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Historical institutionalism in comparative politics

KATHLEEN THELEN AND SVEN STEINMO

-

The “‘rediscovery’” of institutions has opened up an excj ing research agenda in
comparafive politics and comparative political economy.!Scholars working in
different disciplines and writing on subjects as diverse as the political economy
of advanced capitalism and policy-making during China’s Great Leap Forward
have all focused on the siguifivainc of institutional variables for explaining ont-
<Omes in their_respective fields.? Within comparative polHics, " hew’ instiu-
tionalism has been especially associated with leading students of mros,ﬁm:r.lllmWﬂwi
political economy such as_Suzanne Berger, Peter Hall, Peter Katzenstein, and
Theda Skocpol, am others.? Although it has now been around for several
years, @E&%g to analyze the inctive features of the kind of

historical institutionalism these theorists represent, nor to assess its strengths and

- overall contribution to comparative politics.* These are themes we take up in this

introductory chapter. s

The chapter proceeds in three steps. We begin with a brief discussion of the
building blocks of this approach: how institutions are defined and how they figure
into the analysis. Second, we skeich the characteristic features of historical jo-

- - - stitutionalism and the broader theoretical project that animates institutional anal-

yses. New InStitutionalists draw inspiration and insights from older traditions in

-economics, political science, and sociology.® But renewed, explicit attention to

institutional variables since the late 1970s grew out of a critigue of the behavioral
emphasis of American and comparative politics in the 1950s and 1960s, which
— although it drew attention to other important and previously neglected aspects
of political life — often obscured the enduring sociceconomic and political struc-
tures that mold behavior in distinctive ways in different national contexs, The

. . . . . “ . . . - . g
historical institutional literature is diverse, but scholars in this school m..rmhm m

For their comments on this introduction, we would Yke to thank Bany Ames, Douglas Ashford,
Nancy Bermteo, Henry Bienen, Frank Dobbin, David Finegold, Geoffrey Garrett, Peter Hall, John -
Ikenberry, Desmond King, Atul Kohli, Peter Lange, Jonas Pontusson, Ben Schaeider, David Sos-
kice, and John Waterbury. We are especially indebted to George Tsebelis for his many conversations
with s 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 turn to a discussion of the frontier issues in historical institutional-

puptiel) e (A e Sl

ism. These frontiers®

i

¢ defined by the limits of the historical institutional liter-

R T —

ature to date, that is, questions on which historical” mmmmgn.o.:&mmﬁm have until

e s

= byiow been relatively silent, We focus of two siich areas: the question of institu-
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tiorial dynamism andthe ‘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

Institutionalism in comparative politics 3

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-
tutionalism js that instjtutions constrain and refract politics but they are never Eo:

sole{““cause " of outcomes. Institutional analyses do not deny the broad political

forces that 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?

L3

“Political science is the study of institutions,”’ a semior colleague once re-
marked. ““So what’s new about the New Institutionalism?"’ he asked.!® This

\ At its broadest, historical institutionalism represents an attempt to illuminate how',

o . Rt A _question reveals a skepticism toward the so-called new institutionalism that de-
political stmggles **are: mediated-by-the. institutional setting trwltich ey mmwo\,u -

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 ::Emmmwbmmmﬁ
* draw inspiration froz a long line of theorists in political science, economics, and
- sociology. Most would readily acknowledge an important intellectyal to

A place.”® In general, historical institutionalists work with 2 definition of institu
:\g, _ tions that includes both formal organizations and informal rules apd | procedures

e bl
— e

{ that chnEB.ooma:omg hm.ﬁwam@.mmwomm@hmm&m@. for example, in-

cludes “‘the formal rules, compiiance procedures, and standard operating prac-

tices that structure the relationship between individuals in various units of the
mw:Q and economy.””” John Ikenberry breaks down his definition into three
distinct levels that “‘range from specific characteristics of government institu-

writers like Karl Polanyi, Thorstein Veblen, Max Weher (not to mention Mon-
tesquieu}, and, more recently, to theorists like Reinhard Bendix and Harry Eck-

o mmmwal..ﬂo understand why so many have found thé kind of institutionalism rep-
resented by writers like Katzenstein, Skocpol, and ‘Hall new and exciting, we
need to outline the thgoretical project Emgﬁbﬁﬁmmo and. other

- new institutionalists and &w@%ﬁ@:ﬂﬁ%ﬁ@mr@% from previous theories
and contemporary COtERAETS in comparative politics. Thus, witiiout geiting into
- a long exegesis vl 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 the revd f interest in instifntienstoday.
At one time the field of palitical science, particularly” Comparative politics, \,@ Iy
..~ was dominated b institutions. The *‘ld”? institutionalism consisted \\
mainly, though not exclusively, of defailed configurative studies of different ad- ‘
inistrative, legal, and political structuces. “This work was omgw _
tive, and the litle comparative ‘‘analysis™ then existing largely entailed juxta- :
posing descriptions of different institutional configuratisns in different countries, -

comparing and contrasting. This approach did not encourage the development of

tions, to the more overarching structures of state, to the nation’s normative social
order,’’8 .

I . - ~ o . ..,.. -
/. Just where to draw the lips.on what counts as an institution is a matter of some

lcontroversy in the literaturll > However, in geiieral, institationalists are interested

....... e e P

F E Ea.ﬁg.mm Tange of state diid societal institifions that shape how political actors
i) fmnm% %mnEﬁama:mmmlmm&mgoﬂﬁoﬁowﬁ_mﬁoﬁ%wosﬂﬁooﬂrﬂ. mnoEum.

ey meraze e al

Thus, clearly ingluded in the definition are such featurss oLt itutional con-
text as the rules of electoral competition, the structure of party systems, the
relations mEomM\ﬂ%..ﬂdq es.of-government, and the structure and organi-

S

zation of economic actors like frade unions.' Beyond institutions of this sort, on
v - - - . - 3 'Il\l.l|l|.ll.ll!¢|".l -
E:_onaoﬁr_mﬁo:om_EmE_._:omm:mﬂmoms mmu.aa‘mam_w@@uﬁ.ooﬁﬂ,mﬁoal

ranging from norms to class structure ~ on which they might disagree.!!

7|M.Vm.oﬁ.h Hall is the most explicit on the question of how institutions fit into the
analysis of policy-making and politics within historical institutionalism. He sfresses-
the way institutions shape the goals political actors @ and the way_they

structure power reliGions among them, privileging some and putting others at 2
. e e
disadvantage. In his words: . ’

intermediate-level categories and concepts that would facilitate truly comparative
-16Vel categor: f

research and advance explanatory theory.'
The **behayicral revolution’’ in political science in the 1930s and early-1960s ﬂw

- * ’ B - . - v - *
Institutional factors play two fundamental roles in this model. On the one hand, the or- was precisely a rejection-of this old institutionalism, It was obvious that_the.
ganization of policy-making affects the degree of power that any one set of actors has formal laws, rules, and administrative structy m& nyvoxﬁ&m mo%%&




J the 195057and. 1960s, for of course many were.
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behavior or policy outcomes. Behavioralists argued that, in order to understand

e

vo_:ﬁmmﬁamxw_ﬁumounow_oﬁooﬁmm msm_wﬁmmrocamonmm (_wcmmm .&w monﬂm_
attributes of government institutions but Emgm‘amggﬁgg
attitudes, and political behavior. Moreover, in confrast to what was perceived as
the atheoretical work of scholars in the formal-legal tradition, Ea beh mﬁmﬁ:ﬁ
‘project-as-a-whele-was eXplicitly théoretical. ‘

Tn comparative politics, the emphasis on theory-building oﬂou took the form
of “‘grand theorizing,”’ and this period witnessed a dramatic increase in broad,
cross-national research (some, though not all of it behavioralist). Cutting through
the idiosyucratic, country-specific categories of the old institutionalism, compar-
ativists searched for broadly applicable concepts and variables to guide cross-
national rescarch. The theories that emerged and held sway in this period high-
lighted similarities and trends reaching across wide ranges of nations {with very
different institutions). A number of them pointed to convergence both among the
m%mmoma industrial countries' and _.\.mgmna industrialized and developing coun-
Enm

“" This is not the place for a history of the discipline. However, a couple of
r\\wo::m are in order concemingthe-rolenfinstitutional variables in wo:ﬁnm_rmuac-
sis. during Emfgmwmmm\oaom. First,/it is clearly not the nEE!%Wm

a_mmmwmﬁma from the agenda. da. One need only think of theorists such as Samuel
Huntington and Reinhard Bendix to realize that institutions continued to.play a

Y pr & the object of analy-

very prominent sole i the work of some scholars, whether as
is or as | ftical behavior.™ But gécond, it is equally important
n_ a ? lnmﬁmmﬁwhn:mna of

m_moammwﬁm@mﬁo_aﬁmuo
ta recall that these theorists built thejr a;

i mﬁ %w time which had.4n fact pushed
;mbaw :Ew,m

N/ insfitutional v
%A.uwcnmmﬂ rebuttal to the dominant modemization paradigm in comparative politics!
illustrate how both _fields had come to downplay the structural features of politi--
cal iife that shaped the behavior of interest groups or that accounted for the
persistence of cross-national diversity beneath the surface-of homogenizing con-
cepts such as modernity and tradition. The work of these *‘dissidents” from the
mainstrearn of their day contained important insights mba_ at Jeast in oE@QoEn
form, key elements of a new institutional perspective.”
The point about newness is net that no one was writing about institutions in
Rather, ¢

..<..<

\

thriy,

“paradigm was ?mnﬁw@ meant to 3 &E@&o old
institutionalists. and especiatiy-the Teified striictures of Marxist theories of capi-
talist domination, by looking at the actual, Ubservable co:omm mnn_ behaviors of

Am_.dEum nd indivi . G is-a .

%ooannunn that the behavioral revolution :_camﬁq ot one but two

Separate institutionalist critiques, one from a historical and m_.._omﬁ from the more
B -

g question is how

TR

£ the 1960s.* These even
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formal “‘rational choice’” perspective. For all.the. differences between_the fwo

I\ «Mlhq.\w}....

\

RNV R

o5

Qmmmuvmna:gﬁnoaﬁw&.Bmuw_%nomn&Em:Emos&mmﬁﬁ.ocEmmﬁnEE._
Kenneth Shepsle’s (rational choice) critique of behavioralism:
-The price we have inia for the methodological and theoretical innovations of the post—
World War Il era, however, is the inordinate emphasis now placed on_behgyior. Our
- ability to describe (and less frequently; to explain) belavior . . . has dimimshed the, at-
. tention_oncel Eivenito institutional context and a al outcomes. On net, the behavioral
. revolution Tias probably besn of positive value. But along with the many scientific bene-
ma., we have been burdened by the cost of the restricted mmgmnm 2
_‘Because mainstream \mmwﬂ..woamrm theories focused on the characteristics, at- /Q.wb b
titudes, and behaviors of the individuals and mnE.EI!:oEmn?omAa.w%EmE polit
ical outcomes, they ofien m:mmw crucial elements of Ew@@:@ fieldjand thus 7™
— &m not provide answers to_the{prior questions of Why thesé polifical behaviors. ; n.\\,,_\
attitudes, and the distribution of Tesources among oogmmﬂomwm themselves =~
differed from one noE:Q to another. For example, inferest-graup %modmtwﬂ_ﬁ (- mg\{m
ocused on the charac and vﬁmﬁo:o s of f_pressure groups themselve *
imilar organizatiunal character)
istics (including EmmmE. of interest-group strength’”) and similar mﬁmﬁ,goo J w\fw
oomE:oﬂm_s.m noo:o_EEmmmEmémQ.Smﬁmwamoxab:
Emﬁoabmnonm_oomﬁﬁm..H.oSG_NEE@mou%maawnnmmnomﬂ_amngc&oxﬁ:o:\

- attention to the institutional landscape in which interest groups sought infiu-
.. -ence.

23

The “*grand theorizing™ that dominated comparative politics in this period
,@. in its own way, obscured the intermediate institutions that structure politics
1n different countries. Thus, it is also probably no ¢ at renewed and
niore sysiematic a ion.fo institutional factors’i n omparafive analysis corre-

sponded with a(period of upheaval)in the intemational-areng associated, among
other things, with the declining hegemony of the United States and the oil crisis

D

3 - of 1973—4. Whereas the prosperity of the 19505 and 1960s may have masked

sources of national diversity in policy-making and politics among the advanced
industrial countries, the economic shocks in the early 1970s gave rise to a diver-
sity of responses that flatly discredited the claims of the convergence theories of
¢ the seatch for explanatory factors to agcount for /
- these ewteomes, and national-level institutional factors
the mumémﬁwm :

€ €arly new institu-

_oumnm-maF am,ém. rﬁmigg o lew ins
- tionalists, and this implied a shift in emphasis on both an’ empirical.and a theo-

ﬁmna level. Criticizing the ahistorical approach of traditiona] interest-group theories :
and Marxist adalysis alike, these theorists wanted to know why interest groups

demanded different policies in different countries and s&w class interests were|,
manifested differently cross-nationally. At €, and related to this,
nms.EmsE:ouurma moved away from concepts (like modernity and tradition)




A
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that tended to homogenize whole classes of nations, .ﬁoima concepts that could
captire. diversity amaong them (e.g.; the &mmbomm%\%_ and *‘weak”
_states-in the advanced industrial countries). Thus, the m,EEn.oE challenge posed
by &ﬁnﬁnh@%o:mmmsﬂo:ncaﬂacn;nb&kmmmbérngﬂ, away from
general theotizing toward a more midlevel Weberian project that explored diver-
. sity within classes of the same phenomena. A critical body of work in the mid
to late and early 1980s pointed to intermediate-level instimtional factors

x N . - F.l..ll-lll.l.]-ll..l|
= corporatist arrangemen

cy networks linking economic groups (0 the state
/ bureaucracy, party structures — .
i d constraints faced by political actofs i different national

and the role they play in defining the constella-

é Emaﬁanomm:mﬁw mwﬁmaﬁmwm.wﬁoﬁimoc:nnnzmon;gw&bfﬁn-
ver by focusing‘on intermediate institubons, they sought to explain
couninies fhiat previous Thenries i obscured. The
range of T8 [ Epended of course on the outcomes to be explained.
Katzenstein’s work on foreign economic policy of the advanced industrial coun-

. tries, for example, drew attention to differences in the *“policy networks®’ link-
ing state and society to explain divergent’ 1eSpONSES 10 2 COMION econoMmic shock.
Corporatist theorists focused on the structure and organization of key economic
actors, especially labor and employers’ associations, to draw conclusions about
labor’s role in adjusting to economic change and about cross-national variation
in economic performance more generally.?” Theorists such as Suzanne Berger,

- Theda Skocpol, and Douglas Ashford were in the forefront of recasting the study
of interest-group -behavior, the state, and public-policy formation in explicitly
institutional terms.2® Other aithors, notably March and Olsen, Peter Hall, Ste-
phen Skowronek, and later John Ikenberry, have built on this tradition and have -

helped to advance it through a self-conscious definition and application of an
institutional approach. Key to their analyses was the notion that institutional
factors can Ghape both the objectives of pontical #Ciors and the distribution of
moﬁmn.atr\ g them in a give polity.® ‘
One feature typifying this pew institutional perspective)js its emphasis on what
3 P Hall refers to as the rel aTionSl CHATIEs o iigtiations.  More important than
jthe formal characteristics of either staie or societal instifutions per se is.how a
.JV E»ﬁgﬁ@mmﬁﬁbﬁ %mm\ polit ractions. .H_wwm moma.mm o.m a
Auew institutional perspective is well illustrated by Ellen lmmergut's contribution
to this book; Chapter 3. In her analysis of health care policy in France, Switzer-
ﬁ and, and Sweden, Immergut argues that it is not useful to think of political
power as a static attribute of certain groups or actors. Traditicnal interest-group.

i ; . . —
theories that logk at The_characieristics of pressure groups themselves for %X

on their relative power cannot explain why doctors in the three countries she
examines — though all equally well organized and powerful in their internal or-
ganizational resources — nonetheless had very different am\.m_.mwm. of success in

t !I...\..
veto

achieving their policy objectives. For Immergut, fhe point is not to identify

systemjatic differences across

g o

€<

- .tutionalists such as Berger, Hall, Ka

_ lematical.

-
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Wﬂw%wm: R so ﬂﬁw mmw.mﬁ»o 0 n.;m: E .o_.mnnm_ systems. <§E§§% .
e terabi ity, that is, wcrzm in the policy process where the mobili-

; opposition can thwart policy innovation. The location of .
mo_m.m,.laﬁn.nm cross-nationally and depends on \.@ai o
wﬂmﬁﬁwﬂw Mm%wnnmEm are r@ma. While such veto points are in general MM_“HM 3
e m: o ﬂﬂmml%mm_mwgnmr Emmﬁmzn characteristics of a political system.

- ShiflsIn the overall ance of power can cause veto points o emerge, disappear,
eir location, creating “*strategic openings’’ that actors can exploit :w

achieve their goals. Immergut’s notion %ﬂﬂo mommhw thus illustrates and builds

"

on . . . . e
some of the core characteristics of the historical .Em:nsmommgo

generally: the emphasis onl intermediate instituti political sty
| ¥y emphas stitutions jthat shape politi
gies, the ways institetions structure TeIatIoNs o power mEo:m.mcEm:&:w Mn%ww

in society, and especially the focus on th
 Societ; d espec ¢ process of politi i i D
within given institutional parameters, polfics mdpoliey-making

HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISM AND RATIONAL CHOICE

%m“ ._m Mmmg known, there are in fact two different a & have b
_. Q X3 * . N . noz
manwmmmm = M “M&oh q_w new instittlionalism.’” Rational choice institutionalists
psle, Levi, North, and Bates share with historical-interpretive insti-
tion tzenstein, and Skocpol ith
nOE ... . . . - oA . CTooEe gl -
es.”” /But i t differences. distinguish the twé. The essays assembled

x N —HWH - 03 - . -
. e come out of the historical institutional tradition, but it is worth considerine
L=

briefly how they relate to the rational choice vari
. . ant. The two i
wﬁmﬁm.mu on &m.mn.om: assymptions that in fact reflect quite diffe ront soproches
o the study of politics, - mnmz‘wwﬁmnwnm
For the fational choice scholary institutions ai¢ importan of a5
mewhnﬁnaﬂmé.. mposin conm:m&m on mmm.mna_.mmﬁ% vmwwwm_.wmmﬁwa”m%%w_wqﬁ
the classic prisoner’s dilemma game, when the rules (institutions) are n.rmmm.&
prisoner’s choices (to defect, to cooperate, and so on) also change becan u
these rules the choiced that will Emﬁﬁﬁgnﬂﬂ&gﬁomu

Mcwnﬂmwmnw__ mEm Mn_omo_an institutions are important for rational choice schol
ed in real-world politics because the instituti : :
. mstitutions define (o

constrain) the 4 that political actors adopt.in the pursnit of En_.m_“ wum»nnmnﬁwmm ﬁ

For historical EmErmonmmmH the i insti
. . e idea that_institw .
iti . S ¢ cont
which political actors define their strategies and pursue their int con WMU mn
T e » remise in historical institution i y
But historical institutionalists want to_go further and argise i} R..a&lﬁlltiﬁ. 313 a8 s.o:..m
politics, and political histo Institutions play L
; » ry.more penerally, than
Ewﬂcmmmwan by a narrow rational choice model relly. thagk W
storical institotionalists in ge PR . .
nonmaumﬁu%p 3 general find(§trich rationality. assnmptions overly % ¥ \-

.m..mm_ in contrast to some ﬁwonmw not all) rational choice analyses A
- 3

.mﬂ;\ro
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bistorical o ationalists tend (0 sec oliti _ ing, & M?.mm% EM;EmoE are vo.nnnﬁm:w contradictory and hence make multiple logics available
O o bt raore o6 aale following {eatisficer 9" As DiMaggio 2 © individuals m.:n organizations. Individuals and organizations transform the institutional
Cel 3 relations of society by exploiting these contradictions.®

and Powell argue, ““The constant and repetitive quality of much organized life is

explicable not simply by reference to individual, maximizing actors but rather P, By taking the goals, strategies, and preferences as something fo be explained
_ by a view that locates the persistence of practices in both their taken-for-granted | - historical institutionalists sfiow thak, unless something is known mmoﬁ the Mﬁ :
quality and their reproduction in structures that are to some extent self-sustain- . . text, broad ass i roeerl . pty. As we poi cMM

ing.”’** In short, peqple don’t stop at ¢very)choice they make in their lives and out earlier, historical mnmmﬁmo:m:ﬁm would not have trouble W:E the mw._:ﬁm_

think to themselves, *‘Now what will maximize my self-interest?” Instead, most .~ choice idea that political actors are acting strategically to.achicve their ouwm_ow t

us, most of the time, follow societally defined rujes, even when so doing may §  clearly it is not very useful simply to leave it at that. We need a historicall c =ﬁ_
not be directly in our self-interest.” . - analysis to tell us what_they are trying to maximize and by they amgwrmﬂmmn.

N Sevond, and perhaps most centrally, rational choice and historical institution- ¢ certain goals over others®) S = V
_ v : alism diverge rather sharply on the issue of preference formation. While rational ~ Taking preference formation as _problematical.rather than given, it then also S ~ {
-\ choice deals with preferences at the level of assumplions, historical institution- ¢ follows that w@ formation js more thag a lining up of groups with compati- R
1 ‘alists take the question of how individuals and i groups defipe their self-interestas = ¢ ble (preexisting and unambiguous) seif-interests. Where roups wmﬂnl.Ec:. ]

Mﬁo_u_ﬁsmznm._.@mao:& choice institutionalists in effect **bracket”” the issucof |~ often conflicting interests,(it i necessary to examine the %ﬂm&% ,

ation theoretically (by % that political actors are rafional | of which particular coalitions are formed. As Margaret Weir points out in Mwmsw

and will act to maximize E%Hmm? though of course in the context of ter 7, new ideas can cause groups to 1ethink’ their interests; consequently, %o

way in éﬂo.: <E.momm.ma:&mm are ‘‘packaged’’ can facilitate the formation of
nwnmE nom::omm and hinder others. As Bo Rothstein’s analysis ﬁr»@@ 2y makes
Mmmﬁ mﬁmmmwwg: play_a key role in this process. The historical analysis of
how these processes occur (what Katzenstein calls ““process tracing®”) is thus
central to a historical institutional approach.

. Thus ob.wm. m.n_.rmmm the, ..o.».n. ifference between rational choice institutional-
- ism and historical institutionalism lies in the guestion of preference formation

whether treated as exogenous (rational choice) or endogenous (historical institu-

TS

specific analyses they must operationalize self-interest, and generally they do so
by deducing the preferences of the actors from the structure of the sitvation
itself.3” This is auite different from historical institutionalists, who argue that not
/L_just the sfrategies but also ”%oﬂoa pursue are shaped by the institutional
: .x..‘ context.? For example, a historical institutionalist would emphasize how class
/ interests are more a function of class position {mediated — reinforced or mitigated
— by state and social institutions like political parties and union structure) than
individual choice. _

IEL

e I T

«. -The idea of socially and politically constructed preferences that figures prom- .~ tionalism). But beyond this, and or the “‘output side,” it seems that there is
inently in the work of Bméﬁmsnb%%w alists echoes the |- more. than one way to_achieve one’s ends, even assuming self-interested Emﬁ,
writing§ of an eariter_peneration of economic institutiopalist-historians. Batlier £ mizing behavior. Recent game theory has shown that there. is niore m_..”mu one

3 in this century, for example; Thorstein Veblen argued that the individualistic, = efficient solution to certain kinds of games.*® If there is no mEmmeo_En&dmdmnn
competitive features of modem life must be seen as products of the particular | of oulcome that maximizes the individual's self-interest, then'clearly game-
cconomic institutions that we have constructed in the advanced capitalist states.”  F theoretic tools need to be supplemented with other methods to understand which

” V This point is also made in a recent essay by sociologists Roger Friedland and | solutions will be or were chosen.*? .
- Robert Alford, who argue: : 3 . H.a.mmnw EmmEM%nm are not just another variable, and the institutionalist claim
-+ 18 more § j f ‘institutions " i ; s
The central i mmamoww.% the contemporary capitalist West — capitalist market, bureau- ow.n.ow, (as M_MWMMQHMM nwﬂwmmm% .:w_”_wﬁ their g omm.m mww wsw _WW_MM a:mww_gwwmm.ohm”m mm_“.m”.

cratic state, democtacy, nuclear family, and Christian religion — shape individual prefer- | ations of . L earn
ences and organizational interests as well as the repertoire of behaviors by which they of cooperation and conflict, institutions structure politi
may atiain the : . leave their own imprint on political outcomest*¥ Political actors of course are not

:nmﬁm_.m .% m.mn deep and fundamental impact of institutions, which is why battles
over mstitutions are so hard fought. Reconfiguring institutions Casave paliticat

\Pug because of the dense matrix of institutions in which individuals maneuver,
they are motivated by a omplex nix of sometimes. conflicting preferences. actors the trouble of fighting the same battle over and over again. For example
Friedland and Alford argue that conflicts between preferences and behaviors evoked , (and as a number of rational choice theorists have woﬁﬂmmtm._m.v mnm. explains ﬁm&
by these institutions no:E,cEn to the dynamism of the systen: “congressional battles over district boundaries are so tenacious. The mmmqa im-
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portance of institutions in *‘mobilizing bias™ in political processes also accounts
for why such formidable political leaders as Charles DeGaulle have been willing
to stake 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-
lems, reducing transaction costs among individuals and groups in order to en-
hance efficiency.** But to view institutions in these terms is to{B< the important
questions about how political power figures into the creation and maintenance of

these institutions, as well as to deny the possibility of csnwmwmﬂmm ouicomes,*

of human agency as crucial to understanding political outcomes, we need 1o
come to terms got jusk with political behavior as the dependent variable, influ-

e —

enced by these macro-socioeconomic structures, but as mznmmwsmw:%m_u_om@
wel .
This brings us back to an important coriceptual issue that we flagged at the
beginning of this chapter concerning how broad a conceptual net to cast in defin-
ing institutions. Our definition emphasized j iate-level institations, such
as party systems and the structure of economic interest toups like unjons, that
mediate between the behavior of individual political actors and national political
. outcomes. But_couldn’t more macrolevel structures — class structure, for_ex-
~ample — also qualify as jnstitutjons? Clearly such structures can_impose signifi- 3
cant constraints on behavior.
We would argue that it m@mm?_ to subsume such macro (systems-level) -~
structures intg the dafinition of instimtions(thag it is to maintain a narrower focus - J

THE HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALIST PROJECT

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

~made this approach §o_atiractiveis the theoretical leverage it has provided for wun...nxm:nbn how these forces are mediated by the kinds of intermediate-level
understanding policy continuities overinieswithin countries and policy varigtion |~ lnstitutions we have cited. This does_not mean that we cannot examine differ-
across countrics. Working at the level of midrange theory, institutionalists ha +. ences bet ¢n capitalist and precapitalist or other Socioeconomic systems: it only

A constructed im nt analytic bridges: between state-centered and society-cen- . suggests a particular research strategy for doing s0. Polanyi’s work is in the spirit

we would advocate. His analysis of the “‘great transformation®® deals explicitly
with the consequences of macrolevel changes in broad soctal and economic
structures. But his examination of the causes and consequences of the shift o a
" market economy and what he calls 3 *‘inarket society”’ is anchored in an analysis

tered analyses by_looking at the institutional arrangements that _sfructure

relations-between—the twol’Jand between grand theories that highlight broad
cross-national regularities and narrower accodnts of particular national cases,

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

on 2 common theme. ”*%8 & . of specific social and economic institutions (such as the Speenhamland system)
Beyond these more well-known analytic bridges, institutional analysis.also E  in which battles over and within these broader forces are crystallized.
> allows us to-examine the relationship between political actors as objects and as The momgﬁ%gnﬁmﬁ the effects of magro-
¢ agents of history. The institutions that are @ the center of historical instiutional ~ F Hwﬁmmbbgﬂgm (like class) Emm.@% greater apalytic leverage i
analyses — from party systems to the structure of economic interests such as  §  to.confront variation among capitalist countries. Class differences characterize

business associations —~ canghaps and constrain political strategies ip important £ ali capitalist countries and as an analytic category ¢dn be applied ta all of them,

ways, but Eémw s also the ghifcome (conscious or uuiutendeda) of i Putif we want to under ces in political behavior across these no_:r./ -
i deliberate political stratcgles, of poiitical conflict, and of choice. As Bo Roth- es, what we really need to ‘am !@\&wmua to{what extont class differences ™, & “ v
L stetn puts it in the next chapter, by focusing on these intermediate institutional ~§°  figure into how groups and individuals_in_diffetzat capitalist. countrics define
‘ features of political life, institutionalism provides the theoretical *‘bridge be- | WHeIr goalsand their relations to other sct0rS. Arguably, class in this sense mat-
_ tween ‘men [who} make history” and the ‘circumstances’ under which they are | 1°fS more in Sweden and Britain than in the United States. And we would argue -

that such differences .E.Em salience of class to actual political behavior depends K\
on the cxtent to Which it is reinforced and reified through state and societa]

: able to do so0.” .
: . Macro theories such as Marxism focus on the broad sociceconomic structures

o D ,«V_W\r (class ﬂEQE.o. for example}, that define the parameters = £ ,o i ingitutions ~ w arty competition, union structures, and the like.
_ broadest Jave]l, But @mmmu theories often obscure the nontrivial dilfetences be- . .HE 5.5 focusi on how macrostructures such as class are magnified or
tw ifferent countries fvith the same broad suuctures, for example, differ- §+  mitigate intermediate-lev titutions allows us 1o explore the effects of <
: , X " suc ching T avoid

tructures on political outcomes, but uqom&um the siructyral
erizes_broader and more abstract Marxist, func-
tionalist, and systems-theory approaches. Thus, another of the strengths of his-
torical institutionalism is that it has carved out an important theoretical niche at
the middle range that can help us integrate an :mamnmﬁzmmum of general patterns

ences in how capitalism is organized in Sweden and the United States, More-
over, even where they do address such diffesences, the kinds of explanations
they produce (the ‘‘requirements of capital accumulation,”” for example) still
point to the primacy of systems-level variables and downplay the role of political
agency in explaining outcomes. But to the extent that we take setiously notions

-
b
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of political history EHE an explanation of the contingent nature of political and
economic development, and especially the role of political agency, conflict, and
choice, in shaping that development.

The emphasis in historical institutionalism on_political agency an litical
choigce (within institutional constraints is also a characteristic® n.Hm..,sm? ery Bew.
institutidalism. But there are§lilllimportant differences in the fhéoretical project
that informs the work of historical institutionalists and rational cheice institution-

w, LSy ,a_.,,.ummﬁm. Rational choice theorists work with what one might call a ‘*universal tool

g
! Xt that can be applied in virally any political setting.* The{kindjof deductive
logical system that informs rational choice analysis has important strengths, par-
simony first among them, but its characteristic weaknesses, such as those im-
posed by the highly restrictive assumptions that make this kind of analysis pos-
sible, are also well known.
in these characteristics — its “‘ruthless elegance’” (Hall) and the deductive
logic on which it is built -- rational choice theory shares something with other
deductive theories such as Waltz’s ‘‘systems’’ theory of international relations
and Marxist theory. Of course, rational choice theory is clearly at @ﬁ& | the
. .k substance and many aspects of the methodology of traditional Marxist theory
.L:n._, m..ﬂ\mom_umnwm_@ the teleology of Marxism and the denial of individual agency which
‘ 1#"s so central to rational choice theory). But at a{more abstract level, both are
animated by a similar theoretical project premised on_deduction fron) a limited

nﬁ.ﬁhﬁg assumptions and the_application of a set o nonnoim\ﬁmﬁ
are_held to be universally applicable (class for Marxists; rationality and interest
maximization for rational choice theorists). Ratignal choice shares both the strengths
and weaknesses of these previous attempts to build deductive theories to explain
political ontcomes.
Historical ingtitutionalists lack the kind of universal tool kit and universally
. applicable doncepts on which these more deductive theories are based. Rather
than deducing hypotheses on the basis of global assumptions and prior to the
_analysis, historical institutionalists generally develop their hypotheses
fmcﬁ?&wu ‘
inductive approach of histornc:

apalyzed with the same techniques that may be useful in

choice theorists criticize this as inelegant and atheorefical, and sometimes even
and would
argue that since each approach has characteristic strengths and weaknesses that
flow rather directly from their different assumptions and logics, it may be more
fruitful to explore what they have to offer each other than to decide between the

dismiss it as storytelling. As can be readily imagined, we disagree,

two once and for all.

To conclude, for all of their diversity, historical institutionalists share a com-

ject and a common research Strategy. The CHPHASIS On insti-
tutions as patterned'relations that lies af the core of an institutional approach does

1l.|-|||..l|ll.|l
mqn theoretic

in the course of interpreting the empirical material itself. The more
nstitationalists teflects a different approach to._
the study of politics that essentially %ﬁw the idea that ﬁou‘\\l\lwinm__“ﬁ_ﬁiom. an be

economics. Rational
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,‘ mwﬁmamnn m:g:o:Ho._onﬁ.én.mznml5@ mwﬁmmm.En#::ﬂnwam:amqma-‘
_gies, .mﬂmm the distribution of power among them. On the contrary, it puts these :
factors in context, showing oW they relate to one another by drawing attention
0 H.r.m way political situations are structured. Institutions constrain and refract”
olitics, but they are never the only cause of outcomes. Rather, as Hall points
out, the institutionalist claim is that institutions structure political interactions
and in this way affect political outcomes.
.aﬂ:_ma eories achieve elegance by pointing to particular variables that 1}
,w..a alleged to be decisive (Marxism: class; pluralism: interest groups), institu- n
tional mﬁm?mMm focus on illuminating how different variables are : linked. None of ~"A
the contributions to this boOK proposes a simple, single-variabie mxw_m.:mmon. All
“..uoE the relationships and interactiops among a variety of vagables ina = ¥
way.that reflects the Complexityof real po ituatigns. ?ﬂ;ﬂﬂmm,wﬂmmm a
.nmn.uo&w_. institutional nenmmﬁmmomnw?mm structure to a given political situation,
‘an institutional approach structures the explanation of political phenomena cu“v
It “

providing a perspective for identifying how these different vanabies relate to one
_mnow_.ﬁ._.. Thus, by placing the siructuring factors at the center of the analysis, an
mﬁ:ﬂmo:& approach allows the theorist to capture the complexity of real wm_m?
ical E.Emnocm, but not at the expense of theoretical clarity. One of the great
attractions and strengths of this approach is in how it strikes this balance between
necessary complexity and desirable parsimony.
- We have argued here that part of the initial appeal of the institutionalist ap-
: proach to comparativists was that it offered a fiew angle Yhroush which. io better
_,h.H%_.,mSum olicy continuities within countries and policy variation monOmm.mmmE-
_ Hmm. q._ro hapters! in this book go a step further, extending the logic of the
i EWHE&#%@PE bujld powerful explanations for - variation in_political
behavior and outcomes gver time as well as across countries, and a framework
Hmc_. understanding the sources and consequences of institutional change. We now
- turn to what we consider to be the crucial frontiers of this approach and to the
contributions made by the authors in this book to those frontiers.

FRONTIERS OF HISTORICAL HZmHHHCHwOZ>hHm3

ths.of histarical.institutionalism

. : i In addition, however, they push

at the frontiers of this approach to overcome some of the limits in its deve op-

. mdm_.w to date. In particular, these essays confront a.strong tendepcy. toward Fstaticyy 2 e
institutional analyses and, from varicus vantage points, all address .mmo. often N
neglected issue_ofidynamism in institutional analysis. Some chapters illustrate \v

wo.s the meaning and functions of institutions can change over time, producing A

nEW ; i omes. Gther chapters are concerned with the

political processes through which institutions themselves are create i and con- mr

- tinue to evolve. Finally, some of the chapters_delve into the interaction of ““idea-




e Emnzccopﬁ_wﬁrmm proved so powerful in explaining di
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tiona! innovation®” and institutional constraints to luminate distinctive patterns
of policy innovation and change.

Until now, the §irong focus on how institutional structure shapes politics has
gielded ompelling “accounts of policy continuitics within countries over time
(tee, for example, Shonfield, Skowronek) af erences in policy outcomes
across countries (for example, Zysman, Hall, Steinmo). But precisely because

1in exg TE L&goomonmw
across countries, it often creates the impression that political outcomes ¢an sim-
ply be :.B\mm% the institutional configuration (see Chapter 2, by Colleen
Dunfavy): “Paft of the reason, as John Ikenberry has pointed out, is that the
emphasis on institutional constraints has meant that institutional approaches have
often been better at explaining what is not possible in a given institutional context
thar what is.”® What (Ras_beer missing is more explicit theorizing on the e recip-
focal influence of instimtional constraints and political strategies and, more broadly,

—IX on the interaction of ideas, inferests, and institutions. The tendency in many

h

T - T < Py
existing analyses toward institutional determinism becomes clear when we con-

sider two aspects of the literature to date: (1) the emphasis on analyzing “‘com-
parative statics’” and (2) the relative underdevelopment of theories of institu-
tional formation and change.

" So far, bistorical institutionalism has heen especially helpful in illuminating

cross-national agmﬁ_ Hr?cmgmmmsnm\om patterns or policies over time

ik B e S
e

within individual-conatries. Cross-national studies in the new institutionalism
tend toward the study of comparative statics; that is, they explain different policy
outcomes in different countries with reference to their respective (stable) insti-
tutional configurations. But Guc argumentation invites .;wm.:m of institutional
_detenminism, We. can illustrate this critique by i focusing on a t essay by

" none other than one of the authors of this introduction.” Sven(Steinmo’$ analysis

X _policy in the,

is concerned with the way political institutions have shaped.
. United States, the United Kingdom, and Sweden. He ¢gmonstrateshow the.elec-
" toral m_&mﬁw@«@:& struciures, combined with the Steucture of economic in-
terest organizations in these three countries have led rational actors (elected of-
ficials, interest-group o_:mm. and bureaucrats) in each case to make quite different

.. policy choices, which have in turn produced different policy outcomes. The pref-
erences, strategies, and relative power of the relevant actors are defined by the
institutional context in which the political game is played. The result is quite
different taxation systems and very different (and unexpected) distributions of
effective tax burdens. ‘

Steinmo’s dnalysi
national differences_in Fﬁrw&“n
with the question of change. First ,i:_a it is oBEnommu‘ true that these three tax
systems have undergone considerable ﬁmummcasﬁ_ouw over the past several de-
cades, Steinmo’s analysis obscures chan i individual countries over fime.

hj . .|.Il
m.,ﬁmnom&“ and related to this, the argument can create the impression that domestic

proyides a compelling explanation for, significant cross-
(hut his framework is not well suited to deal
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political institutig n.ﬁ matter in determining tax-policy
outcomes, and_ that no other outcomes were possible given these institutional
constraints. Such an argument highlights the thin Tine that institutionalists often
walk between institutional constraints and institutional determinism.>2

of explicit theorizing about the reciprocal in-

tant issues in comparative politics, this issue has received relative
tion in most of the literatuie to date. Again, one reason for this deficit is that

institutionalists generally focus on constraints and offer explanations of conti-

nuity rather mEn change.

st explicit madel of institational-change. in-the
model of “punctuated equilibrium.”*>® This model

- appears to enjoy rather widespread acceptance among institutionalists. ™ Briefly,

Krasner’s ann_ posits.th ; Emmwm s are characterized by long periods of gta-
v nzmow "that bring about _.mumza,l@ abrupt in-

- stitutional chapge -after Which szEuoua mama again sets in. Institutional ar-

policy. eriods of institutional stability,

and politict js &mblﬂnmhﬁrmm one considers the question @
“of mﬁggggn Although arguably o%ﬁch

Y

since these E,meg,_nua structure political conflicts in distinctive ways, In Kras- / Tl

ner’s version, instimitional crises usuaily emanate from changes in the external.-
oE Suchi £TisEY) ‘ can gause the breakdown of the old institutions, and

" this breakdown precipitates intense political conflict over the shape of the new
~ institutional arrangements.

The punctuated equilibrium model suggests a very elegant and powerful the-
ory of institutional change. It is entirely appropriate that this model emphasizes

“the ““stickiness’” of historically evolved institutional arrangements. After all, if
' institutions simply respond to changes in the balance of power in society around
. them, then, as Krasner poinis out, they are epiphenomenal and we should be
-studying the forces that affect them. Institutionalists can moﬁo&w take issue with

this fundamental point.
But beyond this central observation, the “‘punctuated equilibritm’* metaphor

3 "involves broader mmmnﬁ_uwosm Emﬂ warrant closer scrutiny. The problem with this

mede] is that_in

WE%EE%EEH@ EM:E-
s of

' stability, but when they break down, they become the de omawnnkmnwgm whose
. shape is determined by the political conflicts that such institutional breakdown
unleashes. Put somewhat different] Vmﬁ the moment of institutional breakdow: _v_.y\

¥

nlrsi:il..l.l...l.l.lll.ll
the logic of the argument is reversed

from “‘Institutions shape

& politics’’ to

ities shape institutions.””> Conceiving of the Hn_m_.._onm:% in this way, however,
- obscures the dynamic interaction of political strategies and institutional con-

. straints. A more dynamic model is needed to_captuse the interplay. of. the two.
variables over E:m

T
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Institutional dynamism

We have argued that the critical inadequacy of institutional analysis to date has
been a tendency toward mechanical, static accounts that largely bracket the issue
of change and sometimes lapse inadvertently into institutional determinism. The
chapters in this book significantly extend institutional analysis by explicitly ad-
dressing the sources of what we will call ‘‘institutional dynamism.’” They do so
by examining the interaction of institutions and political processes both_acros

‘countries and over time. They fiot onlyook _at how institutions mediate and filter

politics butiurn) the question around to demonstrate how the impact of institu-

tions _is itself mediated by the broader political context. In short, all of them go

e b ey 1 i i

beyond comparative statics to explore the political conditions under which par-
ticular institutions have specific cobsequences, and several of them also deal

- explicitly with the issue of institutionai formation and change,

/ . . .
/ mean situations in which we can observe v,

We can identify fonr distinct sources.of institutional dynamism. by which we
iability in the impact of institutions

— e e o P e S

“. over-time but within countries. These sources of change are often empirically

‘intertwined, but it is useful to separate them analyticallyfor-purposes of exposi-
tion, :

> @ .@ in the mbowcwnoz

or_political context.can_produce a

-~ situation il which previousiy latent institutions suddenly become salient, with

implications for political-euteonmes. > For instance, the Buropean Courtof Tustice

- has uritil very recently played a rather minor role in European politics, until the

v

o

H

\, {Third, exogenous changes can_produce a. shift-in-the-goals or strategies being

political events surrounding the Single European Act suddenly transformed the

institution into am increasingly important locus of conflict and cooperation among '}

the states in Europe.®’

Second, nm.m.m\mom:z the oﬁMmoo:oEmm.o.oEnﬁ or political balance. of pawer

— . . . f . . Benn e . .
can u_.dmﬂnm a situation iniwhich old.institutions are puf in‘the service of different

.mﬁm as new actors come into play who pursue their (new) goals throtigh existing

e

institations. A
can be found in the system of job classifications in U.S-industrial-relations. Job
classifications were introduced by some large employers in the 1920s (prior to
widespread unionization) as the basis for incentive systems in which foremen
could reward workers for their industry or cooperation by shifting them to better

jobs within the plant hierarchy. However, as unions grew in the 1930s and 1940s,

/they were able to capitalize on the power they gained due to changing political

and labor-market conditions and to attach a number of conditions to personnel
‘moves within the plant. They did so among other things by attaching to the job
classifications rules regarding transfers and the content of individual jobs. Over
time, this process through which union rights became attached to job classifica-
tions uitimately turned the logic of the system on its head: from a system of
" mapagement control to one of unfon control.>*

- decfine of theffree tradefregime and the crisis of Fordism and mass
- called for fiew, more ““flexible’” strategics. As capitalists moved to adapt to the

e

CT (fourth source of dynamism can occur when poli i

- alsg

classic example-of-arold Institution being harnessed to new ends ~f

Institutionalism in comparative politics

. ting ~ that is, changes in outcomes as old actors
adopt new goals within the old institutions. An' illustration comes out of the

Eomm.::m on the ** 2 A number of @uthorshave _argued that
Bnm_m atures 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 f i i i i n

..H@mow“@

international Iiberalism and mass production. But in the 19708)and
production

new political and economic context, the very same institutions produced dramat-
ically different results. Rather than guaranieeing the continued competitiveness

- 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 ithan simply economies of scale.

ThesesfifSt threy sources of dynamism in fact describe situations in which the

same institutions ca ifferent outcomes over time. But of course

hianges in the institutions themselves. This can occur_in_
of dramatic changg (institutional breakdown or institutional formation
of the sort that Krasner’s model of punctuated equilibrinm highlights), but it can
he..result of more_piecemeal change resulting from specific_political
baitles or ongoing strategic maneuvering withip_institutt copstraints. The
latter possibility is documented, for example, in\Kathleen Thelen’ study of the
development of Germany’s **dual system’’ of 13
rates 2 model of { “dynamic constraints’}that equilib-
rium model i two)important respects. M@.w emphasizes that institutionat
breakdown is i urce of institutional change (and that it is not just in

moments of institutional breakdown that political strategies matter). Strategic.
maneuvering by political actors and conflict among them within institutional.con-
straints (also short ol crisis) can influe instimtional .parameters. within
which their interactions oceur. Setond? while the external pressures that are cen-
tral to the pungtuated equilibrium mode} are important, the dynamic constraints
mode] focuses Wore on maneuverin e institutions in response to these
extemal events. Groups and individualiare not. merely spectafors as conditions
o:gg. or penalize them in the political balance of power, but ratheri;
strategic actors capable of acting on *‘openings™ provided by such shiftin g.con-i M
extual conditions in_order to defend_or enhance, their own. positions. In short,
Thelen’s analysis illustrates a pattern in which changes in the meaning and func-
tioning of institutions (associated with broader socioeconomic and political shifts)
set in motion political struggles within but also over those institutions that in fact
drive their development forward. :
..Hro following chapters of this book provide illustrations of many of these
points. All of them speak not only to issues of institutional constraints, but also

kY

0
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mm.ﬁu..aﬁ British and American tions seemed mmcmzm open. % in

the late nineteenth century, when-wo kets tumed their attention to securing rights.

: tive action as workers, the {ole of the courtsyn the two countries, sEn_u.,X
,.rma previously not been an important part of workers® institutional context, sud-
~ deniy became so. In that moment, significant differences in the relationship he-

tween the lesi | the courts (previous} ut latent, as it were)
. flict different ways. In oth countries, unions won signif-
icant legislation protecting their rights to organize workers and press their claims
, on employers, MW@W where the judiciary iy s i to parlia-
Jement, the courts AEw:m t m_‘wﬁmnﬁ of these new laws, and the Izbor movement

ﬁ._amn..na that its political lobbying could result in very tangible benefits. In the

Unj afes, in contrast, the courts_enjoved more autonomy and continued to
: ative rulings in spite of similar legislation. This experience - v
different lesson about what labor could expe fto gain through \
political action; organized labor’s retreat From. politics was a pragmatic response

lo repeated experiences in which legislative victories were rendered meaningless

by subsequent court actions. i
- In sum, Hattam’s argument highlights how social and political ents N\, Lo ¢ L
", (as wage earners began to organize as members of a distinct working class) led \~

to_the sudde ience of the courts as an arena of conflict. The institutional

: nozﬂgmﬂ a@ the power and autonomy of American courts was
simply révealed as the goals of workers shifted. Latent institutions became sa-
lient, which accounts for why English and American labor’s sirategies diverged
An the last part of the nineteenth century and not before.

\Colleen. Dunlavy’s)analysis of public_infrastructure” develo ment_jn_nine-

teenth-century Prussia and America dovetails theoretically with Hattam’s and
also provides an analytical bridge to the second S6aTce of dynamism discussed
“eatlier, mmam@ the emergence of new actors Who pursue their new goals throy
existing jnstitutions. Contrary to popuiar conceptions that contrast Germany's
“strong and interventionist’ state with the United States’ *“weak and noninter-
‘ventionist’® state. Dunlavy shows how unti] the 1840s, it was the latter that was
both morc active and successfui in regulating rajlroads, a key vehicle for indus-
trtalization. Not the federal govermment, but rather state_governments were the \/~
main actors, actively promoting but also successfully regulating the nascent rail-

~ '1oad industry in the United States. The relative_openness of American_polifical
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g =g = ;
to questions of institutiongl d amism. Hﬁ_w vantage point mmomﬁm by wmo_._ author
“varies, but the essays @ around three m@:mmm E@Emm. into which we mmm\w
organize them for purposes of introduction. First,/we examine so s-of polic
‘change under stable institutional arrangements. Here we mmw the @cmm:w:. How
can we explain policy change if institutions remain (relatively) stable? ﬁk.u ”EE
next to the issue of institutional change itself. How and under what non&:osz
do jnstitutions. themselves become-the.object of change? m .mc , We explore Em
‘dynamic interaction between political institutions and political ideas to oxEm_MW

how ideational innovation within particular institutional constraints can produc .
policy change. . B

Policy change within stable institutions

Poiitical instiiutions do not aperate in a vacuum. But as we have suggested, there
has ,b.ﬁ.cnm: a great deal of explicit theorizing about the ways in Mi.nn_u. institu- -
tions themselves interact with the broader socioeconomic context in s&.ﬁ: n.rmw 9(
operate. Several essays in this book take significant strides in 55. n_.:mm@p%ﬁ .
Many institutionalist scholars have shown that institutions tend to remain. {stick |
even when the political or economic conditions in which they exist have changed
dramatically. But the implication of ibis line of analysis has generally been that
insfitutions tend to have constant or continuous effects even while the io@a
changes around them.! We take. a different view. As several of the essays.in
. / this book illustrate, institutions themselves may be resistant to change, but their '\’
i _._x.. impact on_political outcomes o%ﬂ @A@Ml@b.ﬂpmgm@mﬁ%ox
"~ shifts in_the broader socineconomic or political context. -
Two of the chapters in this book provide excellent examples of :o.s_ the mean-
ing and functioning of instilutions can be transformed by n:m:ma.m E.En socio-
economic coniext or political balance of power. Chapter 6, by Victoria .mﬂSB_
best illustrates the first source of institutional dynamism described mmmﬁ.w how
a shift in the socioeconomic or political context can cause certain Enﬁoc&.«
Tatent instittitions to become salient; Chapter 5, by Colleen Dunfavy, echoes this
conclusion and provides an analytic bridge to the second point, the emergence
tors pursuing new goals through existing institutions.

o Maa w.mww.:&wwmm of :.mEoHon_m:-ogEQ working-class politics, H.W»BB nam_ammom‘
the puzzle.of why the British and American labor Eﬁoﬁm.bm]wogoiwl%ms
different directions in_the late nineteenth cenmry. She demonstrates how the

0

“strategies of the two union movements were closely pagallel until that point,

—in

institutions (especially state legislatures) g railroad capitalists their say. mw/

. policy, but it also served as a point of access for other interests who weré able V
to impose certain restrictions on railroad development. Political liberalism in this
sense brought with it a degree of economic illiberalism, in the form of state
intervention and regulation. .

However, as Dunlavy shows, this outcome obtained only so long as the task
faced by the American government was regulating railroads on a fairly small
scale. By the mid-nineteenth century, railroad development itself outgrew the

ericans retreated from politics into an increas-

before diverging sharply as the Am . s
ing focus un the indusirial realm sue working-class goals through “busi- ©

ness-unionism.’’ Hattam sglves the puzzicjof sharp strategic divergence between £
the two labor movements by examining the political and institutional landscape
that organized Jabor.faged in its formative years in the two countries.

She shows that so long-as workers defined themselves as producers rather than
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regulatory framework and capacities of the individual American states. As rail-
roads increasingly-—crossed-state-bonndaries, railioa ulation became a -
lém-of natjonal rather than state regulation. (With this shiff, the fragmented.au-

“thority_of national instiinitions (federalism, but also the separation of powers})
A . . L .
ﬁmﬁﬁﬁbﬁr@r@. offering capitalists ways to avoid regulation (in Dunlavy’s terms,

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

Although the empirical cases are quite different, the %@E&Pﬁf

tween. Hattam’s and Dunlavy’s analyses are clear, In Dunlavy’s case; federal

' institutions. gained. new, salience for raiiroad regulation as the industry grew be-

/ wmmm.;mwmﬁ.&.@bhm. E@Wroﬁl@wr Dunlavy emphasizes that the shift from
{  the state fo the federal level as the primary arena of confiict was not simply the
[ logical culmination of the growth of the industry itsclf. ShE alsy stresses how
%, railroad development .nm_mmn&bbﬁmﬁ a new group of political acfors, large-
\ Eacm&wrn%wﬁmm,@wom( economic activities spanned state boundaries and who
“could pursue their goals by actively playing the Tull Tange of institutions at all
levels {indeed, sometimes pitting them against each other). This new class of
entrepreneurs (of which the great robber barons of the raifroad 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. . - i
. Elen Immergut’s} Eoowiow. shifiing veto points (in Chapter 3) is compatible |
o with :mm»@..@% analysis suggested by Hattam and Dunlavy, Indeed, one might
. m@xmw their arguments in terms of Immergut’s language to show how in both
cases new veto points emerged as a result of changes in exogenous conditions.
In the case Hattam examines, the changing goals of workers played a role in
shifting the arena of conflict to the courts, which provided a new veto point for
opponents of labor organization in the United States, though not in Britain. In
the case Dunlavy presents, it was the growth of the railroads themselves that ‘
helped shift the arena to the national level, opening new veto points for U.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
certain veto points that Prussian capitalists had been able to exploit before the
1850s, which in turn allowed the Prussian government to impose more restric-
tions on their activities.
--/ Insum, by viewing the institutional landscape as a whole, these studies high-
{ light impertant and often neglected sources of dynamism, They pose a challenge

tp-mere static institutional analyses that i that political outcomes can be
mEnmbt_.umrmuamasoao:Em

e e s T i g .
(read off)the institutional map, by {Hustrating how d_functioning®
/of insfitutions are shaped by features of The socioeconomic and political context

{_in which they are enibedded.
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Institutions as objects of change

Another dimension of institutional dynamism, in some ways the most obvious,
concerns the guestion of institutional chan Some authors have been con-,
.\anma to illuminate how jinstitutions themselves) become the object of conjen- N,

% tion, and to show how institutional change results from deliberate political strat-
.mmm/mm.,mn..\m.m:mmowa structural parameters in order to win long-term politica]
advantage. Others have explored related questions of more gradual institutiona
evolution and change, often emerging as unintended o.o_ﬂmnacmmnmm of political
battles fought over other issues.
- . analysis of unemployment insutance systems, in Chapter 2,
focuses on one particulaly significant set of institutional choices_that WETe ¢x-
plicitly designed fo have longer-term policy impacts. Rothstein demonstrates that

- labor’s long-term organizational. stzength_is more firmly anchored in countries

that adopted @inion-administered unemployment insurance §chemes (the so-calied
Ghent system) rather than universal compulsory unemployment systems. His
analysis provides a very elegant explanation for why some countries are more
unionized than others.

Beyond this, however, Rothstein also makes an important t
bution to our understanding of institutional formation and chasige. By n.mo.m.:m the
development of the iGhent systeaidhe is able to show how “‘at certain momernitsf,

“in history . . . institutions are created with the object of giving the agent (or the \
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 tha

b ensured high organization levels and union power to control critical aspects of

the labor market. While not opiimal in the short run (and indeed despite an
 initially rather cool reception to the Ghent system by the unions}, inspired polit-

' ical leadership by the Social Democratic leader Gustav Méller gave the unions

an organizational advantage that entrenched their power in the long run.
Rothstein shows thain other countries either labor could not implement the,

g 5T gea 2 I 3 2

system of its ndoamw,r%m some cases even where it could have, labor leaders
apparently did niot see the strategic advantages of the Ghent system. Rothstein
thus explicitly allows for the possibility of mistaken stiategies or “‘wrong choices.”
His giiadow cased (outside Sweden) show that the consequence, of piecemeal
decisions and .@ inspired Ieadership was that these Iabor movements ended up
with ingurance schemes that did nobanchor labor unions as firmly as in Sweden.
Thus, while Rothstein agrees with some rational choice theorists in viewing in- -
- stitutions as the product of deliberate political strategies, his analysis of unin-
tended consequences outside of Sweden also emphasizes how behaving *‘ration-
ally” is not so_sizaightforward. Where actors hold conflicting preferences, and’
where it O them which goals to maximize @Wmmu or long-term) or

how best to pursue their inferests, other [actors — such ayJeadership— appear to
play a key role in defining goals and oW o pursue them.
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mﬁaﬂmcﬁ,w mzmqmmmo_nwmaﬁom_.nvomo%w:mgbon, miﬁﬂ_m:a-mnamin%n
@v,obmnmﬁm Just how important the unintended efi institutional structure

and change can be for policy-making. Tn [Fergir’s a

tules and constitutional structure provide the institutional *‘rules of the game”’

- in which subsequent political baifles are Tought, She domonsiates convincingly

how quite different national health systems developed in France, Switzerland,
and Sweden pecause different institutional ¢oRZuTaTioNS provided differeiit-*‘veto
points”’ for competing interests as each country attempted to teform the financin g

-gnd delivery of medical care. ‘‘By makin g some courses of action more. difficult,

Nﬂm mmnm:m:wm others,” she argues, ‘“the ihstitutions redefined the political al-

- . ternatives and changed the array of relevant actors. The institutions, in other
words, established a strategic context-for the actions of these political actors 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 wiich action
takes place on the other. As she points out,-institutions.are most certainly created
and changed in struggl olitical power. But, she Suggests, those. who par- -
ticipated in instimuti i

mamwmn.@tgnhwo_gﬁm%@mimmo implies that the long-term policy impact of

ot necessarily the same individuals who

. a.l‘VuElm.nEm_. Eﬂwﬁ&@f@mﬁ;@%@éz or at least highly uncertain. Indeed,

7 as she shows in the case of Sweden, constRiToH
[ IR
v

reforms designed to protect
the interests of Conservatives at the turn of the century in-fact had the effect of

’ Eg Social Democratic governments and, in the area of

health care, providing medical interests fewer veto poinis through which they
could block national health insurance reforms.

/ Insum, mmamﬁu%oﬁ?mﬁano:m and policy outcomes. Battles over

" - . - N - v -
/ Institutions are important precisely because broad mo__ox..mm.@mnmumc:osmmoe

institationai choices. Each of these authors demonstrates how the existence of

certain jnstitutional 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 fo the Swedich zass DECAUSE
it in fact deviates from what appears to be = tuoader 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 iransformation of po-
Hitical 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 aspiratjons, 52

ldeational innovation in institutional constraints

Che, chapters by Peter Hall, Gmmaom.n King, and Margaret Weir all speak to a
?w_.\& theme and source of dynamism Tn nstitutional analysis by explicitly ex-

et A e ik i

analysD, a nation’s elec=

-~ R s R
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ploring the relationship between new m@mnw ideas and the institutional configu-
_ration SaE%%EE&%E&F&@Q&Q@&BH@. They offer
an important alternative to more abstract treatments of the realm of ideology or

_public philosophy that reify the concepts and obscure the concrete processes

_ through which certain ideas (and not others) come to dominate political dis-
. Ccourse. Rather than bracketing the realm of ideas, or treating ideas and material

eEﬁHamﬁmmmmﬁmEﬁmua msam_m,an_ <E.m»Emm {or as competing explanatory fac-

tors), they Eoi —.Bn two |interact within specified institutional contexts.to
produce policy change. : '

- . In Chapter 4 Peter ..ImE explores the development of monetarist ideas in the

United K.ﬂnm&oE. arguing that what has Rm:%.oon;nhﬂa since the EE-_.wqommm‘m

.m:%nggwgw@mmm, cach deeply rooted in very
different ideas &%.E/roi the economy works. Understanding both the timing. ~
and source, of the{shifh from Keynesianism to mongtarism, he > argues, requires an® i
" examination of how the institutional structure of British politics mediated con- ™,
flicting interests and structured the fJow of ideas.in the 19705 and 1980s. While -
‘the Heath government had proposed many specific policies of a monetarist tone” -
in the early 1970s, the deep entrenchment of Keynesian.ideas, especially in the
powerful and autonomous Treasury, and the lack of a fully articulated alternative
policy paradigm with which to confront and resist these entrenched ideas pre-
vented the prime minister from accomplishing a full shift in policy, .
By the time EEI@W@Q came to power, however, the posgibilities for

policy.inngvation looked very different. Changes in_the_socioeconomic balancd
of power, especially the waning strength of the

it

ingly important role in policy discourse. all the mara sa haams<e thay reprencnted
whadt in rke weantime had developed into an increasingly coherent alternative

policy paradigm. qgmma was able Jo draw on growing support from key actors®

i ‘H a now fully articulated monetarist alternative to Labour's failed poticies and to
. - effect a rhdical break with the entire policy paradigm on which they bad been ~
- premised. Moreover, the structure of government facilitated this full-scale shift. v

The high degree of paWe} and aptonomy available to reigning zoveraments in &
the British parliamentary system enabled Thatcher to bring about policy switches

that would have been Tar more ditical in more m_annnqa@ decision-makin

= systems, In short, the structure of British political. institutions helps Hall explain
why new ideas were sought, the process by which new ideas were filtered and
cultivated, and ultimately why certain ideas and interests (and not others) pre-
vailed when they did,

By tracing the interaction of institutions, ideas, and interests, Hall confronts a
widespread characterization of institutions as biased toward policy continuity or

ing newly founded economic institutes and the media) came to play an increas. - 2

in the City, universities, and the media, to_fashion a new coalition premised on b w
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Ve even posin obstacles to change, and he explores the idea that some institutions

ﬁ may facilitate rather than impede policy change. {His}analysis thus forces us to
. rethink some of our assumptions about institutions. We tend to think of jnstitu-
tions as bureaucracies that are conservative and biased toward continuity, But as
Hall points ont, some g may 8%@9&8
that inspires creativity and encourages innovation. In Britain the combination of
two-party competition (which gives parties a “‘structural interest in product dif-
ferentiation and incentive to initiate changes™ o garner 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 reforms than her conservative counterparis in
many other couuiiries.
Desmond King's comparative analysis of the adoption of work—welfare pro-

ams in the United States and Britain, in Chapter 8, drives home these basic
'

jpoints. For King, much like Hall, the institutional structures define the o:mubm_v

@m@.ﬁgﬁwgﬁi&ﬁamﬁﬁ@m are translated into po cy. As King mm:m ity
| ““Ideas_must be translated into language and slogans appropriate for political

decision-tuaking, a process that often.results in metamorphosis of the original
| notions, Parties and elected state Ommnwﬁxﬁm a crucial role_in this ‘transla-

tion’,”” King’s analysis shows how few Ri ideag_linking ammm;mm.hﬁiﬂo work
requirements traversed.-two different. instituti toutes to power io_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 in 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-

ticular state programs became important models for national reform. However,

‘journey through The national policy-making process. In H.ummao:_mb Reagan wa
able to use the power of the office of the president to interpret the successes of

the approach and ideas such programs-represented were compromised in their

these programs in a way that recast them in terms of the New Right approach n.w\

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 staie programs after which the federal leg-
islation had been modeled. .
King shows why political parties were institutionally better positioned in Brit-
ain than in_the United STafes to play the role of initiator of policy change in
“work—welfare programs. I Britain New Right ideas arid indeed explicit imita-
tion of the American todel eritered the political arena through the Conservative
A Party and rfiade thely way through the Jegislative process relatively unscathed. In
'the absénce of fohiecks gn central government policy-making that constrain U.S.

policy-makers (federalism and the separation of powers), Thatcher — botrowing

- icy innovation in Britain and the United States. Beyond this, however, his analy-

- initiation and legislation. Like Hall’s analysis, King’s study thus shows how \ Ve
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Emmmmcawmmmmnl E.mm/uEM Ho_ﬁummvoﬁmsoa?namﬁgnm_?nmw EEA ~
+ prevailing policy ideas rooted i {Fis fradition of a separation of welfare from

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

In short, King’s two cases demonstrate different institutional channels for pol-

mmm.‘mros@&o instifutional Jabysinth_can_affect the content of new ideag, ‘4 f

dilutin in the United States through the need to forge compromise in the

“context of fragmented national authority, and magnifying them in Britain, where \

similar compromise was unnecessary because of greater centralization in policy

e e

e

institutions shape the absorpti nd. diffusion of policy ideas.”” For both au- -
thors the spetificTieChamsms for integrating or adopting new ideas inio the
political arena oamm.mﬁn shaping the interpretation and meaning behind those
ideas.

Matgaret Weir (Chapter 7) also explores the dynamic relationship between
ideas and political institutions, in this case to Ecaimﬂo@mmvﬁm structure of they, - L.
American state led to a narrowing of the possibilities for policy innovation in va Vi

area of employment policy ot thie 19308 through the 1980s. As she puts it, .
“*Ceniral to this narowin @ﬁﬁ creation of institutions whose existence ngnuv { e

_neled the flow of ideas, created incentives for political actets, and helped deter-

ine the meaning of policy choices.” *JBounded innovatior’” is Weir's descrip- . T.i

. tion of the process through which partiCularfinstitutional-arfangements ¥ ‘created S .

tan

o gvation possible.’’ The fragmentation of American political institutions 2z ..
make the U.S. government relatively open to A‘wﬁmo range of policy innovations. A
Keynesian ideas first developed “‘on the pnrm@hm.. o?rowo:mommammnmq@mﬂ,

opportunities for some kinds of innovation [But also] set houndaries on the types

. but when these ideas were picked up by key presidential advisers, and when

Franklin Roosevelt put the power of the presidency behind them, the United - i

States became a leader in social Keynesianism. However, these_ideas. proved. _:‘,.,L : *

dith institutionalize in the American context. The same fragmentation of

national policy made it easy for opponents to mobilize opposition, which forced

innovators to rely on short-term coalitions and to pursue innovation through ex-

isting channels rather than recast the institutions themselves. — xﬁw
The compromises that a@.. necessary(fo implemeiit Keynesianismdn-tum left 4+ ,.C,.J

SATR

an imprint on thd form it 255imed and channeled subsequent policy debates along
paticular paths. For example, one of the legacies of the postwar conflicts over

the implementaiion of Kevresianism in the American context was an institution-

afly anchored division wﬁémlmgwm\m@mnm economic policy that made it difficult z
to forge a concepiual and policy link 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 unexpect-
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edly’’ with subsequent events — in particular the racial tensions of the 1960s —
policy-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
coalitions 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
to creating 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
tire; ultimately the failure to institutionalize these ideas made it difficult to de-
fend government 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 theoretical
insights offered by historical institutionalists leading, and what this suggests in
terms of a future theoretical and methodclogical agenda in the study of compar-
ative politics and comparative political economy. :

The field of comparative politics has long suffered a dilemma. The ‘‘scientific..

revolution”” in political science inspired comparativists to search for continuing
patterns of politics across nations and over time and to set these down in a limited
number of propositions which could be systematically tested: -Przeworski and
Teune are very explicit about the core premise of comparative analysis in The
Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry, which states that, ““The pivotal assumption
of this analysis is that social science research, including comparative inguiry,
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 sciences,
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 methodological 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
empirically 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

~W\ihe _choicg of particular policies adopted in vatious nations, but also sources of
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- different from those of natural science, in that “a simple search for regularities
and lawful relationships among variables — a strategy that has led to tremendous
successes in the physical sciences — will not explain social outcomes, but only
some of the conditions affecting those outcomes.”’%

There are two issues suggested here for the role of institutional analysis within
the logic of more refined comparaiive political inquiry./First, because humans

-shape the)eonstraints in which they interact through mamnmmmouﬁ choice and de-

. e e e

sign, it is gspecially compelling to look at these moments of institutional change.
Conflicts over institutions Jay bate Tnigrests and power relations, and their out-
comes not only reflect but magify and reinforce the interests of the winners,
since broad policy trajectories can follow from institutional choices. Without

taking away from.the scientific interest in the regularities, then, political scien-

tists Hmnwﬁﬁoﬂx@ and(should bg)particularly, Enﬂnﬁma\? moments of ins*-,
tutional ¢hoiceand hange) It this view, political evolution is a path or branc. 4
ing process and the study of the points of departure from established patterns
(*“critical junctures’ of institutional choice) becomes essential to a broader un-
derstanding of political history. The authors in this book illustrate the benefits of

this approach. Each of these essays pushes well beyond the insight that ““Policies

. create politics’” (Heclo) and goes on to demonstrate how specific institutionat

EH.NEmanam structure particular kinds of politics, They present @%«WV

o tut gxplanations that go a long | Eﬁoﬂmﬂ ‘u.o‘_vgm us understand npt_just

b=t

hisrorical divergence™and the more general paths that different countries have
followed. - o . ‘
Second, as several authors in this book suggest, institutional choices can mrmmn

T

-pegple’s ideas, attitudes, and even preferences. In this ﬁﬁ.ﬁ instifutional ommm.wm.
is important not oaﬁmonm:mo 1t alters the constraints in which aciors make mﬁw,v

tegic choices czmw.wmaﬁ&w because it can reshape the very goals and ideas that .

animate politica] action. What makes political evolution different from physical

evolution is that the mom.imn is influenced by the intentions of its_subjects. The

“book’s essays capture the dynamic interplay of humans hoth as agents and sub-
jects of historical change. In each of these mn&wmmﬁwom&o& institutions directly

v T e et

affected political choices, but in no case does the author argue that state or niw

Enﬁm_mgonﬁomﬁnﬂnoE%”E:mM,EHS&ﬁ..Fmamm.amo:omﬂmm movEmrr\\ ,

ated explanation of the way in which factors such as conceptions of class, publi
philosophies, historical contexts, and elite and public preferences intersect with !
-institutional structures to produce particular policy outcomes. These outcomes
then, themselves become the arenas of future political and institutional mﬁémmﬁw/
in which, as Weit puts it, ‘*ideas and interests develop and institutions and strat- _*
egies adapt”™ (Chapter 7). In addition, many of these essays also mao&n_w\n.m.hwm,ﬂ. -
into the conditions under which both institutional and ideational E:oﬁmﬁwemm\ o
possible,

To conclude, historical institutionalists have carved out an important theoret-
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ical niche at the middle range that explicitly focuses on intermediate variables in
order to 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 sensitive to persistent cross-national differ-
ences. As a coirective to narrow interest-group theories, the institutionalist pei-
.@mn.mﬁ illuminates how historically evolved structures channel political battles
in n.m.mc..znzé Wways on a more enduring basis. And most important, by focusing
on institutions that are the product of political conflict and choice but which at
..mww same time constrain and shape political strategies and behaviors, historical
H.:mmEmcE.:mE provides a framework for directly confronting the central ques-
n .\u:o: of choice and constraint in understanding political life.

and Economic Performance (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 4.
Where historical institutionalism and rational choice diverge more sharply is on the
question of how institutions affect political behavior and where institutions come from.
We return to these points later in the chapter.

8 Ikenberry, “‘Conclusion,”” p. 226.

9 For example, we ourselves are in full agreement with Ikerberry’s first two levels of
institutions, but somewhat more skeptical about whether the third, the “‘normative |
order defining relations between state and society” should be included. While norms
that define the “‘legitimacy and illegiiimacy of alternative types of policy” (p. 227)
may pose constraints on behavior, these are not necessarily institutional constraints.
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2 :

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 War II
shown increased variation among Western capitalist countries (von Beyme 1980;
Wwatlerstein 1989). The latest figuree show that unionization among these coun-
tries ranges from below 15% in France to 86% in Sweden (scc Table 2.1). Among
industrialized Western states hardly any other political variables of this kind vary
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 also
dependent on other variables such as party organization and cultural homogene-
ity. But following Marxist theory, unionization may be seen as the primary or-
ganization form of the working class and can thus be considered a basis for other
forms of working-class strength, such as political and cultural organization
(Olofsson 1979; Offe and Wiesenthal 1980).1

The importance of the level of working-class organizational strength stems,
inter alia, from the establishied positive correlation between union strength and
the developmeni of welfare-state policies. One can say that, with few exceptions,
the stronger is the organization of the working class, the more developed the
welfare state (Korpi 1983; Shalev 1983a, b; Amenta and Skocpol 1986; Noble
1988). But, critically, this correlation does not in itself show how the causal link
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 are
interconnected (Esping-Andersen 1985; Przeworski 1985; Skocpol 1988).

How can this great variation in workers’ inclination to join unions be ex-
plained? A traditional interpretation of Marxist theory (such as that of Cohen
1978) would explain it as due to differences in the development of the productive

This essay is an outcome of a research project titled Interest Organizations and the Public Interest,
financed by the Swedisk Central Bank’s Tercentenary Fund. I would like to thank Frank Longstreth,
Jonas Pontusson, Theda Skoepol, Ulla Arnell-Gustafsson, Stefan Bjorklond, Charles Noble, and
Michzel Wallerstein for their valuable comments on earlier versions. Thanks also to Anders West-
holm who helped me in computing the statistics and 1o Peter Mayers for checking the language.
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