutional choices. Witiui,
taking away from the scientific interest in the regularities, then, political suviv
tists legitimately, and(should be%pamcular]y mrerf:ucd/m mOnLI][s of i
tutional Ehoiceyand Ehangs, In this view. political evolution is @ path or braii
ing process and the study of the points of departure from established putici):
(“critical junctures’’ of institutional choice) becomes essential to & brouder wn
derstanding of political history. The authors in this book illustrate the benefits i
this approach. Each of these essays pushes well beyond the insight that **Poli, ..
create politics’’ (Heclo) and goes on to demonstrate how specific institutivi
arrangements structure particular kinds of politics. They present_powerful insy

Wt go a long way toward helping us lijg_l_g,@iﬂlhi no i

/{\l g choxc of particular policies adopted in various nations, but also sources o
historical divergence and the more genera] paths” _that different countries hu

" PR g

followed.

Second, as several authors in this book suggest, institutional nal choices can shags
people’s ideas, attitudes, and even preferences. In this view, in Jluu.m '_leu
is important fiot on ﬁEE&Z‘u‘s‘e’”t a]ter_a_th_q_p_austmmts in which aciors wake sir,
tegic choices buHﬁtlmately because it can reshape the very goals and jdeas it
animate political actiop. What makes political evolution different from physiv;
evolution is that the former is influenced by the intentions of its subjecis. Ti.:
book’s essays capture the dynamic interplay of h humans both.as dgeats and sui
fects of historical change. In each of these analyses political institutions direct!
affected political choices, but in no case does the author argue that state vt
cietal structures are tﬁe only things that matter. Instead, each offers « sopdits,
cated explanation of the way in which factors such as conceptions of class, b,
philosophies, historical contexts, and elite and public preferences intersect w i,
institutional structures to produce particular policy cutcomes. These outcoine:,
then, themselves become the arenas of future political and institutional stru :
in which, as Weit puts it, *‘ideas and interests develop and instiwutions an <.
egies adapt’ (Chapter 7). In addition, many of these essays also nrovide vl
into the conditions under which both institutional and ideational innovation ;-
possible.

To conclude, historical institutionalists have carved out an imporant theur.
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ical niche at the middle range that explicitly focuses on intermediate variables in
order 10 integrate an understanding of general patterns of political history with
an explanation of the contingent nature of political and economic development.
As an alternative to broad and often abstract Marxist, functionalist, and systems
theory approaches, historical institutionalism provides an approach to the study
of politics and public policy that is seasitive to persistent cross-national differ-
ences. As a corrective fo narrow interest-group theories, the institutionalist per-
spective illuminates how historically evolved structures channel political battles
in distinctive ways on a more enduring basis. And most important, by focusing
on institutions that are the product of political conflict and choice but which at
the same time constrain and shape political strategies and behaviors, historical
institutionalism provides a framework for directly confronting the central ques-
tion of choice and constraint in understanding political life.
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64 Gabricl Slmond and Stephen Genco, *‘Clouds, Clocks, and the Study of Politics,”
Warld Politics 29, no. 4 (1977):493.

65 Ibid., p. 493.
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Labor-market institutions and
working-class strength

BO ROTHSTEIN

The central question in this essay is simple yet important: Why are some working
classes more organized than others? This phenomenon has since World Wa 1
shown increased variation among Western capitalist countries (von Beyme 1usih

Wallerstein 1989). ‘The latest figures show that unionization among these conin

tries ranges from below 15% in France to 86% in Sweden (scc Table 7.1). Agu:
industrialized Western states hardly any other political variables of this kim} vir

to such an extent. In this essay I will equate degree of unionization with working

class strength. It can of course be argued that working-class strength is ulv
dependent on other variables such as party organization and cultural homogeic-
ity. Bat following Marxist theory, unionization may be seen as the primary o

ganization form of the working class and can thus be considered a basis for odice
forms of working-class strength, such as political and cultural organizaion
(Olofsson 1979; Offe and Wiesenthal 1980).!

The importance of the level of working-class organizational strength stev.
inter alia, from the established positive correlation between union strength
the development of welfare-state policies. One can say that, with few exceptivne.
the stronger is the organization of the working class, the more developed i
welfare state (Korpi 1983; Shalev 1983a, b; Amenta and Skocpol 1986; Nobl.-
1988). But, critically, this correlation does not in itself show how the causal lk
between social policies and working-class formation operates. It does not show |
that is, which of the two variables explains the other or in what way they uic
interconnected (Esping-Andersen 1985; Przeworski 1985, Skocpol 1988).

How can this great variation in workers’ inclination to join uniois te vx-
plained? A traditional interpretation of Marxist theory (such as that of Cuiis,
1978) would explain it as due to differences in the development of the producti

This essay is an outcome of a research project titied Interest Organizations and the Fubhic filerot
financed by the Swedish Central Bank’s Tercentenary Fund. I would like to ihank Frank Longsto

Jonas Pontusson, Theda Skocpol, Ulla Amell-Gustafssen, Stefan Bjorklund, Charles Nl o
Michaet Wallerstein for their valuable comments on earlier versions. Thanks also to Anders
holm who helped me in computing the statistics and fo Peter Mayers for checking ihe language




