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CHAPTER 3

Arend Lijphart and
the New Institutionalism

Bernard Grofman

March and Olsen (1984: 734) characterize a new institutionalist approach o
politics that “emphasizes relative autonomy of political institutions, possibil-
ities for inefficiency in history, and the importance of symbolic action to an
understanding of politics” Among the other points they assert 1o be charac-
teristic of this “new instirationalism” are the recognition that processes may
be as important as ontcomes (or even more important), and the recognition
that preferences are not fixed and exogenous but may change as a fanction of
political Jearning in a given institutional and historical context. However, in
my view, there are three key problems with the March and Olsen synthesis.

First, in looking for a common ground of belief among those who use the
label “new institutionalism” for their work, March and Olsen are seeking to
impose a unity of perspective on a set of figures who actually have linde in
common. March and Olsen (1984) lump together apples, oranges, and arti-
chokes: neoc-Marxists, symbolic interactionists, and learning theorists, all
under their new institotionalist wmbrella. They recognize that the ideas they
ascribe to the new institutionalists are “not all mutually consistent. Indeed
some of them seem mutually inconsistent” (March and Olsen, 1984: 738), but
they slough over this paradox for the sake of fypological neatness.

Second, March and Olsen {1984) completely neglect another set of fig-
ures, those associated with positive political theory in political science and
with game theoretic andfor Public Choice approaches in economics, who
surely also deserve the label new institutionalists.!

Third, and most important for present purposes, March and Olsen (1984)
completety neglect the revival of interest in institutions in comparative politics

An earBer version of this paper was given at the Annual Meeting of the American Potitical
Science Association, San Francisco, August 20-September 1, 1996. [ am indebted 1o Dorothy
Green for library assistance.
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that was already underway in political science long before the term new insti-
tutionalism became popular—especially that in the area of electoral systems
research (e.g., Rae 1967, 1971} and in constitutional design.? Tn both these
areas Lijphart’s work had already played (e.g., Lijphart 1973, 1977ab) and
would continue to play a major role (e.g., Lijphart and Grofman 1984;
Grofman and Lijphart 1986; Lijphart 1992; Lijphart 1994). Though some
might say this research was merely a continuation of the old institutionalism,
a style of approach that had never really gone away® even though it was sup-
planted in importance by other approaches such as that of the Michigar
School (with its strong emphasis on public opinicn). in my view there are suf-
ficiently many distinctive aspects of the institutionalist focus that has become
associated with Lijphart (and now his students) that it deserves separate
recognition as an important and separate strain of the new institutionalism.?

My argument for the claims to recognition of a distinctively
Lijphartian approach to institutional analysis is strengthened by the fact
that March and Olsen’s (1984) own claims for the novelty of the ideas they
attribute to the new institutionalist strains they talk about are based on a
“potted” history of political science that bears little resemblance to any-
thing I can recognize.

In contrast to the insights of the new institutionalist ideas they discuss,
March and Olsen {1984: 738) see post-1950s political science as emphasizing
the aggregating of individual behavior motivated by utilitarian and instru-
mental concerns. They also view political science of this perfod as by and
large seeing politics as subordinated to other features of the social environ-
ment such as class. ethnicity, economics, and religion; and they assert that
political scientists have been functionalist, by which they mean that political
scientisis have tended to view politics as the outcome of a generally benefi-
cent process of historical adaptation.

Clearly, any attempt to paint with a broad brush tendencies allegedly
characteristic of all of modern polisical science can be challenged. For any
generalization, we can find large bodies of literature that seem to refute it.
March and Olsen’s (1984) characterization of the salient features of post-
World War H political science as contextual, reductionist, utilitarian, func-
tionalist, and instrumentalist, however, seems particalarly ill-conceived, since
it lumps together orientations that in fact were mutually antagonistic rather
than muiually complementary.

In particular, I am extremely skeptical that modern political science, for the
most part, has described political events as the consequences of calculated deci-
sions, as Marchk and Olsen {1984} claim. 1 do not read the American Voter that
way, nor most of the subsequent literature of the Michigan school. Downsian
views may now be de rigueur, but political socialization, party identification, ¢it-
izen duty, and ideas of that sort are far from dead even today-—and certainly were
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alive and well and the dominant leitmotifs in the study of voter choice for most
of the post-World War 11 period.® Similarly, in comparative politics, I would
hardly describe Teading contributors in the 1960s and 1970s such as Gabriel
Almond, Harry Eckstein, or Lucian Pye, say, as rational choice modelers.

1 do not wish to try to fight with March and Olsen {1984) about the his-
tory of the discipline. Rather, my limited aim here is to set the record straight
in one Hmited domain by arguing that there were many different revivais of
interest in institutions after World War I, all of which have legitimate claims
1o being called new institutionalism,® and by pointing out that at least two of
these new institutionalisms, associated with Bill Riker and his students and
colleagues, and associated with Arend Lijphart and his students and col-
leagues, simply do not fit into the new institutionalist mold poured by March
and Olsen (1984).7 It is the Lijphartian strain of new institutionalism, how-
ever, that will be the principal focus of this essay.

Arend Lijphart is the anthor of seminal work on the political conse-
quences of electoral systems and on the logic of constitutional design,
whose work on mechanisms for power-sharing has world-wide visibility
and an infivence that has extended far beyond academic circles (particu-
larly in South Africa). The concern for institutional structure and its effects
that underpins aimost all of his books and articles entitles Lijphart to a cen-
tral place among the set of rather diverse folks who identify themseives
with the new institutionalism in political science. Moreover, when the his-
tory of the discipline is written, say in the year 2020, fooking back not just
at Lijphart’s own work but also that of the students and colleagues that he
has influenced-as with Bill Riker and the “Rochester School of positive
political theory,” or Phil Converse and Warren Miller and the “Michigan
School of survey research™—we® wiil be able to identify a distinctive
methodological stance and set of central questions that future political sci-
entists will come to label Arend Lijphart and the “UCSD/UCI School® of
comparative institutiona} analysis. !¢

Even without the advantages of 20-20 hindsight, there are some things
to be szid about what I believe will come to be identified as seven common
elements of the approach of the UCSD/UCT School of comparative institu-
tional analysis:'!

1. There is the cross-national scope of analysis and the emphasis on
COMPparisons.

2. There is a blending of concem for taxonomic conceptualization and
a concern for measurement, in the form both of a search for plausi-
ble operationalizations and in terms of really knowing the data.

3. There is an emphasis on the need to identify varizbles that can be

<" shown to have explanatory power.
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There is an absence of dogmatism; that is, a strong belief that
institutions can matter, without a view that they are in any way the
whole story.

There is the view that a necessary ingredient inn important research is
important questions.'?

There is the belief that institutions are not just constraints on the fea-
sible choice set, or reifications of existing power relationships; they
are also often solutions to important societal probiems, for example,
to the problem of creating political stability in an ethnically divided
society within a democratic framework.

There is a desire to keep things as simple as the reality will allow, and
10 write to be understood.

&

o

o
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Although no single one of these features is any way distinctive, the pack-
age as a whole is—albeit in a refreshingly commonsensical way.

Lijphartian Perspectives on Comparative Institutional Analysis

Lijphart’s work can be distinguished from the positive political theory
approach with its emphasis on institutions as game-theoretic equilibria and
ways of avoiding preference cycling; from that of the sociclogical approach
to organizational theory, with its emphasis on nonsystematic and unantici-
pated consequences of organizational choice and/or insistence that prefer-
ences are shaped by institutions as weil as shaping thems; and from the
narrative historical approach, with its emphasis on institutions as organic
growths whose understanding requires “thick description.” Lijphart’s work
also may be contrasted with authors who focus so tightly on formal rules and
constitutional jurisprudence as to exhibit relative disregard for empirical evi-
dence about the extent to which rules do matter.

Emphasis on Cross-Nationat Analysis

Although necessarily relying heavily on secondary sources and aggregate
data, a single scholar with great knowledge and theoretical insights of his/her
own can produce important work, even when trying to understand more than
one polity; but authors who fall prey to misunderstandings of local political
realities or lack a rich theoretical framework with which to organize their data
all tco often produce comparative work that is pedestrian at best or mislead-
ing at worst. In like manner, although examining only a single case, a scholar
of perception can make of that case a fount of insight and even a direct test of
theory (Eckstein, 1975, 1992}, or do work that is so dragged down by detail
and proper names that its theoretical usefulness is zilch.
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There is a Scylla of theoretical elegance but empirical irrelevance, and
a Charybdis of atheoretical hyperfactualism, each of which must be
avoided. Lijphart’s own work (e.g., Lijphart 1977a, 1984, 1954) exhibits
exactly that remarkable feat of steersmanship. Perhaps Lijphart’s greatest
gift is his ability to integrate vast masses of cross-national data (especialiy
aggregate data) into a theoretically meaningful whole, as shown in Lijphart
{1984) and Lijphart (16943,12

Conceptualization and Measurement

Without variables (both dependent and independent) to consider, generaliza-
tions are impossible and we are lost in a forest of facts. But concern for tax-
onomy and conceptualization, like concern for mathematical modeling, can
easily degenerate into scholasticism of the worst sort if it becomes divorced
from the development of festable theory and the comtinual cross-check of
empirical validation. To do analysis (especially cross-national analysis} well,
we rnust be able to find the forest, without losing sight of the trees. Before we
can begin to explain, it is necessary to ¢lassify.

The two conceptual frameworks with which Arend Liiphart is most closely
identified are the approach to conscciationalism found in his early work using
the Netherlands as a prime exemplar, and the polarity between majoritarian
(Westminster) and consensual forms of governance laid out in Democracies
(1984). Neither of these ideas sprang de novo from Arend’s brow, but in sach
case he provided something significantly new (e.g., the specification of four cri-
teria used to determine the presence of congociationalism, in the case of the for-
mer, and the empiricaily grounded linking of seemingly different institutional
arrangements into & common continuum, in the case of the latter).

Concern for Explanatory Power

If we look at the work of students of comparative politics (such as Gary Cox)
who fully integrate formal modeling and hypothesis testing, it becomes
impossible to draw hard and fast contrasts between Lijphart’s approach and
those of scholars like Cox associated with positive political theory. The dif-
ferences are primarily ones of emphasis and preferred techniques of analysis.
Stitl, not all those in the positive theory camp of instintionalist analysis are
like Cox; some act as if mathematical theorems are what social science is all
about. In contrast, Lijphart and his stedents are constantly seeking to develop
testable theogy and are eager to examine data in the process.

If we compare Liiphart’s work with those who study institutions from a
more #raditional historical perspective (e.g., various essays in Steinmo,
Thelen, and Longstreth, 1992}, again we would not wish to draw too sharp a
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line of difference. In particular, Lijphart is & highly knowledgeable observer,
whose research has often included considerable historical background.
Moreover, ever when working with highly aggregated data at the cross-
national data, he is often able to bring to that data the expertise of a country
specialist. It is only with respect to extreme points of view that contrasts stand
out. A few of those doing narrative history of institations, with an emphasis
on institutions as organic growths, have so stressed the importance of detailed
historical explanations and the quiddity of cases as to leave doubt about the
possibility of meaningful generalization. In my own view, Lijphart’s work
puts the lie to any ciaim that each polity (or each institution) s so unigue and
s0 in need of thick description that there is little to be learned from compara-
tive analysis. '

Nondogmatism

In general, Lijphart’s view of the explanatory power of institutions is certainly
more positive than what we get from, say, March and Cohen’s garbage-can
model of organizational theory, with its emphasis on nonsystematic and unan-
ticipated consequences of organizational choice. Nonetheless, in the debate
about institutions as strong forces or paper tigers {Koelble, 19953, Lijphart
tends to be both pragmatic and “from Missouri;” that is, for him the proof is
in the empirical evidence—that institution X kas been shown 10 be important
in context R does not prove that institution Y will be found to be imporzant in
other contexts. Moreover, like the mountains, even the strongest institutions
may erumble {or tumble) with time.

Lijphart’s work on institutions is also far less dogmatic than that of the
really hard-core rational choice modelers with respect to methodology.
First, the latter often write as though formal models are the only way to
derive insights into social phenomena. Some of Lijphart’s colleagues
(Taagepera and myself, for example) often make use of mathematical mod-
eling, but others do not. Second, unlike some of the game theory folks who
appear obsessed with the idea of equilibrium, Lijphart is willing to recog-
nize the possibility of institutional flux. Third, while Lijphart certainly
looks at the role of individual actors and especially that of entities such as
political parties that can often usefuily (for certain purposes at least) be
treated as unitary actors, he is far from the kind of radical methodological
individualism espoused by some scholars associated with Public Choice,

Congern for important Questions

Although Lijphart occastonally has writien on relatively nasrow topics, such
as comparisons of different types of thresholds in PR systems (Lijphart,
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1977b), almost all of his work has dealt with questions that are part of a big-
ger picture; for exampte, having to do with the roots of stability in rultiethnic
polities, or the fundamental institutional choices that affect the inclusiveness,
responsiveness, and durability of polizical regimes.

Institutions as Objects of Cheice Chosen to Solve Problems on the One
Hand, and Determinants of Outputs on the Other

As suggested previously, if we wish to generalize, we must have both dependent
and independent varables. Institutions may be thought of as midlevel entities;
sometimes used to explain and sometimes themselves in need of explanation
(e.g.. as 1o origins and continued existence).'* Lijphart’s work has used institu-
tions in both ways.’6 On the one hand, Lijphart has treated institutions as, in part
at least, solutions to problems (e.g., the problem of religious or ethnic conflict in
a divided society),'? and thes institutional choice and institutional maintenance
can be linked to the pature and importance of the problem being solved. On the
other hand, Lijphart has also viewed institutions primarily as constraints on out-
comes, as in his work on the effecss of electoral system on party proliferation and
on palitical inclusion,’® and, is his most recent work, he has begun to look more
closely at the policy consequences of various types of institutional choices.™

My own ideas on how to think about comparative instifutional explanations
have been very much influenced by Lijphart’s work, although my perspective
also reflects the early work of David Faston,” as weli as my commitment to
what | Bave called “reasonable choice theory.”?! The first four columns in Table
3.1 may be thought of s factors that affect/condition societal institutional pref-
erences (however, [ would emphasize that the causality may alsc go in the other
direction as well), the next four colmmns refer to important institutional features
{especiafly those signaled out for special attention by Lijphart, 1984), and the
tast two columns identfy various types of ourcomes/outputs that can be linked
directly or indirectly to govemmentat decision-making.”

Table 3.1 is set up to reflect what I view as the intermediate role of insti-
nstions in comparative analysis.?

The two sets of #tems in the table that have a border arcund them corre-
spond to the two dimensions in the factor-analytic dimensional analysis in the
last chapter in Lijphart (1984}, The numbers in parentheses refer to the vari-
ous categories of instirutional arrangements discussed in Lijphart (1984).

Writing To Be Understood
Unlike some rational choice modelers who eschew English fanguage explana-

tions:0f their results and seem to think that if its not obscure it can’t be profound,
and unlike the “if it's incomprehensible in translation it must be awesome in the
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original” worshippers of what my colleague, A Wuffle,? refers to as “pre-post-
erous obscurantism,” Lijphart writes clearly and presents his data (and the tests
of hypotheses) in the simplest and most direct form that he can.

Critiques and Exiensions of Lijphart’s Majoritarian vs.
Consensus Continuum

In this section of the paper I will focus on one of the twe concepiual frame-
works for which Lijphart is best known: that between majoritarian
(Westminster) and consensus-oriented forms of governance.

First, drawing on what Arend himself says in the concluding chapter of
Democracies (and anticipating what Arend will be saying in the next edition of
Democracies), 1 will suggest that the nine variables he singles out for special
attention do not really give rise to a single continuum, but rather appear, empir-
ically, as constituents of three different dimensions of institutional choice.

Second, rather thar thinking about social institutions as natvraily either
falling into one of the two polar ends of the majoritarian-consensus contin-
uum, it is useful to consider deviations from the pure majoritarian or pure con-
sensus model as being deliberate attempis to reach a particular tradeoff
between two competing goals: the ability of governments to reach decisions
and the avoidance of negative consequences of those decisions for some mem-
bers of a society. That leads me to contrast the approach to goveramental insti-
tutions taken in Democracies with the approach to constitutional design taken
in Buchanan and Tullock’s equally classic (and much older) The Calculus of
Consent: The Logic of Constitutional Design.

Third, again following Arend’s own recent lead {Lijphart, personal com-
munication, 1995), ard that of John Stuart Mill as interpreted by Duff Spafford
{1983), and picking up on a similar argument in Buchanan and Tulleck (1962),
1 wiit argue that PR is a more truly majoritarian institution than plurality. To
support such a seemingly implaunsible claim, it is necessary fo distinguish the
rules used to assure the inclusiveness of representative instifutions with the
nature of the rules used for legislative decision-making as to policy outputs,

Finally, 1 wish to elaborate further on ideas of institutions as solutions o
problems, by briefly considering some additionai typss of political problems
that institutions might be needed to cope with in addition to inclusiveness,
responsiveness, or stability.

Muttiple Dimensions of Institutional Choice re Governance

in chapter 1 of Democracies {and again in chapter 13}, Lijphart identifies nine
key variables, Although the discussion in the early part of Demoéracies seems
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to suggest that all nine fall into a single governance dimension, which can be
labeled majoriarian (Westminster) vs consensus, the more detailed analysis in
chapter 13 (see table 13.1) shows that there is really at least one more distinet
dimension. The majoritarian vs consensus dimension is associated with five of
these nine variables, and 2 federalism vs unitary dimension is made up of
three of the four remaining variables.” Moreover, when I replicated Lijphart’s
factor analysis {see table 13.1 in Lijphart 1984), the remaining single variabie,
use of direct elections, does not fit with either of the first two dimensions.
What we find is that this last variable defines a direct versus indirect democ-
racy dimension that is essentially orthogonal to the first two. Thus, empiri-

cally, there are really three different sets of governmental design questions.

not just one.

Table 3.1 is an inventory of types of variables that may be aseful in
macro-level cross-national research.?® The three different clusters of institu-
ticnal choice variables that we have identified from Democracies are each
captured by the black borders around various groups of cells in the middle
four columns of table 3.1, with the numbering attached to the variables
matched to that found in chapter 13 of Democracies®’ As shown in wable 3.1,
Lijphart’s analysis finds three distinct questions of institutional choice:

1. How much consensualism 728
2. How much regionalism?
3. How much direct democracy?

These three questions (especially the first two) are clearly distinguished
in the next edition of Democracies (1999, forthcoming),

To these three questions | would add three more, questions that I believe
are equally important for the structuring of political institutions:®

4. Shall the legislative and the judicial powers be separated; in particu-

far shall there be one or more courts that can override legislative

decisions in the npame of the fundamental constitutional order?3?

What s the nature of citizenship; in particular, can citizenship be

acquired or is it only by desceni?*

6. Are the faws set up to operate solely on individuals qua individuats
or (also) to distingnish among individuals on the basis of their mem-
bership in particular segmented groups?32

=

Comparisons with Buchanan and Tullock (1882)

The Calculus of Consent is rich in ideas about institutional design, but despite
the farfie of the book, a number of these ideas have largely been lost sight of




54 Democracy and Institutions: The Life Work of Arend Lijphast

in subsequent research. In my discussion I draw primarily on chapters 15-17
in Calenius, in my view the most neglected section of the book.??

Buchanan and Tullock identify four basic features of the rules under
which representation takes place. Let ¥ be the fotal number of voters; let n be
the number of voters in a given constituency; let & (= Nin) be the size of the
legisiature. For convenience we let N, n, and & be odd.

X, the degree of ngreement required to elect a representative, gen-
erally ranging from plurality to n/n {unanimity)3*

X,, the degree of randomness in the specification of the constituen-
cles from which representatives are to be chosen, ranging from
maximally homogeneous constituencies (e.g., a functional form of
representation such as election from within occupational groupings,
as the late Senator Paul Douglas once proposed in the 19205) to a
purely random assignment process.

Xy, the degree of democracy, ranging from /N (dictatorship) to
N/N (direct democracy).

X the decision rule for internal legislative decision-making, rang-
ing from Vk to k/k {unanimity).®

For Buchanan and Tutlock, the anticipated consequence of a given mode
of representation on the magnitude of the sum of exteral costs plus decision-
making costs is what determines an individual’s preferences among aiterna-
tive forms of representation, where external costs are the costs imposed on the
individual by having choices made that affect him negatively, and decision
costs are the costs imposed (transaction costs, perhaps also side-payments) as
part of the process of reaching agreement. Bach of these variables can be
thought of in terms of its consequences for these two types of costs. For exam-
ple, if we look at x,, as we move toward unanimity then we raise transaction
costs and lower external costs. Similarly, if we have more than one parliamen-
tary chamber, each with different modes of selection, then we increase the het-
erogeneity of the selection process and increase decision costs if the agreement
of the two chambers is needed to pass legislation, while lowering external costs
by making changes from the status quo less likely. 3

For Buchanan and Tullock, the optimal set of rules is simply that in which
the sum of external costs plus decision-making costs is minimized. Because
choices that lower one of these two forms of cost terd to raise the other kind,
Buchanan and Tullock emphasize tradeoffs between the two kinds of costs
and complementarity across these variables; that is, we need to look at the
costs consequences of each choice in the context of the full institutional spec.
ification—we need to look at partia! derivatives, Hence, the costs and benefits
of a particular institutional choice can only be properly weighed in the light
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of the total institutionat package.*” Another potentially important impHcation
of the Buchanan and Tullock approach is that it SuRgests extreme solutions
{i.e., those in which all institutions are “of a piece” in terms of which type of
costs they are most concerned with minimizing) are probably unlikely to be
minimizing of total cost (and thus optimal from the Buchazan nd Tullock
perspective} in that the gains to be achieved by bringing dows one type of cost
are likely to be paid for by raising the other type of cost to a very high level.
Thus. hybrid sets of institutions may well prove more desirable than ones
whose motivation is singularly in terms of minimizing one of the two types of
institutional costs.

Two Kinds of Majoritarianism

If we wish 1o assure that the majority will of the eleciorate will be reflected in
the choices made by the legisiature in its name, then we want the sef of legis-
lators 1o be representative of that electorate, since a majority vote of an unrep-
resentative group is unlikely to be faithfully representative of the broader
polity.*® As numerous authors have pointed out, even with fairly apportioned
constituencies, plurality-based elections have the potential for 2 minority of
voters to elect a majority of representatives. Assuming fairly apportioned dis-
tricts, this is virtuaily impossible under PR. For example, Buchanan and
Tultock (1962: 222} say about PR systems that “{a)ll voters, not just the
majority of each constituency, are represented in the legislature.
Consequently, a majority of the legislature represents a majority of the voters,
Aot just 14+ as may be the case in a logrolling or parly coalition when the
members are elected from single-member constituencies, Thus, PR for leg-
islative elections, coupled with majority rule decisions in the legistature
arguably give rises to outcomes that are more faithfolly majoritarian in nature
than does the combination of plurality (or majerity) for legislative elections
and majosity rule in legislative voting.

Inclusiveness, as fostered by PR, which is fully compatible with majori-
tarian decision-making about governmental policies, should not be eonfused
with nonmajoritarian procedures such as power-sharing or legislative supra-
majoritarian requirements, or arrangements that permit certain groups o veto
decisions affecting their fundamental interests (& la Calhoun), or rules/norms
that require proportional division of most governmental outputs among mem-
bers of some set of cognizable groups (2 la Lani Guinier (1994) and some ver-
sions of consociationalism). This is true even if, as a matter of observation,
such arrangements are much more likely to be found together with PR than
with first-past-the-post legislative elections. This is an important point, often
blurred or misunderstood by writers discussing the plurality versus propor-
tionality debate.
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instilitlons as Problem-Solvers: Athenian, Madisonian, Downsian,
and Lijphartian Perspectives

There are, in my view, important parallels between Lijphart and the tradition
of Madison, Hamilton, and Jav.*® In the Federalist, we see the notion that
institutions can be the selutions to important problems: for example, harness-
ing seif-interest, preventing factionalism, assuring that choices reflect long-
term perspectives that resist the passions of the moment®! Se too, with
Lijphart. Like the Federalist’s assertion of the importance of political institu-
tions and the notion that political institutions can be viewed as matters of
explicit choices and tradeoffs, Lijphart treats institutions as rules of the game
whose partly predictable consequences may contribute to the solving of
important societal problems; for example, facilitating political stability within
a democratic framework in an ethnically divided society.*?

Democratic theorists/reformers of an institutionalist bent can usefully be
distinguished in terms of the preblems they see institutions as being needed 1o
solve. Table 3.2 is my very preliminary attempt to distinguish in these terms
three important institutionalist traditions concerned with the design of demo-
cratie institutions: that of the framers of Athenian democracy, that of James
Madison, the principal author of the Federalist Papers, and that of Anthony
Downs. 1 identify seven needs to be met—to assure popular sovereignty, to
prevent the rise of tyranny. to improve the competence of decision-making, to
prevent corruption, to foster pasticipation, to protect liberty, to strengthen the
power of the polity to act collectively—and I match these problems with iasti-
tutional sotutions offered by these different schools.®

The list in table 3.2 is in no way exhaustive either in terms of problerns or
in terms of solutions, nor is it meant to be. In particular, it omits a central con-
cern of Lijphart’s work, the problem of ethnic accommodation. Similarly, though
I discuss Downsian perspectives on institutional design, table 3.2 neglects the
views of important democratic theorists of the Public Choice School such as
James Buchanan, Kenneth Arrow, Gordon Tullock, or Macur Olson; for exam-
ple. controlling Leviathan, avoiding cycles, elicitfiang honest preferences about
public goods from voters (the literatuze on demand revelation), or minimizing
free riding.** Other recent work in positive political theory has dealt with other
important types of problems that institutions might be used o solve; for exam-
ple, how to design electoral rules to inhibit political corruption (Myerson, 1993).
An important implicit point in table 3.2 (shown by the blank spaces in the table)
is that different instinutional theorists focus on different problems.*®

Liiphart as Teacher and Colleague

Let me conclude this essay with somewhat more personal comments.

TABLE 3.2, Institulions as Problem-Solving Devices: Comparisons of
Athenian, Madisonian and Downsian Perspectives

ATHENIAN MADISONJAN DOWNSIAN
DEMOCRACY DEMOCRACY DEMOCRACY
To Assure Universal male Popular Popular
Popular citizen suffrage; election of election of
Sovereignty selection of representatives; representatives;
assembly, council, Eligibitity for partisan
uries and most office of age~ competition
other offices by quaiified white for office
lot from entire males (but fiwe-party
age-qualified citizen race and gender competition
poot (but wealth iimits on intended to
requirements for eligibility for lead to
some offices. e.g. suffrage; initial centrist
STRATEGOS; and property requirements  politics).
women and slaves for suffrage in
inefigible to vote}. many statas).
To Prevent Oniy a plural Divided and limited
the Rise of and largely government with
Tyranny ceremonial complex system
executive; of checks and balances;
frequent extended territorny:
rotation in office; patents of nobility
use of lottery prohibited; no ex post
availability of facto laws; frequent
ostracism. efections.
To Emprove Public Separation of powers:
Decision Making deliberation in bicarnerat fegisiature

assembly and

countil;

preparation of

bills by council;
experienced slave
depaties to oversee
work: small number
of elected officials

for vital offices

{e.g., that of strategos)
chosen in large part on
basis of merit.

(whose upper chamber
has a longer term of
office); judiciary with
life service; single
executive who can act
with energy, secrecy,
ani despaich.

(Continued)




TABLE 3.2 Institutions as Problem-Solving Devices: Comparisons of Athenian,

Madisonian and Downslan Perspectives (Continued)

ATHENIAN
DEMOCRACY

DOWNSIAN
DEMOCRACY

MADISONIAN
DEMOCRACY

To Improve
Accountabifity
and to Prevent
Corruption

To Foster
Participation

To Protect
Liberty

To Suengthen
Power of the Polity
to Act Collectively

Formal review of
barkground of potential
office-holders (dokimasia);
periadic pubfic scrutiny

of accounts {euthynai);

iawsuits against those
who recommend policies
that prove uawise or
unconstitutional (graphe
paranoumony, large
juries whose members
cannot be predicted in
advance of their selection.

Civic culwre that
fosters view that
public service is
citizen duty; payment
for office holding.

No jawyers; short
trials; no appeal 0
precedent; citizen
brought lawsuits
with no state
prosecutor, bat
with punishment
for frivolous jawsuits;
oaths of office
containing explicit
timits on official
actions (2.8,
protection of
property rights),

For elected offices, Party platforms;
voter abilily to deny  voter ability to
reelection; (eligibility  deny reelection
for reclection
intended 1o spur

continued concern
for public
approbation}. For
appointed offices,
potential for
impeachment by
legislature.

vmwﬁnm_ for
office kolding.

Bill of Rights;

no bills of attainder;
Jjudicial review;
limitations on scope
of governmental
activities.

#
Ability to tax the
people directly:
federal law supreme
(o be enforeed
by state as well as
by federal judges).

to pablic officials.
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Scientists can make their mark both by what they do and what they
ingpire others to do. Most scholars succeed at neither; Arend has been one of
the few to succeed at both. Here let me praise Arend for the quality of his stu-
dents. I see Arend’s importance in political science in the 1990s and in the
next century as parafiel to Bill Riker’s importance in the 1970s and 1980s:%6
nurturing a cadre of scholars who wili continue the style of research of whick
Arend has been 2 premier exponent, as will their students after them ¥ Arend
has been able to impart to his best students a taste for comparisons, and to
inspire a witlingness to dig deep 1o generate the data necessary for them, along
with an uncompromising commitment to try to make sense of the world and
1o try to find answers to questions that matter. His successes inspire in me a
strong feeling of envy, as well as one of deep respect,

Lastly, let me note for the record that 1 first met Arend as a result of my
unsuceesstul efforts to recruit him to UCT (not long after | arrived there
myself, over 16 years ago). Since then, I have had the pleasure of coediting
three books with him, have recently cotaught a graduate course with him, have
run a conference with him (on the historical origins of efectoral and party sys-
tems in the Nordic countries) that wiil probably become yet another coedited
book, and continue to nourish the fond hope that, not long after the century
expires, Arend and I will actually coauthor (and not merely coedit) a book
together, on the United States in comparative perspective. May you all have
such luck in finding true colleagueship and lifelong friendship with the job
candidates you didn’t get to hire.

Notes

! Among this latter sef are scholars such as James Buchanan, Geoffrey Brennan,
and Gorden Tulock (Buchanan and Tullock, 1962 Brennan and Buchanas,
1985), Elinor Ostrom (1986), Ken Shepsle (Shepsle, 1979z, 1979b, 1989,
Andrew Schotter (1981, 1986), Barry Weingast (Shepsle and Weingast, 1989;
Weingast and Marshall, 1988}, Oliver Williamson (1981) and Ponald Wittman
(1983, 1993, see also Grofman and Wittman, 1989), to name but a few. OF the
authors working in this tradition, only Downs {1957) and one article by Shepsle
and Weingast are found in the March and Olsen (1984) bibliography. However,
the contributions of Shepsle and Weingast are not actually discussed in this
article, and the discussion of Downs is not in the context of his contributions to
new institutionalist thought.

*Within American politics, in the area of representation there was also a major
revival of interest in institntions that was taking place in the 1970s and 1980s
and that continues to the present—oceurring largely or entirely independently
of work in positive political theory. Consider, for example, the work on the
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consequences for racial and gender representation of at-large versus single-
member districts (e.g.. Engstrom and McDonald, 1981, 1982; Heilig and
Mundt, 1981; Karnig and Welch, 1979; Grofinan, Migalski, and Noviello,
1986; Davidsen and Grofman, 1994), or on the political consequences of the
internal rules of representation within U.S. political parties (e.g., Lengle,
1981; Polsby, 1983), or consider recent interest in reform of electoral institu-
tions such as the movements for direct elections of the president, term limits,
or a balanced budget amendment.

3As Koelble (1995: 231) apily notes, “the study of institutions has been cen-
tral to political science since its inception.”

451tili, if we wish to claim an historical progeniter for Lijphart’s style of
research, a plausibie candidate is the Aristotie of “The Constitution of
Athens,” who set his students to collect constitutions and who is the inventor
of that most long-lasting of all political conceptualizations, the distinction
between aristocratic, oligarchic, and democratic forms of government; that is,
rule by the one, the few, or the many. Later in this paper I will also briefly
allude to parallels between Lijphart and another early important institutional-
ist thinker, James Madison.

Sindeed, Ordeshook (1987: 19-20) suggests that this new [public choice]
institationalism is a response to the implicit determinism of the behaviorists,
whose revolution after World War 1 is seen as response to the nearly atheo-
retical, descriptive mode of political science then dominant. Buf that earlier
mode focused also on political institutions—the structure of legislatures, elec-
toral rules, constitutional provisions, and the like—which is a disciplinary
emphasis that somehow was lost in the definition, measurement, and correla-
tion of social class, partisan identification, attitudes, childhood socialization,
norms, socio-economic status, and the Iike.

64 similar point about the actual diversity of perspectives all going under the
name “new institutionalism™ is made in Koelble (1995).

7As a member in good standing of the Califoraia Drive-in Church of the
Incorrigibly Eclectic {founded by my colieague; A Wuifle), I do not object to
March and Olsen (1984, 1989) espousing a set of disparate (or even contra-
dictory) insights (cf. Walt Whitman, 1885: “Do Y contradict myself? Very well,
then, I contradict myself, T am large—I contain multitndes.”} especially when.
as in this case, many of the insights are important ones. I do object to their
attributing the new institutionalism they deseribe to that rather heroic assem-
blage of strange bedfellows they cite in their bibliography, since no one of the
authors they discuss ever advocated alf (or even most of) the ideas claimed to
be the thrust of the new institutionalism. Furthermore, the connection among
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the different schools of thought (who do not, by and large, read or cite each
other’s work) exists only because March and Olsen are themselves catholic in
their taste and disceming in their ability to pick out theoretically significant
resemblances,

As with countries that used to call themselves “democracies,” it is
remarkable what disparate activities pass under the rubric of “new instinition-
alism™ (cf. Smith, 1988; Levi, 1987; Powell and diMaggio, 1991; Steinmo and
Thelen, 1992; Crawford and Ostrom, 1995; see also review in Koelble, 1995),
Indeed, even when we confine ourselves to the political economy literature,
the ferm “new institutionalism” still covers a motiey set of disparate perspec-
tives, ranging from, Marxist, historical, and evolutionary ideas (e.g., Langlois,
1986Db) to the work of the Public Choice school and closely related approaches
(e.g., North, 1681, 1686; Levi, 1988).

] am 2n incorrigible optimist (as wel! as an incorrigible methodological
ectectic).

91 prefer this label to another narrower label that has already been applied:
“the Southern California electoral systems mafia” On the one hand, Lijphart’s
work is far wider than the study of electoral systems and, on the other hand, a
number of Arend’s students are no longer in sonthern California. Also, [ have
chosen to call it the “UCSD/UCT School™ rather than just the “UCSD School”
because of the ways my own work and that of Rein Tasgepera (e.g.
Taagepera, 1986; Taagepera and Shugart, 1989; Taagepera and Grofman,
1985) have been influenced by Lijphart, and because there are some studenis
we already share in common {especially Matthew Shugart, who worked with
both Rein and Arend, and Andy Reynolds, who worked with both Arend and
myself) and others who will come to fall into that category because of the joint
UCSDAUCT graduate course “The United States in Comparative Perspective™
that Arend and | have started teaching (taught for the first time in Winter
1996). Of course, not all who would identify with the seven points set out here
have direct links to Lijphart as student or colleague; for others (e.g., Powsll,
1982) the Ninkage is purely an imeliectual one.

101 have used the term institutional rather than constitutional {which was the
term used in the title of an earlier draft of this essay) both because I wish to
place Lijphart’s work in the context of work that uses the label “new
institutiopalism,” and because not all important institutional choices are
embedded in constitutions; for example, electoral system choices are often
matters of legislative decision. My reasons for adding the adjective “compar-
ative” are obvicus to anyone familiar with Lijphart’s work.

*Although, in a number of his books and articles Arend Lijphart has laid out
his ideas about how to study particular institutions, the central features of his
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general approach to institutional design and to the study of institutional effects
have not, as far as I am aware, ever clearly been fully articulated either by
Lijphart or his students.

2n Isaiah Bedin’s metaphor, Arend Lijphart has been a hedgehog, not a
fox—there is a unity to virtually all of his work in that certain basic guestions
about political stability and democratic governance are at the heart of it, along
with a relative handful of key variable and key ideas that have been elaborated
and extended over the past three decades.

2 n the latter, he is aided by an international tezm of schelars who collabo-
rated on the database for the book.

M4 was taught by Davic Easton that all political analysis is ultimately neces-
sarily comparative, either across Time, across Nations, or across Types (e.g.,
types of institutional settings). {This point is referred to as the TNT principle
by another colleague of mine, A Waffle {personal communication, Aprit 1,
1992).3 Indeed, T would go fusther. I also believe quite strongly that we can
best understand any single case by seeing it in comparative context. Russ
Dalton {1996: 4) has made refated points in a very elegant way that deserves
quoting at length: “Even if we are interested only in a single nation, compas-
ative research is a nseful approach. An old Hebrew riddie expresses this idea:
‘Question; Who first discovered water? Answer: [ don’t know, but it wasn’t a
fish,” Immersing oneself in a single environment renders the characteristics of
the environment unobirusive and unnoticed.” I would add to Palton’s com-
ments only that it is important not to treat rarity or even uniqueness as syu-
onymous with inexplicability. For exampe, that some polity’s institutions are
often found locaied at an extreme on some set of continua may make it casier
rather than harder to make sense of its politics in comparative perspective
(e.g., zlithough U.S. mrnont is very low by international standerds, models
predicting national trnout levels can fit the U.S. quite weli—because u.s.
regisiration rules, electoral institutions, and party systems differ from those of
other countries in ways that predictably lower turnout; of. Crepaz, 1990). It is
our strong and very similar views as to these and related points that led
Professor Lijphart and myself to organize a jointly taught course on the U.8.
in comparative perspective, and eventually (the fates willing}, to turn that
course into a book ( Lijphart and Grofman, 2008177). See further discussion in
Grofman (19962, 19992, b, ¢, forthcoming).

15 take this point from discussions with Edwin Winckler. See Grofman
{1999a) for further elaboration. :

¥This dual view of the role of institutions in explasations argues, in my view,
against any attempt to pose 2 sharp dichotomy between institutionalist and
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cultural explanations of social phencmena (cf. Koelble, 1985). Culture may
shape institutions, but there wil! usually be an independent effect of institu-
tions even after we hold culture constant. For my own views of the notion of
“contextually embedded institutions™ see Grofman (1999, ¢, forthcoming).

See, e.g., Lijphart (1975, 1977a).

#See, e.g., Lijphart {1977b, 1982, 1992, 1984). See also various of the other
essays in the volume edited by Grofman, Lijphart, McKay, and Scarrow
¢1982}, and those in the other iwo volumes coedited by Lijphart and Grofman:
Lijphart and Grofman (1984) and Grofman and Lijphart (1986).

185ome of this work has been jointly with his former student, Markus Crepaz
{e.g., Lijphart and Crepaz, 1991, 1995). See also Crepaz (1992, 1994, 1936).

1 ong before I became David Faston’s colleague at UCL as a graduate stu-
dent at the University of Chicage I was his research assistant. His influence
on me is unlikely to wear off,

USeq espesially Grofman {(1993a, 1993b, 1997); Wuffle (1999}

22This table should be very much viewed as a preliminary effort; there is cer-
tainly no claim that it identified all of the critical variables in comparative
institutional analysis. I should also note that | am indebted to Russell Dalton
for helpful suggestions as to variables to be iacluded in columns 3, 4, and 7
of Table 3.1.

Note that this three-fold classification parafiels the early form of Easton’s
black-box model of government (Baston 1966), with its inputs on one end and
outputs on the other. In Table 3.1 (many of) what are supposed to be the most
internal important elements of that black box are now being specified. For
more details on my own approach o comparative institutional analysis, see
especially (1999a, b, ¢, forthcoming), and the various of my articles that
emphasize the importance of natural experiments as 2 methodological tool
(e.g., Niemi, Hill, and Grofman, 1985; Grofiman, Migaiski, and Noviello,
1986; Grofman, Griffin, and Glazer, 1990; Grofman and Davidson, 1994;
Grofman, Griffin, and Berry, 1995).

¥ A Wuffle (personal communication, April 1, 1996).
BGee also discussion in Taagepera (1996).

%6This table was developed for my first lecture in the joint course with Arend
Lijphart on “The U.S. in Comparative Perspective,” taught in Winter [996
fwww.democ.uci edu/dernoc/nsfhim). It should be thought of a work in
progress; | make no claims as to its inclusiveness.
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f0ther aspects of this table are discussed later.

BInterestingly, as a matter of empirical connectedness, the choice of a presi-
dential or parliamentary systemn, like the choice of an electoral system, is asso-
ciated with the majoritarian vs consensual dimension.

Space consiraints do not permit me to do more than identify these important
aspects of the political order.

M Although this fourth question Is associated with the presence of a federal
dimension as a matter of empirical fact (Lijphart, 1984), there is nothing
that constrains it to be so limited. In particular, even if there are not conflicts
between competing claims of federal and provincial authorities there canl
still be competing claims of individual (or group} versus government that
need to be resolved, and courts are one way to 4o so.

SHere, it i sometimes claimed that citizenship by descent is inherently
incompatible with democracy. I disagree. but space does not permit me to puz-
sue this issue here, {My views on this matter owe much to discussions about
Estonia with my colleague Rein Taagepera.)

M(uestions like the last have been the focus of much of Arend Lijphart’s early
work {e.g., Lijphart, 1977). The answers to these questions (and related ones
like the extent of power sharing and supramajoritarianism) are empirically
correlated with the majoritarian versus consensus dimension identified in
Lijphart (1984). However, in theory at feast, they need not be.

Biost of these chapters heavily reflect the ideas of Gordon Tullock.

HAlthough Buchanan and Tullock suggest this variable can fake on values as
low as s, such a vafue would only seem possible in a society iz which not al?
individuals have votes that count, or in some lottery process.

¥in Grofman (1988) § suggest that four variables, not directly considered by
Buchanan and Tullock in Caleulus, ave especially good candidates for addi-
tion to their select list of key representational variables: equality of treatment
of voters, commitiee structure within the legislature, ease of constitutional
amendment, and degree of legislator/legislativé accountability. In addition,
the domain of governmental action, a central concern of the early chapters in
Calculus in my view, ought, I think, to be explicitly identified as one of the
key variables in determining an optimal form of representation,

¥The exact link between the two types of costs and the values of the various
variables is far from obvious, and I am far from happy with Buchanan and
Tullack's treatment of this question, especially since they emphasize the costs
of unfavorahle decisions and tend to neglect the potential gains from agree-
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ment on mutuaily beneficial collective action—Dbut these are matters that must
be left to another essay. For my initial thoughts on these and related topics see
Grofman (1988).

374 closely related but more narrowly focused point has been made in the Iit-
erature on presidentialism, where it has been argued that presidential systems
are particularly pemnicious in their potential for conflict when coupled with
systems that create rival centers of power.

3BCF. Feld and Grofman (1986).

¥The number ‘one quarter’ comes from imagining that, in first-past-the-post
two-party elections, exactly half of the voters in exactly half of the con-
stituencies determine the winning majority coalition in the legislatuze.

401 jjphart (1992) contains excerpts from the Federalist Papers.

41The founding fathers, among the greatest political engineers, were believers
it & “new science of politics” (Ranney, 1976). Indeed, according to Daniel
Moynihan {1987: 22}, the fundamental question in the Federalist Papers was
not about the merits or demerits of ratification but about political science:
“Could a government be founded on scientific principles?

#2This role of institutions as problem-solving devices is neglected if we look
af institutions as a set of norms or as a synonym for a set of game rules, or if
we view institutions as primarily naturally evolving entities rather than objects
of choice. Quite surpassingly, given Ostrom’s own work, the Crawford and
Ostrom {1995) essay on institutions slights the problem-solving aspect of
what an institution is all about.

43Albeit not every problem is addressed by the institutions offered by each of
these three institutionalist traditions.

“xlsewhere {Grofman, 1989) I have suggested that scholars such as James
Buchanan, Gordon Tullock, and William Riker could also be regarded as nat-
ural heirs of the Madisonian tradition. Riker was, of course, a leading student
of federalism even before he found religion in the form of rationat choice, and
the appendix in Buchanar and Tullock {1962) makes explicit reference to the
Federalist Papers—salthough few political scientists seem aware of the con-
nection, Other scholars in public choice and positive political theory have also
rediscovered the Federalist Papers as a source of inspiration. For example,
Hammond and Milier {1987) reexamine bicameralism from the perspective of
its contributions to stability. Their analysis is similar in spirit {albeit not in lan-
auage) to Federalist No. 63, which they cite. Keech (1986) links contemporary
rules-of political business cycle to arguments about the proper term length for
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legislators. Points of departure for his essay are Federalist Nos, 52 and 62.
Brams (1989) addresses the relative power of the two chambers of Congress,
in the context of Federalist Nos, 58 and 63. Other essays in Grofman and
Wittman (19589) also explicitly take their point of departure from the Federalist
Papers (see also various essays in Grofman, 1996b). Many of the themes of
institntional design in contemporary public choice theory can be found in the
Federalist Papers, even though the absence of present-day technical jargon
may mask the identity.

450f course, as suggested in table 3.2, 2 question central to Downs (1957) and
the literature that springs from him-—how to solve the problem of assuring
iegislator responsibility to public opinion—is also a central question in many
other research traditions. Still the peculiarly Downsian way of framing the
problem, where public opinion is treated as tanfamount fo the views of the
median voter, remains distinctive.

]t is important to acknowledge that, just as other Rochester faculty shared
with Riker the training of students such as Ken Shepsie and Peter Ordeshook,
especially with respect (o methodelogy, other UCSD faculty (especially Gary
Cox, and more recently Kaare Strom, Matt Shugart, Matt McCubbins, and
Arthur {“Skip™) Lupia) have also played 2 key role in training the students
who have worked with Arend who are taking a comparative institutionalist
approach.

“T8ee, e.g., (Matty Shugart out of Taagepera/Lijphart {see Taagepera and
Shugart, 1986 and aumerous Shugart publications thereafter), foliowed by
(John) Carey out of Shugert/Lijphart (see Shugart and Carey, 1992; Carey,
1996) and most recently, {(Andy) Reynolds out of Liiphart/Shugart/Grofman
(see Reynolds, 1993, 1994, 1993, 1996; Grofman and Reynolds, 1996). Other
Lijphart students include Dave Wilsford, Thomas Koelble, and Marcus Crepaz.
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