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[bookmark: _Toc152764228]Introduction and methodological Foundations
1.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764229]Introduction
Comparative politics…
· …is the study of politics within nations
· Polity (political structures): which institutions do exist and how do they distribute power?
· Politics (processes, actors, behaviour): how are decisions made and who influences them?
· Policy (reforms, outputs and outcomes): which decisions are made and with what effects?
· … using the method of comparison, i.e. the systematic juxtaposition of objects using specific criteria (variables)
 
Comparative politics aims to:
· Describe patterns (including trends, classifications and typologies), e.g. typology of political systems
· Explain differences and similarities (X -> Y), e.g. des economic wealth cause democratization? Did programme X produce the intended effects?
· Predict outcomes (if X then Y), e.g. based on past electoral reforms, can we predict what would be the effects of lowering the voting age?
 
3 Inference Types
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1.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764230]The comparative method
-> rooted in political science
· The scientific method is about explaining the world through theories and hypotheses that than be empirically examined and proven wrong (falsified). It generally involves
1. Research Question (puzzle)
1. Theory or model
1. Hypotheses (empirical implications of the theory)
1. Research design: systematic empirical investigation of the hypotheses
1. Evaluation of the evidence
 
1. Puzzles
· Research questions tackle puzzles of relevance to politics and society today
· Why are some countries democratic and other not?
· How do autocratic regimes remain stable?
· What shapes voters’ participation and voting decision around the world?
· We will learn how to apply a rigorous comparative method to answer these questions
 
1. Theory
· In its simplest form, a theory is a meaningful statement about the relationship between two real-world phenomena:
· Y the dependent variable (what is to be explained?)
· and X, the independent variable (what are the most likely causes for Y)
 
1. Implications
· Implications: what would we observe if the theory would be true?
 
1. Research Design involving comparative methods
· Large-N, small-N or Case study
· depending on the number of units of observation (countries, regions, organisations, policy programmes, individuals… sometimes over time)
· Quantitative (observational, experimental) or qualitative (historical analysis, process-tracing…)
· Similarities between qualitative and quantitative methods
· Comparison implicit in all research that makes generalizable claims
· Small N logic of comparing similar units and controlling for differences similar to the logic of large-N statistical and experimental methods


1.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764231]Quantitative Methods
-> Large-N quantitative methods (e.g. multivariate regression)
· Measure the strength of the association between variables
· “Variable-oriented”: with many cases, we ultimately know very little about the context and peculiarities of each case
· High levels of generalisability / external validity
 
· Strength
· Provides a measure for the statistical association between variables
· Allows researchers to “control for” many alternative factors within a regression framework
· Weaknesses:
· Not ideal for theory development
· Dangers of conceptual stretching (e.g. Euroscepticism)
· Observational data does not easily allow for causal inferences (-> In a regression framework there may be unobserved confounders (omitted variable bias))


1.4. [bookmark: _Toc152764232]Experimental Methods in comparative Politics
· We cannot observe individual treatment effects but we can compare groups of treated vs. untreated subjects to estimate average treatment effects.
· A certain number of assumptions needs to be met.
· Experiments mean to ensure independence of treatment and potential outcomes based on random treatment assignment. This is meant to eliminate selection biases.
· Traditional randomized experiments are not always suited to answer questions in comparative politics, because the explanatory variables cannot easily be manipulated
· Other experimental approaches include ‘natural experiments’
· E.g. examining the effects of “as-if-random” events
· Examining “differences-in-differences”


1.5. [bookmark: _Toc152764233]Case Studies and Case Selection
· Case studies
· “The intensive (qualitative or quantitative) analysis of a single unit or a small number of units (the cases), where the researcher’s goal is to understand a larger class of similar units (a population of cases).”
· Case Selection:
· “Most likely”: a case where a given hypothesis is most likely to work - Used for falsification
· “Least likely” case choice is least likely to work - Used for confirmation
· “Typical” A case that is representative of a broader causal relationship – used for confirmation/generalization
· Comparative methods
· Large-N or small-N comparison of cases
· Small-N case selection: Method of agreement or Method of difference
 
· Advantages
· Conceptual and internal validity
· Deriving new hypotheses
· Exploring (complex) causal mechanisms
· Disadvantages
· Selection bias risk
· Too many variables, too few cases
· Difficulty measuring size effects
· More difficult to generalize
1.6. [bookmark: _Toc152764234]Mill's Method of Case Selection
· Method of difference: All Independent Variables are similar except for one Independent Variable and the Dependent Variable is different
· Method of agreement: All Independent Variables are different except for one Independent Variable and Dependent Variable is the same
 
· Advantages
· Allows for causal inferences
· Enables generalizability from small-N
· Disadvantages
· Requires deterministic, not probabilistic assumption
· Cannot accommodate interaction effects
· Assumes each outcome has one explanatory cause, and all causally relevant factors must be identified a priori
· Possible case selection bias


1.7. [bookmark: _Toc152764235]Large-N vs Small-N
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[bookmark: _Toc152764236]Theories of Comparative Politics
1.8. [bookmark: _Toc152764237]What is a Theory?
· Theory (or model) offers a simplified version of reality that allows to tell a logically consistent story about how different social and political factors relate to one another.
· In its simplest form, a theory is a meaningful statement about the relationship between two real-world phenomena:
· Y the dependent variable (what is to be explained?)
· and X, the independent variable (what are the most likely causes for Y)
· Theories draw on assumptions about the world and logically consistent arguments.
 
Making sense of systematic patterns
· Underlying assumption: all phenomena occur as a result of some recurring process
· If X causes Y today, then it will also cause Y tomorrow and the next day and so on.
· If it does not, then we should not consider X as a cause.
· Should we reject this principle, we would have to accept that things happen for no reason!
· The social world is admittedly full of “noise” (apparently chaotic processes) -> Social Science should filter the noise
· But social scientists seek to divide behaviour into systematic and unsystematic components, so as to be able to focus on systematic components – with theories
 
A simplified picture of the world
· Models never depict reality in full detail/ complexity: much of the skill of modelling is in deciding what to leave out and what to keep in!
· A good model contains only what is needed to explain the phenomenon that puzzles us and nothing else.
· If we made our models too complex, we could describe the phenomenon of interest but not explain it: how to then know which elements are crucial for explaining the phenomenon, and which are superfluous?
 
Why do we need theories in Comparative Politics?
· To overcome any purely descriptive approach
· A generalizable theory provides a basis for comparison across different cases and for the testing of hypotheses about how politics work. How well does the model fit in some contexts, does it need to be improved in others?
· Ex.: description of the subject of questions in the European Parliament vs. testing of theory on party competition
· To make sense of the world through simplification with a focus on systematic (law-like) patterns
· Ex.: Prospects for democratization following an international intervention or popular upraising
 
How to generate theories
· Speculation about what causes could have produced the outcome of interest
· Logical deductions from abstract assumptions
· Induction and feedback from empirical evidence
· “Usual suspects”: several fundamental theoretical traditions


1.9. [bookmark: _Toc152764238]Theoretical approaches to comparative politics
-> How to explain political behaviour? How far do institutions shape such behaviour?
-> How do institutions come about, how do they persist or change?


1.9.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764239]Old institutionalism
· Old tradition (Aristotle, Bodin, Montesquieu…)
· Concern with the State and its institutions
· defined in a very narrow sense overlapping with state powers, i.e. parliamentarism vs. presidentialism, federalism vs. unitary state, unicameralism vs. bicameralism, constitutionalism…
· Empirical focus on constitutional texts and legal documents
 
Limitations:
· Discreptancy between constitutions and practices possible
· Mobilization of the masses in communist and fascist regimes
· New emphasis on ideologies, belief systems and political cultures
· Decolonization and decline of modernization theory
· Attention to new cases…
· … calling for new concepts (e.g. patrimonial state, revolutionary parties, clans…) and theories
· Evidence that ethnically/ linguistically/ religiously divided societies can be stable and peaceful without opting for majoritarian institutions (was believed to be the most stable system) -> Belgium, Netherlands, Switzerland, in contrast to France, Germany, Italy
· Awareness that different practices are possible within the same institutions
· Interest in politics (parties, interest groups, movements) and political cultures


1.9.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764240]Macro-structural theories
· Search for universal concepts such as “political system” or “functions”
(David Easton's system theory)
[image: A diagram of a political system

Description automatically generated]
· Polities are approached as complex systems whose parts work together to fulfil vital functions such as promoting stability and solidarity
· Institutions emerge to fulfil core functions defined by the social structure, in an effort to performing the tasks associated with modern society as efficiently as possible
· The social, psychological or cultural characteristics of individuals shape their behaviour
· Limitations: encompassing transcultural concepts appeared to be excessively abstract and remote from historical contexts
-> Scholars shifted their focus back to the state and its institutions
-> Social structures still researched today


1.9.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764241]Neo institutionalism
-> At least three different variants that, however share
· the label of “neo-institutionalism”
· the assumption that institutions determine social and political outcomes
· via the opportunity structures and the limits within which individuals build preferences and act
· an interest in explaining the origins of institutions
· a broader concept of institutions: sets of rules, procedures and social norms
 
Historical Neo-Institutionalism
· Institutions: formal or informal procedures, routines, norms and conventions embedded in the organizational structure of the polity or political economy (ie Magic Formula in Switzerland)
· Assumption: 
· politics are about social groups competing for scarce resources
· Arguments:
· institutions are path-dependent and produce unintended consequences (ie nuclear power plants in France -> late emergeance of green parties)
· The same operative forces may not produce the same outcomes everywhere because of contextual features inherited from the past (e.g. policy legacy): importance of initial (historical) decisions which are costly to change (ie welfare programmes)
· Institutions are relatively persistent and evolve incrementally, along a ‘path’ (except for critical junctures that tend to be explained by crises or wars)
· institutions structure politics (i.e. the character and outcomes of group conflict) by structuring collective behaviour, but they are not the only factor (socioeconomic development, ideas)
 
Rational-choice Neo-Institutionalism
· Assumptions:
· individuals as utility maximisers: they have a fixed set of preferences and behave strategically so as to maximize the attainment of these preferences
· politics pertain to collective action dilemmas (prisoners’ dilemma, tragedy of the commons…)
· Arguments:
· institutions persist because they help maximizing people’s utility – but how to account for institutional change?
· institutions affect behaviour primarily by shaping actors’ expectations towards other actors’ behaviour and their strategic calculus (e.g. via agreements, penalties for defection…)
 
Sociological Neo-Institutionalism
· Institutions: not just formal rules, procedures or norms, but also symbols, cognitive scripts and moral templates
· Assumption:
· individuals as satisfiers. Behaviour is not fully strategic but bounded by an individual’s interpretation of the situation, worldview and habits (ie supporting welfare systems, even though supporters might not profit themselves)
· Arguments: 
· Institutions emerge not because they are efficient but because they comply with predominant conceptions.
· Institutions persist because they are so taken-for-granted that they escape public scrutiny.
· Institutions shape behaviour by providing moral or cognitive templates for interpretation and action (e.g. symbols, scripts, routine, identities, values…), i.e. through norms attached to roles that will shape what individuals find “rational”
-> Institutions and behaviour are intertwined: Norms and conventions shape individual behaviour but individuals reinforce the norms and conventions to which they are adhering.


1.9.4. [bookmark: _Toc152764242]In a nutshell
-> Three “I”s to explain political behaviour and institutional change / stability
· Institutions (path dependence, influence on individuals’ opportunity structure and norms)
· Interests (who wins from the respective institutions, actors’ strategic interactions shaped by their respective interests)
· Ideas and identities (political culture, symbols, norms, etc.)
· Fourth I: International forces: International intervention (military, soft intervention…)
 
Case examples:
· What explains the rise of far-right populism?
· Institutions: Electoral Systems
· Interests: Distrust for mainstream parties
· Ideas and identities: Common identity, religion, lack of trust in institutions…



[bookmark: _Toc152764243]State Building
1.10. [bookmark: _Toc152764244]What is a State?
-> 1933 Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States: 
· Article 1: The state as a person of international law should possess the following qualifications:
· a permanent population;
· a defined territory;
· government; and
· capacity to enter into relations with other states.
 
-> Max Weber: "The state is the form of human community that (successfully) lays claim to the monopoly of legitimate physical violence within a particular territory.”
 
-> Is this use of force by states always legitimate?
· More recent Definitions:
· Charles Tilly (1985): "[State are] relatively centralized, differentiate organizations, the officials of which, more or less, successfully claim control over the chief concentrated means of violence within a population inhabiting a large contiguous territory"
· Douglass North (1981): "A state is an organization with a comparative advantage in violence, extending over a geographic area whose boundaries are area determined by its power to tax constituents. "
 
-> Failed States:
· States that cannot use force to successfully control the inhabitants of their territory (e.g. because of civil war)
· Unable to provide the functions that define them as states i.e. to coerce or successfully control the inhabitants in their territory
 
 
1.11. [bookmark: _Toc152764245]Puzzle: How and why have States become the world's most powerful organization?
-> Charles Tilly: "States have been the world‘s largest and most powerful organizations for more than 5000 years."
 
-> Jared Diamond: "Of the many theories addressing the problem of state origins, the simplest denies that there is any problem to solve. […] However, we know that, as of A.D. 1492, much of the world was instead organised into chiefdoms, tribes, or bands. State formation does demand an explanation.”
 
Precursors of states
-> Durable power centralization follows the development of
· agriculture (since Neolithic period) following sedentarization: the growing population density and increasingly sophisticated tools
· need to protect herds and stocks from rivals
· division of labour and growing social stratification
· need for infrastructure, including irrigation systems
· Provides the possibility of power 
· Not everyone needs to hunt, others can gather wood for fire and or do politics
· writing: centralization of vital information
 
Only precursors from modern states 
-> Virtually all pre-modern empires included multiple or overlapping layers of sovereignty
· Chinese empire ruled a vast territory for centuries, but not always from a Single, centralized sovereign (Tin-bor Hui 2004)
· African precolonial kingdoms sometimes ruled large areas, but rule over people rather than a precisely defined territory (greater sovereignty closer to the capital and less in the peripheries)
· Similarly, feudal states in Europe saw multiple Iords claiming and disputing each others sovereignty over overlapping territories (vassals and Iords), while the Catholic Church claimed a separate and universal religious sovereignty
 
What we want to explain: State Building
· Europe, late middle-ages 12th-16th century
· Territorial unification and consolidation
· Creation of state-institutions (army, bureaucracy, system of government) that allowed to
· mobilize populations for economic growth and wars
· raise revenues (taxes)
· progressively pacified relations
· Nation-building i.e. fostering a shared sense of belonging among the state's People
 
The convergence to a system of sovereign states demands an explanation
-> Potential alternatives:
· Empires
· German emperors claimed to revive the Roman empire.
· Later, Spanish rulers intended to expand their authority with similar theocratic ambitions
· City-states, city-leagues, loose confederal entities (such as the Swiss confederation) and hybrid states (e.g. Dutch United Provinces) persisted throughout the early modern European history.
 
 
1.12. [bookmark: _Toc152764246]Where do states come from?
1.12.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764247]Rational choice and social contract theory
· Monopolization of violence can only occur and administration (i.e. revenue extraction) is facilitated
· if governments are deemed at least partially legitimate.
· If all people hate the state, they will find ways to not pay taxes and cooperate...
· States: result from a social contract between individuals in the state of nature in which the state helps resolve political disputes and provides security in exchange for obedience from the citizen
 
-> Thomas Hobbes: "What would social relationships among humans be like in a world without states or governments? How would people behave if they did not have to fear being punished by authorities?"
 
Human dilemma in the state of nature
· Everyone may gain by attacking his neighbour in a moment of vulnerability (e.g. while sleeping)
· Yet everyone knows that the neighbours can do the same
· All would be better-off by refraining to attack the neighbours and avoiding a "war of all against all"
· But without a "common power to keep them all in awe" (= State), humans will attack each Other
 
The state of nature game
-> Two individuals A and B in a state of nature, desiring the same thing (e.g. a land)
· Payoffs depend on how players rank each outcome
· Each player's best outcome is to steal the other actor's belongings and to keep his own (i.e. the Other Player refrains), payoff = 4
· The worst outcome is the exact opposite of this; that is he refrains and the Other Player steals his belongings, payoff = 1
· In between outcomes in which both players refrain, payoff = 3 (preferable to both stealing because of the nightmare of living in a State of war)
· Outcome when both steal, payoff = 2
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State as solution to cooperation dilemma
· Individual rationality leads actors to a suboptimal outcome
· Solution: meeting with each other and making agreements?
· Hobbes' solution: creating an authority With coercive power to avoid mutually destructive behavior, achieve cooperation and better outcomes for everyone
· Life in the state of nature is so bad that individuals should be willing to transfer authority to a sovereign in exchange for protection
 
Limitations
· What keeps sovereign states to abuse from the monopoly of legitimate violence.
· State-building did not historically result from contracts approved by subjects
· Contract theory are more helpful as a way to explore citizens' moral responsibilities toward the state than to explain historical processes of statebuilding (Rather a tool for political philosophy than for explaining the historical development)

1.12.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764248]Historical Neo-Institutionalism (Tilly 1985)
· States did not result from intentional construction but were the unintended consequence of elites' response to structural evolutions
· Starting in the 14th century: comparative advantage of larger political units. With more peasants and more land
· Population growth led to a decline in the marginal productivity of labor, holding agricultural land constant
· Changes in military technology (armored cavalry, archery, better fortification, and siege weapons) raised the fixed costs of providing protection: economies of scale of protection and violence 
-> Incentives to conquer the neighbouring territories, wars
· Economies of scale allowed Iords
· to prevail in wars 
· be more attractive to serfs (contractual element!)
· use their military capacities against the own subjects if necessary
· At the same time, wars requested heavy resources: expansion of administrations to extract revenues more efficiently (tax-collection agencies, police forces, courts, exchequers, account keepers.. .) -> in order to raise taxes etc. you need the institutions for it 
· "War makes states, and states make war" (Tilly 1985:170)
· States: by-product of leaders' attempt to survive
 
Evidence
· Early states devoted most of their revenue to war (Brewer 1989)
· Yet, some institutional innovations took place before military revolutions, e.g. reform in Norman administrative structures and French royal practices already in the 13th century (Strayer 1965)
· Are military changes the only or primary dynamic?
 
The state as an institutional solution to economic evolutions?
· Capital was concentrated in Cities that were not inclined to submit to authoritarian rule: rulers in areas endowed with capital (e.g. Northern Italy) 
· The shortage of labor due to a decline of population following the plague of 1353 reinforced the bargaining position of peasants towards landlords (North and Thomas 1973) 
-> Competition for mercantile groups and peasants: efficient central administrations defeated less efficient administrations
-> Merchants favored standardization of weights, measures and coinage, the weakening of feudal obligations, clearer definition of property rights and written legal codes: kings had converging interests.
 
Sociological explanation
· Did changing ideology cause a move towards depersonalized, rationalized administration?
· Change in collective beliefs leading to the decline of the feudal collective consciousness
· rise of individualism (Macfarlane 1978), humans come to see themselves as atomistic individuals rather than members of larger entities
· decline in beliefs that Europe should be one political community united by Christianity
· and changes in perceptions of a good political order (Rugie 1993) that could emerge by rational design rather than religious mandate
· Later: rise of nationalism (New States like Italy or Germany)
 
International Force
· State formation outside of Europe was greatly affected by external pressure, in particular colonization
· State-building proceeded there much quicker
· Internal and external aspects of state development interacted very differently outside of Europe
· Lisa Anderson (1987) has studied state-formation in North Africa and the Middle East
· See also Herbst (2000) on state-building in Africa
 
1.13. [bookmark: _Toc152764249]Conclusion
-> State-building has been explained by:
· The advantages of establishing a state to deal with cooperation dilemmas
· Changes in military affairs resulting in ‘natural’ selection
· Efficiency in institutional design (advantage in selection but also to foster subjects’ support)
· Ideology and the social construction of ‘sovereignty’
 
Two ideal types of states:
· those extracting resources by force (absolutist regimes)
· those extracting resources by seeking popular approval or contractual agreement (constitutionalist regimes)


[bookmark: _Toc152764250]Democracies and Democratization
1.14. [bookmark: _Toc152764251]What is a Democracy? How can it be measured?
· Central notion beyond different concepts of democracy: “the people” should rule.
· Variations in how this abstract concept is translated into a practical set of criteria to classify regimes:
· Minimalist definitions (focus on the presence of free and fair elections, e.g. Schumpeter)
· Maximalist definitions definitions add broad inclusion in political processes, guarantees of basic rights, and the rule of law (e.g. Dahl)
· Some definitions (substantive) focus also on outcomes, e.g. Aristotle
 
Minimalist definitions
· “Electoral democracy”
· “Institutional arrangements for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decided by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.” (Joseph Schumpeter)
· “The ability to vote a bad government out of office is enough. That is democracy.” (Karl Popper)
 
Maximalist definition - Dahl
· classifies political regimes according to two main dimensions: 
· contestation (freedom of speech, freedom to create political parties…) and 
· Inclusiveness (How many people are allowed to vote)
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Substantive definitions
-> Larry Diamond (1999), Developing Democracy
· Free and fair elections
· The active participation of the people, as citizens, in politics and civic life
· Protection of the human rights of all citizens
· A rule of law, in which the laws and procedures apply equally to all citizens
 
Measures of democracy
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Democracy-Dictatorship Measure
· Based on Przeworski et al. (2000): a country is a democracy if:
· The chief executive is elected
· The legislature is elected
· There is more than one party competing in elections
· An alternation in power under identical electoral rules has taken place.
· Otherwise, the country is considered a dictatorship (dichotomic/ binary measure)
· Simple, reliable
· Limitation: simplification (nothing on inclusiveness); what about countries “in the middle”
 
Polity Project Measure
-> Draws on scores accounting for the modalities of executive recruitment, constraints
on executive authority and political competition to…
· … compute an annual score ranging from -10 (institutionalized autocracy) to 10 (institutionalized democracy)
· … classify countries as
· democracy: institutionalized procedures for open, competitive, and deliberative political participation; open, competitive elections leading to alternations; checks and balances on executive power
· anocracy: neither fully democratic nor fully autocratic (mix of democratic and autocratic traits)
· autocracy: restricted citizen participation, no checks on power
· More complex (less reliable) coding
 
Freedom House Index
-> Draws on scores accounting for civil liberties and political rights (electoral process, political pluralism and minority protection, functioning of government, including corruption…) to…
· … compute annual scores, from 1 (least democratic) to 7 (most democratic)
· … classify countries as Free, Partly Free, Not Free Status (based on those scores)
 
V-Dem
· Country-experts (N=3.200) rate their country over time on multiple aspects of democracy
· Rich, fine-grained information
· Allows for classifications of Electoral, Liberal, Egalitarian, Participatory, Deliberative democracy
· The Electoral Democracy Index (EDI) measures all elements of Dahl’s “polyarchy.”
· The Liberal Democracy Index (LDI) supplements electoral democracy (EDI) with the rule of law, ensuring respect for civil liberties, and constraints on the executive by the judiciary and legislature.


1.15. [bookmark: _Toc152764252]How did Democracies arise?
-> 3 dimensions of democratization
· Incorporation: gradual admission of the mass citizenry into political society (until universal adult suffrage)
· Liberalization: the right to organize parties becomes effective. Political parties link citizens with elites in assemblies and all citizens have the right to be represented.
· Institutionalization of opposition parties and acceptance of the possibility of peaceful political alternation.
 
Incorporation
· More and more people get the right to vote
· Census voting: until the 19th century, common to restrict voting rights to the wealthy, e.g. (white, male) landowners
· Adoption of universal male suffrage…
· … and (later) of female suffrage
 
-> Further restrictions on universal suffrage
· Religion: in the aftermath of the Reformation, people with disfavored religions were sometimes denied civil and political rights
· Capacity voting: voting rights sometimes restricted to educated people (those with a given level of education, being able to read and write), e.g. literacy tests in the US (1850s-1960s)
· Race: in countries with a dominant racial group, minorities have been denied the right to vote:
· US before civil war
· Apartheid in South Africa
· Multiple colonial political systems (suffrage only for white settlers and some privileged non-white groups)
· Canada and Australia denied suffrage for its indigenous population until the 1960s
 
Liberalization
-> Pluralist representation
· Right to organize parties and have these participate in parliament on equal terms with other parties: citizens gain the right to appeal for votes against government
· E.g. German Social-Democratic party, founded in 1863, UK Labour party 1900.
· Democratization is seen as complete after the first peaceful alternation.
· Rough indicator: when socialist or social-democratic parties are first accepted into government
 
1.16. [bookmark: _Toc152764253]Structural Determinants of Democracy
-> Democracy requires knowledgeable citizens who
· can hold political elites accountable
· Have enough wealth and leisure time that they are no longer solely concerned with surviving (giving them time to care for politics)
-> According to Lipset (1959), democracy can only take hold in a society that is sufficiently wealthy, urban, and educated.
 
Modernization Theory
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· Evidence of a strong correlation between wealth and the likelihood of being a democracy – in line with modernization theory.
· The hypothesis is not falsified, but do we know whether our theory holds?
· Correlation is not causation
· Causal direction may run in the opposition direction (democracy -> wealth)
· We have not explored the mechanisms of the modernization theory,
· e.g. do we know that it is economic development that causes countries to transition from dictatorship to democracy (democratization hypothesis) or if there is some confounding factor
 
 
1.17. [bookmark: _Toc152764254]Actors and Agency
-> Core factor: ability of citizens to keep political leaders from turning into dictators
· How motivated are citizens to press for democratization? What is their leverage?
· Democratization as a function of demands by rising economic groups for protection from the state
· How much to autocratic elites have to lose in democratization? What is their leverage?
· Democratization as a function of autocratic elites’ fears of the extent to which a future median voter would redistribute (under different levels of inequality) and availability of alternatives to democratization (repression, redistribution).
 
-> Democratization as a function of demands for protection from the state
· To produce economic growth for their country, rulers must be able to reliably promise not to confiscate property and to protect property rights
· Citizens must feel that their wealth is safe if they are to have an incentive to generate more wealth and to invest in a country.
· Olson (1993): democratic institutions offer a mechanism to governments for creating credible commitments and offering citizens the security that they need to invest, safe in the knowledge that the government will not expropriate their wealth.
 
-> 17th Century England (North & Weingast 1989)
· 1603: Coronation of King James I.
· Financial difficulties notably to repay debts incurred during previous wars: the crown effectively tried to steal wealth from citizens => Uprising led to the English Civil war (1642-1651): execution of the King (1649), replaced by Oliver Cromwell who establishes a “Republic”
· Restauration of the monarchy after Cromwell’s death, first under Charles II, and then James II who is brought down from the thrown in 1688 (Glorious Revolution)
· Parliament puts William III and Mary II on the throne, but with stricter limits on their powers: William and Mary much more successful at raising money (lower interest rates)
· The Parliament and the Prime minister then progressively gained power, while the King became increasingly incapacitated.
 
-> The resource curse
· Countries that draw their revenues from natural resources (oil, diamonds, minerals) are less likely to democratize.
· Governments with access to natural resources do not need to raise revenues and can escape pressures for democratization.
· They can keep taxes low and legitimate themselves by redistributing wealth
· They do not need to make credible commitments to borrow money.
 
 
1.18. [bookmark: _Toc152764255]Cultural Determinants of Democracy
· Democracy consolidates only as support for democracy, democratic attitudes and trust develop among citizens: this takes time.
-> Christian Welzel (2014)
· Over time, citizens recognize how universal freedoms contributes to make life more promising.
· They value freedoms and adopt emancipative values.
· Therefore, they support a system guaranteeing these freedoms.
 
-> Over time, as democracy takes hold in a country, the likelihood of the country slipping back into an authoritarian system decreases.
 
Cultural Modernization Theory hypothesis
· Economic development does not directly cause democracy,
· but economic development does lead to cultural change (e.g. civic culture), which in turn leads to democracy
Wealth -> cultural change -> democracy
 
 
1.19. [bookmark: _Toc152764256]International Determinants of Democracy
· Regional contagion (waves of democracy)
· International intervention (Cold war, world bank’s conditional support…)
· Does foreign aid act like a resource curse and hinder democratization?
· Governments with natural resources do not need to democratize -> scholars argue that it behaves the same with foreign aid
· European Union and conditional prospects of adhesion
· Southern-European and Eastern-European countries had to adhere to certain democratic standards to join the EU
 
 
1.20. [bookmark: _Toc152764257]Summary
· Different ways to conceptualise and measure democracy
· Minimalist vs. maximalist (procedural vs. substantive)
· Electoral democracy vs. liberal democracy
· Democracy as a binary concept vs. as a continuous measure
· A majority of countries in the world are democracies – but significant regional variation (dominate in Europe, North America, South America and Oceania)
· There has been a growth in democracy across the world since 1940s and again since 1980s (yet, if we focus on liberal democracy, we are now seeing democratic regression across the world)
 
-> The main explanations of democracy focus on
· economic development
· the strategic bargains between social groups
· cultural values
· and international factors
 
-> These factors may have played out very different in each wave of democratization:
· Modernization, wealthy elites demanding protection from the state in the first wave
· Conflicts over redistribution in later waves whose outcome is determined by 
· Extent of inequality
· Natural resources available
· International interventions
· Some path dependence due to cultural factors?
 


[bookmark: _Toc152764258]Non-Democracies
1.21. [bookmark: _Toc152764259]Questions and Recap
Robert Dahl classifies political regimes in close vs. inclusive, hegemonies vs. competitive regimes. How would you classify the Soviet Union?
· Inclusive hegemony (inclusive but not competitive)
· Closed hegemony (neither inclusive nor competitive) -> Only one party
· Competitive oligarchy (competitive but not inclusive)
· Polyarchy (competitive and inclusive)
 
How far can we say that the first representative democracies were not inclusive?
-> Only men or even only wealthy men were allowed to vote.
 
How does modernization theory account for democratic transitions?
· The modernization of values fosters demands for democracy
· The modernization of institutions makes democracy possible
· Economic development leads to the emergence of a class of people interested in politics and demanding democratization -> Main reason for Democratization
 
Recall of last week
· Definitions of democracy
· Minimalist (centred on competitive elections)
· Maximalist (inclusion, rights and freedoms, rule of law, sometimes substantive criteria…)
· Several typologies and indices have been developed based on these criteria to measure countries’ level of democracy (e.g. V-Dem)
· In line with Robert Dahl’s two dimensions (inclusion and competitiveness), democratic transitions involve:
· The gradual incorporation of mass citizenry
· The liberalization of the system (including the institutionalization of an opposition and the acceptance of the idea of political alternations)
 
 
1.22. [bookmark: _Toc152764260]Characteristics of authoritarian Regimes
· Initially, authoritarianism was treated as a residual category: authoritarian regimes are not democracies (i.e. those who do not fulfil democratic criteria)
· Core criterion: no turnover in power of the executive following free elections
· Yet, there are considerable differences across autocracies.
· More and more attempt to use ‘democratic’ institutions to extend their rule, resulting in hybrid regimes.
 
 
1.23. [bookmark: _Toc152764261]Types of authoritarian Regimes
· Dictatorships tend to be classified depending on their "support coalitions"
· Three main types of dictatorships
· Monarchic dictatorships (family and kin networks)
· Military dictatorships (military forces)
· Civilian dictatorships (Personalist or dominant-party dictatorships)
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1.23.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764262]Monarchic dictatorships
· The “King” is the supreme ruler
· concentrates most political powers and controls the army and security forces.
· Succession is determined by royal family line (usually, but not necessarily the male line)
· Almost all are today located in the Middle East or Northern Africa (e.g. Bahrain, Jordan, Kuwait, Qatar, Saudi Arabia), excepted Brunei and Eswatini
 
-> Absolute monarchies are particularly stable
· Only Nepal has transitioned to democracy in the post-war period
· Royal families create multiple veto players to temper the whims of the monarch and ensure that policies are stable and sound
· Institutionalized leadership transitions, whereby aspiring monarchs often have to
· build consensus and bargain among various family factions
· distribute key positions in the state bureaucracy to family members
· Traditional, tribal and/or religious legitimacy can induce strong public support
· The royal family is often able to penetrate society and mobilize diverse networks of support
· Role of “gifts”, economic payments and patronage
 
 
1.23.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764263]Military dictatorships
· Rule by military officers who also control policy and the security forces
· A token political party is often created, but this party is subordinate to the military.
· Elected or representative institutions are often “suspended”
· Most common in Latin America during the Cold War, e.g. Argentina (1976–83) or Peru (1968–80), less frequent since the end of the Cold War
· Today: Myanmar, Thailand
 
-> A comparatively "collegial" form of autocracy
· Decisions are made jointly by the junta, i.e. a committee of the senior figures in the armed forces
· Less enduring than other dictatorships: splits within the military often incite military regimes to go back to the barracks and preserve their unity and legitimacy (Geddes 1999)
· Military dictatorships are the most likely to democratize (Geddes et al. 2014)
 
 
1.23.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764264]Personalist dictatorships
· All of the power lies in the leaders’ hands, with little limitations
· Personalist dictators tend to:
· weaken and deprofessionalize the military (to limit any threat)
· diminish the legislature to the point where it has no meaning (rubber stamp on executive decisions)
· suppress political parties or limit them to a vanity organization supporting the leader
· politicize the judiciary and use it as a tool for thwarting regime opposition
· keep the media remains under control.
· No ideology, but personality cult
· Personalist dictators rule at their own discretion: decisions are unpredictable, often reflecting their personal inclinations and impulses
· In Libya, Muammar al-Gaddafi replaced the Gregorian calendar with a solar calendar (with month names that he invented himself) and ordered all citizens to own chickens.
· In Zaire, Joseph Mobutu, reshuffled cabinet members at discretion (he would put a member of his inner circle in jail one day, only to later release him from jail and promote him)
· Vladimir Poutine started a war against Ukraine.
· Examples: Russia under Vladimir Poutine, Belarus under Alexander Lukashenko, and Cameroon under Paul Biya
 
 
1.23.4. [bookmark: _Toc152764265]Dominant-party dictatorships
· Policymaking control and political offices are in the hands of a single party (not a leader)
· The leader (typically the head of the party) is selected to this post by the party’s central committee.
· Decisions revolve on discussions and consultation within the party
· The party controls state institutions and military power, and dominates most aspects of the political sphere, such as local government, civil society, and the media.
· Some regimes prohibit opposition parties’ participation to elections (single party-systems, e.g. China or Vietnam today) others allow the opposition to compete but in conditions that are not conducive to alternations (hegemonic party system, e.g. Tanzania)
 
-> Dominant-party dictatorships look like democracies
· Most have elections and legislatures, with an emphasis on public participation
· Some even impose term limits on leaders and elites
· Yet:
· legislatures are nearly always filled with party supporters, enabling them to change the rules of the game continuously in the party’s favour.
· opposition parties (if they are not banned) face institutional disadvantages and/or constant threats and harassment.
· Longest-lasting regimes (less coups, better performance)
 
 
1.24. [bookmark: _Toc152764266]How do dictators maintain themselves in power?
· Problem of authoritarian control (ruler vs. those who are ruled): threats from the masses
· Problems of power-sharing (intra-elite conflict): threat from potential defection of the support coalition if the dictator concentrates too much power and resources.
 
Repression
· Repression is a strategy to prevent mass opposition
· This may involve terror (inducing fear), violence, imprisonment, intimidation and surveillance (e.g. Saudi Arabia, Iran): fewer protest
· Risks of repression:
· Cost of repression (requires considerable security forces)
· Repression also does not engender regime loyalty but popular discontent
· Highly repressive regimes lack accurate information about citizen and elite preferences
· Authoritarian regimes may seek to increase regime loyalty through co-optation, propaganda or the distribution of resources
 
Co-optation
· Dictators seek to stay in power by co-opting support for their regime, i.e. engender loyalty
· The elite support coalition and the opposition may be co-opted by providing economic rents (financial benefits) so they have a vested interest in the regime
· Authoritarian institutions can also use institutions to purchase elite and citizen loyalty (e.g. though parties/legislatures)
· Parties can be used to distribute benefits to loyal citizens
· Legislatures incentivize the opposition to participate in the system instead of taking down the regime
 
-> Elections are increasingly common in dictatorships:
· They help dictators…
· co-opt elites, party members, or larger societal groups
· co-opt opposition groups (by allowing them to compete in elections)
· as well as divide them (by allowing only some, and not all)
· gather important information on bases of support and opposition strongholds.
 
 
1.25. [bookmark: _Toc152764267]Summary
· Authoritarian regimes experience no turnover in power of the executive following free elections
· Several types: monarchies, military dictatorships & civilian regimes (personalist or dominant-party dictatorships)
· They differ in their supporting coalition, some are more collegial while others concentrate powers in the hands of a single individual
· Consequences on repression, regime stability, probability of democratic transition, performance…
 
-> Overview of dictatorship types
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[bookmark: _Toc152764268]Political Participation and voting behaviour
1.26. [bookmark: _Toc152764269]A model of democracy and democratic government
-> A delegation model of democratic government
· Societies constantly need to make collective choices (e.g. infrastructures, taxes, redistribution…)
· How might fair decision-making processes look like?
· Systematic one-person-one-vote decisions are
· impracticable in large political systems
· debated (need for minority protection?)
· Modern democratic politics involve power delegation of power from citizens to representatives. (elections)
[image: ELECTIONS 
1. 
REPRESENTATIVES 
2. 
VOTERS 
principal 
agent 
PM & CABINET 
DELEGATION 
UNTABI 
4. 
3. 
MINISTER 
MINISTER 
CIVIL SERVANT 
CIVIL SERVANT 
CIVIL SERVANT 
CIVIL SERVANT ]
· Institutions to have agents act in line with voter's ideas -> elections
 
 
1.27. [bookmark: _Toc152764270]Explaining turnout
-> Elections are inclusive, but not everyone goes to vote
-> The paradox of voting (Downs)
· Rational model voting: V = pB – C 
· where 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
· For rational, self-interested voters, the costs of voting will normally exceed the expected benefits. -> others will "vote for me", own vote is not decisive
· P is so minuscule that the expected benefits of voting are less than the costs
· Except for close elections -> higher turnout, p is higher
 
 
1.27.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764271]Individual-level factors
-> individual resources mitigate the cost of voting
· Older people… (more time)
· More highly educated people… (more information)
· Politically interested people… (more likely to vote)
… are more likely to vote
 
-> Civic Duty
· Riker and Ordeshook’s (1968) modification to Downs: V = pB - C + D,
· where D=psychological gratification that citizens receive from voting (civic duty)
· A citizen votes if: pB + D > C
 
-> Turnout: The role of social norms
· “Social norms are rules of conduct that are socially enforced” (Gerber et al. 2008)
· Role of political socialization (importance of primary socialisation)
· Social pressure: expectations of enforcement can induce compliance even among those who have not internalized the norm
 
-> Turnout: The role of habits
· Voting as a habit (rather than a cost-benefit analysis in every election)?
· First voting experiences leave a lasting imprint: elections that do not stimulate high turnout among young adults leave a “footprint” of low turnout (many individuals who were new at those elections fail to vote at subsequent elections, Franklin 2004).
· Voting habits could also explain why countries with compulsory voting have high levels of turnout long after compulsory voting rules have been abandoned
 
 
1.27.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764272]Cross-national factors
-> People are more likely to vote if it is easy
· Voting and registration takes more time in some countries than others
· Voter registration is automatic in most European countries (in contrast to the US) -> minorities tend to register less
· Election on a public holiday or over a longer time period
· Possibility of mail voting
 
-> Why turnout is higher in some countries
· Institutional factors:
· Automated voter registration
· Compulsory voting
· PR electoral system
· Timing
· Other contextual factors
· Salience/competitiveness of the election (may have lasting effects)
· Effective mobilization efforts (e.g. by parties)
· Inequalities -> can discourage people to vote -> will be less represented -> will be heard less -> inequalities
· Social norms/ pressure of voting

1.27.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764273]Explanations for the downward trend
-> factors for the decline
· Generational replacement (but why are younger generations less likely to vote?)
· Elections with low competitiveness leaving a lasting imprint
· Lowering of voting age
· Decline in group mobilization/partisanship (unions/parties) -> less socialization into politics
· Repercussions in terms of policy
 
 
1.28. [bookmark: _Toc152764274]Voting behaviour
1.28.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764275]Sociological model of voting – cleavage theory
· Historical-sociological theory of the emergence of ideological divides in Europe
· Cleavages: societal divisions where those involved have
· a collective group identity,
· are conscious of it,
· and are organized (e.g. party)
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Dealignment or Realignment
· Dealignment: The erosion of political cleavages, and their replacement with individualistic voting
· Realignment: The establishment of new political cleavages (e.g. the universalist-particularistic cleavage along age, education lines)
· New ‘cultural’ cleavage? Universalism vs particularism
· Rooted in post-industrial society; highly correlated with education and space
 
 
1.28.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764276]Michigan model of voting – partisanship
-> Campbell et al. 1960
· Partisanship (i.e. stable socio-psychological attachment) is a core driver of vote choice
· This attachment forms through family socialization, rooted in socio-economic factors
· Vote choice and political preferences are surprisingly stable (expected stability)
· Stability is now eroding
 
 
1.28.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764277]Rational choice model of voting – ideological proximity
-> Downs 1957
· Median voter theorem, rational-choice
· Voters have ’preferences’ about a range of policies. These preferences are ‘single-peaked’ (each voter has an ‘ideal point’ in a single or multidimensional policy space)
· Simple model: Citizens vote for the party located closest to their ideal policy
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-> unidimensional electoral competition
· In Downs’ spatial model of electoral competition, voters will choose the party that is closest to their own position on the left-right dimension.
· Strategic voting: Citizen try to influence the outcome of an election so that the overall policy outcome (e.g. the candidate elected, or the government that is formed) is closest to their ideal policy of all the likely outcomes this might be the party closest to her ideal point, or it might not -> more complexity
· Ideology allows voters to choose a party that best represents their views, and enables parties to be responsive to changing voter preferences
 
-> two-dimensional electoral competition
· In a multi-dimensional electoral space, voters are expected to vote for whichever party is closest to them across both dimensions.
· The salience of each dimension may vary
 
 
1.28.4. [bookmark: _Toc152764278]Valence voting
-> Who is best able to handle issues seen as a priority?
 
Example: Switzerland
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1.28.5. [bookmark: _Toc152764279]Retrospective – economic performance
-> Key 1966
· Retrospective rather than prospective model of voting - as a function of the performance of government: throw out the ‘rascals’ after bad performance
· Economic voting: when the economy is going well, incumbents are re-elected, when it going badly they are not
· Socio-tropic or pocketbook voting?
· Relatively easy
· Strong evidence for economic voting, especially in the US
 
 
1.29. [bookmark: _Toc152764280]Summary
· Rational choice models of voting can explain why people do not vote, but not necessarily why people vote (role of norms and socialization)
· Participation cannot be explained merely in terms of individual-level traits:
· considerable variation in voting across countries
· decline in voting in recent decades (ongoing debate, currently no consensus)
· Different models of why people vote the way they do – focused on:
· group ties (ideological, partisan)
· policy proximity
· or performance (prospective, retrospective)
· Institutions shape voting behaviour
· Electoral systems (next week)
· Counter-majoritarian institutions (later)



[bookmark: _Toc152764281]Electoral systems and their determinants
1.30. [bookmark: _Toc152764282]Varieties of electoral systems
1.30.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764283]Definition
· Electoral system: set of laws and regulations that govern the electoral competition between candidates, parties, or both.
· How “votes” are converted into “seats”
· Key characteristic: the degree of proportionality
· How far does the proportionality of the seats reflect the proportionality of votes?
 
Electoral systems define, in particular:
· Electoral formula allowing to translate votes into seats (possibly including an electoral threshold)
· Ballot structure: what voters vote on:
· Candidates, parties, or both?
· Single vote vs. series of preferences
· District magnitude: the number of representatives elected in a district
 
Donald D. Horowitz (2003)
· “The nature of an electoral system is to aggregate preferences and to convert them into electoral results”
· “Moreover every electoral system has biases built into its mechanisms of decision, and these then feed back into the structure of choices confronting voters”
 
Trade-off between the objectives of electoral systems
· Accountability
· Voters should be able to reward/punish incumbents
· Fragmented (proportional) parliament makes this difficult
· Representation
· True representation of voters interests in parliament
 
 
1.30.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764284]Majoritarian Systems
· Use single-member districts and produce clear winners. But can lead to rather larger discrepancies between share of votes and share of seats (disproportionality).
· Favour accountability (representatives are responsible to their local voters), clarity of responsibility (singly party governments) and stability (large majorities)
· Purest definition: ‘Elections which require the victorious candidate to hold at least 50% + 1 of the votes’
· Alternative: plurality rule
 
Pure Majoritarianism
-> The two round system
· The election takes place in two rounds
· If no candidate receive an absolute majority, a second round takes place with only the top two candidates
· Presidential elections: Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Finland, France, North Macedonia, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia.
· For the French National Assembly, all candidates winning more than 12.5% of the votes (or the top two candidates) go through to a second round.
· The winner of this round is declared elected.
· Allows voters more sincere choices in first round, but also forces them to coalesce around a single candidate in the second round
 
Plurality voting systems
· Plurality: relative majority
· SMSP (single-member, simple plurality system): one MP elected per district, the one attracting most votes (no matter how small the margin may be)
· UK, US, Canada, India, Jamaica, Italy from 1994 to 2017
 
Alternative vote
-> A variation on simple plurality systems
· Voters vote for their first preference, but also for their second, third (…) choice among the candidates in their constituency.
· A candidate receiving an absolute majority of first preferences wins the election and is elected
· If no candidate such a majority, the candidate with the smallest number of first-choice votes is eliminated and the corresponding second-choice votes are redistributed among the remaining candidates.
· This process is repeated until one candidate has an absolute majority.
· Australia, some Polynesian states
· More complex and less predictable
· Still single member constituencies
· Harder for smaller parties
 
Effects of majoritarian systems
· Likely to produce stable, single-party majority government (exceptions UK 2010 and 2017; France in 2022).
· Highly disproportional
· Disadvantage smaller parties (to the extent that voting for one of them is often seen as a ‘wasted’ vote)
· First Past the Post – Electoral Reform Society – ERS (electoral-reform.org.uk)
· While the 2-rounds system ensures that the winner enforces majority support, MPs do not need any majority in plurality systems.


1.30.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764285]Proportional representation
· Most commonly used system in Europe, voters vote for parties or lists
· Seats are allocated according to a formula that tries to ensure proportionality
· Need of a ‘fair’ electoral formula to represent parties in parliament in proportion to their vote share.
· e.g. % seats = % votes (possibly with a threshold)
· Variations
· threshold for entering parliament (e.g. 5%)
· District magnitude
 
Example:
· Small districts might lead to less proportional results, even if the electoral formula is proportional (-> Spain)
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· Largest possible district: vote on a national basis (each party presents a single, national list and receives the proportion of seats corresponding to the % of votes)
· Netherlands (150 members of the Tweede Kamer)
· Israel (120 members of the Knesset)
· A party with a little score might win one seat only!
 
Characteristics of proportional list-systems
· Advantages
· Simplicity
· Proportionality: no “wasted” vote (except for a party that would be so tiny that it would get no seat)
· Multiple winners
· Potential disadvantages
· Voters may prefer to vote for candidates, rather than parties
· Complicates the direct and simple representation link between MPs and their districts
· Gives a lot of power to party leaders
· Encourages very small parties and fragmentation of the party system
 
Further variations
· The representative link to MPs may be stronger if voters vote for candidates rather than parties.
· Open/closed list
· Some countries like Portugal or Spain use closed lists…
· Others use Open lists: voters can vote for individual candidates -> candidate-centred (e.g. Switzerland)
· Flexible list: the order of the candidates on the list decided both by parties and voters
· Single-Transferable Vote
· Used in Ireland and Malta
· Ranking of candidates as in alternative vote, but in multimember districts
 
 
1.30.4. [bookmark: _Toc152764286]Mixed electoral systems
· Combine majoritarian and proportional features
· Voters cast two votes:
· for an individual candidate in a single district
· and for a party in a multi-member district
· Some mixed systems are more proportional (Germany) others more majoritarian (Italy, Hungary, Lithuania)
 
Example: Germany
-> Mixed-member proportional system
· In Germany, voters cast two ballots:
· one for a candidate in a single member district (one MP elected per district, first-past-thepost, meant to create a representative link)
· one for a party list in their federal state (proportionally determining each party’s share of seats, (meant to compensate for any disproportionality arising from the plurality system)
· Parties’ seats are attributed first to locally elected candidates and then completed based on the national list.
· Voters can split their vote, voting for one party in the list vote, but another party’s candidate with the district vote.
 
 
1.31. [bookmark: _Toc152764287]Effects of electoral systems
Impact on voting
· Tactical voting (or "useful voting") occurs in plurality and majoritarian systems
 
Impact on small/new parties' representation
· Small/new parties have a lower chance to be represented in parliament in majoritarian systems
 
Duverger's law
· French political scientist Maurice Duverger (1954) made the following proposition:
· Majoritarian systems -> two-party systems (Duverger’s Law)
· Proportional systems -> multi-party systems (Duverger’s hypothesis)
· Mechanisms linking electoral systems and party systems
· Mechanical: majoritarian systems -> big parties win more seats than their vote-shares, small parties win fewer seats than their vote-shares.
· Psychological: majoritarian systems -> people vote strategically for bigger parties if their most preferred party has no chance of winning (+parties have less incentives to split)
 
Disproportionality and effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP)
· Majoritarian systems tend to have higher disproportionality and lower effective number of parliamentary parties.
· High numbers of effective parties are found only in systems with low disproportionality.
 
Impact on linkage between voters and representatives
· In the most proportional systems (closed party-lists in very large districts), no dyadic link between voters and individual representatives
· Direct link only to a party
· In a plurality system, each voter has one representative being the one from his or her district
· The emphasis of accountability is put strongly upon the constituency representative as an intermediary between voters and government
 
 
1.32. [bookmark: _Toc152764288]Electoral system change
· Electoral system shape party systems. But might pre-existing social cleavages and party strategic interest also influence the electoral system adopted?
· Neo-institutionalism has brought an interest for "endogenous institutions" -> institutions not a given, chosen by strategic actors
· In the 19th Century, early democratic elections used majoritarian systems. Proportional systems arose in the late 19th Century and early 20th Century.
· Boix (1999): PR emerged in in places where conservative parties saw it as necessary to preserve their dominance, facing a growing socialist party (electoral threat)
 
The electoral threat model
· Extending of voting rights (and shifting of the median voter) may affect electoral competition.
· Existing parties (in the case above) the Liberal Party and the Conservative Party might support proportional representation to stop a new party (the Socialist Party) from gaining seats in a majoritarian system.
· Changes in the party system (e.g. emergence of new parties due to new electorates or cleavages) might cause electoral system change rather than the other way.
 
 
1.33. [bookmark: _Toc152764289]Summary
· Electoral systems are fascinating because of their key role in linking mass publics with the political sphere!
· There are entirely different ways of aggregating votes into an election result
· Different electoral systems strike different balances between
· Being representative of society
· Being reactive to citizens’ demands, effective and stable.
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[bookmark: _Toc152764290]Parties, party systems and party competition
1.34. [bookmark: _Toc152764291]Testing your knowledge
· The ... is an essential feature of an electoral system allowing to translate votes into seats. It is more proportional in the Netherlands than in the United Kingdom.
· electoral quota
· electoral formula
· ballot structure
· district magnitude
 
· The ... is an essential feature of an electoral system which refers to the number of seats to be filled in each electoral district. This number can be high in proportional systems, while it is one in France or in England.
· electoral quota
· electoral formula
· ballot structure
· district magnitude
 
· Which of the following electoral systems creates most incentives to vote strategically (less sincerely)?
· first-past-the-post plurality system
· two-ballot majority system
· mixed system
· proportional system
 
· Boix argues that PR systems were more likely to be chosen where (pick one):
· There were bitter linguistic divides amongst citizens and the majority linguistic group was geographically fragmented
· Where protestants had more influence relative to Catholics and were mobilized in liberal political parties
· Where incumbent elites wanted to enfranchise women but faced opposition from minority conservative parties
· Where conservative parties were divided and socialist parties were gaining strength
 
· What are the implications of choosing a majoritarian electoral system?
· Accountability, stability
· Less (proportional) representation
 
 
1.35. [bookmark: _Toc152764292]Political Parties
Definitions
· “Organizations that coordinate candidates to compete in a country's elections with the aim of political office. Normally, members of a party share ideological and policy goals.” (de Vries et al. 2020)
· “An organization of politically like-minded people who seek political power and public office in order to realize their policies” (Newton and Van Deth 2005)
· “An organization that includes officials who hold office and people who help get and keep them there” (Clark et al. 2013)
-> Primary goals: office; influence policy
-> Attaining these goals require an organisation
 
Functions
· Structure politics
· For citizens
· For elites
· Link rulers and ruled (accountability)
· Mobilize the masses
· Recruit and socialize the political elites
· Bundle preferences into policies
· Working parliament/system
· Party discipline
· Division of Labour
 
Party Types
· 19th century: Cadre parties: centred around an elite in parliament, lose alliances of like-minded people, usually led by a few elite ‘notables’ or aristocrats.
· 20th century (progressive extension of suffrage): Mass parties: bureaucratic, centralized and hierarchical organization, with large, homogenous party membership and stronger ideological positions (e.g. traditionally socialist parties)
· After Second WW (loser cleavages, rising volatility): Catch-all parties: organizations maximizing support with a broad programmatic appeal (e.g. modern Christian-democratic parties)
· Late 20th Century (declining participation, professionalization of politics, rising uncertainty): Cartel parties: dominant parties and their officials secure their career by exploiting state resources and collaborating with each other (cartel) to exclude potential challengers. -> electoral volatility
 
 
1.36. [bookmark: _Toc152764293]Party systems
-> typologizing party systems
· Fragmentation: the number (and size) of parties
· Polarization
· The "lines of conflict" and ideological structure
 
Fragmentation
· Single-party system: only one party, not a democracy.
· Dominant party systems: One large party with more than the absolute majority of votes and limited alternation of government.
· Two-party system: Two parties with a combined vote share of over 80% hold nearly all offices.
· Multi-party system: several parties in parliament, none approaching 50%. Most common type in Europe (often have bipolar party systems divided into ideological blocs that form relatively stable coalitions).
-> Core characteristic: fragmentation: effective number of parties in a system
 
Polarization
· Polarization: Ideological dispersion of parties (e.g. on the left-right)
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Lines of Conflict
· How many lines of conflict? Related to social, cultural or territorial issues?
· Left-right: ‘superdimension’ of politics in Western democracies
· Primarily (but less and less) understood as economic (Left: More redistribution and state intervention in the economy vs. Right: Less spending, redistribution and state intervention in the economy)
· Complemented by the cultural dimension (Left/Progressive: Protection of civil rights, transnationalism, multiculturalism vs. Right/Authoritarian: Protection of national sovereignty and values, traditionalism)
 
Party families
· Classification by party families provides orientation when looking at foreign party systems! We tend to find similar party families, often sharing
· Roots (e.g., in long standing divisions/ social cleavages)
· Cooperation (e.g. international or political groups in EP)
· Ideology (e.g. centre-left)
· Traditional party families in Europe: Conservative/ Christian Democratic, Liberal, Social Democratic/ Socialist, Communist
· Newer party families: Green parties, far-right
 
 
1.37. [bookmark: _Toc152764294]Determinants
1.37.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764295]Cleavage Theory
-> Structuralist
-> Lipset & Rokkan: Party systems were frozen along cleavage lines
· Centre-periphery cleavage: Regionalist parties fight against centralization of power
· Church-state cleavage: Christian democratic parties succeed with policies rooted in religious beliefs
· Urban-rural cleavage: Agrarian parties represent the interests of rural areas 
· Class cleavage: Socialist and communist parties represent workers’ rights, while conservative and liberal parties represent the interests of capital owners and the urban middle classes
 
-> The "freezing hypothesis"
· Cleavages may persist because…
· … enduring divisions in society
· … voters’ partisan attachment (even when the underlying social structure changes, voters may remain loyal to established parties)
· … electoral laws creating hurdles for new parties
· … established parties’ dominant position (in terms of agenda-setting power, experience in office)
· But there is consensus that traditional cleavages are ‘unfreezing’ since several decades.
· Cleavages are pressured due to social change in the post-industrial era (less blue-collar workers, declining church attendance, higher social mobility, post-materialism)
 
-> Dealignment or Realignment?
· Dealignment is a process whereby voters abandon their loyalties to parties without developing new partisan attachments to replace them. Parties no longer seek to appeal to particular social groups.
· Realignment: a new set of divides have emerged on values (Inglehart)
· Green parties originate in the environmental movements and claims for progressive values
· Radical right parties define themselves in opposition to such values (as well as multiculturalism and tolerance towards immigration and minorities)
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1.37.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764296]Electoral systems mediate how social divisions shape party systems
-> Institutionalist
· Electoral systems may constrain more or less how party systems might respond to societal demands for representation.
· Maurice Duverger: majoritarian systems tend to produce two-party systems while proportional systems tend to produce multi-party systems due to mechanical and psychological mechanisms.
· More room for the translation of social divides in PR. Yet, the causal relationship may also be reversed, with more divided countries adopting PR.

1.37.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764297]Supply-side: Partisan entrepreneurship
-> Rational-Choice
· The presence of a partisan entrepreneur willing to politicize an issue is a precondition for this issue to become salient.
· Challenger parties mobilize issues that drive a wedge within the support for mainstream parties (issue entrepreneurship, Hobolt & de Vries 2020) 
· Immigration 
· Environment
· International organizations
· The decline in attachment to traditional mainstream parties makes it easier for challengers to mobilize voters and to manipulate their priorities.
 
 
1.38. [bookmark: _Toc152764298]Party Competition
· Down's model of party competition: Spatial model of party competition based on ideological proximity
· Issue competition: focuses on how parties manipulate public attention to issues to their advantage.
· Valence: Competition based on competence and performance rather than positions

Down's model of party competition
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· If voters vote for the party closest to their ideological position and parties can adjust their freely in two-party system with unidimensional competition, we would expect both parties to converge on the position of the median voter.
· Useful as a theoretical exercise, but simple two-party model does not fit well to most multiparty systems
 
-> criticism:
· Many countries in Europe have a multi-party system.
· Electoral competition is often multi-dimensional 
· Party systems are commonly polarized and fragmented: There seem to be incentives for new parties to form and parties to not converge on the position of the median voter.
· Politics is not only about policy positions, but also valence issues
 
Issue competition and issue entrepreneurship
· Issues are not set in stone
· parties can manipulate which topics will be salient and tilt an election
· through campaigning, media strategies or agenda-setting in parliament
· Parties would always 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 are challenger parties that mobilize new or previously ignored issues in order to win voters.
· Example: European integration - a contested issue that challenger parties on left and right have mobilized (Euroscepticism)
 
Mainstream responses to challengers
· Strategic decision on how to respond to challenger parties (Meguid 2008):
· Accommodative strategy: Mainstream parties adopt the position of challenger parties, trying to capture voters they lost to the challenger
· Adversarial strategy: Mainstream parties adopt the opposite position of challenger parties in order to shift voters back towards their position and not lose control over the issue
· Dismissive strategy: Mainstream parties ignore the issue raised by the challenger party in order to not make the election about the issue the challenger party owns.
 
Valence Model of party competition
· Voters care not only about policy issues, but also about valence issues:
· Valence issues are non-policy related and include policy management, leadership quality, delivery and competence 
· Valence competition may be particularly important if an election is primarily concerned with a topic in which parties have similar positions. Voters then tend to decide based on who they find most capable on delivering on these positions
· One version of valence politics is challenging the government based on populist anti-establishment rhetoric
 
 
1.39. [bookmark: _Toc152764299]Summary
· Parties fulfil key democratic functions
· They can be categorized based on organizational type or by origins/ ideology.
· Party systems can be characterized with regard to polarization, fragmentation and dividing lines
· Parties and party systems have undergone deep transformations
· Social transformations interact with electoral systems and party strategies
· Political parties compete over positions, issues and valence-attributes.
 


[bookmark: _Toc152764300]Models of Government
1.40. [bookmark: _Toc152764301]Testing your knowledge
· Which party type emerged in the course of the extension of suffrage and was characterized by large party membership and a much stronger and centralized organization?
· the cartel-party
· the catch-all party
· the mass party
· the cadre party
 
· Which two claims are most compatible with the Lipset-Rokkan cleavage theory?
· Cleavages are rooted deep societal divisions that have arisen over the course of history.
· The only salient cleavage is the class cleavage.
· Major societal cleavages shape ideological divides and party systems.
· Party systems have been frozen along classic cleavage lines since the late 1960s.
 
· In the US, the Democratic and the Republican party obtain the bunch of votes and almost all offices. Over time, the two parties have moved ever further apart from each other in ideological terms. How can we best characterize the US party system? (pick one)
· High fragmentation, high polarization
· High fragmentation, low polarization
· Low fragmentation, high polarization
· Low fragmentation, low polarization
 
· How does party system fragmentation impact the stability of governance in a political system? (pick one)
· Higher fragmentation is associated with greater stability
· Lower fragmentation leads to increased political stability
· Fragmentation tends to result in coalition governments and can lead to instability
· Stability is unaffected by the level of party system fragmentation
 
 
1.41. [bookmark: _Toc152764302]Parliamentary, Presidential and Semi-presidential Democracies
Is the government responsible to the elected legislature?
· Legislative responsibility: power for a legislative majority to remove a government from office without cause based on
· A vote of no-confidence (initiated by parliament) on whether the government should remain in office.
· A vote of confidence (initiated by the government) that can be attached to pieces of legislation to force the parliament to adopt them.
· If there is no such mechanism, the system is presidential: the legislature cannot remove the government without cause (e.g. criminal behaviour).
 
Is the head of state (president) independently elected for a fixed term?
A democracy with legislative responsibility …
· semi-presidential if the head of State is popularly elected for a fixed term
· ‘popularly elected’: either direct election (France, Benin, Mexico) or via an electoral college who sole role is to elect the head of state (United States)
· parliamentary otherwise
· For example, the German head of state is elected by the regional legislatures.
· In some parliamentary monarchies, the head of state is a monarch whose term is not limited.
· PM in parliamentary systems do not have limited terms in office and remain in power for very long periods of time (e.g. Thatcher in the UK, Merkel in Germany, Trudeau in Canada…)
 
Presidential systems: Separation of powers
· Democracies in which the government does not depend on a legislative majority to exist are presidential. (e.g. the US, Cyprus)
· Separate elections of parliament (e.g. Congress) and executive (President, who appoints the cabinet)
· The parliament and the president have two separate electoral mandates and own legitimacy.
· Mutual interdependence of legislature and executive who need to seek compromise
· Congress cannot remove the President and the cabinet.
· The President and the cabinet rely on Congress to pass laws and cannot dissolve it.
 
Switzerland
· According to the classification scheme by Cheibub et al., Switzerland should be considered a presidential system but this country differs from others.
· Parliament delegates executive power for a fixed term in office to a collective government composed of seven representatives of several parliamentary parties, regions and linguistic backgrounds.
· Once elected, the government is not responsible to parliament and cannot be recalled.
· Nor can the government dissolve the parliament and call for new elections.
 
Parliamentary systems: Fusion of powers
· Democracies in which the government depends on a legislative majority to exist and in which the head of state is not popularly elected for a fixed term are parliamentary.
· One single election, to elect the parliament 
· Government is formed within parliament: formally appointed by the head of State, the prime minister appoints the cabinet.
· The PM needs the support of a parliamentary majority (investiture vote or at least implicit support)
· Parliament can remove the PM and cabinet.
· Some countries (e.g. Germany, Belgium, Poland, Spain) have a ‘constructive vote of no confidence’.
· The PM can usually dissolve Parliament and trigger new elections
 
Semi-presidential systems: Two institutions with popular legitimacy
· Democracies in which the government depends on a legislative majority to exist and in which the head of state is popularly elected for a fixed term are semi-presidential (Austria, France, Portugal)
· Government consists of
· A popularly elected President (accountable to the electorate)
· A PM appointed by the president from the elected legislature (in a process similar to parliamentary systems). He is accountable to both the president (who can dismiss him) and parliament (vote of no confidence). 
· Both the president and the PM are involved in the administration of the state, with varying delimitations
· The president is often in charge of foreign affairs
· She can have strong powers in some cases (e.g. power to dissolve the legislature, to veto cabinet)
 
Varieties of political systems (adapted from Hix 2020)
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1.42. [bookmark: _Toc152764303]Government formation and government types
-> Government formation is often more complicated in parliamentary systems
· Government and passing a policy programme requires a legislative majority
· In most European countries, it is rare for one party to win a majority of votes: election results do not directly determine who gets into government.
· Party leaders negotiate government formation, sometimes for a very long time.
· Example: The Belgian government that was sworn in on 6 December 2011 followed a general election held on 13 June 2010 (541 days)! In Britain, it took 4 days in 2019.
· Majoritarian electoral systems tend to produce single-party governments while PR tends to produce coalitions.
 
Expectations form literature
· The first formateur is usually the leader of the largest legislative party. 
· Because parties are office-seeking, they privilege minimal winning coalitions (over surplus coalitions)
· Because parties are policy-seeking, they favour ideologically closer coalition partners.
· Some parties negotiate pre-electoral coalition agreements (some pledge not to enter any coalition with certain parties)
· Some countries regularly experience minority governments
 
 
1.43. [bookmark: _Toc152764304]Party cohesion across regime types
Party Cohesion
· In presidential systems, the executive cannot enforce party cohesion
· No possibility to dissolve the parliament or ask for a ‘vote of confidence’.
· Being elected independently, MPs are less dependent on the performance of the President for their re-election.
· In parliamentary systems, the parties in government can enforce party cohesion
· Carrots: promotion to ministerial office
· Sticks: a ‘vote of no confidence’ or a parliamentary dissolution
· Party leaders have influence over MPs’ prospects of being nominated for the next election
· MPs’ re-election depends notably on the record of their party in office
· MPs are scared of “party whips”
 
 
1.44. [bookmark: _Toc152764305]Regime survival across regime types
Juan Linz: The perils of presidentialism
· Presidential regimes are prone to political breakdown (e.g. Latin America)
· Presidential regimes frequently generate presidents who cannot count on a majority in parliament, and parliament is composed of individual legislators rather than cohesive parties: risk of stalemate or gridlock.
· Presidential regimes lack mechanisms to resolve conflicts between government and parliament (e.g. a vote of confidence)
-> Divided government drives actors to extra-constitutional means of resolving conflicts, sometimes leading to regime collapse.
 
Critiques of Linz' Thesis
· Winner-takes-all politics more a function of the electoral system rather than just the regime type -> the relationship is at minimum a conditional one (Horowitz 1990)
· High institutional variation within each regime -> need to consider the particular arrangements to understand whether they lead to instability (Shugart and Carey 1992; Mainwaring 1993)
· For example strong legislative powers granted to the president (e.g. veto powers or the right to amend legislation) may reinforce the conflict between the parliament and the president.
· Mediating role of parties? Presidential systems weaken parties and foster more personalization of politics.
 
 
1.45. [bookmark: _Toc152764306]Summary
· Parliamentary, presidential and semi-presidential systems differ in the extent to which they separate powers.
· This has huge implications on government formation and duration, party cohesion and eventually regime survival (especially in places with high levels of polarization)
· Yet, in practice, all systems rely on a close working relationship between executive and legislature.
 


[bookmark: _Toc152764307]Institutional Veto Players
James Madison:
· "The accumulation of all powers, legislative, executive, and judiciary, in the same hands, whether of one, a few, or many, and whether hereditary, self appointed or elective, may justly be pronounced the very definition of tyranny."
 
1.46. [bookmark: _Toc152764308]Federalism
Multiple territorial layers
· Usually at least central government, regions/ states, municipalities
· Functional reasons: no single centre could possibly do everything!
· Democratic considerations: additional checks and balances
· Institutional answer to conflicts between centre and periphery that have emerged in the context of state- and nation-building
 
Relations of authority in unitary, confederal and federal systems
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Explaining institutional choices
· Unitary states typically emerged from old, centralized monarchies (Denmark, France, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, UK)
· Federal states were often chosen when
· States were created by merging previously autonomous units to form a political union (e.g. US)
· Large and/or heterogenous states tried to remain together when faced with secession claims (e.g. Russia), pressing the central government to negotiate with regional elites and/or internal (e.g. ethnic or linguistic) diversity (e.g. Belgium, Canada, Switzerland)
 
Motivations for federalism
· Democratic check and balance (bulwark against tyranny)
· Protection of religious or ethnic minorities (especially when concentrated in particular regions) and opportunities to respond to the specific needs/preferences of the population in different regions
· Proximity of governments to citizens, favouring mutual information and accountability
· Competition of local governments to keep people and businesses (incentives to perform)
· Use of local governments as laboratories to experiment policies before they are implemented at the national level
 
Criticism of federalism
· Complexity potentially hinders the system’s effectiveness and clarity of responsibility
· Cost of extra-tiers of government
· Risk of unnecessary duplication and inefficient overlapping of potentially contradictory policies: If both the central government and local governments are elected, which one is to have the final word in decision-making?
· Risk of confusion of responsibility and accountability
· May foster inequalities as
· not every citizen is entitled to the same rights and benefits (unitary states by contrast facilitate equalization of regional resources via taxes or perequation)
· competition between regions may trigger a ‘race to the bottom’
 
More nuanced than a dichotomy: Federalism in structure vs federalism in practice
· Considerable variation within federal systems
· with the most powerful functions centralized in Canada or India while given to the ‘regions’ in Switzerland or the US
· depending on the location of revenue power
· Non-federal states tend to develop federal elements in practice:
· Decentralization / devolution in Spain, Italy, Finland, the UK…
· Some unitary states also give a special status to some areas: Finland, Denmark, Italy…
· More generally, central and local government depend upon each other, even in the most centralized of states (e.g. France)!
 
Two dimensions of Federalism
-> Clark et al
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1.47. [bookmark: _Toc152764309]Bicameralism
Bicameralism
· A bicameral state is one in which legislative deliberations occur in two distinct assemblies.
· Originally, bicameralism served to represent different social units. It is now usually designed to represent different territorial units (especially in federal states) via a second chamber.
· The second chamber can have variable powers
· The US Senate which must approve all legislation
· The British House of Commons can only delay the passage of non-financial legislation for one year.
 
Two dimensions of Bicameralism
-> Clark et al
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Motivations for creating a second chamber
· Additional checks and balances, with powers to delay, criticize, amend, veto
· Two forms of representation, usually direct election to the lower chamber and indirect election (or appointment) to the upper chamber
· Particularly suited to federal systems (representation of territorial units) and/or large or socially/ethnically diverse countries (helps to resolve conflict)
· Division of labour: the second chamber reduces the workload of the first by considering legislation in detail, leaving the first to deal with broad issues
 
Potential draw-back of Bicameralism
· Additional risk of deadlock
· Risk of overlap or duplication of powers of the two assemblies: limits clarity of responsibility and accountability
 
 
1.48. [bookmark: _Toc152764310]Constitutionalism
The move away from legislative supremacy towards constitutionalism
· Most countries used to follow a norm of legislative supremacy (i.e. notion that laws adopted by the people’s elected representatives should not be constrained by other authorities, including the constitution)
· But most countries now have higher law constitutions including a charter of human rights that is protected by some kind of constitutional body.
· The shift toward new constitutionalism began in Europe after 1945, in reaction to experience with fascism.
 
Constitutionalism
· Commitment of governments to be governed by a set of authoritative rules and principles that are laid out in a constitution.
· This requires:
· a codified constitution (this is the case of almost all current constitutions) that can be modified only with a particularly demanding procedure (e.g. supermajority)
· a bill of rights allowing nonstate actors to challenge state actions
· a system of constitutional justice, i.e. an institution with the authority to invalidate acts of government violating constitutional rules.
 
Two models of constitutional review
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1.49. [bookmark: _Toc152764311]Veto player theory
· Federalism, bicameralism, constitutional review, etc. may be different types of the same thing: institutional veto players, i.e. checks and balances on the system
· All of them shape the ability of political actors to change the status quo
· A veto player is an individual or collective actor whose agreement is necessary for a change in the political status quo.
 
Two types
· Institutional VP: a VP generated by a country’s constitution
· Both legislative chambers in the US
· French Constitutional Council
· Subnational governments in federal systems in their dedicated policy areas…
· Partisan VP: a VP generated by the way the political game is played
· Coalition partners in a minimum winning coalition
 
· The number of VPs in a country, as well as the ideological distance between them, has important consequences.
· Given the very definition of VPs, unanimity is required to change the status quo.
· Central concept in VP theory: the win-set = the set of policy alternatives that would defeat the status quo.

· More VPs with conflicting policy preferences are likely to lead to
· greater policy stability (less changes and smaller shifts)
· the consideration of larger sets of interests in policymaking
· a dilution of political responsibility and accountability
· This, in turn, has important consequences for government and regime stability.


1.50. [bookmark: _Toc152764312]Conclusion
· Institutional trade-offs between
· parliamentarism and presidentialism
· federalism or unitary state
· uni- or bi-cameralism
· institutionalizing or not a separate judiciary power
· Institutional choices…
· tend to reflect the characteristics of the country: size, geographic specificities, cultural/social/linguistic (…) diversity
· can be conceptualized in terms of veto players affecting policy and regime stability.



[bookmark: _Toc152764313]Representation
1.51. [bookmark: _Toc152764314]Testing your knowledge
What institutional features are frequently chosen in (ethnically, linguistically or religiously) diverse societies? (pick two)
· a first-past-the-post electoral system
· federalism
· semi-presidentialism
· bicameralism
 
Which of the following institutional settings tend to blur responsibilities and to make incumbents less accountable?
· a first-past-the-post electoral system
· federalism
· presidentialism
· judicial review
 
Text Questions
· "Federalism enhances representation in democracies." Discuss.
· Madison claimed that "the accumulation of all powers […] in the same hands
[…] may justly be pronounced the very definition of tyranny." Discuss.
 


1.52. [bookmark: _Toc152764315]Majoritarian and consensual types of political systems
-> Trade-off between the objectives of political systems
· Accountability (majoritarian vision)
· Voters ‘throw the rascals out’
· Less demanding on voters
· Incumbents have a ‘mandate’ to enact policy and are incited to perform
· Representation (consensual vision)
· Voters chose agents to bargain for them
· Elected representatives broadly and proportionately represent the interests in society
 
Lijphart
-> Consensus vs majoritarian types
· Executive-party dimension: How easy is it for a single party to take complete control of the government?
· Single-party vs. multiparty cabinets (fragmentation/coalitions)
· Dominance of the executive over the legislature vs. legislative-executive balance of power (partly a function of electoral rules)
· Two-party vs. multiparty system (idem)
· Federal-unitary dimension: How easy is it for central government to change policy?
· Unitary vs. federal/decentralized structure
· Unicameral vs. bicameral legislature
[image: A diagram of a business diagram
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Powell
-> Dimensions of the Majoritarian vs Proportional distinction
· The electoral system: A low district magnitude favours a majoritarian design, increasing the likelihood of a single-party majority government; proportional electoral systems with large district magnitudes, in contrast, promote multiparty systems and proportional democracy
· Legislative rules: majoritarian democracies give the parliamentary majority a more or less unconstrained capacity to implement policies, while rules in proportional democracies favour the dispersion of power and enhance the opposition’s influence -> checks and balances
 
Tsebelis
-> Veto Player Theory
-> More Veto Players with conflicting policy preferences are likely to lead to
· greater policy stability (less changes and smaller shifts)
· the consideration of larger sets of interests in policymaking
· a dilution of political responsibility and accountability.
 
Summary
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1.53. [bookmark: _Toc152764316]Concepts of representation
1.53.1. [bookmark: _Toc152764317]What is representation?
· Representative government claims to
· make the represented present in some sort in policymaking
· although, in political systems with a numerous population as the current modern states, they cannot be literally present (Pitkin 1967; Powell 2000).
· Representative democracy means effective but limited government containing mechanisms of
· delegation from the voters to the ultimate policy makers, in which at each stage, a principal delegates to an agent, whom the principal has conditionally authorized to act in his place
· as well as accountability
 
Trusteeship vs Delegation
· Trusteeship: voters elect representatives who take decisions on the behalf of the voters that they (the representatives) think are best.
· In case of conflict, representatives follow their own judgment.
· Delegation: politicians may be expected to represent ideas and views by the electorate, regardless of their own views.
· In case of conflict, representatives follow their constituents’ preferences.
 
 
1.53.2. [bookmark: _Toc152764318]Substantive representation
-> Acting for
· “The traditional model of representation focused on the idea that during campaigns representatives made promises to constituents, which they then keep or failed to keep. I call this promissory representation.” (Mansbridge 2003)
· Prospective view of representation
· Representatives as delegates
· The formulation and enactment of promises provide citizens with a substantial opportunity to shape public policy via their vote.
· This moves policies closest to the ideal according to which representatives should act as their constituents would act themselves (Pitkin 1967)
· Delegation
 
 
1.53.3. [bookmark: _Toc152764319]Anticipatory representation
-> Acting for
· In anticipatory representation, representatives try to anticipate the preferences and demands of future voters (Mansbridge 2003)
· Retrospective view of representation drawing on accountability.
· Governments are accountable if
· voters can discern whether governments perform and are acting in their interest
· And use elections to sanction them appropriately,
· so that those incumbents who act in the best interest of citizens win re-election and those who do not lose them
· Much more deliberative than mandate representation!
· Deliberation takes place during elections
· Citizens control if pledges were fulfilled
 
 
1.53.4. [bookmark: _Toc152764320]Descriptive representation
-> Standing for
· In descriptive representation, politicians reflect particular characteristics of voters
· This may impact substantive representation (Bird et al. 2010; Wangnerud 2006)
· Citizens may trust politicians who look, sound, or act like them to make better decisions on their behalf.
· This may matter particularly for voters from groups that have been traditionally under-represented in politics
· e.g. women or members of visible minorities or the working class
 
 
1.53.5. [bookmark: _Toc152764321]Symbolic representation
-> Standing for
· Politicians’ activities (constituency service, parliamentary questions, amendment to a bill, hearings…) do not always shape policy outputs have a symbolic dimension.
· Citizens might see these activities as symbols of a government / parliament
· working for them
· representing their region or constituency
· representing their party or certain values
 
 
1.53.6. [bookmark: _Toc152764322]Possible Indicators
· Mandate representation: % of fulfilled promises, extent to which public policy reflects promises
· Anticipatory representation: congruence or correlation of public opinion and policy outputs
· Descriptive representation: Do the representatives resemble the represented, e.g. in terms of Gender, ethnicity, nationality, class, sexual orientation…?
· Symbolic representation: Do MPs give more speeches in parliament when an issue affecting their local area requires specific attention?
 
-> Representation matters
· When citizens feel that the system reflects them and their interests, they
· have greater trust in the political system,
· become more likely to participate in politics,
· are more supportive of democracy.
 
 
1.54. [bookmark: _Toc152764323]Which types of democracy enhances representation?
Majoritarian model favours accountability
· Responsibilities are clearer in majoritarian systems
· This facilitates the attribution of credit (blames) for good (bad) performance
· Majoritarian systems make it easier for voters to vote incumbents out and elect new representatives
· This creates strong incentives for politicians to (a) deliver on their promises, (b) respond to public opinion and (c) perform.
 
Is mandate representation better in majoritarian systems?
· Promises should be better fulfilled
· Majoritarian systems perform better -> Single party government
 
Majoritarian systems also allows for mandate drift
· If we approach mandate representation from the reverse perspective and ask how far legislative outputs reflect electoral priorities, majoritarian systems do not perform better.
· Checks and balances may provide the opposition with opportunities to scrutinize drifts away from the mandate.
· Not ideal as thought in terms of mandate representation
 
Is anticipatory representation better in majoritarian systems?
· Congruence (static): How close are the position of the average voter and of the government (or average party in parliament)? How well is the range of interests present in society represented (in parliament)?
· Responsiveness (dynamic): To what extent do representatives change policy positions when voters change their preferences?
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Descriptive representation
· Most research on descriptive representation in Europe focuses on gender.
· Closed-list PR is thought to be more favourable to the representation of historically marginalised groups (women, ethnic groups)
· Reasons:
· Parties have more influence on candidate selection
· Incumbency is a smaller factor
· Easier to implement quotas
· Voter biases play a smaller role
 
Symbolic representation
· Beyond government-opposition divides, individual MPs may act so as to represent their constituency or other (value-based, professional…) interests: how do they act, for example, when their party disagrees with the positions of a constituency they seek torepresent?
· Voting or speaking against the party line may have only symbolic consequences but this might contribute to voters’ feeling of being represented.
· Electoral institutions are very important in creating personal vote incentives for MPs: role of competition within the party and district magnitude (Carey and Shugart 1995)
· Mixed systems like Germany allow to run quasiexperiments comparing MPs elected in districts (majoritarian rule, MR) and on party-lists (proportional rule, PR)
· Breunig et al. (2022) have compared MPs’ response rate to voter emails about policy issues and found a difference: MPs elected in a district respond more often.
 
 
1.55. [bookmark: _Toc152764324]Demand- and supply side explanations
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1.56. [bookmark: _Toc152764325]Summary
· Political representation is a complex and multifaceted concept
· Policy representation is of fundamental importance in democracies.
· Descriptive representation is also increasingly debated
· The nature of representation across all these various dimensions is shaped by political institutions and the incentives that they create for elected politicians
· Two different visions of democracy: majoritarian vs. consensus democracies


[bookmark: _Toc152764326]Regional Integration and European Institutions
1.57. [bookmark: _Toc152764327]Testing your knowledge
Which of the following explanations for the rise of green parties focuses on the supply-side? Green parties have emerged…
· following social and value changes resulting in post-materialist demands
· by successfully politicizing new issues on which the established parties were divided or which they were reluctant to address
· following alarms by scientists on environmental concerns and climate change
· more easily in countries with proportional electoral systems
 
Which of the following features is not typical of a consensual political system? (pick one)
· Federalism
· A proportional voting system
· Judicial review
· Unicameralism
 
Which of the following statements on majoritarian systems is wrong? (pick one)
· Majoritarian political systems make it easier for a single party to take complete control of the government.
· Majoritarian political systems make public policy more stable.
· In countries with high levels of fragmentation, political stability is higher in majoritarian systems.
· Majoritarian systems experience higher shares of fulfilment of electoral promises
 
Following the “me too” movement, a country experiences high levels of mobilisations in favour of gender equality and prevention of gendered violence. The topic features prominently about “most important problems” cited by citizens and a majority demands dedicated programmes. Which form of representation is it if government responds with corresponding policy? (pick one)
· Descriptive representation
· Symbolic representation
· Anticipatory representation
· Mandate representation
 
 
1.58. [bookmark: _Toc152764328]Why do countries delegate powers to supranational authorities?
· Functional logic
· Public goods with externalities that extend beyond national borders call for governance at the regional or global level (E.g. international trade, combating international disease, handling refugees, climate change)
· Larger units can exploit economies of scale/ have more global bargaining power
· Initial integration steps ‘spill-over’
· Delegation of (unpopular) decisions to policy experts and reduction of credible commitment problems by delegating to independent bureaucratic agents insulated from electoral pressures
· Identity logic
· Nation states want to retain authority at the national level especially in areas central to statehood (E.g. Foreign policies, citizenship, defence)
 
Case Study: The European Union
· Authority somewhere between federal and confederal system
 
 
1.59. [bookmark: _Toc152764329]EU Institutions in comparative perspective
Delegation in the EU
[image: A diagram of a government

Description automatically generated]
 
Policymaking in the EU
· Agenda-setting powers are split between two institutions: the European Council (heads of member states‘ governments) and the Commission
· The ordinary legislative procedure is valid for most areas, the procedure is more dominated by the European council in single other areas.
· Multiple actors have the ability to block policy changes in the EU‘s legislative process, in particular the
· Council of the EU (unanimity or qualified majority rule)
· European Parliament (majority rule), elected with electoral systems that vary across countries but are all proportional
 
A powerful and independent court
· European Court of Justice
· Check on EU’s executive and legislative institutions
· On several occasions, the ECJ has struck down legislation adopted by the Council and Parliament on the grounds that the treaties did not give the EU the right to adopt legislation in a particular area.
· In addition, national courts are protective of their right to interpret whether EU laws break fundamental human rights or national constitutions.
 
Where does the EU fit in?
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-> proportional system
 
 
1.60. [bookmark: _Toc152764330]Summary
· Countries delegate power to regional and international authorities to find collective solutions to common problems and exploit economies of scale
· The strongest form of regional integration is the European Union.
· From a comparative perspective, the EU can be characterized as a hyper-consensual political system: legislation cannot be adopted without overwhelming support in the Commission, amongst the governments in the Council, the parties in the EP, and the approval of the ECJ.
· European institutions have proved able to work but the adopted policies tend to be modest (lowest-common-denominator outcomes)
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