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Since the lectures are held in English, this document will be in English as well. 
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All information without guarantee! 

Inhaltsverzeichnis
Lecture 1 “Introduction”, 23.9.2022	1
Lecture 2 “How & Why we compare”, 30.9.2022	2
Lecture 3 “Democracy and Democratization”, 7.10.2022	4
Lecture 4 “Non-Democracies”, 14.10.2022	6
Lecture 5 “Culture, Ideologies and Identities”, 21.10.2022	8
Lecture 6 “Political Participation and voting behavior”, 28.10.2022	10
Lecture 7 “Electoral systems & Referendums”, 4.11.2022	12
Lecture 8 “Parties & Party competition”, 11.11.22	15
Lecture 9 “Models of government”, 18.11.2022	18
Lecture 10 “Representation”, 25.11.2022	21
Lecture 11: “Non-majoritarian Institutions (NMI)”, 2.12.2022	25
Lecture 12 “Multilevel Governance”, 9.12.2022	28
Lecture 13 “Democratic Backsliding”, 16.12.2022	32



[bookmark: _Toc122635083]Lecture 1 “Introduction”, 23.9.2022

What is comparative politics? 
· Study politics within nations using method of comparison with the aim of:
· Describe trends /patterns (incl. typologies, classifications) =Descriptive Inferece
· Explain relationships (X->Y) = Causal Inference
· Predict outcomes (if X, then Y) 
· Using the scientific method with a relatively linear structure: 
1. Research Question
2. Theory of model
3. Hypotheses (empirical implications of theory)
4. Research design: systematic empirical investigation of hypotheses
5. Evaluation of evidence
· Comparison can be between cases (large N or small N) or within cases (spatial/over time); the cases can be countries, regions individuals and the methods used may be qualitative or quantitative
· Example: Why are some countries democratic and others are not? Modernization theory? ->Correlation is there, but maybe confounding factors, mechanisms, causal direction could be opposite, etc. 
· Example: Why do populists have greater electoral appeal in some countries? 
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Models/Theories: How you estimate that people will behave in a model
· Rational Choice: Actors focus on utility maximization, they want to reach their personal goals 
· RC Institutionalism: Institutions vested with powers by individual actors act as coordination mechanisms ; they provide incentives/constraints for the actors =>Preferences are exogenous to institutions
· Allows to create a parsimonious theoretical models with clear predictions, it relies however on strong assumptions, that not always match the complex social relations and historical processes
· Historic Institutionalism: Emphasis on importance of initial/historical decisions which are costly to change ->Path dependency
· Constructivist/sociological I. (logic of appropriateness): “Thick” Institutions, power of persuasion, code of decency, socialization of “esprit de coprs” =>Preferences endogenous to institutions

Methodological Approaches: 
· Quantitative (large N): Observational, statistical (often regression-based) methods, quasi-experimental and experimental methods (->trying to control confounding factors, to see whether correlation might be causation) 
· Qualitative (small N): Within-case methods (e.g. case studies and process-tracing) or cross-case methods 
· Similarities between the two: Comparison implicit in all research that makes generalizable claims (we try to do that, no matter whether we look at a small or large N). The Small N logic of comparing similar units & controlling differences is similar to the logic of large N statistical/experimental methods

Quantitative Method: 
· High level of generalizability /external validity 
· Establishes correlation between variables (which would be difficult with small N) 
· Allows researchers to “control for” many alternative factors within regression framework by setting possible confounding factors to a standardized value 

· Not ideal for theory development (you can run a regression without understanding the processes and having in-depth knowledge)
· Dangers of conceptual stretching (is GDP good measurement for wealth?)
· Observational data does not easily allow for causal inferences
· In regression framework there may be unobserved confounders (you can only “control” the factors that you previously thought about/are in the data) 

Experimental Methods: Usually not suited to comp. pol. Because variables can`t be easy manipulated. Sometimes you can use “natural experiments” with as-if-random events and examining differences-in-differences. Example: One state in the US changes a law, the others don’t; what is the difference in the effect between the changed state and the others? 

Case Studies & Case selection
· Case Studies= Intensive analysis of a single unit/small N of units to understand a larger class of similar units (a population of cases) ->What is the “population”? 
· Case selection can be:
· Hypotheses most likely to work, for falsification (Giving a vaccine to a healthy, young person ->if they die, vaccine probably doesn`t work) 
· Hypotheses least likely to work, for confirmation (Giving vaccine to an old, sick person ->if they don`t die, it`s probably working) 
· Representative/ typical case, for confirmation/generalization 
· Case studies have high conceptual/internal validity, one can derive new hypotheses and explore (complex) causal mechanisms. However, there is a selection bias risk, you may have too many variables and too few cases; measuring size effects& generalization are difficult  
Mills Methods of case selection: 
· Method of difference: Almost all IVs are similar, but the DV is different, which IV is causing it? (E.g. SWE & DK really similar, but no right-wing radical party in SWE, why?)
· Method of agreement: Almost all IVs are different, but the DV is the same, which IV is causing it? (E.g. Mongolia/US both democracies and very different ->why?) 
· Advantages: Allows for causal inferences, enables generalizability from small N
· Disadvantages: Requires deterministic assumption; cannot accommodate interaction effects; assumes that each DV has one explanatory cause, all causally relevant factors must be identified a priori; possible case selection bias
[image: ]What are the trade-offs for each method? 
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There exist many different conceptions of democracy (Aristotle, Lincoln, Ghandi, Orban “illiberal D.”, Xi Jinping “China= best D.” 

Many possible definitions, from minimalistic to very intrigued: 
· Popper: Ability to vote a bad government out of office
· Dahl: Polyarchy
· Schumpeter: Competitive struggle for votes 
· Przeworski/Alvarez/Cheibub/Limongi: Elections, alternation in power must have taken place 
· L. Diamond: Elections, but also human rights and rule of law 

Different ways to measure Democracy: 
· Polity Project (-10 to 10), mostly procedural conception
· Freedom House (1 to 7), mostly based on civil liberties/ political rights
· V-Dem(Classification), based on >3200 expert evaluations 

Tyes of democracy: 
General Trend in recent years: More electoral (instead of liberal) democracies, e.g. Hungary, Poland, etc. ->Lberal democratic regression 
[image: ]V-Dem: Autocracy (closed/electoral) vs. Democracy (Electoral/ Liberal) 
Polity Project: Democracy vs. hybrid vs. autocracy



Explaining Democracy: Economic development “The more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chance that it will sustain democracy” (Lipset, 1959) 
=>Modernization theory Democratization hypothesis: Democracy is more common in rich countries than poor countries. Democratic survival hypothesis: Transitions to dictatorship become less likely as wealth increases 


[image: ]
Studies show strong correlation between Wealth (high GDP) and Democracy, and a much higher chance of transitioning to democracy at a higher GDP, as well a higher chance of transitioning to dictatorship at a lower GDP. But is there causality? 

RC theory= Democratization as strategic elite bargain (Acemoglu/Robinson: 
· Regime change driven by elite’s fear of costs of redistribution after a change to democracy. With high inequality, the future median voter will demand a lot of redistribution, with low inequality less redistribution. 
· Elites would like to prevent revolution by making credible commitments to pro-majority policies. These promises are often uncredible in these political systems, they would need to democratize in order to make them more credible
· There is a bargain between promised/fulfilled redistribution as one factor and the cost of repressing the poor as the second factor: Failure of bargain: 

Because of incomplete information: Poor or rich might not know each others preferences or the budget size. 

Because of incredible promises: Promises made today may no longer be credible in the future

[image: ]
· Acemoglu/Robinson: Transitions to D. likeliest at moderate levels of inequality, less likely at very high/low levels
· Boix (2003): Autocratic elites fear threat of redistribution under D. less, when median voter has similar income to them ->Elites democratize, when threat is low
· Ansell/Samuels (2010): Only equal land distribution makes D. more likely, income inequality however does it too. Here, transitions are result of intra-elite conflicts. 
· Some evidence: Democracies have higher public spending as % of GDP

Cultural Argument: 
· Different authors like 
· Almond/Verba (1963,Civic Culture)
· Putnam (1993, Making democracy work
· Huntington (1996, Clash of civilizations) 
· Welzel (2014, Freedom Rising) 
· argue, that democracy is more dependent of cultural variables, for example: Western values like liberty, freedom of expression, equality support democracy more than those in other cultures (e.g. Islam, Confucianism) 
· Cultural modernization theory: Econ. Development leads to cultural change (e.g. civic culture), which in turn leads to democracy (no direct causation) 
· Problem: Patterns in data can be persuasive, but it`s difficult to measure culture empirically. Also, it is hard to establish the direction of causality: is culture the cause or effect of democracy? 

Other factors that sustain democracy: 
· Political institutions , e.g. presidentialism vs. parliamentarism, etc.
· International forces: Regional contagion (waves of democracy) and international organisations like the EU 

Is democracy on retreat? ->difficult to answer 
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Authoritarian Regimes
· Regimes that are not democracies
· 1+ of the following not fulfilled:
· Chief executive elected
· Legislature elected
· >1 party competing in those elctions
· Alternation of power has taken place under same rules 
· Even if all fulfilled, not necessarily a liberal democracy! 

Totalitarianism
· Extreme form of authoritarian regimes (Hannah Arendt) 
· Total control over all areas of life 
· Usually a state ideology/ religion/ etc. 
· Using methods of repression/ terror
· E.g. Hitler, Mussolini, North Korea, Stalin, Mao, etc. 

Types of Dictatorship
· (Absolute)Monarchies: “King” as supreme ruler, succession determined by members of royal family. May incorporate elected/representative “assemblies”, which are consulted when making decisions 
· Military Dictatorships: Government composed of committee/ junta of senior military members, democratic institutions are often “suspended” 
· Civilian Dictatorships: Non-democratic regime, often with some form of non-or semi-competitive elections. Can be Dominant-party or personalist dictatorship 
· Regime/ Dictatorship types across the world: Mostly civilian D, also military. In total less monarchies and military D than pre-1950

Continuous measure of authoritarianism:
· See graphic on top of page 4, it`s not a categorial but more a continuous scale 

Electoral authoritarianism:
· Elections are increasingly common in dictatorships 
· In such a regime, there are elections and leaders tolerate some pluralism/ interparty competition, but violate democratic principles like free/fair elections 
· Extent to which competition is allowed, varies: 
· Hegemonic electoral regimes: No meaningful competition 
· Competitive authoritarian regimes: More real competition, opposition parties can win substantial minorities (e.g., Venezuela under Chavez) 
· Rise of electoral regimes in the past 40-50 years, transition for example in Russia 

Problems for authoritarian regimes:
· Problem of authoritarian control: Dictators face threats from the mass, use repression and authoritarian coercion to control it 
· Problem of power-sharing: Dictators face threats from within the elite, they need a support coalition; use co-optation to control it 
· Repression: Strategy to prevent challenges from the masses: terror, violence, surveillance. Risks that popular discontent is rising, and that leaders lack accurate information about citizen preferences (because nobody dares to say the truth). Increasing loyalty to the regime can be done by using propaganda & indoctrination
· Co-Optation: Provide economic / power benefits to supporters from the elite and to loyal citizens ->incentives for these people to keep the old regime alive 
· How Elections help dictators: Stabilize the rule of dictators by:
· Help co-opt elites (give power to loyal candidates, patronage distribution) 
· Co-opt opposition groups by dividing & controlling them: If they are part of decision-making, opposition groups may not want a change in the existing power structure. By only allowing some of the groups to gain (limited) power, the seeds of division are being sown among the opposition 
· Elections provide information about where the strongholds of loyalists / opposition are and how content citizens are 
2 types of supporting groups of leaders: 
· Selectorate (S): People who have a say in electing a leader (Bigger in D, smaller in d) 
· Winning coalition (W): Subset of selectorate, whose support is necessary to remain in power
· Loyalty Norm: Keep winning coalition loyal by varying the ratio of W to S 
· 

Selectorate theory: 
[image: ]


· Small W/S: Strong loyalty norm, members of W will be unlikely to be part of new regimes, only distribution of minimal resources required to keep W happy (Personalist, single-party regimes)
· Large W/S, weak loyalty norm: Members of W will likely be part of new regime, you must distribute significant resources to keep them happy 
· Size of W and public goods: Distribution of public goods depends on size of W. If W is small, it is cheaper to “buy them off” with private goods. The larger W is, the more expensive this gets. From a certain point onwards, it is cheaper to just distribute public goods (=>democracies) 
· Leaders in dictatorships prefer small W and large S, because then they can stay in power and also enrich themselves at the expense of their citizenry. 
· In systems with weaker loyalty norms, leaders have to work hard/ have higher political performance. 
· Large W incentivizes effective policymaking as well 

Performance of authoritarian regimes: 
· Usually not as well as democracies, but there is a wide variance 
· Personalist dictatorship usually the worst performing & most corrupt

Regime Stability of dictatorships (d): 
· Military d: Low loyalty norm, small W, unclear succession rules ->instability, often transition to single-party D to institutionalize regime support 
· Sigle-party d: medium loyalty norm, but institutionalization ->stability, particularly if they sustain some intra-party checks & balances and clear succession rules 
· Personalist d: High loyalty norm, small W, often needs to be sustained through repression/redistribution, often unstable when succession rules unclear
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Political Culture: 
· Almond 1956: Every political system is embedded in a particular pattern of orientations to political action, i.e., political culture 
· Term (political) culture covers broad set of phenomena like (political) traditions, habits, behavioral patterns, norms, values

Importance of political culture:
· Idea, that a society`s political order reflects its people`s prevailing beliefs and values. 
· Key studies about this topic include Almond/Vera 1963, Inglehart 1977, Putnam 1993, Huntington 1996 and others 

Measuring political culture:
· Comparative political scientists use surveys like World Value Survey (WVS) 
· Inglehart: Cultural differences have 2 major dimensions: 
· Traditional vs. secular values 
· Survival vs. emancipative/ self-expression values 
· Inter-societal Differences >Intra-societal Differences on these dimensions

Impact of political culture on democracy: 
· Do some cultures value D more than others? ->Huntington`s Clash of Civilization, but also Putnam`s Making Democracy work and Almond/Vera`s Civic culture focus on this theory
· Possible mechanisms: Citizens democratic maturity (higher civic competence in D) ; the allegiance model (D needs to be seen as most desirable way to organize politics); assertive model (as emancipative values increase, citizens are empowered to demand/value D, they turn from allegiant to assertive citizens) 
· Debate: Huntingtons theory of civilizations being a product of their culture (incl. religion, which causes western Christian countries to value democracy more than Islamic societies)H1 <-> Inglehart/Norris`s cultural modernization theory (Development changes peoples` cultural attitudes and brings about support for democrac, however there may still be a division between West & Islam regarding social rather than political values, for example gender and sexuality) H2
· Result in testing the effect of religion in H1 vs. H2: 
· Higher chance of democratization in catholic than in muslim majority countries
· However, if we control for GDPPC and GDP growth, the difference is not statistically significant anymore !
· Might be confounding factors or different causalities
· Approval of political values such as democratic performance/ideals or strong leaders is similar in western and Islamic societies, however, the approval of social values such as gender equality, acceptance of homosexuality, divorce or abortion is much lower in Islamic societies. 
Problems with political culture explanations: 
· Difficult to measure and define
· Difficult to test hypotheses and establish causal relationships
· Verba warned: “Residual category used to explain anything, that cannot be explained by more precise and concrete factors” 

Ideologies and Identities: 
· Focus on differences/divides in opinions and values within nations 
· Ideology = Stable & consistent set of ideas about the world that provides guideline for political action (≠preferences, which refer to specific policies; Ideology itself is latent) 
· Attitude constraint: Predictable associations among different political opinions Look Up in Podcast
· A person’s ideology is shaped by political culture & socialization (learning process by which people acquire their political values, beliefs, opinions) in family, school, church, peer groups, the media, etc. 
· Partisanship and other in-group attachments shape and are shaped by ideology! 

Classic political ideologies: Shape politics and partisan attachments
· Liberalism: Protect & Enhance freedoms & rights of Individuals
· Conservatism: Reject radical social change that tries to unseat existing power structures
· Socialism: Concerned about distribution of wealth & means of production; accepts private property, but production capacity should be communally owned and managed by democratically elected government 
· Communism: Advocates a classless system, resources are distributed according to need, etc. 

Social Identities: 
· A persons self-identification with a specific group, subscribing to the group`s norms and values
· Group membership gives sense of social identity, which is strengthened in opposition to the “others” 
· Membership based on objective social categories (class, ethnicity, etc.) 

Partisan identities:
· Crucial in established democracies 
· Party identification= personal sense of loyalty towards a particular party (may be based on ideology but can also shape ideology) 
· Increase participation and political interest, but also leads to biases & polarization 
· Traditionally rooted in socio-economic divides

Social Cleavage Theory (Lipset and Rokkan 1967): 
· Cleavages= societal divisions based on groups/ identities, etc. 
· 4 main cleavages: Class, Centre-Periphery, Rural-Urban , Church-State
· Class cleavage leads to main ideological dimension in Europe: left-right (different views on role of state in the economy and redistribution) 
· But: Decline of class voting since the 1980s, new issues like Environmental, Immigration and Identity politics dominate the debate. This may be driven by demand (voters), supply (parties) or external events (natural disasters, terrorist attacks, etc.) ->Some issues are absorbed by l/r, some are cross-cutting 
· 2. Ideological dimension in Europe: GAL-TAN, related to cultural issues, post-materialistic values, has a lot to do with education & urban-rural divide 

Polarization: Ideological (More extreme than moderate views, is related to partisan polarization) or affective (strong in-group identification and out-group antagonism) 

Populism: “Thin” ideology resting on 2 Pillars (Mudde 2004): 
· Society is divided in 2 homogenous, antagonistic groups: Pure people VS corrupt elite
· Politics should be expression of volonté general of the people 
· Levels of populism vary greatly between European countries, some correlation with corruption, poor governance and poor economic performance 
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Topics: What explains why people vote and for whom they vote?

Individual-Level Turnout:
· Older people more likely to vote 
· More highly educated people more likely to vote

Rational Model Voting: Anthony Downs 
· Formula: V= p*B – C 
· V=probability of turnout
· p= probability of casting the decisive vote
· B= Utility of preferred party winning
· C= Costs 
· A citizen votes if pB>C 
· Cost of voting: Financially and timewise ->Differs between countries (Automatic voter registration or not, mail voting allowed or not, voting on public holiday or not, etc. ) ->generally higher costs of voting in the US than Europe ->younger, poorer and ethnic minorities less likely to vote 
· Paradox of voting: For a rational, self-interested voter, p is extremely small, so unless B is extremely high, C will always exceed p*B and voters wouldn’t vote 
· Civic duty: Riker/Ordeshook 1968 modified Downs`model by adding the civic duty
· V= p*B -C + D 
· D= Psychological gratification that citizens receive from voting 
· Citizens will vote if p*B + D> C

Social Norms & Mobilization as explanation for turnout 
· Turnout=mobilized, mostly indirectly (Rolfe 2012)
· Social rules= socially enforced rules of conduct (Gerber/Green 2008) 
Social pressure= Mechanism, though which these norms are enforced. Expectation of enforcement can induce compliance even among those, who have not internalized the norm. 

Habit as an explanation for turnout
· Voting= habit (≠cost-benefit analysis in every election) 
· People learn this habit based on experience in their first few elections ->competitiveness matters! 
· Franklin 2004: If a young persons first election are not very competitive, have a low turnout/competitiveness, that will leave a lasting footprint and many of these voters will be less likely to vote in later elections and vice versa (Example: EU-Parliament (low) vs. national Parliament (High)) 
· This could explain why countries with compulsory voting have high turnout levels long after the compulsory rules have been abandoned. 

Comparing voter turnout between countries
· Example: Swiss turnout notoriously low and gone down from >70% in 1940s to ca. 45% now, it’s extremely low, even under control of many factors 
· Institutional factors for higher turnout: Automated voter registration, compulsory voting, PR electoral system 
· Contextual factors for higher turnout: Salience/Competitiveness of the election, Effective mobilization efforts by parties, etc. & Social norms/ pressure of voting 

Comparing turnout over time
· General decline of turnout (from 78% in 1950s to 65% now) due to multiple reasons: 
· Generational replacement (but why do young people vote less?) 
· Elections with low competitiveness leaving a lasting imprint (see above)
· Lowering of voting age
· Decline in group mobilization/ partisanship 

Why do people vote the way they do? 
· Sociological approach, cleavage theory, de- & realignment, decline of class voting, return of urban-rural cleavage, etc. ->see lecture 5 or slides from last semester 
· Michigan model of voting, importance of partisanship, funnel of causality, etc. ->see slides from last semester 
· Downs` Spatial model of voting: Voter preferences in dimensional policy spaces, strategic voting, choose the party closest to your preferences, etc. Salience of dimensions may vary ->see slides from last semester 
· Sanctioning model of voting (Valence model): 
· Retrospective model of voting ->”rating” the performance of government 
· Partisanship as “running tally” (Fiorina): Constant evaluation of parties`/candidates` performance leads to “updates” in preferences
· Sanctioning model (V.O. Key): If a government performs well, things are going well, it will be re-elected, if it`s going badly, “the rascals will be thrown out” 
· Economic voting: When economy is well, incumbents are re-elected, if it`s going badly , then they are not re-elected. 
· Socio-tropic: “How do I feel the economy is doing?”
· Pocketbook voting: “How is my own economic situation?” 
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Why do electoral systems matter? 
· Ensure representation of citizen preferences in elections
· Shape voting behavior & party strategies 
· Influence nature of party systems and government
· Horowitz 2003: “Nature of electoral system = Aggregating preferences & Converting them to electoral results. Syste has biases built into its decision mechanisms and these feed back into structure of choices confronting voters.”

Objectives of electoral systems 
· Representation= Selection of agents (politicians) that act in parliament on behalf of principals (Voters) 
· Accountability= Ability of voters to reward/punish politicians & parties for policy choices 
· A potential trade-off : Systems with many parties might be more representative, but political outcomes are harder to attribute to single parties 


Varieties of electoral systems 
· Most common systems are Proportional (List PR), Majoritarian (First past the post or 2-Round System) and Mixed (Parallel/Mixed-member majoritarian) 
[image: ]

Majoritarian systems
· Use single-member districts, produce clear winners, but large disproportionality
· Favor accountability, clarity of responsibility & stability 
· Elections as FPTP/Plurality or run-off/2-round system 
· Plurality: Candidate with most votes win, no threshold 
· Majority: Winner needs at lest 50%, otherwise 2nd round, usually used in presidential elections, etc. ->to ensure that the winner has majority support 

Example UK: First-Past-The-Post FPTP 
· UK uses FPTP (plurality) to elect MPs
· UK divided into 650 constituencies (Seats)
· Usually, one party wins majority and forms single-party majority government (except 2010 & 2017) 
· Proponents argue that this strengthens accountability. However, it is highly disproportional

Example FR & BR: Two Round System
· 2 Rounds, often short time apart 
· First Round is like single-round plurality election
· If no candidate/party wins absolute majority->2nd round with top 2-3 candidates 
· For presidential elections, e.g. FR, BR, PL
· For parliament elections (FR national assembly with threshold of 12.5% of votes 
· Allows voters more sincere choices in 1st round, but forces to coalesce around a single candidate for 2nd round
· Highly disproportional in parliamentary elections

Proportional systems 
· Most commonly used system in Europe
· Designed to represent parties in parliament proportional to their vote share
· Variations 
· Size of districts, district magnitude
· Threshold for entering parliament
· Open/closed list: Only party-list or candidate-list or both/mixed 
· Single-Transferable Vote (e.g. Malta, Ireland): Multi-seat election with ranking of candidates 
[image: ]Impact of district magnitude



Mixed electoral systems
· Combine majoritarian and PR features
· Voters cast 2 votes: For individual candidate in a single district and for a party in a multi-member district 
· Some mixed systems more PR (DE), some more majoritarian (I, MEX) 

Electoral systems influence Representation, Party Systems and Types of government/accountability

Representation
· Greater proportionality of votes->seats, greater choice for voters
· Closed list PR more favorable to marginalized groups, because parties have greater incentive to balance list and voter biases are less important 
· PR systems thought to generate parliaments & policy outcomes that are more congruent with voter preferences  

Party system
· Duverger`s Law & Hypothesis: M systems ->2-party systems, PR systems ->multi-party systems
· Mechanical reason: M system ->big parties win more seats than their vote-shares, small parties win fewer seats than their vote-shares
· Psychological reason: M system ->people vote strategically for bigger parties if their preferred party has no chance to win (+ parties have less incentive to split) 
· Correction to the law by Cox 1997: Law works only on constituency level, the same 2 parties must be top parties in every constituency, which requires a certain homogeneity in society. E.g., in the UK there is the SNP, but only locally 

Electoral system change: Do electoral systems case party systems or vice versa? 
· Pre-existing social cleavages, etc. influence party system.
· 19th Century mostly majoritarian systems, early 20th century PR systems emerge
· Boix 1999: Reason is “electoral threat” ->Established (conservative) parties fear, that socialist parties will gain majority and therefore support PR representation
· Changes in party system might cause electoral system change, not vice versa 

Direct democracy
· Regular elections: Citizens vote for representation
· Direct dem. Votes: Chain of delegation bypassed, voters vote directly on policy
· Increase in use of direct democracy around the world

Initiatives & Referendums in Europe
· 4 main types of referendums:
· Mandatory constitutional R. ->triggered by constitution
· Abrogative R -> veto by public, triggered by citizens or opposition parties 
· Consultative R. ->advisory, triggered by government
· Citizens`initiative -> On any issue, triggered by public
· General increase of use of the different referendums, but more elite-initiated than citizen initiatives 
· CH= Outlier with high number of these 
· Salient topic of Referendums : Join (or leave) EU, also on European treaty ratifications

Pros & Cons of direct democracy: Does it lead to better representation? 
· Allows voters to make decision directly on policy
· Yes, outcomes still mediated by representative institutions (e.g. parties) 
· May be difficult to ascertain the “Will of the People” in complicated questions
· Danger of “tyranny of the majority” 
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Political parties = Organizations that coordinate candidates to compete in elections with aim of political office. Party members usually share a similar ideology and policy goals. 

Why do they matter? 
· Parties structure politics by aggregating interests for voters & parties
· Parties provide link between voters & their representatives 
· Competition structures political debate & facilitates representation/ accountability 

Party types: Grouping parties by ideology, origins, and structure 

[image: ]· Cadre P: Centered around an elite in parliament
· Mass P: Large, homogenous party membership, focused on certain ideological positions (e.g. trad. socialist parties) 
· Catch-all P: Maximizing support with broad programmatic appeal (modern Christ-dem Parties) 
· Cartel P: Professional parties closely linked to state
· Movement P: Closely connected to social movement (Greens)
· Entrepreneurial parties: Founded by small group from outside politics with private resources (Forza Italia) 
· Niche P: Not competing on l/r axis, (trad. Greens) 
· Challenger parties: Parties w/o government experience (radical right) 


Party families
· Cross-national grouping of like-minded parties sharing similar origins (e.g. common cleavages), Cooperation (e.g. in EU-Parliament fractions) and Ideological similarities (e.g. center-left) 
· Traditional party families in Europe are Conservative/Christian Democrats, Liberals, Social Democrats, Communists 

Party origins according to Lipset-Rokkan
· Traditional party families have roots in longstanding historical divisions/ cleavages 
· Centre-periphery (->regionalist parties)
· Church-state (->Christ. Dems) 
· Urban-rural (-> Agrarian parties) 
· Class cleavage (->Socialist & communist parties Vs. Conservative & liberal parties 
· Inglehart: Materialist/ Post-materialist dimension as new cleavage 
· Cleavage based on values like equality, environmental protection, democratic participation, multiculturalism, open immigration policies 
· Green parties originate from environmental movement 
· Radical right parties define themselves in opposition to these values 
· Left-right as “Super-Dimension” of politics in western democracies 
· Primarily understood economically: More redistribution & state intervention (Left) VS Less spending/redistribution & state intervention (right) 
· Complemented by cultural dimension: Protection of civil rights, transnationalism, multiculturalism (Left/Progressive) VS Protection of national sovereignty & values, traditionalism (Right/Authoritarian) 

Classifying party systems: 

· By type of system
· Single-party: Only 1 party, not democratic
· Dominant party: 1 large party w/ absolute majority, few alterations of government 
· Two-Party: 2 Parties w/ combined vote share of >80% ->many M systems 
· Multi-Party: Several parties in parliament, none approaching 50%
· Bipolar Party: Multiple parties, but divided into ideological blocs/ coalitions
· Fragmentation: Effective number of parties in the system 
· Polarization: Ideological dispersion of parties (e.g. on l/r axis) 

Changes in European Party systems: 
· Decline in party membership across Europe ->less people participate in intra-party decision-making for candidates and policy goals 
· Decline in party attachment, that voters feel towards parties ->Greater volatility 
· Dealignment = Voters abandon loyalties to parties without developing new partisan attachments to replace them. Parties no longer seek to appeal to certain groups. 
· Realignment along cultural dimension: New set of divides emerge, that shape political competition & voting behavior (Education, age, gender, etc.) 

Rise of challenger parties: 
· New parties arise, such as niche parties (don’t compete on l/r axis or don’t belong to trad. party families), challenger parties (P w/o government experience, (DeVries/Hobolt)) ->e.g. radical right P, green P, single issue P 
· They mobilize issues, that drive a wedge within the support for mainstream parties such as Immigration, international organizations & Environment
· Decline in attachment to mainstream patties makes it easier to mobilize voters

Downsian model to explain party competition
· Dimensional policy space, voters vote for party closest to their own position (Median-voter theorem is based on this model as well) 
· Useful as theoretical exercise, but not fit to many systems, because most countries have multi-party system, Electoral competition is multi-dimensional, Problem of valence issues, etc. Example: In the US, median voter theorem is completely wrong 

Issue competition & entrepreneurship as explanation of party competition
· Issues not set in stone, parties can influence/ manipulate which topics are salient in an election and which issues will be fought over (through campaigning, media strategies or agenda-setting in parliament) 
· Parties rather have the election be about an issue they are perceived to be competent (issue ownership) on and/or represent the median voter
· Issue entrepreneurs= challenger parties, that mobilize new or previously ignored issues to win votes 
· Example: European integration is a contested issue mobilized by challenger parties on the left & right (Euroscepticism)

Valence model of explaining party competition
· Voters care not only about policy issues, also about valence issues (not policy related, but management/leadership quality, delivery & competence) 
· Particularly important, if election is primarily concerned with topic, in which parties have similar positions. Voters then tend to decide based on who they find the most capable of delivering on these positions 
· Example: Challenging government based on populist anti-establishment rhetoric (By doing so, populists seek to undermine competence advantage of mainstream parties) 

Mainstream responses to challengers (Meguid 2008): 
· Accommodative strategy: Mainstream P adopt position of challenger, trying to re-capture voters they lost to the challenger (SP: “We are also green” ->possible problem of issues ownership) 
· Adversarial strategy: Mainstream P adopt the opposition position of challenger in order to shift voters back towards their position and not lose control over issue (CDU:” It`s important to be in the EU, etc. “, against the AFD) 
· Dismissive strategy: Mainstream P ignore th issue raised by challenger in order to not make the election about the issue the challenger owns (“Let`s talk about the issues that really matter, such as housing, welfare, the economy…” ->doesn`t always work) 
· But accommodation does not necessarily work: 
· Multi-dimensional party competition: From perspective of issue ownership, challengers have an advantage by raising issues first 
· Non-credible position shifts: Mainstream parties may lose traditional electorate by shifting positions 
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Majoritarian Democracy
· Government for/by the people = G. of the majority ->Limited constraints on its will 
· Sharp division between political winners and losers ->strong/accountable G. (Powell 2000) 
· Example: Single-party government in a parliamentary system (Westminster model) 

Consensus Democracy / Proportional system
· Government by/for the people = G. by “consensus” ->Constraints on will of majority 
· Disperses power so that there are multiple decision-makers, actors with veto power, and checks & balances
· Example: Coalition G., Checks & Balances in presidential system

Distinguishing political systems by the type of principal-agent relationships 
· Principal= Actors holding decision-making power (e.g. citizens) that decide to delegate tasks & authority to Agents (e.g. Parliament) to increase efficiency 
· Principals have opportunity to rein in agents through elections in case of voters<->parliaments and through No confidence votes for parl. <->executive 
· Categorize this relationship in systems by asking 2 key questions:
· What is relationship between government & parliament, is the government directly responsible to the parliament? 
· Who do voters elect? Is there a head of state, who is popularly elected for a fixed term? 
· No to #1 ->Presidential 
· Yes to #1, no to #2 -> Parliamentary
· Yes to #1 and #2 ->Semi-presidential 

Parliamentary Systems:
· Voters elect Parliament 
· Parliament elects PM (head of government), who forms cabinet w/ ministers
· Mutual dependence: G. needs (implicit) support in P., but can also sometimes dissolve P. Both G. & P. can call a vote of no confidence (VONC)
· P. can recall G. through VONC or sometimes constructive VONC (whereby they are required to nominate a replacement candidate for the PM) 
· European parliamentary systems are republics or monarchies where the head of state (hereditary monarch or president) is largely ceremonial & not directly elected 

Presidential Systems: 
· Voters elect both parliament and president (executive)
· Mutual independence of these 2 actors. 
· Example: US: President (and the ministers he appointed) cannot be removed by Congress (except with Impeachment), but he cannot dissolve Congress either 

Semi-presidential systems: 
· Voters elect both Parliament & President ->2 executives with popular legitimacy 
· Popularly elected President exists alongside PM/Cabinet (who need implicit support of parliament) 
· Powers of President over PM vary significantly 

Regime type and party cohesion
· In Presidential systems, the president cannot enforce party cohesion (no carrot of promotion), dissolve parliament or ask for a VONC. Due to the separate elections, the MPs are less dependent on the performance of the president for their re-election
· In Parliamentary systems, government parties can enforce party cohesion (Carrots: Promotion to ministerial office <-> Sticks: VONC or parliamentary dissolution), party leaders can prevent MPs from standing at next election and MPs depend on performance of their government for re-election->They fear “party whips” 
· Example: Party cohesion in the UK is much higher than in the US Congress 

Dangers/ Perils of Presidentialism (Juan Linz): 
· Presidential regimes prone to political breakdown (Latin America) 
· They frequently generate Presidents who can`t count on majority in Parliament, & P. is composed of individual legislators, not cohesive parties ->Stalemate/ gridlock
· They lack mechanisms to resolve conflicts between G. & P. (e.g. VONC), so divided G. drives actors to extra-constitutional means of resolving conflict ->regime collapse
· Parliamentarism is more conducive to stable democracy 

Different types of regimes and governments Government formation is more difficult in Parl. Systems, because the executive is accountable for legislature; the legislature can withdraw support from the executive (VONC) 

In Pres. Systems, the president chooses his/her cabinet 
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Government formation in parliamentary systems: 
· In most PR systems no single party gains absolute majority
· In the absence of such a majority, coalitions need to be formed
· Types of government in these cases: 
· Minimal winning: As many Parties as needed for majority (incl. Single-party) 
· Surplus coalition: More parties than needed for majority
· Minority government: Single party/Coalition without majority 
· Example: Denmark has “negative parliamentarism”, that means G. doesn`t need majority, just no majority against it 

Other forms of government
· Technocratic government: G. by “experts” / “Technocrats”, chosen for experience rather than partisanship; often in times of Crisis (Italy 2011-2013, 2021, Greece 2011) 
· Care-Taker government: Temporary ad-hoc G. that performs some governmental duties& functions until a regular G. is elected/formed. No mandate for major policy decisions (Belgium; Netherlands under de Ruute) 

Motivations in government formation
· Policy-seeking: Parties seek office to implement policies that make themselves, the country, or their voters better off ->Parties should strive for coalitions with ideologically close parties 
· Office-seeking: Parties seek office to acquire benefits, power & prestige that comes with political positions ->Parties should strive to occupy as many offices as possible and form minimum winning coalitions (smallest possible majority to achieve maximum number of own offices) 
· Given these objectives, the ideal coalition may be a minimal-connencted-winning coalition (Axelrod 1970) formed by ideologically adjacent parties 

Minority government 
· Don`t hold majority of seats, stable if there is no majority against them
· Pass policies with support of some opposition parties 
· Often function well if they occupy central positions in parliament & can forge ad-hoc coalitions with parties that are ideologically close (in a certain policy) 
· Often supported by smaller parties who don`t want to join the coalition, but are interested in policy benefits 
· Common outcome in many European democracies
· Frequent Scenario: Larger centrist party (median position in Parliament) has opportunities to use votes from left or right to pass legislation. A coalition by the left and the right parties against the centrist party is very unlikely 

Reasons for parties not to enter government
· Pursuit of office vs. pursuit of influence (policy) 
· Trade-Off: Power<-> Electoral prospects (Junior parties often punished by electorate (FDP in Ampel?); populists may find anti-establishment rhetoric harder after time in office) 
· Parties may wish to wait for more favorable circumstances 
· Institutions matter: Strong committee system (gives more power to opposition), Lack of formal investiture vote makes forming minority governments easier & Constructive no-confidence requirement makes maintaining one easier 

Governments & Policy-making 
· Governments = policy-seeking actors ->strive to change policy status quo 
· Parliament makes laws, but in practice, they are introduced by government 
· G. have agenda control over legislative progress (in Parliamentary systems) 
· However, there can be constraints on G.`s power (Within Parl. & Cabinet) 

Veto-Players= Individual/Collective decision-makers, whose agreement is required for the change of the status quo (Tsebelis) 
· Have Agenda-setting (make proposal) or veto power (block proposal) 
· Focuses on degree of policy stability: More Veto players (& Greater ideological differences among them) ->Higher stability 
· Institutional veto players: Created by Constitution (e.g. a president/ upper chamber) 
· Partisan veto players: Created by political game (e.g. coalition partners) 
· Have preferences over public policy outcomes 
· Policy-Potential decreases with Number of Veto Players, Lack of congruence (dissimilarity of policy positions among veto players) and the cohesion (similarity of policy positions among the constituent units of each veto player) of these players. 
· A, B, C= Veto players (their agreement is required to change the SQ) 
· Overlap of circles= Policies that all veto players prefer over SQ =>Winset of SQ 
· Unanimity Core (pareto set) = Set of points that cannot be defeated if the decision is unanimous
· Smaller winset & larger Core = Higher policy stability 
· Adding more players decreases Winset (or it remains the same) 
· =>More veto players -> Greater policy stability 
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Veto Player: Winset and Unanimity Core 

Who has Agenda-setting & Veto power
· Presidential system
· Agenda-setter: Any MP (& sometimes President)
· Veto: Majority in Parliament + President (Parl. Proposes, Pres. accept/reject) 
· Parliamentary system
· Agenda-setter: Government (usually)
· Veto: Majority in Parliament (and Head of state, officially) ->Government proposes, Parliament accepts/rejects 
· Some countries (like CH, DE and the EU) have strong Bicameralism, where the upper house is an institutional veto player 

[bookmark: _Toc122635092]Lecture 10 “Representation”, 25.11.2022

2 main types/models/” Visions” of representation
· Majoritarian vision: Accountability, limited demands on electorate, possible rejection affects incumbents; mandates for majority government to enact policy 
· Proportional vision: Voters chose agents to bargain for them, PR representation between interests of society & elected political groups 

Lijpharts Consensus vs. majoritarian 
· Executive-party dimension: How easy is it for a single party to take complete control of the government? 
· Concentration of executive power in single-party majority cabinet VS sharing in broad, multiparty coalition 
· Executive dominant over legislature VS balance between the two 
· 2-Party vs. multiparty systems -> Partly a function of electoral rules 
· Federal-unitary dimension: How easy it is for central government to change policy? 
· Unitary vs. federal/ Decentralized structure 
· Unicameral vs. bicameral legislature 

Powell: Proportional vs. majoritarian dimensions 
· Electoral system: Low district magnitude favors M. design (increasing likelihood of single party M government) <-> PR systems with large district magnitudes promote multiparty systems &PR democracy 
· Legislative rules: Almost unconstrained capacity of parliament vs. dispersion of power and enhancing opposition`s influence 

Powell: Concentration vs. diffusion of Power 
· Concentrated Power
· Elections= Tools to control policymakers
· Elected officials can make policy
· Citizens know who is responsible -can reward/punish 
· Concentrated power necessary for majoritarianism provides a clear winning policy coalition 
· Dispersed Power
· Elections more indirectly related to policy making 
· Bring together many different agents to bargain ->shifting coalitions 
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Accountability conception of representation
· Governments accountable, voters can sanction them, so incumbents who act in the best interest of citizens win reelection 
· Retrospective view of R. 

Mandate conception of representation
· Occurs when (1) electoral campaigns are informative about what voters can expect parties to do in office and (2) the winning party pursues that mandate in office 
· Prospective view of R. 

Democracy and delegation
· Representative democracy means effective but limited government containing mechanisms of delegation as well as accountability 
· Agency Theory: Delegation of power from Principal to agent 
· Parliamentary systems: Indirectness & singularity 
· Presidential systems: Direct election of president & multiple chains of delegation 
· Reasons to delegate:
· Efficiency, aggregation of interests 
· Reduce informational transaction costs, delegate to policy experts 
· Reduce problem of credible commitment, delegate to independent bureaucratic agents, who are insulated from electoral pressures 
· Where does Delegation happen in Parliamentary systems
· Voters -> elected representatives 
· Legislators -> head of government (HoG)
· HoG ->Ministers
· Executive ->civil service 

Accountability
· Agent accountable to principal, if he`s obliged to act on P.s behalf & if P. can reward/punish the agent for his performance 
· This applies to elected governments in democracies when:
· Voters can discern whether governments are acting in their interest & sanction them (Manin et al. 1990) 
· Executive is accountable to. Majority of MPs and can be voted out of office through a VONC (Strom 2000) 
· Accountability runs counter to the delegation chain 

Agency problems
· Shirking/ Drifting: Agent fails to act in best interest of agent 
· Incomplete information (Voters don`t have enough info to choose the best agent ->adverse selection)Mechanisms to avoid agency loss:
· Contract design (ex ante) 
· Screening & selections mechanisms (ex ante) 
· Monitoring & reporting (ex post) 
· Institutional checks (ex post) 
· Sanctioning (ex post) 
· But: Oversight is costly and could increase inefficiency and create deadlocks! 


· Hidden action (->moral hazard) 
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Elections as sanctioning mechanisms depend on voters’ perception of responsibility for policy outcomes. This therefore influences the link made below 
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Majoritarian model favors accountability: Higher clarity->easier sanctions & electoral sanctions ->greater changes in policy ->more incentives for politicians to perform well 

Types of Representation 
· Formalistic R. ->Institutional mechanisms of accountability 
· Symbolic R. ->” Standing for”, similar to descriptive R. 
· Substantive R. ->” Acting for”, similar to Policy R. 
· Descriptive R. (Do representatives resemble the represented? E.g., gender, ethnicity, class, etc.) 
· Policy R. (Policy decisions are reflective of public opinion) 
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Policy representation 
· Congruence: Match between policy position of voters & representatives 
· Responsiveness: Shifts in public opinion lead to shifts in policy positions & outcomes 
· Mechanism: Electoral turnover: Election of government with policy positions congruent with public opinion (“promissory representation, as politicians make promises to voters at election) 
· Mechanism: Rational anticipation: G. policy shifts in line with public opinion 
· Motivations for responsiveness: Re-election & Legitimacy of public policies 
[image: ]Congruence measured as ideological congruence (left/right) -> The smaller the distance between median voter and government position, the higher the level of congruence 
Problems:
· Assumes 1-dimensional policy-space 
· Assumes an accurate measurement of voters ‘and parties ‘positions 
Dynamic policy responsiveness: Extent to which gov. changes policy positions, when voters change preferences (“Moving” policies in response to public opinion) 


Are PR systems more congruent with voter preferences -> Better policy R.? 
· Powell 2000: Yes, higher congruence in PR than in Majoritarian systems 
· Newer studies: Difference has declined in recent decades (Either due to plurality parties converging towards median voter in M systems (Powell 2009) or due to no evidence for better congruence found (Blais/Bodet 2006, Golder/Lloyd 2014, Ferland 2016)) 

Are majoritarian systems more responsive? 
· Make it easier to change policies & there is a direct link voter<->representative 
· They may respond more efficiently to changing public mood than broad coalitions (Soroka/ Wlezien 2010) 
· However, there are more “safe seats”, therefore less competition and less incentives to engage in anticipatory representation and reacting to public policy changes 
· More PR also means that wider range of policy preferences can be represented in parliament/ government 

Descriptive Representation 
· Closed list PR thought to be more favorable to marginalized groups, because parties have more influence on candidate selection, incumbency is smaller factor, easier to implement quotas, more incentives to balance lists, etc. 
· Example: Gender representation in different countries 

Which model is more desirable? 
· Lijphart: Consensus D. ->better R. of diverse interests, including minority rights. Better policy-making especially in divided societies 
· Powell: Dispersion of power (->PR) better, because elections may not reflect actual majority preferences; all views (not just winners) are taken into account) & there is a higher level of congruence in PR systems  
· Counterargument: Higher clarity of responsibility & accountability in M. systems and greater responsiveness as policy change is easier to achieve? 
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What are NMI?
· Delegation of Power/authority to non-elected institutions (->Principal-Agent-Theory, Lecture 10) 
· NMIs= Governmental agencies that (a) possess & exercise some grant of specialized public authority, separate from that of other institutions but (b) are neither directly elected by the people nor directly managed by elected officials 
· Examples: Central banks, courts, independent regulatory bodies, IOs like the European Commission

Advantages of delegating to NMI
· Credibly commit to a particular policy 
· “Tying one`s hands” 
· Protecting particular policies
· Preventing political opportunism or “pandering” to voters by re-election minded politicians 
· Reduce informational transaction costs
· Delegate to policy experts
· Overcome information asymmetries in technical areas of governance 
· Enhance efficiency of rule making 
· Overcome coordination challenge
· Prevent defection from a mutually beneficial outcome  
· Avoid blame for unpopular policies 

Agency discretion and power 
· Zone of discretion: D= P-C 
· P: Sum of delegated powers (policy discretion) granted by principal to agent 
Minus 
· C: Sum of control instruments available for the principal to shape (constrain) or annul (reverse) policy outcomes by the agent

Central Banks 
· Monetary Policies: 
· Set interest rates (e.g. basic mortgage lending rate) in absence of a fixed exchange rate 
· Control the “money supply” (print money, quantitative easing, buying dept) 
· Manage foreign exchange & gold reserves (to influence exchange rate of currency) 
· Other policies 
· Government`s bank (e.g. buy up gov. bonds) 
· Bankers` bank (Lender of last resort)
· Regulate & supervise banking industry (growing importance since 07/08) 
· Advise government on other economic topics 

Goals of monetary policy 
· Price stability: Low inflation ->unanticipated inflation leads to lender losses; stable interest rates lead to more investment. By increasing interest rates, CBs can try and ease the inflationary pressure 
· Economic growth: Higher employment -> Price stability leads to economic growth (e.g. more savings), but high interest rates lead to lower growth. So “fighting” inflation by raising interest rates, decelerates growth rates. 
· =>Tension between price stability (low inflation) VS. economic growth, manifested for example in the ECB, where Germany is for price stability while France more for growth
· Currency stability: Currency fluctuations leads to uncertainty & lower investments, but: High Exchange rate->lower growth, low exchange rate ->Inflation => It is hard to find the balance! 

Why delegate to central banks? 
· Solve time-inconsistent preferences: Allow governments to set policies for the long run, with low interest rates
· Solve information gaps: Central bankers know currency markets. Etc. better that the average voter or politician 
· End “political business cycle” 
· Political business cycle: In the short tun, monetary expansion (depreciation) can provide short term benefits to an economy: higher exports, lower unemployment, fiscal expansion ->Incentives for monetary expansion prior to elections and/or to defer monetary contraction until after elections 
· Lock-in stable macro-economic environment: Give CB authority to ensure that the currency will not fluctuate wildly over the next few years, to encourage investment 

Independence of CBs 
· CB with high independency is able to resist pressures from electorally motivated officials 
· Mean degree of independence has increased a lot in the past decades, CBs are becoming more and more independent, however there is a lot of variation 
· Example: Exchange rates in South America around election times: Often, there is a political business cycle visible, where exchange rates go down in the months before an election and rise sharply after the election ->indicator for low CBI  
· Effect of high CBI on the economy (Bodea/Hicks 2015):
· Significant Effect, if CBI is credible 
· In strong democracies, there is less inflation, if CBI is increasing 
· In autocracies, there is almost no effect (because CBI wouldn`t be credible)
· -> Institutional credibility is required for CBs to be effective 
· Alternative: Fixed exchange rates (have similar effect)
· Downsides of CB Independence: 
· 1) Policy flexibility to respond to economic shocks is limited, especially when banks are constrained by inflation targets (Financial shocks create higher unemployment in states with high CBI & inflation targets) 
· 2) Monetary policy has huge distributional consequences and is not just a “technical activity” ->shouldn`t accountable politicians be in charge? 

Courts

Why delegate to Courts? 
· Protect human rights
· Complete legislative contracts – credible commitment 
· Control other agencies, are legal experts & limit power of executive (->crucial for liberal Democracies) 

Trust in Judges/Courts is higher compared to all other institutions (Gov., Parliament, Parties, EU) across Europe! 

Courts and politics 
· Appointing of judges works differently in different countries, but often it is still a political (and not independent!) decision. 
· E.g., the median ideology of the US Supreme Court has shifted to the right in the past 50 years. 
· Rulings by independent courts can be highly controversial, especially when they rule on polarized & salient issues (E.g., Overturning of Roe v Wade by USSC) 

Trade-offs in delegating to NMI
+Greater policy efficiency and stability
+Credible commitment to policy goals and values
+Greater technical policy expertise
+Checks on the executive 

-Lacks input legitimacy
-Reduces policy responsiveness to public opinion
-Even NMIs have political biases 
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Territorial Organization of the State
· Multilevel governance = Dispersion of authority within & beyond nation states (supra- & subnational) 
· 2 ideal forms of organizing a state: Unitary (places formal authority in the central government) or federal (divides government authority between a national and state governments) system
· Minimalist definition of a federal state (Riker 1964)
· Two Levels of Government rule the same land& people
· Each Level has at least one area of action, in which it is autonomous 
· There is some guarantee (even if merely a statement in the constitution) of the autonomy of each government in its own sphere 
· Different (more extensive) definition of federalism (Elazar 1997, Bednar 2009) 
· Geopolitical division -Country divided into regional governments that are constitutionally recognized & that cannot be unilaterally abolished by the central government
· Independence – Regional & Central Governments have independent bases of authority, e.g. separate elections, courts, laws, etc. 
· Direct governance – Policy making is divided between regional & central governments with each having exclusive competences in certain policy fields 
· Territorial representation – Regional sub-units represented in upper chamber of central legislature (->have power over central government policy) 
· Types of federalization
· Coming-together federalism: The (more or less voluntarily) coming-together of previously independent political entities in a bigger territorial unit (USA, CH, AUS) 
· Holding-together federalism: Central gov. chooses to decentralize Power to ameliorate tensions among various ethnic/linguistic groups ->Devolution of power becomes a tool to preserve the state (BEL, IND) 

· Decentralization within unitary states 
· Unitary state:
· Geopolitical division decided by central government
· Sub-units may have independent elections, but no separate laws/courts
· No direct governance (no exclusive competence in sub-units)
· No territorial representation in central legislature
· Devolution/Decentralization within a unitary state
· Existence & Powers of geopolitical divisions decided by central gov. 
· (Some) Sub-units have independent courts & legal traditions
· (Some) Sub-units have direct governance, i.e. exclusive power over some policies
· Over representation of (some) territorial sub units in upper house 
· Where only some sub-units have exclusive policy-making power & special representation =>Asymmetric federalism 
Regional Authority in Europe: 
Weakening of central state «in both directions» ->Delegation of power to both supra- and subnational units 
More regional authority across all of Europe 
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Logic of Multilevel Governance (Hooghe/Marks) 
· 2 logics, that underpin multi-level governance 
· Functionalist Logic 
· Governance= instrument for efficient delivery of oods
· Every public good has optimal spatial scale
· Optimal jurisdictional design, when these goods are allocated across levels of governance so that externalities are internalized & economies of scale benefits are maximized 
· Identity Logic:
· Demand for self-rule by those living in distinctive communities
· Structure of governance should follow boundaries of communities
· Advantages of decentralizing on the “supply-side” 
· Functional: Local gov. can be better at mapping policy-preferences (e.g. fiscal federalism)
· Functional: Regulatory competition between regions & better performances at local level 
· Institutionalized Patronage & Co-optation
· Decentralization can provide resources & power to politically important interests 
· Political fragmentation can make collective action by regional/ethnic interests more OR less difficult 
· Advantages of decentralizing on the “demand-side” 
· Ethno-territorial identity: Marginalized regional/ethnic groups may seek decentralization for greater influence ->commonly in the face of secessionist threats 
· Accountability & representation: Voters may feel better represented by more local politicians and believe that decentralization makes it easier, to hold politicians accountable 

Example of (asymmetric) decentralization: Spain 
· Repression of regional identities under Franco, since then: Process of regional autonomy, but very asymmetrical (Basque/Navarre highest autonomy, Catalonia/Galicia/Andalusia/Valencia still quite high, much less in the other regions. 
· Referendum on Catalan independence in 2017, not recognized by Spanish State 

Effects of decentralization on…
· Vertical Checks & Balances (e.g. Lijphart 1999, Tsebelis 2002) 
· What are effects of Dec. on gridlock/political stability?
· Dividing powers center<->sub-states is analytically the same as dividing powers executive<->legislature or between 2 legislative chambers 
· Federalism therefore increases policy stability & dialogue, but at the cost of a higher gridlock risk (more veto players) 
· Accountability & Representation (Pro: Casey 2015, Weingast 1995) 
· Voters may be better informed about local context, politicians likewise better informed about needs of voters ->Better representation of local preferences
· Voters can better monitor performance in a local rather that national context
· Better information ->less corruption, identity voting & clientelism 
· Accountability & Representation (Contra: Bardhan 2002, Treisman 2009) 
· Electoral competition often weak in local context, voting based on personal connections
· More levels of gov. ->more opportunities for corruption
· More checks & balances ->lower clarity of responsibility 
· Preventing ethnic conflict 
· Does Dec. exacerbate or reduce ethnic conflict?
· If ethno-linguistic groups are geographically concentrated ->decentralization gives them autonomy over issues they care about (education, media, language, etc.) E.g. CAN, Bel, UK, ESP, Nigeria 
· Decentralization can also reduce political salience of ethnic divisions by forcing politicians to compete along non-ethnic lines ->advantage for ethnically contentious societies, e.g. Kenya, Bosnia, Sierra Leone 
· Divergent policy preferences: Some geographically concentrated social groups might have significantly divergent policy preferences from national majority and so prefer decentralized powers on these issues (ø Scottish voter more left than ø UK Voter; some US states more conservative than others; etc.) 
· More efficient economy
· Does decentralization increase economic performance (Market preserving federalism) or lead to “race to the bottom” in regulatory standards?
· Weingast 1995 argues for market-preserving federalism: F. solves “policial commitment problem”: When local authorities have control over economy (but not movement of factors & goods), any kind of opportunism risks losing investment 
· When local governments have to compete more, F. can lead to “regulatory competition” (Competition for better policies & regulatory standards to attract more investors) 
· Yet, regulatory competition might lead to race to the bottom, as states cut their standards, welfare costs & taxes to attract businesses 
· Also, assumptions about local government capacity & factor mobility may be unreasonable in many developing states. (Local governments don’t have resources/knowledge to provide all kinds of public services, these would be provided in a better way by the national government) 

Why do countries transfer power to regional & international authorities? 
· Functional logic: Public goods with externalities beyond borders call for governance at regional/global level (Trade, Pandemics, Refugees, Climate crisis, etc.); Larger units can also better exploit economies of scale /have more global bargaining power 
· Identity logic: Nation states want to retain authority over certain areas central to statehood (Foreign policy, citizenship, defense, etc.) 

Case Study – The European Union EU 
· Deepening over the last 60 years 
· Delegation in the EU with Member states (MS) as Principals, EU-Institutions as Agents 
· Advantages: Efficiency & aggregation of interests; Reducing transaction costs by delegating to policy experts; Reducing problem of credible commitment by delegating to independent bureaucratic agents, who are insulated from electoral pressures 
· Policy areas with high level of EU competence ->high delegation:
· Competition /Trade, Monetary Policy, Agriculture & Fishing; commercial policy; single market policy 
· Policy areas with low level of EU competence ->low delegation
· Foreign & security policy, Immigration/Citizenship, Taxation, Welfare, Education, Health care 
· When does EU Commission set the agenda? ->Depends on: 
· Institutional rules
· Distribution of actors` preferences & urgency 
· Informational asymmetry between principal and agent 
· Distributional consequences / electoral salience Implications: 
Incentives for MS to delegate agenda-setting power to commission (primarily on regulatory policies with low salience/conflict) 

Commission has incentive to shape policy outcome (danger of shirking) 

MS seek to constrain EU-Institutions through oversight institutions 
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Defining Democracy 
· Procedural definitions focus on procedures of D. (regular elections, etc.)
· Substantive definitions focus on outcomes of those procedures, such as alteration of government. Some definitions combine both elements 
· Electoral vs. liberal Democracy
· Electoral D: When principal positions of political power are filled through regular, free, fair 6 competitive elections 
· Liberal D: Beyond just that, it features a rule of law with independent judiciary; extensive individual rights/Freedoms; strong protection of minority rights; pluralistic civil society (e.g. Diamond) 
· Procedural Definition – Polyarchy by Robert Dahl (1971):
· Freedom of association
· Freedom of expression / information
· Universal suffrage (everyone has right to vote) 
· Right to stand as candidate 
· Free & fair elections 
· Government policies depend on election results 
· Substantive Definition – Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub/Limongi (2000). 
· Chief executive is elected
· Legislature is elected 
· >1 party competing in elections 
· Alternation of power under identical rules has taken place at least once
· Larry Diamond 1999 – Developing Democracy 
· Free and fair elections 
· Active participation of people as citizens in civil & political life 
· Protection of human rights of all citizens 
· Rule of law, under which laws& procedures apply equally to all citizens

Measuring Democracy 
· Polity Project: Score from -10 (institutionalized autocracy) to 10 (institutionalized democracy) (->Classification D. , anocracy or A., based on procedural conceptions) 
· Freedom House: Score 1-7 (Classification Free, partly free, not free, based on political rights & civil liberties) 
· V-Dem: Based on expert evaluations classified into Electoral/ Liberal/ Egalitarian/ Participatory/Deliberative Democracy(many dimensions, many classifications) 
· Autocracy (closed/electoral) vs. Democracy (Electoral/liberal) 

Indicators of democratic backsliding (D. BS)
· D. BS: Gradual & usually intentional weakening of checks on government & civil liberties by democratically elected governments 
· Indicators of lack of D. BS (Norris):
· Cultural: Support for (liberal) democracy in the population 
· Constitutional: Political institutions reflect democratic norms& practices
· Behaviorally: No significant groups actively seeking to overthrow the regime and/or secede from the state
· Important Consideration: What definition of democracy do we adopt? Do these indicators refer to electoral D. or to the more expansive liberal D.? 
Case study: Hungary and the EU 
· Since 2010, Hungary under Orban has been repeatedly criticized for interference with liberal democratic institutions including judiciary, press, universities, minority rights
· However, it is still part of EU, which has democracy as core element (and as condition for becoming a member, Art. 2 of treaty, Copenhagen criteria) Many scholars even argue, that this criterion has helped to consolidate democracy in southern and central-eastern Europe
· Yet, the EU has struggled to deal with D. BS in HU and other member states 
Authoritarian equilibrium (Kelemen)
· He argues that EU is trapped in authoritarian equilibrium (=A politically stable state, in which the EU supports the survival of an authoritarian member government)
· 3 Factors supporting this equilibrium:
· Half-baked politicization creates incentives for Europarties to protect state-level dictators but hasn`t evolved to the point, where Europarties would pay a price for supporting these autocrats (Conservative party in EU-parliament gets many seats (-=power) from Hungarian MPs, they therefore don`t want to lose these seats by going more aggressively against HUN. 
· EU funds help sustain national autocracies
· Free movement of people within EU facilitates emigration by dissatisfied citizens (instead of them going more into opposition)
Challenges to liberal democracy from populism (P.)
· P. as thin-centered ideology: Considers society to be separated into 2 homogenous & antagonistic groups (“Pure people” vs. “corrupt elite”) and argues that politics should be an expression of majority will of the people/ volonté general (Mudde 2004, 543) 
· Populists tend to favor electoral D. over liberal D: Emphasis on “will of people” based on popular sovereignty & majority rule ->unconstrained rule by popularly elected leader and/or direct democracy 
· Inherently anti-establishment – seeks to undermine established political institutions 
· Authoritarian populists: Tend to emphasize traditional values & threats of outsiders to the nation, often at the expense of civil liberties & minority rights (LGBT, refugees, foreigners (->in-group vs. out-group dynamics) 
· Constant rise of populist parties (mostly far-right) across all of Europe
· Debate in literature on whether rise of P. stems from cultural backlash or economic insecurity
· Cultural Backlash (Norris): 
· Identity-based politics
· Immigration concerns, nationalism, nostalgia 
· Authoritarian /particularistic attitudes especially among older cohorts responding to social change
· Economic insecurity 
· Protest against perceived economic decline & inequality 
· Linked to globalization & deindustrialization 
· Less-educated “losers of globalization” vs. highly educated “winners” (UK/Brexit: Leavers vs. remainers) 
· Supply-side explanation: Focusing on role of pol. Entrepreneurs & the failure of mainstream parties 
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Switzerland: VEry low clarity of responsibility makes sanctioning harder
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what are the trade-offs for each method? 
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holds well in case itself, but harder to explain other cases
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