Monday, 21 September 2015
Comparative politics: The search for causes of observed political behavior:  
1. What causes economic “underdevelopment” [variously defined in terms of poverty, poor standards of well-being, poor governance, etc.]?

Here is a data source: UNDP Human Development Index for 2014
Consider outliers like wealthy Singapore.  Many of the poorer countries seem to cluster around the equator, yet Singapore, practically on the equator, is not poor. 

Is underdevelopment simply a matter of latitude?  

Why are so many African countries at the bottom of the UNDP index?   

Does colonial legacy matter more… than what?

2. What is the Relationship Between Economic Development and Democracy?
Here is a puzzle.  Consider this Freedom House Freedom in the World map. Most of the “free” countries on this map cluster toward the top of the UNDP index.  

What does this tell about economic development, well-being and democracy?  

What explains the appearance of democracy in countries lower on the UNDP list (i.e., India)? 

Could researchers be tricked into believing that a country that holds competitive elections is a democracy when it really is not a democracy?  What does Freedom House actually measure? 
3. What Causes Conflict?
Why did Syria collapse?  Why not Saudi Arabia?  Why are so many refugees leaving now for Europe instead of one, two or three years ago?
4. Punctuated Equilibrium: 
(From the SJ Gould reading): Asteroid strikes and other upsets to prior analyses and their underlying assumptions.  11 September 2001 influenced subsequent events. 9 November 1989 did too.  Did political scientists predict these events?
Wednesday, 23 September: Weber’s Categories of Authority

Weber defined power “as the probability that certain specific commands (or all commands) will be obeyed by a given group of persons.”  

I. Weber’s conditions for Government: forms of domination in which the subordinate considers the domination to be acceptable and desirable, or at least not unbearable.  This acceptance need not be rational or include concepts of rights.  It must, however:

1. Exercise a monopoly over coercion.  Others may exercise power—church leaders, gangs, community vigilantes—but “Government” is supreme at the top of this hierarchy.  

This explains why governments in most countries impose very tight gun control restrictions.  

If a monopoly over coercion is central to a government’s power, why does the US government allow people to own guns in this country?

2. All systems of rule require authority.  It is difficult to rule by force alone, even in dictatorships (i.e., Nazi Germany: Extremely coercive but some Germans accepted its ideas).

Rule in the absence of authority? Highly coercive: A rule of thumb in military circles is that it takes 10 soldiers to neutralize one fighter & that’s just not a sustainable! 

Legitimacy is the validation of authority, the acceptance of a ruler’s claim to power and voluntarily compliance to this claim. Types of legitimacy:

1. Performance legitimacy: Here is a list of the world’s fastest growing and fastest shrinking economies. Can high growth sustain authoritarian regime legitimacy?  Does low (or negative) growth undermine democratic regime legitimacy?
2. Can be a claim that legitimacy is God-given (QE II, for example)
3. Tradition and habit.  Britain’s monarchs, for example.

4. Participatory assent of the ruled through regular elections, the ability to hold rulers accountable, etc.  Political scientists call this Popular Sovereignty.

A ruler with power and legitimacy may build a stable regime.  It may tax more efficiently and motivate subjects to sacrifice on behalf of the regime—fight in wars, for example.

Weber is interested in different bases for legitimacy in his three-part classification system.

II. LEGAL-RATIONAL Authority:

Authority is based upon abstract rules (such as a constitution).   

Legal-rational principles in everyday government administration: Officials occupy an office; they do not own it.  The official’s personality is irrelevant.

· Institutions of a legal-rational state are like steel girders of a skyscraper—a solid frame holds up the entire edifice.  Orders are impersonal.  

Citizens obey ‘the law’.  Obedience is not a personal obligation to the one issuing the directive.  


One does not buy a job with the State of Illinois.  The office belongs to the state, not to 
individuals.  Appropriate of an office for personal purposes is corruption.

Appointment to a position is on the basis of specified competence, of particular training and skills.  (One displays diplomas, not genealogical charts showing family relation to the boss).

Acts, laws, and procedures are recorded.

Remuneration is a fixed salary attached to service in the office.  You leave, your pay stops.  Pay is graded according to hierarchy and expertise.

The development of technological society reinforces legal-rational norms.  [Would you want to travel on a jet with any but the most competent staff backing you up?]

· Politically, the virtues of this category include a “level playing field” (equal opportunity) and the promise of rewards for merit as a basis for legitimacy.

· Education and technical training: legal-rational society values professors!

· Impersonal rules (which are legitimate as a sign of fairness).

(Lijphart’s 36 democracies are legal-rational, but not 100% so.)

III. PATRIMONIAL Authority
Weber writes of patrimonial authority as a variety of so-called “traditional” authority.  The main contrast with legal-rational is that the holder of authority is legitimate by virtue of a preexisting status.  Administration is held together by personal loyalty and obligation.  The administration resembles a household of the office holder.

Tasks and duties of a position are subordinate to the interests or wishes of the ruler.  Office holders need no specialized training (though it is advisable to have experts around to run things).  

· Salaries are attached to the personal beneficence of a ruler. 
· Thus patrimonial states usually have bad economies.  Taxes (and exemptions) can be distributed personally.  Finance is the Achilles Heel of patrimonial rule.

Weber observes that rulers appropriate authority as a personal possession.  Those who hold positions in administration do so as a consequence of personal loyalty, not skills or credentials.

The treasury is part of the ruler’s household, and is indistinguishable from his personal property.  Matters related to commerce come under the personal control of the ruler.  

( Implications:

· “Corruption” may be a different phenomenon in a legal – rational system vs. a patrimonial system (Transparency International corruption index).  Are anti-corruption efforts wasted if ‘corruption’ is endogenous to a system of rule?  

· Administration many seem hopelessly incompetent and corrupt.  (Mobutu of Zaire-Congo said: ‘Everything is for sale, everything is bought in our country.’)

· Huge wealth is not the same as being rich in a legal-rational system since it (presumably) comes with obligations to distribute at least some to clients.
· Oil dependent states might be more susceptible to patrimonial modes than would something like an agricultural base. Why is this so?

IV. CHARISMATIC AUTHORITY:

Authority rests in the person whose statements alone guide governance and implementation is based upon personal loyalty to his person. (North Korean version.)
“There is no system of formal rules, of abstract legal principles;” thus no legal precedent.

Why are these systems of authority so rare?  Charismatic regimes find it very difficult to admit mistakes or change policies to any great degree.  If the leader possesses divine guidance, to admit mistakes strikes at the heart of charismatic legitimacy of the infallible leader.
Monday, 28 September

Lijphart: Compare Majoritarian and Consensus-based political systems 
Majoritarian relies on the principle of plurality.  It can be adversarial.  Consensus aims to maximize the size of majorities.  It negotiates. Many democracies tend toward consensus model.  He challenges that “two-turnovers” (Samuel Huntington’s test) are necessary for a consolidated democracy.  Look at Japan—a dominant party rules through negotiation & incorporation.

The centrality of rules: Rules shape political behavior.  Even seemingly minor rules matter, like the design of a ballot in 2000 in Palm Beach County, Florida.  

· Did procedures fail to convert people’s intentions into counted votes and in the aftermath the process got chopped into law suit sized pieces?

· It was alleged that Jewish and African American voters mistakenly voted for Pat Buchanan instead of Al Gore.  (Look at the layout of the ballot)

· Sizeable error: 20% of Buchanan votes for Florida were Palm Beach County (only 7% of Florida voters).

Consider other rules such as voter registration procedures & impact on representation (US census data).  Consider district boundaries in light of rules & strategy: North Carolina’s 12th Congressional District and our own Illinois 4th and America’s most gerrymandered districts. 

I. Majoritarian: “Westminster Model”: UK is proximate “ideal type” & US approaches it.

(1) Executive and his or her party dominates.  “Winner takes all”.  [“Imperial Presidency”]

(2) Cabinet dominance: Lord Hailsham: “elective dictatorship”
(3) Two-party: one wins, one opposes, no coalitions.  (List of voting systems.)
(4) Interest group free-for-all (pluralism), not “concertation”
(5) Unitary, centralized government, no delegation.  
(6) Unicameral legislature
(7) Unwritten constitution (more flexibility for executive interpretation).
(8) No judicial review: judges are paid to apply the law, not interpret it.
(9) Central bank beholden to executive.
II. Consensus: Is this type a better fit for ethnically plural societies?
(1) Broad coalition cabinets

(2) Legislative activism and independence
(3) Proportional representation = multiparty
(4) “concertation” of Interest Groups  
(5) Federal, decentralized
(6) Strong bicameralism: Representation by population vs territory.
(7) Written constitution: Should women have guaranteed inclusion?
(8) Judges review
(9) Central bank is independent
The European Union is an exemplar of this type.  Why does it make sense for the founders of the EU to opt for a consensus-oriented political system?
III. Riker on Strategic Behavior: (Rules drive political behavior.)

Actors can manipulate rules.  Thus observed behavior might not be what the subject really wants.  They behave according to calculations about how to get what they want most efficiently.

· US Congress roll-call voting

· Campaign finance reform

· Texas democrats and redistricting (Ballotpedia.org)
Actors use backward induction: Think forward by reasoning backward.  (Induction = reasoning from particular facts to generate principles.)  ( Come up with rank-order preferences, depending on what other players might do.

( Think about presidential vetoes / override calculations.  Outward harmony may conceal intra-governmental wrangling and strategizing.  Congress anticipates vetoes so it does not pass legislation.  President doesn’t veto due to fear of an override.  Or Congress votes for popular reform that members don’t want, knowing and desiring the president to veto it.

( This strategizing requires careful analysis of legal-rational rules and multi-level calculations that are much less certain and predictable in patrimonial politics.
The illustration of strategic behavior in Riker’s article of the Constitutional Convention:

A majority favored “The Virginia Plan” in which a Congress that reflects population size state-by-state elects the President (vs the New Jersey plan in which every state would be represented equally in the legislature, regardless of population.)

Those opposed to the Virginia Plan tried to:

· Discredit legislative selection by reference to “faction”.  

· Introduce “Bitter Pill” of 7 year term.

· Recruit small state by advocating elector system with advantage to small.  (HR + Senate = # of electors)

· Pennsylvania delegates concerned about faction, join small state caucus.

Thus (on p.47) Riker shows the evolution of Convention decisions:

· First vote favored House selection over Electors

· Second vote: Electors tied with Joint Congress

· Joint Congress then beat House in third vote

Then the issue is referred to a (stacked) committee.  They compromise on an electoral college that (1) sits in state capitals, (2) gives each state option of how electors are chosen [legislative or popular vote], (3) number = Reps + Senate (the Connecticut Compromise).

Note that a simple rational choice perspective does not reveal outcomes.  Nor even does hierarchy of preferences reveal outcome (as Riker showed above).  One has to consider (1) institutional context, and (2) process.
Wednesday, 30 September: Democratic Governance and Party Systems
(Thinking Strategically about Political Behavior)
I. Gibbard-Satterthwait’s Theorem: If at least three people can have whatever preferences they wish, at least one has an incentive to “reveal preferences strategically” (i.e., deceive).  Killer amendments are an example. One votes to trick others into accepting amendment to kill the bill.  This is “sophisticated voting”

Strategic thinking & the foundation of rules of democratic competition: The Ratification of the US Constitution (1787-89) as a prime example (from Riker).
· Pack the Philadelphia convention with pro-constitution Federalists to discourage anti-Federalists who will stay home.  

· Avoid state legislatures so have the Constitution ratified in state conventions.

· Ratification needs nine states, not 13 (they got 13. No one wants to be left out of the new structures or risk legacy of having opposed winning side.)

· Redistrict a few states (S. Carolina: mal-apportion in Federalists’ favor.)

· Haste and its cousin….

· Sequencing.  Strongly federalist states ratified first.  NY left with little choice.

· “Closed” rule: Ratification is a take-it-or-leave-it proposition.

· Use procedural maneuvers in some state legislatures.

The core assumptions about political actors remain the same throughout—actors try to maximize gains, they reveal preferences strategically, etc.

II. Different electoral systems produce different party systems 

Majoritarian electoral systems: 
· These tend to force aggregation of interests into two party system 
· Big tent parties have to engage in intra-party coalitional bargaining
· Favors moderation – The rational strategy is to move to center.  [“A vote gained at the center is worth twice as much as one lost at the margin.”]
Duverger’s Law: A majoritarian electoral system i.e., FPTP tends toward a two party system.  This shows the link between electoral systems and 
party systems.
Why do political parties in the US appear to violate Duverger’s Law? Are they “irrational” or is strategic thinking the cause?  (Here is an American Political Science Association Task Force report on polarization & partisanship in Washington.)
Proportional electoral systems: Are they a consensus-oriented remedy?
· Better for representing non-concentrated minorities
· May be suited to social diversity
· Bargaining takes place after election to form government
Examples and some pitfalls of different electoral systems: We will consider Nigeria’s electoral system and the 2015 Presidential & National Assembly elections
( Some Unintended outcomes: French Presidential Elections, 1995 and 2002.
III. Party Systems and the Character of Representation: Effective Number of Parties

Calculating the Effective Number of Parties (Laasko’s Index):
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Calculate LI for Poland’s Parliamentary 2011 election.  (The super-eager might keep eyes on the upcoming October, 2015 parliamentary elections)

Calculate LI for US House 2014 election
What does the index tell us?

1. It shows how many votes are “wasted” since squaring party shares in the legislature gives disproportionate weight to larger parties and minimizes the impact of smaller parties.  [Efficiency v. representation.]
2. Indicates what kind of voting system a country is likely to have.

3. If the electoral system is known, one can deduce the degree of social cleavage and / or the regionalization of politics.

4. One can compare countries: i.e., FPTP USA (2-point-something) vs. FPTP Canada (3-point-four-something).  [We will return on Monday to consider the Canadian case.]
Monday, 5 October: Electing and Legislating

Recall Gibbard-Satterthwait: If a group of at least three is free to have whatever preferences they wish, at least one has an incentive to “reveal preferences strategically” (deceive).
Different electoral designs produce varied outcomes among the same set of rational individuals. Assume that maneuvering will occur on the part of rule makers, political players, and voters.
I.
Voting Methods:
Get what you can out of the system: It is possible to get different outcomes out of an electorate exhibiting stable preferences. AV vs FPTP, for example.
1. Simple plurality voting (FPTP, as in USA). Candidate with the most votes wins.  
2. Plurality runoff: simple plurality with second round that pits the top two. Consider France’s 2002 election that used this system.
3. Sequential runoff: Elimination rounds drop one each time until only one is left.
4. Borda Count: Voters rank order their preferences for each candidate on a list.  [I.e., 4 points for first, 3 for second, etc.  Then tally candidates’ points.]
5. Condorcet procedure: round-robin.
6. Approval voting: vote for all the ones you like.  Each candidate gets a “1”.
Here is a list of voting methods that is considerable!

II.
Electoral Systems: Applied Voting Methods.  
Outcomes reveal a lot about the social structure and political cleavages of a particular electorate.  Ponder what kinds of legislatures these systems would produce.
k = # of legislators per district / constituency (district magnitude), v = # of votes per voter
1. Plurality (“First past the post”), the Anglo-American way. K = 1, v = 1.
2. Single Non-transferable Vote: Japan until the late 1990s.  k > 1, v = 1.
3. Limited Vote: “plumping”…. k > 1, v > 1.  (Plumping means that v > 1 but voters do not have to cast all of their votes—can vote [as in cumulative voting] only for favorite.  Or shift votes, depending on predictions about what others will do. Illinois used this to 1980 for state legislature, multimember districts.
4. And a bunch of other systems, including the (in)famous Hare system of Cambridge, MA.  (Or try Germany: vote simultaneously for Erststimme,  which is FPP, k = 1, and Zweitstimmen, which is PR, k > 1)
How to Seat the Winners: Where does one cut off in the district or constituency?
(FPTP: one winner, Proportional Representation: multiple winners)
PR cutoffs: Germany = 5%, Poland initially at 0.22%, Israel, 0.83%.  Why are these cutoffs set where they are?
Why aren’t there more women legislators in the US? 
How might one boost representation of specific societal groups through voting systems?
Elections and Strategic (or unanticipated) outcomes: 
A challenge: what’s “wrong” with Canada’s 40th federal election? (Then there was the 41st and soon we will be treated to the 42nd federal election. 
Interested in electoral design?  There is a whole profession that designs electoral systems and runs elections: www.ifes.org 
.

Wednesday, 7 October: Parliaments, Presidents and Constitutions 

I.
Presidential versus Parliamentary Government
What distinguishes parliamentary and presidential systems?
Parliamentary: 
1. Executive comes from within the legislature and can be selected by the legislature. 
2. The executive can be removed on a vote of no confidence
3. The executive can dissolve the legislature and call for a new mandate (elections).
4. Members (in Anglo Parliamentary systems) can change their constituencies.
5. No fixed term of office.  (i.e., in Canada, no one above mayors has fixed terms.)
Presidential:
1. The legislature is assumed to have a fixed electoral mandate.
2. The legislature more often embodies localism (US: Representatives forced to reside in the locale represented.)
3. The executive is assumed to have an electoral mandate.
4. Officials serve fixed terms.  (Thus a President and a legislature can be of different parties.  A president cannot appeal for a new mandate by dissolving the legislature and calling an election.)
Is the USA a typical Presidential system?  Hint: The dispersal of power is unusual in American presidential system.
1. Judicial review: Courts act as legislatures, prevent legislative supremacy.  [de Tocqueville: “immense political influence of American courts.”]
2. Legislatures can act as courts: Impeachments, hearings in Congressional committees.
3. Unlike many Anglo Parliamentary systems, representatives have to live in the district represented.  This makes it hard for national politicians to emerge from Congress.  (Who was last president from Congress?)  
4. The legislature can act like an executive in (a) reviewing executive appointments, and (b) overriding vetoes.
5. The US has a rare truly bi-cameral legislature.   Committees have real power, Speakers as managers of business have real power.
Is this intricate system exportable and / or relevant to other countries? 
II. Mainwaring’s comparison: Alarmist or realistic?
Multipartyism and presidential systems seem to be an especially poor fit.  (i.e., Presidents alongside a PR legislature)
( Presidential systems remain stable if they have smaller numbers of effective parties.  Two party format is best.  
( This suggests that the number of effective parties is important for determining the prospects for stable democracy.
1. Why does one find so many more parliamentary systems to be “democratic over-achievers” compared to presidential systems in the “Third World”?  
Parliamentary systems produce legislative majorities (or coalitions if lacking a majority party).  This minimizes legislative impasses, removing an excuse for military coups. 
Government reshuffle [votes of no confidence and executive’s power to call election] reduces stalemate probabilities.

Greater ministerial continuity: Ministerial appointments recycle officials who 
have experience in substantive field & in dealing with political system.

Greater democratic consolidation and continuity due to mutual dependence.
2.   Why does presidentialism survive?
Flexibility within grasp: Presidents can be removed in mid-term if they fail:  [Carlos Andres Perez in Venezuela, Abdala Bucaram in Ecuador, Raul Cubas Grau in Paraguay, several presidents in Argentina’s 2003 economic crisis.] 
Capable judiciaries can check presidential ambitions.
3. Why do many new democracies choose presidentialism? 
a. Presidentialism concentrates power to deal with crises… at expense of representation? 
b. Presidentialism might be a way for old elites to survive transitions.   
c. Copying hegemonic power’s model and taking its advice: 2010s see popularity of presidents like the 17th & 18th centuries saw the appeals of Louis XIV.
III. Contending Theories of Constitutional Design

A.
Riker: Be suspicious of intentions.  Ordeshook favors minimal constitutions that create logical reasons for coordination.  Successful Constitutional Design is a coordinating device to solve a collective action dilemma.
1. Avoid translating popular preferences into constitutional provisions since this imports conflicts into governance.

2. Avoid a tyranny of the majority.

Look at how the Electoral College in the US shapes outcomes.  What was the intention?  What would happen if the US shifted to a direct election for president?

B.  Dahl’s counter-argument: Constitutions should mirror society.

1. Match civic culture and constitutions: some societies are more democratic than other.

2. Do not shy away from the interplay of social cleavages.

Back to Ordeshook:  Why would people agree to a constitution in the first place? Prisoner’s Dilemma: Objective is to get people to work for a common purpose.

The problem of PD for constitutional design:  “Society can be trapped in a coordination dilemma in which a change of expectations requires concrete evidence of action, but the requisite action will be forthcoming only after expectations change,” writes O.

Who initiates coordination?
1. Outside compulsion.  i.e., US occupation of Iraq, Afghanistan, Germany, Japan.

2. Crafty political engineering.  Recall reading on the 1787 US Constitutional Convention

Ordeshook’s Rules (I conflated a few): Rules to shape coordination, belief, and expectation.

1. KISS: Keep it simple so that every disagreement does not become a constitutional crisis.  [Compare constitutions of UK, US and South Africa.]

2. Fit existing norms. Don’t innovate. Build on consensus as much as possible.  [Afghan Loya Jirga]

3. Leave to legislatures and courts to elaborate.  [Those bodies confront contentious issues in bits and pieces take advantage of sequence, unforeseen circumstances.]  

4. Write it out of view, and then ratify it involving a broad segment of society.  Use this period to “coordinate expectations”. [Virtues of 1787-89 US Constitutional process.]

5. Using constitutions for social (as opposed to political) engineering undermines their capacity to function as coordinating devices.  Promises that can’t be kept undermine the authority of constitutions.  

6. Examine carefully whether a player could use the document to unilaterally circumvent other provisions.  [i.e., unanticipated consequences of USSR constitutions by late 1980s.]

7. The First Principle of Design: All elements of a constitution are interconnected.  If one part fails, the legitimacy of the whole is in question.  [Back to Prisoner’s Dilemma: a lack of confidence in the whole will return one to a preference for P.]

World constitutions: http://www.chanrobles.com/worldconstitutions.htm
Monday, 12 October: 
Lijphart’s Consensus preference & the African 

rejection of it
I. 
Lijphart’s Conceptual map of Democracy

A. Two axes of comparison [from fig. 14.1 on pg. 244] 
1. Federal – Unitary

2. Executive Power – Parties exercise power
Has the executive – parties balance of power changed in the US since 11 September 2001?
Patterns: Who is consensus-oriented and why?]

A European, particularly Nordic effect (consensus), versus

A British legacy effect (majoritarian)

B. Evaluation: Which system is more representative, more legitimate and more effective?
1. Effective decision-making (economic stability, stable governance)
2. Managing violence (incarceration rates, civil peace)

3. Representation (access for minorities, women)
Lijphart’s recommendations Consensus wins!  It is “kinder & gentler;” it is more effective, attracts higher participation rates, higher satisfaction, is better on the environment, jails fewer citizens, etc.

Q1: Why don’t you all just move to a country that is located in the lower left quadrant of his figure 14.1 on page 244?

Q2: Why on earth would a new democracy settle on a majoritarian rather than a consensus framework to design a political system?

  II. 
Authoritarian Multiparty Transitions 

(van de Walle & Africa’s Persistent Presidentialism)

The general condition: 

1. Low EPI (Laasko’s Index) alongside high numbers of parties (dominant party presence).

2. Relative defiance of expectations about effects of institutional designs (such as electoral systems, etc)

3. Low levels of institutionalization of non-dominant parties

4. Absence of interest aggregation parties (labor parties, religious parties)

5. Sustained multiparty elections combined with low scores on democracy indices (i.e., Freedom House “Freedom in the World” index for African countries)

Today is Monday, so it must be Cameroon’s turn for electoral analysis.

The causes:

6. Political clientelism: How can the introduction of multiparty elections be compatible with maintenance of patron-client politics?  Don’t good candidates drive out bad candidates if voters are free to choose?

7. Instrumental uses of elections: (1) the internal (domestic) image of elections, and (2) the external (Western donor) image of elections.

The relationship between elections and political stability: considering the case of Central African Republic.  What are multiparty elections in contexts of persistent insecurity?
Wednesday, 14 October: Hybrid Regimes
I. What is democracy (from Larry Diamond)?
· Just need elections with competition between candidates (Schumpter)

· Need fundamental freedoms to make elections meaningful (Dahl)

Measures of democracy now tend to rank countries on a spectrum, such as that in the Freedom House “Freedom in the World” ranking.

II. Hybrid regimes, or competitive authoritarian as Levitsky & Way prefer, are defined as:

“formal democratic institutions widely viewed as the principal means of obtaining and exercising political authority.  Incumbents violate these rules so often and to such an extent, however, that the regime fails to meet conventional minimum standards for democracy.” (L&W, 52)

1. Electoral arena: bitterly contested but outcome usually not in doubt
2. Legislature: can provide a base for opposition

3. Judiciary: maverick judges can rule against the regime

4. Media: independent outlets exist, journalists investigate

Why are there so many hybrid (or competitive authoritarian) regimes in recent decades, compared to the more distant past?  Will these regimes persist?

What is the nature of change in hybrid regimes?  Do they become more democratic or do they shift in more authoritarian directions?

III. A case of hybrid regime politics – The Russian Federation

Elections in Russia: A 2011 State Duma ballot with a wide choice of parties. Here are the results of the 2011 legislative elections.
Winning by not losing: (1) strategic communications (as we know from the US), (2) outright repression not permitted, (3) information freely circulated.
Super-presidentialism: (Biker Putin, Judo Putin, Pump you up Putin, firefighter Putin, etc.)

· Subordinate potential rivals through positive and negative incentives and connect local political machines to Kremlin dominance
Decentralized subnational authoritarianism: (Krastev & Holmes – more from Vladimir Gel’man if you want to read further)

· End elections for provincial governors in 2004: Their job now is to demonstrate that they can exercise control through producing correct rates of voter turnout & electoral results.
Ruling party dominance: toughening rules on registration of political parties, increasing the threshold in parliamentary elections, shifting from a mixed to a proportional electoral system.
· Increase the costs of opposition organizing (court cases, registration procedural difficulties, less realistic reporting).

Monday, 19 October: Political Corruption and Democratic Representation
This section of the course continues our consideration of non-institutional, non-formal elements of politics that shape political behavior in procedurally democratic systems.

I. Honest and dishonest graft
“I seen my opportunity and I took it” – George W Plunkitt, 15th Assembly District, NYC

"Private Vices by the dextrous Management of a skillful Politician may be turned into Publick Benefits." -- Bernard Mandeville (1714)

1. Promotion of economic development? (Plunkitt’s bricks and parks)

2. National integration; of elite groups and of minorities? (Plunkitt’s tragedy of civil service report)

Is there a difference between theft from the public treasury or taking bribes for making certain public decisions and pursuing the public interest and one’s personal interests at the same time?

II. Money & politics in Nigeria: Vote Buying (Bratton)

Conditions under which vote buying appears to work, at least in Nigeria

Vote buying and violence – formulas for reducing voter turnout

Bratton notes the impact of community organization on the effectiveness of vote buying and on the impact of violence.

Vote buying happens only in Nigeria? A story about Miami vote brokers here.

Is a personal commitment to democracy sufficient to undermine the effectiveness of vote buying and violence to manipulate procedurally democratic processes? 

III. Money & politics in the US (Gilens & Page, on Comedy Central’s Daily Show)
“The central point that emerges from our research is that economic elites and organized groups representing business interests have substantial independent impacts on U.S. government policy, while mass-based interest groups and average citizens have little or no independent influence.” (p.565)

· Majoritarian proposition: Vote seeking candidates & parties seek the mid-point of voters’ preference (median voter theorem)

· Economic elite domination: Some groups know how to sway policy makers through lobbyists, foundations, think-tanks and so forth.

· Majoritarian pluralism: Interest groups struggle with one another to shape policies. Interest groups substitute for individual interests.

· Biased pluralism: Some are better able than other to organize. Small groups that focus on policies that are highly salient to them more easily prevail.

If Gilens & Page are correct, can their findings help to explain the current tendency of voters to reject establishment politicians and party leaderships?
Citizens United impact on 2016 presidential campaign (from New York Times) and Transparency International’s concern about US campaign finance as a corruption issue.
A recent tally of campaign fundraising for the 2016 campaign from NYT
Monday, 26 October: Predatory v. Developmental Authoritarians

In the first instance: Why do some regimes that limit representation provide significant public goods, while other regimes that limit representation engage in predation?

Ultimately: This section engages concerns such as whether democracy is stabilizing or destabilizing in poor countries that experience rapid economic development. Do these countries lack the basic preconditions for stable democratic orders?

I. “Freedom to” and “Freedom from” (G. Allison)

A metric other than democratic representation for judging the quality of citizen-state relations: Find Singapore as #9 on the United Nations Development Programme’s Human Development Index for 2014.
II. An illiberal model: Meles Zenawi’s Ethiopia
Here is Ethiopian Prime Minster Meles Zenawi’s master’s thesis and you have read Alex de Waal’s review of it in African Affairs.  Maybe MZ was reacting to this.  Who is responsible for developing Ethiopia?  Ethiopia’s extremely rapid growth.

Developmental state: (1) Reliance on private capital, but with a state that is autonomous, 
(2), state intervention to manage economic incentives, (3), political strategy based upon performance legitimacy.


Other exemplars: Rwanda 2040 high modernism 

Does illiberal development resolve the problem of corruption / rent-seeking? Compare Rwanda’s position on the World Bank’s Doing Business ranking to those of nearby South Sudan.)

III. Illiberal Model Stability
1. Security: It helps to start with a high degree of elite cohesion; minimizing security threats from within the ruling coalition

2. Domination: Maintain strong party institutions, privileging legal-rational criteria along with political loyalty) for selection of experts.

3. Legitimacy: Economic performance (and political order) as a basis for popular support.

Are illiberal development model countries likely to undergo democratic transitions? (Check the Freedom House map to see if Singapore has become more democratic over the past two decades.)
Wednesday, 28 October: Culture & Institutions
I. Do ideas and beliefs that govern interactions have distinct impacts on the form and the function of institutions? (Alesina & Giuliano)

Families and “clans” in politics: Are these relationships rivals or complements to formal institutions of governance?  What is a “family” in politics?  Here is a case from Quezon City, Philippines.
Cultural values as framing how one participates in (or abstains from) institutions: trust v suspicion, individualism v collectivism, and advance through work v resigned to fate.
Are there “national cultures” that shape institutions and institutional capabilities: The classic northern Italy / southern Italy comparisons.
Are certain cultures more amenable to democracy / economic development?  Are cultures causal factors or are they consequences?  A famous case: Some identify Confucianism as a cause of rapid development in China, while others identify it as an obstacle to this rapid development.

· Samuel Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations view of culture & politics
II. Interpreting culture’s impact on institutions 

“… to identify the range of ideals toward which electoral institutions in different societies might be oriented” (Schaffer, p.9). 

· Démocratie

· Demokaraasi

What is “democracy” in your world? Here is a view from several Kenyans, and some views from Nigeria.

III. Informal institutions and institutional evolution(Tsai)

Social practices and relationships and the repurposing of institutions – How does the Chinese Communist Party evolve through a huge social transition?
The case of red hat enterprises and the transition to private sector growth in China, and Tsai’s argument about institutional layering
Monday, 2 November: Interventions to Fix Other People’s Institutions

S. Krasner proposes neo-trusteeships to fix failing states, an idea that has weight as he served as former Director of Policy Planning at the United States Department of State from 2005 until April 2007. P. Englebert and D. Tull question the underlying assumptions guiding intervention.
I. Rethinking Sovereignty
1. International legal (de jure) sovereignty – formal recognition by other states and membership in international organizations of states.
2. Westphalian sovereignty – states have exclusive sovereignty over their domestic territories and affairs, based on the principle that all states respect the right to non-interference in another state’s domestic affairs.

3. Domestic (de facto) sovereignty – is concerned with whether state control over territory and its own affairs actually exists.
What if domestic sovereignty breaks down?  Data and violence trends in Africa from ACLED (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project): Agents of violence by total conflict involvement, and violence against civilians by perpetrators. 
(Ask me if you are interested in acquiring a skill or a career in this sort of thing.)

Is there an international responsibility to protect and (re)build?  Consider the profile of the current U.S. Permanent Representative to the United Nations, Samantha Power

II. Exceptions to sovereignty:

1. Extensive governance assistance via bilateral (state-to-state) agreements, NGOs, and international organizations

2. Transitional administrations (as in East Timor, Bosnia, Kosovo) in which a foreign force, usually post-conflict, has primary responsibility to review and make) laws.

3. De facto trusteeships and shared sovereignty 

III. The skeptics’ critique (Englebert & Tull): These are the critical 

1. Can western style states be exported everywhere?

2. Who has a stake in state failure?

3. Who has a stake in unending “transitions”?

4. Do international actors have the political will and capacity to follow through on neo-trusteeship objectives?

Wednesday, 4 November: Violence & Political Institutions

(Setting the stage for P. Collier)
I. The Distribution of Firearms and Their Uses
What is the relationship of changing technology and changing social relationships in the incidences of political violence?

Compare firearms ownership with homicide rates.
II. State Institutions and Violence

An old image: Violence was the provenance of bureaucracies of states that fight internal and external challengers (state-building). Violence is the preserve of standing armies, and wars involve frontlines and rules of war that are codified in treaties.  Weapons of war evolved in ways that reinforced state dominance in war fighting.
A new image: Localized violence that draws on these transnational links, a revolution in the social relations of warfare, not in technology.  What are consequences?

● Lots of new actors appear: NGOs, International Organizations, private military service companies 

● Monopolies on violence erode and violence is privatized, a sort of state-making in reverse.
● Wars at least appear to be more often about group identity rather than state interests.

● Modes of warfare are distinctive – perhaps harder to distinguish from criminal behavior.      

● Some armed groups benefit from insecurity & this reinforces their character.

III. Significant International Changes

Clandestine economies  
Expansion of the humanitarian aid industry

New international approaches to war termination
Challenges to the efficacy and relevance of state institutions

State institutions may be called upon to manage increasing pressures from external factors. How does this complicate the maintenance of democratic institutions? Consider the case of Greece:

Is Greece a “fragile state?” Here is a Vice News view. Who is responsible for Greece’s domestic malaise? Some critics identify EU bankers as the international culprit. Others blame immigrants.  Consider differentials in unemploymentEU  rates.
Monday, 9 November: Voting and Violence
I. Two Views about the relationship of elections and violence

A positive view: 

Elections are like a market. Those who offer violence and bad policies lose votes because people don’t like political instability and personal insecurity. The legitimacy imperative requires that elections be non-violent.

The reality in Collier’s analysis: “At low income, democracy increased political violence.” (22)

There is a critical juncture – about $2,700 per capita annual income. Democracies below that figure are unsafe. Authoritarian regimes below that figure are safer. This reverses above this figure.  [China crossed this point in the late 2000s. Would Collier think that China now is “unsafe?”]
II. The incentives for bad behavior outweigh costs of bad behavior.

The situation in poor countries is rough. People vote to express themselves (i.e., ethnic voting) rather than for policy choices. Information is poor. The lag between instituting good policies and their effects is too long. Reform encounters entrenched constituencies tied to the bad policies.

Ask who benefits and what can they do if challenged.  This is how the behavior of political actors in democratic processes in poor countries results in violence. 

III. Collier’s menu of (possibly) rational political choices:

1. Turn over a new leaf – too dangerous, agitates old sycophants?
2. Lie to voters – that’s easy enough
3. Scapegoat a minority – these were your dependent clients before democracy.

4. Bribery – works up to a point and is expensive. Reduce costs through intimidation

5. Intimidation – can be hard to control the agents of violence though.
6. Restrict the field of opponents – use the citizenship issue (Côte d’Ivoire, USA Birthers)

7. Miscount votes – be careful these days
Collier recounts an experiment in Nigeria that he and Pedro Vicente conducted. Simply organizing people to deal with electoral violence reduced electoral violence. This suggests that electoral violence depends upon & accomplishes the social fragmentation of communities.  He found that political violence in elections “was predominately a strategy of the politically weak, perhaps somewhat analogous to terrorism.” (39)
IV. Ethnicity and Voting

Collier’s concept of ethnicity as a sort of insurance policy for members: Membership comes with obligations and one can’t (easily) exit. What is the connection between this situation and poor public services? 
Ethnic favoritism draws more voters.  Here is the result of Leonard Wantchekon’s experiment in Benin to test the effects of programmatic versus clientelist campaign appeals on voting behavior.
Ethnic diversity and the tendency toward polarization in electoral campaigns—a scene from Kenya

Do Collier’s findings create a case for enlightened autocracy?
V. The skeptical Goldsmith: The situation is better than one might think
His graph on page 122 shows a decline in coups d’états over time. He reports that in 2010 there were only two coups, both in Africa, one of which (Niger) was a “good coup” that removed a democracy spoiler.

What about more recently? Here is a Wikipedia list (that should be consulted with care).

Goldsmith finds that only 34 countries are responsible for the bulk of coups and other political violence.  Maybe this signals a deeper problem in these places.

Is democracy becoming more firmly institutionalized, even in Levitsky & Way’s “competitive authoritarian” regimes?
Wednesday, 11 November: Post-conflict Settlements and State-building
· Risks and Benefits -
I. Post-conflict risks and / or benefits

1. Elections – but more so after the termination of conflicts. Does this mean that super-authoritarian post-conflict regimes are the better option?
2. Peacekeeping – surprisingly, it works!  The over-the-horizon lower cost intervention strategy.
3. Economic conditions – The cycle of conflict and capital / skills flight. (US Census Bureau, “Foreign Born Population from Africa, 2008-2012”) On migration of healthcare workers, Çağlar Özden and Mirvat Sewadeh, “Migration and Attrition,” pages 169-189 in Labor Market for Health Workers in Africa, World Bank, 2013.
II. Paul Collier’s peacekeeping calculation

What is the rate of return on peacekeeping operations?  If the return is so good, why don’t we see more peacekeeping / interventions to build state institutions?

UN DPKO (Department of Peacekeeping Operations)
III. What causes violence in the first place?

1. The role of guns: 

Guns do appear to be more attractively priced in conflict zones.(Phillip Killicoat, “Weaponomics: “The Global Market for Assault Rifles,” Department f Economics, Oxford University, 2007)
2. The political economy of destruction

The de-skilling and de-institutionalizing character of contemporary wars:. “Civil war is development in reverse.” (94)

3. Why size matters

“Big may not be beautiful, but it is safe. Small is dangerous and expensive.” (107) Are poor countries simply too small and is there risk in smallness? Does this mean that Scotland and Catalonia should remain parts of larger states? (What about Singapore?)
Wednesday, 18 November: Past and Present Strategies for Building States
I. The Coup Trap and the story of Côte d’Ivoire 


(Once you have a coup, the next coup becomes more likely.)

Why would a ruler of la Côte d’Ivoire prefer a civil war over a coup? 

Incidences of coups—data & interpretation from the African Development Bank
II. State-building the old way


Historical paths to state-building through warfare: 

1. Warfare and revenues

2. Warfare and accountability

3. Accountability, to creditworthiness, to more warfare… 

Should we just give war a chance?

III. Dilemmas of contemporary state-building 

States before nations and the automatic right to (a state’s) self-determination: Here is the United Nations on decolonization.  Do all nations observe faithfully and strictly “respect for the sovereign rights of all peoples and their territorial integrity”?
Christian’s model would have just seven states in Africa. Says Collier: “the countries of the bottom billion are too small to be states.” (page 190)
Is it true that “individually, the governments of the bottom billion have too much sovereignty, not too little”? (page 199)

IV. A few of Paul Collier’s modest proposals

1. Harnessing violence for democracy: How does this work, and are there such things as “good coups?”

2. Probity in public spending, or recipe for neo-trusteeships?

3. International supply of security; a tax and reward system to reduce military spending in poor countries.
Monday, 23 November: Contemporary Challenges to Build Institutions
I. ISIS as institution-builders

ISIS can be thought of as a revolutionary group that seeks to transform society (Kalyvas). It builds institutions and declares an end to borders.
Recruits and trains experienced cadres

Governs communities (Here are details of ISIS governance in New York Times and BBC.) 
II. Iraq: an anti-institutional state (Gorkowski)


The problem of corruption


The fiction of national unity and rational responses to disorder

i. Militias (some of which operate with US military forces)

ii. Elite fragmentation

iii. Violence and its effect on political choice.

What are your solutions to this crisis? Should the US fight to defeat ISIS if Iraqis (or Syrians) cannot do this?

Happy Thanksgiving
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