PSA

Volume 6, Number 1
SECTION OFFICERS

President
David Laitin
University of Chicago

Vice-President and President-
Elect

Robert Bates

Harvard University

Secretary-Treasurer
| Russell Dalton
University of California, Irvine

APSA Program Coordinator
Robert Kaufman
Rutgers University

At-Large Committee Members
Ellen Immergut

Massachusetts Insitute of
Technology

Joan Nelson
Overseas Development Council

Adam Przeworski
University of Chicago

Vivien Schmidt
University of Massachusetts,
Boston

Michael Wallerstein
Northwestern University
Letter From the President................ 1
NewsandNotes......coceeereeeeverereane. 2
-{ European Intégration.............ccosnens 4
_ Projects and Databases.......ccoiviene 16
- Announcements. .18

Newsletter of the American
Political Science Association's
Organized Section in
Comparative Politics

Winter 1995
Letter from the President:

Hiring in Comparative Politics
David D. Laitin
University of Chicago

the empirical faces of the comparative politics sub-discipline. Here, I propose
a comparative politics hiring strategy for political science departments that is
less tied to area expertise and more to theoretically motivated problem solving.

Under present conditions, virtually all positions in comparative politics are
defined in terms of area specialization. Large departments in research universities
demand an expert for every significant region of the world. If each region is “cov-
ered,” most large departments will assume that there are no holes in the comparative
field. In smaller departments, there is generally a goal to have one comparativist
specialize in Europe, and a second to study “Africa, Latin America, the Middle East
or Asia,” as many ads in the APSA Personnel Service Newsletter put it.

Comparative positions, unfortunately, are rarely specified by theoretical domain,
even if there are a number of intriguing possibilities: democratization; nationalism;
the political bases of economic development; the consolidation and destruction of
states; bases of political mobilization {ethnic, class, gender, green); and authoritar-
ian rule.

To confirm my observation about the unbalanced specification of jobs in com-

This column continues my plea for greater balance between the theoretic and

" parative politics, I coded the thirty-nine advertisements for comparative politics

positions in the December, 1994 APSA Newsletter. Thirty of the ads were principally
specified by continent, region, or country. Two were open to all comparativists and
three were looking for scholars in international relations/comparative politics. Only
four gave as their principal specification a conceptual issue (one in third world
development; one in civil-military relations; one in political econonty; and one in
women and politics). None asked for candidates who used the comparative method to
advance our knowledge addressing a specific theoretic problem.

In light of these considerations, 1 propose that large departments plan for two or
three theory-based appointments in comparative politics. Medium-sized depart-
ments, those that barely can cover all regions, could easily advertise many of their
comparative positions by theoretical focus, but favor candidates who would be able
to teach courses in “Politics and Government in Region X,” with “X” being the region
that is not then covered by the department. In this way, many regions could be
covered without necessarily having area-based searches. Small departments that
have no expectation of covering the globe could easily replace “one from the west,
and one for the rest” with “one on democracy and its altematives and one on social
movemnents,” or some other combination.

There are several advantages in having theoretically based searches in compara-
tive politics. For one, the comparison among applicants would be easier to make.
Area specialty is often, in the category made famous by Kurt Vonnegut Jr., a
“granfalloon,” which he defines as “a proud and meaningless association of human
beings.” Examining files on Africa will yield applicants who are writing on govern-
ment debt, on poverty, on democratization, on military rule, on tribal conflict, on
state collapse, on coups d’etat, and on the political economy of development. Itisa
myth that African politics is a “field” in which candidates can be arranged accord-
ing to quality. Meanwhile, theory requires focus. Examining files on “democratiza-
tion” (whether it be in Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, Asia or cross
Please turn 1o the next page




News and Notes

Nominating Committee

During the APSA Convention in
September, 1995, the Comparative -
Politics section will choose a new
president-elect, a new secretary-

. treasurer, and two at-large conumittee
members. David Laitin, in consultation
with the present executive committee,
has chosen the nominating committee,
which is to report its recommended slate
of candidates to the membership before
the convention. Chair of the nominating
committee is Barbara Geddes of UCLA.
Also on the committee are Sam
Nolutshungu (University of Rochester),
Richard Samuets (MIT), and John
Curtice (University of Strathclyde). The
committee invites suggestions for these
officers.

A Note from the Editor

With this edition of the APSA-CP
NEWSLETTER, we initiate an effort to
focus several articles in each issue on a
specific topic of current public and
scholarly relevance. This time, we
concentrate on the recent enlargement
of the European Union, beginning on
page 4. George Tsebelis (p. 4) and
Madeline Hosli (p. 12) discuss the
consitutional aspects: the division of
power among Commission, Council, and
Parliament; and, within Council and
Parliament, among the member states.
Gary Freeman (p. 7} and Sukkoo Kim (p.
10} examine factor flows of, respec-
tively, labor and capital; and Kim takes
issue with Paul Krugman's assertion that

Laitin, continned

regional) allows search committees to ask common questions about all applicants;
How well was the state of knowledge represented in the submitted work? What is
the contribution of this study to that state of knowledge? How convincing is the
evidence in support of the new contribution? A theoretically based search allows
for better specified criteria of evaluation than do area based searches.

A second advantage of theoretically based searches is the signal they would send
to graduate students preparing for their dissertations. Students in comparative
politics have a disincentive to do multi-country comparisons that cross regions in
the fear that they would not qualify for any advertised jobs. Alternatively, students
may believe they can isolate a key variable by examining a process or institution in a
country that is not in a preferred region for comparativists (e.g. Canada, Australia,
Polynesia). Or they may believe they can push our theoretical knowledge by develop-
ing expertise in a language different from the dominant one in the region (e.g.
studying the Gujerati community in Kenya, or the Germans in Russia), These stu~
dents will often be discouraged by their advisors who will fear there will be no jobs for
young Ph.D.s with an apparently incompatible set of area skills. Theory based
searches would judge skills of dissertation students based on the needs of the
research design rather than the accepted package of skills set by the area studies

guardians.

A third advantage of searches of the type | am proposing is that departmental
-discussions about the candidate pool will become far more educational about the
state of knowledge in our discipline than they are under present conditions. Depart-
mental members in alf fields, in the course of participating in a theory based search,
will be brought up to speed on the state of the art in democratic theory, or theories of
nationalism, or theories of the state. Such searches would be far more useful for the
intellectual growth of the non-comparativists in a department than are area based

searches.

My plea is not to avoid the responsibility of political science departments -- to
their students, to the university, and to the community - to have scholars able to
understand and interpret key political events throughout the globe. [ believe strongly

" in that responsibility. Nor is it to give succor to scholars who remain ignorant of
cases, of who badly misinterpret events in countries they write about. Rather my plea
is to alter somewhat the balance between area and theoretically based searches, to
give greater breathing room for work that transcends our regional boundaries, and to
attune ourselves better to the state of the art in the major theoretical issues driving

the study of cormparative politics.

economies of scale within the EU are
likely to induce great concentration of
manufactiring and services. Gary
Marks, Francious Nielson, and Jane Salk
{p. 17} report on a data-gathering and
research project on the rapidly multiply-
ing subnational (usually regional)
representations in Brussels.

We welcome suggestions and
initiatives for future "focused" issues.
Please contact: '
rogowski@nicco.sscnet.ucla.edu.
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Editor
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Replication

At the CP-Section business
meeting at the 1994 APSA convention,
members heard a presentation from
Gary King (Harvard). He has been active
in seeking a standard in political science
journais for there to be an obligatory
footnote for all data-based articles which
would guide future researchers on how
the study could be replicated. There was
a general feeling at the meeting that the
statemnent already accepted by journals
catering to methodologists and
Americanists was not fully appropriate
for comparativist journals. Yetmembers
felt that a revised formula might well be
appropriate, and would help to advance
comparative politics as a discipline.
David Laitin was authorized to consult
with Robert Putnam (Harvard) and
Sidney Tarrow (Comneil} to draft a
model statement for comparativist
joumnals, which would be sent to the
membership for discussion. [f member
ship approves, Laitin would send this
statement to editors of comparativist
journals with a letter saying that the
membership of the comparative politics
section urges the accompanying
statement to become part of the general
statement of the journal on require-
ments for article submission. Your
comments are encouraged. Send them
to Laitin at lait@cicero.spe.uchicago
.edu or by mail to him at the Poiitical
Science Department, University of
Chicago, 5828 S. University Avenue,
Chicago, IL 60637,

The statement follows:

Authors of quantitative articles in
this journal must indicate in their first
footnote which public archive they plan
to deposit the information necessary to
replicate their numerical results, and the
expected date when it will be submitted.
The information deposited should
include items such as original data,
specialized computer programs, lists of
computer program recodes, extracts of
existing data files, and an explanatory file
that describes what is included and
explains how to reproduce the exact
numerical results in the published articie.
Authors may find the Public Affirs Video
Archive (PAVA) at Purdue University or
the Inter-university Consortium for
Politica! and Social Research (ICPSR)

NSF Graduate Training Fellowships in Democratization -
and Democratic Politics at UC Irvine

The National Science Foundation
has awarded the University of Califor-
nia, Irvine a five year grant to support
graduate research training fellowships
in the field of denocratization and
democratic politics. The grant and
additional university funds will provide
multi-year support for graduate students
entering in Fall 1995 and subsequent
years. The program is administered by
UC Irvine's Focused Research Program
on Democratization.

The global wave of democratization
is prompting a reconsideration of past
models of political development and the
lessons of earlier academic debates on
the social, cultural, and institutional
foundations of democracy. The program
at UC Irvine examines two aspects of
these developments: 1) the conditions
that foster or impede the development
and maintenance of democracies, and 2)
the expansion or contraction of the
democratic process in established
democracies.

UC Irvine has developed an innova-
tive, interdisciplinary curriculum to
train doctoral students in empirical

democratic theory addressing these
questions. The objective of this
program is to provide analytic training
that will enable Ph.D. students to
contribute to future scientific advances
in this fieid.

The grant will support graduate
students entering the Politics program
or sociology students entering the
Social Relations program at UC
Irvine who are interested in issues of
democratic transitions or the expan-
sion of democracy in existing demo-
cratic systems. Students interested in
being considered for this fetlowship
should indicate this on their applica-
tion to the Politics or Social Relations
Ph.D. programs. For additional
information about the NSF fellowships
and application materials please write
to:

NSF Graduate Training Fellowships
Focused Research Program on
Democratization

School of Social Sciences
University of California

Irvine, CA 92717

at the University of Michigan conve-
nient places to deposit their data.
Statements explaining the inappropriate-
ness of this rule for an article (or of
indeterminate periods of embargo of the
data or portions of it) may substitute for
the requirement. As always, authors are
advised to remove information from
their datasets that must remain confi-
dential, such as the names of survey
respondents. In fact, if the confidential-
ity of respondents can in any way be
compromised through deposit in a
public archive, authors are expected to
keep those data private and state their
reasons for doing so in the footnote.
But peer reviewers will be asked to
assess this statement as part of the
general evaluative process, and to advise
the editor accordingly. Authors of
articles relying upon qualitative data are
encouraged (but not required) to submit
a comparable footnote that would
facilitate replication where feasible.

Committee to Select the
Gregory Luebbert Award

The Gregory Luebbert Award is
presented to the author(s) of the best
work (one book and one article) pub-
lished in comparative politics in the past
two years. Last year’s winner was Robert
Putnam for his distinguished “Making
Democracy Work.” There was no award
for an article. This year’s award commit-
tee wil! be chaired by Frances
Rosenbluth of Yale University. Serving
on the committee will be Catherine Boone
(University of Texas) and Kaare Strom
(University of California, San Diego).
Nominations from membership are
encouraged, and should be directed to
Prof, Rosenbluth at rosenblu
{@minerva.cis,yale.edu, or by mail to her -
at Yale University, Departrment of
Political Science, New Haven, CT
(6520.
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FEuropean Integration

Will Maastricht Reduce the “Democratic Deficit?”’

There is an important misperception
regarding the European Union: that the
European Parliament (EP) was initially a
weak Parliament, but that its powers
have increased steadily over the years.
In particular, it is commonly believed
that the Maastricht treaty increased the
powers of the Parliament, thereby
reducing the democratic deficit. This
point of view can be found in practically
all of the literature concerning the
European Union, scholarly as well as
journalistic. Let me offer one example
from each category. With respectto
scholarly work, the authoritative The
European Parliament, by Jacobs,
Corbett, and Shacleton, after expressing
a series of questions and reservations,
summarizes: “The co-decision procedure
is an iraportant, but limited, step
forward in Parliament’s legislative
powers” (p. 194). With respect to
journalistic accounts, The Economist of
January 22, 1994, under the title
“Europe’s Feeble Parliament,” argues
that it is “an ineffectual body... power-
less to initiate legislation or vote
governments out of office.” “More
recently,” The Economist argues, “the
parliament won the right to amend laws
on the single market, which gave it a bit
more clout.” The article concludes that
after Maastricht, the powers of the
parliament may increase because in the
future “it will both approve future
commissions and their presidents, and
have veto on legislation.” The “key” to
this development is “the right of veto
that comes with co-decision.”

In this article I take exception
to this “linear progression of Parliamen-
tary power” perspective and argue that,
with respect to legislation, Maastricht
significantly decreased the powers of the
Eurgpean Parliament. Consequently, to
the extent that the democratic deficit is
correlated with the powers of the
European Parliament, Maastricht
certainly has not uniformly decreased it,
as the common perception would have
us believe. In fact, Maastricht may

George Tsebelis*
Professor

University of California, Los Angeles

indeed have increased the overall
democratic deficit of European institu-
tions.

There are a series of measures'
adopted by Maastricht that increase the
powers of the Parliament. For example,
after Maastricht the Parliament can reject
the candidate for President of the
Commission. Before 1992 it could only
vote down the Commission as a whole,
Both measures are far short of the
Parliament's standard demand to be able
to vote individual Commissioners
(ministers) out of office. In addition, the
Parliament has been given the right to
request the Commission to introduce
legislation in areas it (the EP) thinks
necessary (such a provision already
existed for the Council). This new power
is simply official recoguition of the
existing situation, because despite the
lack of a formal right to initiate legisla-
tion, the EP had a very good relationship
with the Commission {(which alone has
the formal right to initiate legislative
proposals), For example, legislation
banning the import of baby seal skins
was introduced in Europe at the request
of the EP. All the measures described
above have as an effect the unambiguous
increase of parliamentary powers.
However, they are limited in number
and in scope.

The most significant change in terms
of parliamentary powers was introduced
by the so-called co-decision procedure
(the official name within the Maastricht
Treaty is: “The procedure laid down in
Article 189B of the Treaty”). The co-
decision procedure replaced the coopera-
tion procedure (the latter introduced by
the Single European Act of 1987) for
legisiative decision making in most
areas of European Union jurisdiction. In
particular, after Maastricht, decisions in
the areas of the single European market
(that is, movement of persons, services,
and capital, as well as decisions on
harmonization and mutual recognition
of national legislation) will be made by
the co-decision procedure instead of the

cooperation procedure. The co-decision
procedure will also be introduced in new
jurisdictions of the European Union
including Education, Culture, Public
Health, and Consumer Protection.
Finally, it will be introduced in place of
the consultation procedure in the
adoption of framework programs for
technological development, general
pregrams setting policy directives
concerning the environment, etc.

In the remainder of this article, I will
focus on the powers of the Parliament
under the cooperation and the co-
decision procedures, for two reasons;
First, because of the wide area of issues
that are decided by co-decision instead
of cooperation (not only the areas of
direct replacement of one procedure by
the other, but most of the new areas of
Eurepean jurisdiction which presumably
in the absence of co-decision would have
been decided by cooperation). Second,
because while analyses of recent
developments in the European Union
have well understood the areas of
increase in parliamentary powers, they
have failed to appreciate the negative
implication (from the point of view of
Parliamentary pewers) of this develop-
ment.

What is the difference between
cooperation and co-decision? While the
description of these procedures in both
the treaties and the scholarly literature is
(necessarily) lengthy and cumbersome,
one can simplify the description without
losing the essence of the strategic
properties of each one of them as
follows.

Cooperation Procedure. Legislation
produced by the Commission is intro-
duced to the Parliament first, and from
there to the Council of Ministers in two
successive readings. In each reading,
the text examined is the one sent by the
other actor (Parliament and Council) as
modified by the Commission. Inthe
second reading, the Parliament has three
options. 1} It can accept the Council's
commeon proposal. 2) It can reject it (in
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which case the veto requires a majority of
the Comumission and unanimity from the
Council to be overruled). 3) Itcan
propose (by the absolute majority of its
members) amendments which, if
accepted by the Commission, can
become law with the support of a
qualified majority of the Council (54/
76), or can be modified by unanimity in
the Council.

Co-decision Procedure. This proce-
dure essentially adds some new stages
after the second reading of legislation by
Parliament to the cooperation procedure.
If in its second reading the Council
disagrees with any of the Parliamentary
amendments, the text is referred to a
joint committee (composed of equal
members of Council and Parliament
representatives). Ifthe committee comes
to an agreement this has to be approved
by an absolute majority in Parliament
and a qualified majority in the Council
it order to become law. [fthere is no
agreement, the initiative reverts to the
Council, which can decide by qualified
majority (or unanimity, see below).
Unless an absolute majority of the
members of Parliament disagrees, the
law is adopted.

A comparison of the two procedures
indicates four major differences (there is
one more, that the role of the Commission
is reduced under the co-decision
procedure, but I will not analyze it here).
First, the Parliament has an absolute veto
power in the co-decision procedure,
while it needs the alliance of the majority
of the Commission or one member of the
Council in order to have its veto sus-
tained in the cooperation procedure.
Second, in the co-decision procedure
disagreement even over a single parlia-
mentary amendment triggers the concilia-
tion procedure, while in the cooperation
procedure the Council could modify only
those parliamentary amendments
accepted by the Commission which had
umanimous Council agreement (feaving
the others intact). Third, according to
the co-decision procedure, in certain
areas (including culture, and framework
programs iu research and development)
decisions by the Council in the joint
committee as well as in the final stage can
be made only by unanimity. Last, butby
no means least, at the end of the co-
decision procedure it is the Council that
makes a “take it or leave it” proposal to
the Parliament, while in the cooperation

procedure these roles were essentially
reversed. What is the bottom line of
these differences in the provisions of the
two legislative procedures?

I will argue that of the four differ-
ences only the first favors the Parlia-
ment, that this advantage is weak, that
the fourth is the most important, and
that the difference it makes is significant.
In a nutshell, while most of the literature
makes much of the unconditional veto
power attributed by Maastricht to the
Parliament, I will argue that this veto was
offered at the expense of agenda setting
powers of the Parliament, and that the
trade-off leaves the Parliament weaker
under the co-decision procedure insti-
tuted by Maastricht than under the
cooperation procedure instituted by the
Single European act.

The first difference (the absolute veto
power) unambiguously strengthens the
hand of the Parliament in negotiations
with the Council. The Parliament under
the co-decision procedure does not need
allies to see its veto sustained, while in
the cooperation procedure the veto was
conditional (upon the support of allies).
This is the change introduced by the co-
decision procedure that has been
analyzed exhaustively, and this is the
basis of the belief that the powers of the
Parliament have increased.

It is interesting to note, however,
that in the whole history of the coopera-
tion procedure the Parliament's veto was
exercised only twice, and both times it
was sustained: once because the
Commission dropped the fegislation
after the Parliament's conditional veto,
and once because there was no unanim-
ity in the Council. These events cannot
lead to the conclusion that conditional
and unconditional vetoes are the same,
because the Parliament may have
avoided vetoing cases for fear that it
would have been overruled. However,
the history of vetoes suggests that the
conditions for a sustained veto laid
down by the cooperation procedure
were easy to meet.

The second difference increases the
prebability that an agreement will not be
reached on the basis of the provisions of
the cooperation procedure, but will
require the new steps added by the co-
decision procedure. Consequently, this
provision is likely to increase the
number of laws that are considered by
the joint committee and subsequently

are candidates for an ultimate decision
by the Council subject to non-disagree-
nent by the Parliament.

The third difference reduces the role
of the Parliament even further, because
it forces it to seek agreement with the
least favorable member of the Council
instead of disregarding it and trying to
come to closure with the qualified
majority. It is interesting to note that
measures that are considered under this
particular provision are many and
important.

Finally, the major difference between
the two procedures is that while under
the cooperation procedure the EP had a
conditional agenda setting power (it was
able to make a proposal which, upon
acceptance by the Commission was
easier for the Council to accept than to
maodify), agenda setting in the co-
decision procedure belongs.to the joint
committee, and ultimately to the
Council. .

In the remainder of this note, I want
to compare the first and the fourth of
these changes, and try to assess the
essential difference between these two
procedures. How important is it that the
Parliament has gained an unconditional
instead of a conditional veto? How
important is it that it lost the agenda
setting powers in favor of the Council? [
argue that agenda setting is much more
important than veto, and that in the
exchange the Parliament has lost
significant powers, on top of the second
and third differences between the two
procedures which tip the balance against
the Parliament even further,

Figure 1 gives a graphic representa-
tion of the essence of my argument,
Consider the status quo (previously
existing legislation at the European
level, or, in the absence of it, a series of
national enactments). Consider also the
ideal points of the Parliament and the
Council. Obviously, ¥ am presenting a
simplified version here, because I am
not taking into account the Commission's
preferences (which are incorporated in
the cooperation procedure), and 1 ignore
that each one of these collective actors is
composed of many individuals with
different preferences. However, these
complications do not materially affect my
argument. Any new legislation must be
supported by both the Council (by a
qualified majority or unanimity) and the
Parltament {(more precisely, not op-
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posed by an absolute majority of it). If
we assume that each one of these two
collective actors prefers points that are
closer to his own ideal point over the
status quo, then the feasible outcomes
are included inside the shaded area of
the figure. Out of all these possible
compromises, the agenda setter (the
actor that makes the final proposal) will
select the one that is preferable to him,
and will present the other actor with a
“take it or leave it” proposition. This
proposal would be P, if the Parliament
controls the agenda, and P if the agenda
is controtled by the Council. Note that
these differences are real, except in the
very limited set of cases where the status
quo lies between the ideal points of the
Council and the Parliament (in which
case no compromise is possible). Note
also, whenever the status quo is located
in the shaded area named F, the agenda
setter can achieve his own ideal point as
a compromise. If one considers instead
of the simplified version I present here, a
more complicated situation with
multiple members of the Council and

Parliament located in a multidimen-
sional (instead of a two dimensional)
space the powers of the agenda setter
generally increase. Under certain
conditions, it is possible for the agenda
setter to select not only the outcome,
but also one particular coalition that will
support the most advantageous outcome.

In order to make the argument
clearer, consider a magnification of the
difference between the two procedures
represented by the comparison between
presidential and parliamentary systems.
In presidential systems, the legislature
(parliament) makes proposals to the
executive (president) who can accept or
veto them, In parfiamentary systems the
roles are reversed: it is the executive that
makes proposals to the legislature.
Which is the most advantageous
position to be in? It is always the
president who requests line item vetoes
in presidential systems and it is always
the parliament that complains about its
decline in parliamentary systems. In both
cases complaints have to do with the
lack of agenda control.

FIGURE 1

To conclude, lots of analyses of
European institutions are based on the
understanding of the workings of the EP
as a parliament in a parliamentary system.
They ask that the Parliament control the
Commission, and that it have legislative
veto (see quotes from The Economist
above). Instead, the legislative work of
European institutions more closely
follows a presidential system, where the
power to prapase legislation is very
itnportant. In that regard, despite
significant increases in its power in
other areas, the European Parliament
has been shorichanged by the introduc-
tion of the co-decision procedure by the
Maastricht treaty. It had to give up the
meat of conditional agenda setting in
order to receive the bone of uncondi-
ticnal veto. | wonder whether an
increase or a decrease of the powers of
the Parliament was in the minds of the
signatories of the Maastricht treaty.

*The research for this note was sup-
ported by a Guggenheim fellowship on
“The Institutions of the European
Union.”

Comparison of veto power with agenda control
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Immigration and further integration in the European Union

As the European Union (EU) moves
into the post-Delors era its leaders are
striving to put the finishing touches on
the ambitious effort launched in 1985 to
achieve a single market. Among the
most pressing unfinished business is the
removal of remaining barriers to free
movement within the Union and the
implementation of harmonized asylum
and immigration policies to deal with
migration pressures from the outside.
Whether the EU can accomplish these
objectives may have serious implications
for the longer-term goals of monetary
and political integration. Are conflicts
over immigration harbingers of the
limits of EU cooperation or can we
anticipate more closely coordinated
national policies and the expansion of
Community competence over immigra-

- tion?

One way to approach these questions
is to engage in a bit of counterfactual
speculation. What would be the
situation with respect to the realization
of free movement within the Union if
member states did not possess signifi-
cant non-Eurcpean populations deriving
from earlier postwar migrations; that is,
if the only issue was the internal
migration of EU nationals? Even if we
take the postwar migrations as given,
how would the political sttuation differ
if the asylum crisis that hit Europe after
1989 had not occurred? Suppose the
Berlin Wall was still standing, the
Soviet Union was still restricting the
exit of her citizens, and there was no
refugee-generating war in Yugoslavia.

Even in the absence of non-European
populations, the realization of free
movement would have been contentious
because the migration of persons is
inherently more problematic than that of
goods, services, or capital. Neverthe-
less, the presence of former guestworker
populations makes the situation immea-
surably more difficult. Regulation of the
movement of third-country nationals has
been a principal sticking point in
negotiations to remove internal border
controls. Finally, although the asylum
crisis has had contradictory effects, it
has, on balance, accelerated the pace of .

Gary P. Freeman
Associate Professor of Government
University of Texas at Austin

tntegration. On the one hand, it has
exacerbated popular fears over immigra-
tion and created tensions between
member states that differ in the extent of
their exposure to unwanted migration,
both of which have undeniably compli-
cated European immigration issues. On
the other hand, the crisis has forced the
pace of cooperation and spawned a host
of multi-lateral institutions devoted to
policy harmonization. Without the
asylum crisis, movement toward
harmonization would have occurred
anyway, but at a much slower pace.

Free movement of workers was
clearly the least important of the four
freedoms established by the Treaty of
Rome. Although liberal trading regimes
that involve the circulation of goods,
services, and capital imply and require
relaxed restrictions on the movement of
persons, the architects of the new
Europe understood that the first three
commaodities were more critical and,
ultimately, less controversial. Accord-
ingly, free movement within the commu-
nity applied only to workers and was
gradually phased in for the original six
members. As the Community expanded,
it imposed long waiting periods on
Spain, Portugal, and Greece, all tradi-
tional sending states, before their
workers were permitted to move freely
across borders to take up jobs.

The drive to achieve a single market
intensified and broadened the
Community’s efforts to achieve free
circulation for member-state nationals.
The chief obstacles that were identified
in the 1985 White Paper were physical
(passports, border controls, and work
and residency permits) and technical
(recognition of credentials for profes-
sionals, national legislation regulating
professional practice, etc.). Significant
progress was made toward the elimina-
tion of the technical obstacles, but lifting
border checks has been much more
difficult than was expected. In 1985 five
states (Germany, France, Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Luxembourg) created
the Schengen Group that proposed to
move ahead of the community at large
and eliminate border controls at an early

date. Afier numerous delays, it appears
that on March 26, 1995 these states, plus
Spain and Portugal will finally create a
border-free zone. taly and Greece intend
to join later, Denmark, Ireland, and the
United Kingdom are still unpersuaded
and, of course, the three new members
(Austria, Finland, and Sweden) must
eventually be brought oi board.

The scale of internal migration on the
part of EU citizens has not been as great
as many had feared or expected. Even
after the SEA initiatives, only around 4.9
mitlion EU nationals are currently living
in a member state other than that of their
nationality. They represent about a third
of all resident aliens in the Union. Any
ramifications from this migration have
been overshadowed by the controversies
that have erupted over third-country
nationals and asylum-seekers. Still, the
fong-term political consequences of inira-
EU} migration should not be casually
dismissed. These intemal migtrants are at
the rampart of the struggle over EU
citizenship. Already in possession of
the right to vote locally for MEPs, they
will be the beneficiaries of a recent EU
General Affairs Council directive
ordering member states to permit “settled
nationals” from within the EU to vote
and run for office in local elections. The
implementation of this directive is not
likely to go smoothly.

For all the problems encountered on
the road to free circulation for EU
nationals, the most contentious immi-
gration issues in the Community involve
(1) the migration and work rights of
third-country nationals and their
descendants resident in member states,
(2) the effort to create more effective and
harmonized immigration policies as a
necessary accompaniment to relaxation
of internal controls, and (3) the develop-
ment of policy responses to the wave of
asylum seekers from outside the Union,
Underlying each of these is the matter of
where decision making authority should
be lodged: exclusively with member
states, with intergovernmental institu-
tions, or with Community organs.

The economic logic of the single
market suggests that any persons legally
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The recent domestic political
struggles in Scandinavia over whether to
join the European Unien (EU) suggest
that comparativists cannot ignore the
forces of internationalization. The fear of
exclusion from its largest export market
and the desire to have a voice in EU
institutions compelled Sweden to
abandon its long-heid policy of alliance
freedom, Sweden, once considered a
model social democratic welfare state,
Joined the European Union on January 1,
1995. To the éast in neighboring Finland,
the unraveling of the Soviet empire
adversely affected the economy and
raised fears that Finland will be left out in
the cold if it does not align with Europe.
Finns are suffering the worst economic
crisis since the 1930s, with unemploy-
ment as high as 19% of the labor force.
As a consequence, 57% of the Finns who
participated in the national referendum

endorsed membership, and Finland is
now a member of the European Union.
While Norwegian Prime Minister Gro
Harlem Brundtland hoped that the
positive outcome of the Swedish and
Finnish referenda would influence the
vote in Norway, she was disappointed
when 52% of the participants in the
November 28 referendum rejected
membership in the European Union.
The Scandinavian experience with
European integration raises several
interesting questions for comparative
political scientists. Given the excep-
tional features of these social democratic
welfare states, why do they want any
part of joining a club of larger continen-
tal powers who do not share the ambi-
tions of Scandinavian social democracy?
And further, why do some Scandinavian
states acquiesce to European integration
while others resist? To what extent can

our theories of corporatism account
for Scandinavian responses to
European integration?

o a wave of scholarship prominent
in the 1980s, David Cameron, Gesta
Esping-Andersen and Peter
Katzenstein provided alternative
explanations for the economic and
policy successes of small, European
corporatist states. Their work made an
important contribution to understand-
ing the “Golden Age” of Scandinavian
corporatism. However, recent changes
in Scandinavian policies and institu-
tions suggest that their analyses apply
to a historic period of small state
corporatism.

According to Cameron (1984),
organized labor movements in small
states with predominately left party
governments traded off militancy for
full employment. He found no

Freeman, continued

resident within the EU should be free to
circulate and take up work wherever
they can find it. Moreover, the removal
of border checks will make it impossible
to prevent specific classes of persons
from crossing national boundaries.
Nonetheless, those opposed to the
prospect of non-EU nationals migrating
for work have prevailed, so although
they will be permitted to move from
their country of residence for periods up
to three months, they may not undertake
employment.

The proposal to eliminate internal
borders simply pushed the question of
immigration control to the Union’s
external frontiers. Now any illegal
immigrants, dubious asylum seekers,
terrorists, or smugglers who penetrate
the community’s external boundaries
can move to any member state. Follow-
ing the analogy of the weak link in the
chain, this gives to each member state a
stake in the immigration control
capacities of its neighbors. The rapid
expansion of the numbers of asylum
seckers after 1989 has onfy exacerbated

the tensions associated with making 12
states dependent on one another for the
regulation of immigration and the
management of asylum policy.

It is useful to think of these matters
in the language of public goods. States
that are able and willing to enforce strict
control policies over their borders can
externalize immigration problems onto
maore generous or weaker states. The
latter will have incentive to promote the
harmonization of policies to avoid
absorbing the “costs” displaced by their
more effective neighbors. This has been
neatly illustrated in the EU where
Germany, the country most open to
asylum claims (at least until the Basic
Law was amended in the summer of
1993) has led the effort to develop a
common immigration policy, while
Britain, the country with perhaps the
most effective border controls, has led
the resistance. At the other end of the
spectrum, states with limited capacity to
control immigration, like Spain, Italy,
and Greece, are being pushed by the rest
to get up to speed.

Should one be more impressed by

the unprecedented collaboration and
convergence of Eurcpean immigra-
tion policy in the last ten years or by
the undeniable disagreement,
disorganization, and continuing
insistence on national prerogatives?
The progress toward a single market
has forced a number of thorny
immigration issues onto the table.
The coincidence of the asylum crisis
has created a more turbulent context
within which those issues are being
managed, but has also concentrated
the minds of national immigration
officials and given leverage to
advocates of Union-level initiatives.
Harmonization, if it is mostly
achieved through intergovernmental
processes, does not necessarily
entail a reduction of national deci-
sion-making, The volatility of public
reaction to immigration combined
with the jealous instincts of politi-
cians to preserve national sover-
eignty, should ensure that, as much as
monetary union, immigration will
test the limits of Europe’s integrative
momentum.
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evidence that corporatist arrangements
undertnined the relative power of labor.
Instead, where labor’s power resources
were strong, wage-camers were insulated
from fluctuations in the capitalist
€Conomy. .

Esping-Andersen {1985} viewed
Scandinavian social democracy as a
promising example of how state policy
can empower the labor movement. His
analysis established the relative strength
of the labor movement in Sweden,
Denmark, and Norway. Forexample,
Esping-Andersen contrasted Sweden’s
solidaristic policies to the more liberal,
market-oriented policies adopted by the
Danes.

Katzenstein (1985) attributed the
economic success of seven, small
European states to what he called
“democratic corporatism.” For
Katzenstein, these states shared an
ideology of social partnership, powerful
centralized interest groups, and informal
political bargaining. Labor and business
were united against the forces of
international competition, which permit-
ted these states to adapt flexibly to
change.

For no fault of their own, these
scholars did not anticipate the revival of
European integration in the mid-1980s,
or its effects on small, corporatist states.
Because of the depth of European policy
coordination, and new vulnerabilities
facing Scandinavia following the end of
the Cold War, these small, corporatist
states sought a closer partnership with
the EU. However European integration
has altered the balance of power between
corporatist actors, and draws some
Scandinavian states (Sweden and
Finland) more rapidly into the fold than
others (Norway). For example, consider
two critical changes which have
occurred in Scandinavian political
systems as a consequence of European
integration,

First, capital mobility has shifted the
balance of power betweern corporatist
actors in Scandinavia. The EU’s
creation of an internal market encour-
aged Scandinavian companies to invest
in manufacturing and preduction
facilities on the Continent. While
employers threatened to leave the
country if the government did not join
the EU, Scandinavian labor unions had
no comparable, credible threat. The
Scandinavian experience with European

integration suggests that capital mobility
gives business an upper hand, and that
some corporatist states are more
compelled to sign on to the European
project than others.

For manufacturing-dependent
Sweden, capital flight encouraged the
trade unions to adopt a pro-integration-
ist strategy, with the hope that EU
membership will encourage foreign
direct investment and job creation in
Sweden. Sweden’s Social Democratic
government led the way for a speedy
entry into the European Union, and in
contrast to Norway, Sweden intends to
cooperate fully with the EU’s ambitious
integration plans. Tn petrol-subsidized
Norway, on the other hand, protected
sectors of the economy (agriculture,
fisheries, and rural industry) effectively
mobilized against EU membership, and
trade unions in Norway are much more
skeptical to European integration.
Norway, as an EU outsider and oil-rich
nation, will be able to retain more
solidaristic policies than other small,
corporatist states. Perhaps Norway will
replace Sweden as the model Scandina-
vian social democracy, more resistant to
the forces of internationalization.

A second important change in
Scandinavian politics is the pursuit of
anti-inflationary pelicies. While these
states were once committed to a full
employment policy, the cirrent preoccu-
pation of Scandinavian governments is
how to reduce inflation. The excep-
tional levels of unemployment in
Sweden and Norway (between one and
two percent of the labor force) described
by Cameron are no longer features of
Scandinavian corporatism. Instead,
unemployment in Scandinavia has risen
to levels consistent with European
Union member-states, and lefiist parties
no longer remain committed to full
employment.

A second wave of scholarship is
emerging in the 1990s which reexam-
ines the institutional and policy features
of small, corporatist states and effec-
tively incorporates intetmational deter-
minants, These contributors focus on
changes in small state corporatism, and
emphasize how internationalization and
regional integration are responsible for
diminishing the exceptional nature of
corporatist politics described by
Cameron, Esping-Andersen and
Katzenstein. Scholars interested in the

transformation of small, corporatist states
are encouraged to look to recent contri-
butions by Paulette Kurzer, Eveleyne
Huber and Johnt Stephens, Herman
Schwartz, and Torben Iversen,

While first wave theorists made no
attempt to distinguish between the
economic performance of those states
that pursue closer ties to the EU, and
those that remain outside, Paulette
Kurzer makes an important contribution
to the literature by analyzing these
differences. In Business and Banking:
Political Change and Economic
Integration in Western Europe (Cornell,
1993), Kurzer attributes a more rapid
break-down in corporatist arrangements
to the forces unleashed by the deregula-
tion of capital. Her analysis explains
why the labor-business partnership
collapsed earlier in Belgium and the
Netherlands than in Austria or Sweden.

In their paper entitled, “Economic
Internationalization, the European
Community, and the Social Democratic
Welfare State” (APSA, 1992); Evelyne
Huber and John Stephens contend that
the combined effect of the strengthened
position of capital, the increasing
diversity of the trade union movement,
increasing international constraints and
a decline in economic growth has
changed the social democratic full
employment welfare state.

Herman Schwartz (“Small States in
Big Trouble,” World Politics, July 1994)
argues that new political coalitions are
forming in small states in order to
respond to more competitive interna-
tional markets. To restore competitive-
ness, these coalitions are reforming the
very nature of politics and the structure
of the state.

In Power, Flexibility and the
Breakdown of Centralized Bargaining
(Harvard, 1994), Torben Iversen argues
that changes in structural-economic
constraints during the 1970s and 1980s
led to a cross-class realignment and a
more rapid breakdown of centralized
bargaining systerns in Sweden and
Denmark than in Norway. In Norway,
political and economic conditions
favored the retention of a centratized
system of wage determination.

Katzenstein has also returned to the
study of small states in a new project,
Unified Germany in an Integrating
Europe (forthcoming). He and his-
colleagues explore the effects of German

Volume 6, Number 1

Page 9




On European Economic Integration: Lessons from American History

1. Introduction.

Two models of intemational
trade, the Heckscher-Ohlin model and
the “new international” trade model,
compete to explain the consequences of
economic integration. The
Heckscher-Ohlin model shows that
countries trade because of differences in
nations’ resources, It predicts that a
nation abundant in a particular resource
will produce and export products which
are relatively intensive in that resource.
The “new international” trade model
shows that countries trade because of
economies of scale. It predicts that a
nation will produce a limited range of
goods, but each at a larger and more
efficient scale. Whether the European
economic integration will be character-
ized by the standard neoclassical model
of trade based on comparative advantage
or by the “new international” trade
model based on imperfect competition
and increasing returns is still an open
debate. A study of the evolution of U.S,
regional economies from the nineteenth
to the twenticth centuries provides some
insights on the potential path of Euro-
pean economies.

I. Economic and Policy Implications of
Economic Integration.

Economic integration can be
defined in a number of ways but this
section will focus on two types of
definitions: the first involves free
mobility of final goods and the second

Ingebritsen, confinued

unification and European integration on §

the institutions and policies of small
European states.

Thus, in contrast to the first wave of 3

scholarship, internationalization figures
prominently in the study of small state
corporatism. The Scandinavian experi-
ence with European integration reminds

us that internationalization is not just an '

external shock or threat — instead,
internationalization empowers business
at the expense of labor, imposes new
policy regimes, and compels Northern
Europe’s neutral social democracies to
join the European Union. '
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involves free mobility of factors such
as capital, labor and resources. The
predictions of trade models differ
depending on the type of economic
intepration being considered. Suppose
that economic integration involves
only the free mobility of fina! goods.
The Heckscher-Ohlin model predicts
that countries will become more
specialized according to their com-
parative advantage of resources. The
“new international” trade model
predicts that countries will become
more specialized, but on a random
basis. Each country will produce a
smaller variety of goods at a greater
scale, but the location of these
industries is indeterminate. Now
suppose that economic integration also
involves free mobility of factors. The
Heckscher-Ohlin model predicts that
regions will become less specialized
when factors are mobile. As factor
mobility equalizes factor prices across
cousntries, all countries will essentially
have the same resource endowments.
Consequently, all countries produce
the same mix of final goods and
regional specialization goes to zero,
The “new international” trade model
predicts that regions will become even
more specialized when factors are
mobile. Goods can be produced at
even greater scale if factors migrate to
one location. Accordingly, Krugman

{1991) predicts that a potential outcome
of European economic integration is the
division of Eurape into core and periph-
ery regions. Countries with early
advantages will “suck” labor and re-
sources from late starters, thereby .
becoming concentrated cores. Those
with early disadvantages will lose their
labor and resources, withering into empty
peripheries,

The “new international” trade
theory suggests a rethinking of trade
policies. A small government subsidy
given to a domestic industry at an early
point in its lifecycle may result in huge
returns. This subsidy gives initial
advantages to domestic producers of this
industry, but the early small advantages
quickly accumulate over time from
increasing returms. Domestic producers
will produce goods at a larger scale and a
tower cost and drive other international
competitors out of business. An activist
trade policy can secure for a country a
larger share of industries with increasing
reterns. A modest policy action ata
critical point in time may cause a nation
to become a part of the core rather than
the periphery. Given the drastically
different welfare and policy conse-
quences of integration implied by the
“new international” trade models, it is
important to examine whether or not the
attention given to these new models is
empirically justified.

Figure 1

Index of Regional Specialization: Manufacturing, 1860-1987




IH. External Economies and Regional
Specialization.

External economies as a source
of increasing returns have received a
considerable amount of attention in
recent years. Unfortunately, it is
difficult to measure the economic
significance of extermnal economies.
Marshallian externalities -- labor market
pooling, non-traded industry-specific
inputs, and technological spillovers --
leave few paper trails. Hence, the
economic contribution of externalities
is difficult to estimate directly. [t may
be possible, however, to gather some
indirect evidence of external economies
" by examining the extent of regional
specialization and localization of
industries. Many writers have inter-
preted regional specialization and
localization as providing evidence for
external economies. Mostrecently,
Krugman (1991) in Geography and Trade
writes: “Step back and ask, what is the
most striking feature of the geography
of economic activity? The short answer
is surely concentration... This geo-
graphic concentration of production is
clearly evidence of the pervasive
influence of some kind of increasing
returns.” While numerous studies on

regional specialization and localization
of industries exist, these collective
works are difficult to interpret. A
comprehensive study of long-run U.S.
regional specialization and localization
of industries in Kim (1993) provides a
rich set of information from which the
importance of external economies can
be examined systematically.

IV. The American Experience.

Contrary to claims made by
Krugman (1991) in Geography and
Trade, the historical patterns of U.S.
regional specialization raise doubts as to
whether geographic concentration
provides evidence for the significance of
external economies. The levels of
externalities implied by the indexes of
regional specialization are at odds with
many stylized notions of externalities.
As the set of regional economies
integrated to form a national economy
between the 19th and early 20th centu-
ries, the extent of regional specialization
rose from about 35% in 1860 to about
43% in 1927. The extent of specialization
leveled off between World War Iand
World War I and then fell substantially
and consistently to the point where
regions are less specialized today than
they were in 1860. The extent of

Table 1

regional specialization stood at about
23% in 1987 (see Figure 1). If regional
specialization is an indicator of the
strength of external economies, then
external economies reached their peak
during the inter-war years and fell
significantly since World War II. The
historical patterns of extemnalities
implied by the extent of regional
specialization, however, contradict those
implied by the changes in the composi-
tion of manufacturing activities. Since
the early 20th century, manufacturing
industries shifted from industries-
intensive in resources to high-tech
industries intensive in research and
development, information and skilled
workers. External economies are likely
to be much higher in high-tech indus-
tries rather than the old, traditional
industries, and yet its shift is not
reflected in the patterns of regional
specialization.

Localization of industries over time
and cross-industry patterns of localiza-
tion at various points in time also cast
doubt as to whether localization can be
used as evidence for external economies.
Between 1860-1987, the localization
indexes indicate that externalities
increased most for tobacco and textiles,
but least for machinery, electrical

Hoover’s Coefficient of Localization: Manufacturing, 1860-1987

Industries 1860 1880 1900 1914 1927 1947 1967 1987
20 Food 0.322 0311 0.215 0.231 0249 0260 0.196 0.153
21 Tobacco 0.630 0385 0276 0303 0455 0719 0.730 0.776
22 Textiles 0.357 0.401 0452 0443 0497 0575 0653 0707
23 Apparel 0.249 0.218 0.217 0307 0.284 0338 0360 0351
24 Lumber & Wood 0418 0.263 0369 0436 0566 0.559 0451 0259
25 Fumiture & Fixtures 0.167 (.246 0.238 0255 0.211 0.189 0.223 0210
26 Paper 0.221 0.286 0.249 0.235 0.211 0.088 0.061 0.09%4
27 Printing & Publishing 0.253 0.144 0.151 0.154 0.132 0.139 0.122 0.116
28 Chemicals 0.414 0242 0381 0334 0279 0.204 0.198 0.185
29 Petroleum & Coal 0.257 0.165 0,189 0214 0.434 0442 0461 0373
30 Rubber & Plastics 0.284 0497 0532 0373 0454 0438 0.215 0.124
31 Leather 0.224 0.229 0.230 0371 0357 0373 0422 0.330
32 Stone, Clay & Glass 0.194 0.191 0.095 0.166 0.105 0.106 0.683 0.137
33 Primary Metal 0.216 0200 0235 0256 0.256 0210 0224 0.247
34 Fabricated Metal 0.092 0.123 0210 0324 0.248 0.167 0.164 0.162
35 Machinery 0.113 0.084 0.015 0241 0236 0276 0.233 0.149
36 Electrical Machinery 0.239 - 0.222 0238 0227 0.123 0.087
37 Transportation 0.105 0240 0219 0300 0296 0309 06.238 0.203
38 Instruments 0289 0.155 0244 0288 0372 0577 0.292 0.274
39 Miscellaneous 0.232 0.248 0.218 0220 02350 0340 0.240 0.244
Unweighted Average 0265 0243 0256 0.286 0307 0327 0.284 0.259
Weighted Average 0.273 0253 0.242 0311 0316 0259 0.239 0.197
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Enlargement, Institutional Balance, and National Representation in the

The European Union (EU) has just
experienced its fifth enlargement with
the addition of Austria, Finland and
Sweden. After the negative outcome of
the November 1994 referendum on
joining the EU, Norway, however, will
stay out. The Union now encompasses
|5 members.

The institational structures of the
present Union were basically established
at the end of the 1950’s and beginning
of the 1960's. They represented a
balance of representation among the six
founding members (Germany, France,
Italy, and the Benelux countries), During
this time the Community relied strongly
on intergovernmental principles, reflected
in the strong position of the Council of
Ministers relative to the European
Parliament (then the “European Assem-
bly"). Certainly, the introduction of the
“cooperation procedure” in the frame-
work of the Single European Act and of
the “co-decision procedure™ in the
Treaty on European Union have en-
hanced the influence of the European
Parliament (EP) in decision-making.

The introduction of direct elections
to the EP in 1979 has aiso furthered its

European Union
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democratic legitimacy. However,
elections to the EP are still based on
different national electoral systems' and
are focused on national rather than on
European issues.? Moreover, the
decision-making procedures are com-
plex and lack transparency, features
which clearly do not further support for
the EU in public opinion. The EP is
still struggling to make itself more
important in the EU framework and to
eventually establish a bicameral system
in which the EP constitutes a “Lower
House™ and the Council of Ministers an
“Upper House.™

The EU enlargements have prompted
challenges to its institutional structures
and decision-making procedures. One of
the aims in the expansions was to keep a
reasonable balance between the influ-
ence of larger and smaller members as
well as between richer and poorer. A
crucial part of this balance is the
distribution of weighted votes in the
Council of Ministers, which is consti-
tuted of the ministers responsible for the
policy area concerned.* Table 1 shows
how the number of votes has been
distributed historically among the

member states and how the requirement
for a qualified majority was continuously
adapted. Columns 2-5 present the
situation between 1958 and 1994, and
column 6 presents the present constella-
tion.

In the first period, the large members
(France, Germany and Italy) had twice the
number of votes of Belgium or the
Netherlands and four times tiny Luxem-
bourg. In the first enlargement, the large
states obtained 10 votes each, the
middle-sized 5 and the smallest 3 or 2
votes each. The number of votes for
each member state has not changed
since. However, due to the addition of
votes to new members, the absolute
requirement for a qualified majority was
adapted to the new vote total in order to
maintain the proportion at approximately
71%. The requirement for forming a
blocking minority, however, has de-
creased from 35% in the original
constellation of members to 30% today.

In judging the importance of the
distribution of votes in the Council of
Ministers, however, recall that even
though the original Treaty of Rome
provided for the possibility of applying

Kim, continued

machinery and transportation (see Table
1). The externalities implied by the
historical patterns of localization,
however, seem to contradict the evi-
dence from technological innovations.
When rates of innovations are high,
externalities from technological
spillovers and labor market pooling are
also likely to be high. Yet in all these
cases, industries are less localized when
rates of technological innovations are
high and vice versa. The cross-industry
patterns of localization at various points
in time also contradict the expected
industry order of external economies.
For example, in 1987, the localization
index is relatively high for tobaccao,
textiles and apparel and relatively low
for many of the high-tech industries.
Once again, localization rates are low
for industries where externalities are
expected to be high and high when
externalities are expected to be low.

V. Conclusion.

The lesson learned from American
history is that regional specialization
and localization of industries do not
necessarily provide evidence for “some
kind of increasing returns.” To the
contrary, the historical patterns of UJ.S.
regional specialization and localization
seem to contradict many stylized facts
conceming external economies. At
best, external economies or other
sources of increasing returns might have
been important during the late 19th and
the early 20th centuries, but their
significance appears to have diminished
considerably since that time. .The
evidence suggests that there are limits
to such economies, and accordingly
raises the possibility that basing
long-run policies on their realization
may prove inadvisable.

*Note: This essay is a summary of a

chapter of my dissertation chaired by
Kenneth Sokoloff.
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qualified majority votes, the “policy of
the empty chair™ (as exercised by France
in the mid-60"s) triggered the Luxem-
bourg compromise. According to this
agreement — which never obtained legal
basis but perpetuated consensual
decision-making up to the introduction
of the Single European Act in 1987° —
the member states had to act by consent
whenever “crucial national interests” of
a member were at stake. Even though
the Council of Ministers still meets
behind closed doors and member states’
positions on decisions are usually
known only occasionally (e.g. when
representatives try to impress their
national electorates by demonstrating
how hard they fought for national
interests) the application of this voting
procedure clearly seems to be on the
rise.* However, also keep in mind that
many decisions are already made at the
level of the COREPER, the permanent
representatives (or ambassadors) of the
member states, without the need for
proceeding to an actual vote. Finally,
achieving agreement in the Councif of
Ministers involves log-rolling, side-
payments and the conclusion of the
characteristic “package deals.”

The 1996 Review Conference of the
Maastricht Treaty will deal extensively
with the EU’s future institutional struc-
tures. First, the balance of influence
between the EP, the European Commis-
sion and the Council of Ministers has to
be determined. There is little doubt that
the number of commissioners per member
state will be reduced. The more the EP’s
legislative powers increase, the more
important will be the allocation of seats
to the member states in this body.
Mainly due to German reunification, the
number of seats was adapted for the
present constellation, which started in
June 1994, According to the new
distribution, Germany has 99 representa-
tives (up from 81), the other large
members 87, Spain 64, Netherlands 31,
and the other medium-sized or smaller
members have between & (Luxembourg)
and 25 seats (Belgium, Greece, and
Portugal). Table 2 shows the allocation
of seats in the EP in the last constellation
(1989-1994) and the present one, as well
as the respective population sizes and
the ratio of EP representatives per million
inhabitants.

Clearly, as is true in the Council of
Ministers, the smaller members are more

favorably represented for their popula-
tion size than the Jarger ones. The ratio
of representatives per million inhabitants
varies between 1.22 for Germany and 15
for Luxembourg., However, EP members
usually work in committees and their
votes tend to be cast more in accordance
with party affiliation than with national-
ity. :

While the number of EP representa-
tives per state was changed to account
for changes in population size and
German reunification, it is striking that it
was not adapted in the same manner as
the distribution of votes in the Council of
Ministers. There are, however, strong
pressures to adapt the formal influence of
larger members in that institution.
These pressures were already extensive
in view of the most recent enlargement,
but the Danish “no™ in their first
referendum on the ratification of the
Maastricht Treaty in June 1992 may have
halted attempts to give larger members a
bigger say in the forrnal decision-making
process. The Edinburgh Summit of
December 1992 confirmed that the
distribution of weighted votes in the
Council of Ministers would not be
changed with an enlargement by just a
few new members. Changes for later
stages and further enlargements — such
as by Central European states or tiny
new members (e.g., Malta or Cyprus) —
were not excluded.

The 1996 Review Conference will
have to decide about the contents of EU
policies and the scope of policy coopera-
tion, as well as about future institutional
structures. Clearly, agreeing on new
institutional foundations and new
decision-making rules will involve much
bargaining between the present partici-
pants and struggling between larger and
smaller members for representation based
either more in accordance with the
principle of equality between member
states or equality between comparable
population sizes. One frequent sugges-
tion aims at combatting the “democratic
deficit” and at enhancing the EP’s
influence. Another sugpgestion is to
“streamline” the Commission and to
curtail its extensive agenda-setting
power. Yetother proposals aim to
change the atlocation of votes in the
Council of Ministers, for instance, by
introducing a double-majority voting
system. Instead of qualified majorities
based on the present weighting of votes,

decisions in the Council of Ministers
would require both a (simple) majority of
the EU member states and of the total
population they represent. The latter
suggestion, however, is likely to lead to a
convergence in relative(?} voting power
of all members (Germany is an excep-
tion, which would actually be able to
extend its quantitative influence),

The admission of the three new
members in January 995 has clearly
changed the composition of the EU and
will therefore also affect future policy
outcomes. First, the three new members
are comparatively small. This may
aggravate problems in terms of the
perceived lack of influence of larger
members. Second, the new members are
relatively prosperous and will thus
strengthen the group of the “richer
countries.” This will certainly have
repercussions on future redistributive
policies such as contained in the
Structural Funds and the Cohesion
Fund. Finally, there are likely to be
effects in policy areas such as environ-
mental protection and external trade
policy.

There are different channels through
which the new members can influence
EU policies, A crucial one will be their
turn in holding the Presidency of the
European Council. This position rotates
among the members, usually for half a
vear, and allows for crucial influence in
agenda-setting and the conclusion of
package deals. Another decisive
element is their formal power in the
EU’s institutions. In the EP, they have
obtained 20 seats (Austria), 16 (Finland)
and 21 {Sweden), raising the total
number of representatives to 624. In the
Council of Ministers, Austria and
Sweden obtained 4 votes each and
Finland 3. Thus, the new members will
also be rather favorably represented as
compared to their population size.

Since the number of votes is not .
sufficient to estimate an actor’s quantita-
tive influence in a voting body, however,
Tables 3A and 3B present their relative
powet with respect to qualified majority
votes in the Council of Ministers. The
figures are given for the first constella-
tion (1958-73) through the present. The
measures used are the Banzhaf and the
Shapley-Shubik power indices.

The Banzhaf and the Shapley-
Shubik indices generate similar out-
comes. Two tendencies can be observed.
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First, the relative share in voting power
has historically decreased for all
members due to the increase in the
overall number of members. Second,
the decrease in relative voting power was
extensive for the middle-sized members,
but also considerable for the larger ones.
The divergence in voting power between
the largest member and the smallest one
(Luxembourg) has decreased with the
different enlargements to a factor of
approximately 5 today.

The more qualified majority voting
will be applied, the more the distribution
of relative voting power will be crucial.
The difficult tasks of the 1996 Review
Conference will not only consist in
establishing a reasonable balance
between the different EU institutions,
especially between the Commissien, the
EP and the Council of Ministers, but
also to assure an equitable balance
between the quantitative influence of the
larger and the smaller members in the
Union. Determinations about the EU’s
institutional foundations will decisively
influence the future policy outcomes.

Notes
'One of the most striking examples is
the “first-past-the-post” system used in
the United Kingdom and proportional
¢lection systems in most of the other
member states.

Pepending on the timing of the
Euroelections — which occur every five
years in the same month all over the
Union — some elections have the
character of “national mid-terms” rather
than to the EP, Examples in the 1994
election are relatively strong support for
the German Christian Democrats (CDU)
who have then joined the second largest
political group in the EP, the European
People’s Party (EPP), and the “protest
vote” for the Labour Party in the United
Kingdom (which lead to 63 representa-
tives joining the European Socialists).
Only 19 Tories by contrast, were elected
and joined the EPP.

*The Spinelly Report of the European
Parliament, which drew up a draft
constitution for the Community, already
aimed at such a structure in 1984, A
decade later, in February 1994, the EP
approved the “Herman Report,” another
draft constitution. The latter, however,
was received much more ambiguously by

the EP. The proposal is contained in the
following EP document: Second Report
of the Committee on Institutional
Affairs on the Constitution of the
European Union (Rapporteur: Mr.
Fernand Herman), Session Document
A3-0064/94.

*The most famous ones are the General
Affairs Council, constituted of the
foreign ministers of the member states,
the EcoFin, in which the ministérs of
economics and finance meet and the
Agricultural Council, the assembly of
ministers of agriculture.

SArticle 7 of the Council’s Rules of
Procedures holds that proceeding to a
vote can be requested by any member
state or by the Commission and must be
complied with if a majority of the
members in the Council supports this
request (see Council Decision 93/662/
EC of 6 December 1993, Official
Journal 1993, L 304/1). This procedure
exists since the Single European Act
came into force (Summer 1987), but
does not seem to have been used
frequently.

“The significance of the procedure was
demonstrated in a struggle in early 1993,
just after the accession negotiations with
the new members were successfully
concluded, with respect to adapting the
respective quotas for a qualified major-
ity {(and hence also a blocking minority)
in the Council of Ministers. The United
Kingdom and Spain were unwilling to
allow the requirement for forming a
blocking minerity to rise from 23 to 27
votes (27 was calculated on the basis that
Austria, Finland, Sweden, and Norway
would join the Union in 1995, the total
of weighted votes would be 90 and a
qualified majority 64). The “Ionnina
Compromise” decided that the require-
ment for a qualified majority would be
adapted, but 23 votes should be suffi-
cient to force further negotiations on an
issne. On this compromise solution see
for instance “The lonnina Compromise
—— Towards a Wider and a Weaker
European Union?” Editorial Coraments
of the Common Market Law Review 31:
453-57.

Presently there are 23 committees,

including the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and Security, the Committee on
Agriculture, Rural Development and
Fisheries, and the Committee on
Budgets.

®in Summer 1994, there were 9 differ-
ent Euro-Groups or parties represented
in the EP. Of the total 567 members,
198 belonged to the European Social-
ists, 157 to the European People’s Party
(Christian Democrats), and 43 to the
Liberal, Democratic and Reformist
Group., The other members were spread
over the remaining six political groups
or were non-attached (27). While the
two largest parties had members from
all EU member states, membership in
other groups varied strongly according
to nationalities. The most striking group
may have been the “Forza Europa”™ which
consisted of Italians exclusively (in
essence followers of Berlusconi).

*See Europe, 13 December 1992, no.
5878,

“This proposal was tade in Fall 1993
by Germany’s Christian Democrats and
is also included in the EP’s “Herman
Report” (see Note 3).

"This is demonstrated in Hosli,
Madeleine Q. (1995), “The Balance
Between Small and Large: Effects of a
Double-Majority Voting System in the
European Union,” International Studies
Quarterly (forthcoming).

2See also Hosli (1995).
UThe European Council meets at least

twice a year and consists of the Heads
of State or Government of the EU

. members.

BEarlier calcutations of power indices
for EC member states have been
presented in Brams, Steven J. (1985},
Rational Politics: Decisions, Games,
and Strategy, Washington, D.C.:
Congressional Quarterly Press. On
paradoxes of voting power as caused by
ap increase in the number of members
se¢ Brams, Steven J. and Affuso, Paul 1.
(19835), “New Paradoxes of Voting
Power on the EC Council of Ministers,”
Electoral Studies 4, 135-39. The
calculation of different power indices is
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Table 1; Council of Ministers Vote Weighting and Qualified Majority Requirement,

Table 2: Seat Distribution and the Number of Representatives in the European Parliamenst per

1958-Present

Member States 1958-73 [1973-81 {1981-85 [1986-95 |1995-0n
Austria - - - 4
Belgkm 2 5 5 5 5
Denmark - 3 3 3 3
Finland - — - 3
France 4 10 10 10 10
Genmany 4 Lo io 10 10
Grecoe - - 5 5 5
Ireland 3 3 3 3

[taly 4 HY 10 10 0
Luxembourg i 2 2 2 2
Netheriands 2 5 5 5 5
Portugal - - 5 |5

Sprin - - 8 8
Sweden - - 4
Uhited Kingdom - 10 10 10 10
Total 17 58 63 76 87
Qualified Majority i2 41 45 54 62
(absolute and %%) (70.6%) |(70.7%4) [(TL4% ((71.1%) {(7i.3%)
Blocking Minority 6 18 18 23 26
{absolute and %) (353%) |(31.0%) [(302%) {{303%} |{299%)

629-43.

Adapted from Hosli, Madelleine O. (1993), "Admissiot: of European Free Trade
Association Member States to the European Comsmunity: Effects an Voting Power in
the European Community Council of Ministers," Intemational Organization, 47,

Million Inhabitants

Member State Number of Seats { Number of Seats { Population | Euro-MPs per
(1989-1994) (June 1994-0m) | (in Millions) | Million Pop.

France 3 87 518 151

Gormany 8 99 812 122

Italy 8 87 57 153

United Kingdom { 8 87 583 149

Spain 60 64 39.1 L&4

Eclgim\l 25 25 10} 1.48

Greece 24 3 10.4 24

Netherlands 24 25 154 241

Portugal 24 25 99 2.53

Elenimark ] 16 5.2 308

freland [ B kY] 417

fuxembourg f & 0.4 5]

EU12 514 567 3484 3.26 {avg.}

Aunstria 20 75 253

Finland 1 5l 314

Sweden - b4 87 241

BEUIS 6524 311 314 {ave)

Table 3A: The Banzhaf Power Index with respect to Qualified Majority
Votes in the Council of Ministers, 1958-Present (In Percent)

Table 3A: The Shapley-Shubik Power Index with respect to Qualified
Majority Votes in the Council of Ministers, 1958-Present (In Percent)

Marber Saie  |195673 197381 198185 |198695 | 1995:0n | |MemberState ]195873 197381 |1981-85 (198695 |{1995:0n
Austria - - - - 47 Austria - - - - 454
Belgium lam  os |82 666 |57 Belgium 15 81 714|637 |5
Dermrark - 662 |41 a3 3% Denmark - s71 |3 (4 |38
Finland - - - - 359 Finland - - - - 353
France na |wen |57 |es |ue France ny3  |ss (1738 B2 |ue7
Genmory na |en s |es |ns Genmany B3 786 |k |Be (e
Gireece - - 82 666 |87 Gresce - - 714 637 {5%2
freland - 662 |41 4% |1 Ireland - 571 {3 ez |3
ltaly #8l |62 157 s e Italy B3 s (1738 (B4 |17
Luemborg |0 18 |41 18 26 Luxembourg {0 005 |32 |18 |oom
Netherlands ~ |1429 915 |82 666 |58 Netherlands {15 81 714|637 |5%
Portugal - - - 66  |587 Portugal - - - 637 |5%2
Spain - - - 08 |94 Spain - - - s |9ss
Sweden - - - - am Sweden - - - - 454
United Kingdom {- 672 (157 {es {16 United Kingdom |- 7% (1738 |Ba2z  |ue
Total w0001 |10 |98 (o |97 | |Toml % |1001 |10 |99  |10005
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Projects and Databases

The Special Project on Political Economy

The special project on Political
Economy was constituted at the Center
————
for Advanced Study in the Behavioral
Sciences (CASBS) during 1993-94. The
group consisted of: Robert Bates,
Professor of Government, Harvard
University, Avner Greif, Assistant
Professor of Economics, Stanford
University, Margaret Levi, Professor of
Political Science, University of Wash-
iington; Jean-Laurent Rosenthal,
Associate Professor of Economics,
UCLA; and Barry Weingast, Professor of
Political Science and Senior Fellow,
Hoover Institution, Stanford University.
We share a commitment to two broad

Hosli, continued

described in Brams, Steven J. (1990},
Negotiation Games. Applying Game
Theory to Bargaining and Arbitration.
New York: Routledge.

For original accounts on the measures
see Banzhaf, John F. TII (1965),
“Weighted Voting Doesn’t Work: A
Mathematical Analysis,” Rutgers Law
Review 19, 317-43 and Shapley, Lloyd
S. and Shubik, Martin (1954), “A
Method of Evaluating the Distribution
of Power in a Committee System,”
American Political Science Review 48,
787-52.

¥Calculations of power indices with
respect to the latest enlargement have
also been presented in Hosli, Madeleine
0. (1993), “Admission of European
Free Trade Association States to the
European Community: Effects on
Voting Power in the European Commu-
nity Council of Ministers,” Interna-
tional Organization, 47, 4, 629-643
and Widgrén, Mika (1994), “Voting
Power in EC Decision Making and the
Consequences of two Different Enlarge-]
ments,” European Economic Review,
38, 1153-1170.

7 An exception to this rule is the
situation of the smallest members
(especially Luxerabourg). See Brams
and Affuso (1985) and Hosli {(1993).

Margaret Levi
Professor of Political Science
University of Washington

avenues of investigation into processes
of social change. First, we all agree on
the importance of approaching signifi-
cant issues from a political economy

erspective rather than through separate
investigations of the politicat and
economic realms. Second, we believe
that institutions play a central role in
directing the process of economic and
social development. Thus far, we have
focused on historical settings. As our
year at the Center came to a close, we
began to turn toward more contemporary
issues in econontic development, more
specifically problems of market reform
and political transition.

We met approximately once per week
and, occasionally, more often. We spent
many months engaging in critical
reading and debate. We covered
literatures on medieval and early
modern European history; readings on
the public finance and bureaucratic
structures of pre-industrial societies;
and general readings on political

. economy. In this process, we developed

a sense of what intellectual perspectives
distinguish us from many of the others
who label themselves political econo-
mists, Around mid-year we decided to
prepare a volume that will contain an
introductory essay and a contribution
from each of us. The introductory essay
will be collectively written and provide
an analytical overview on institutions,
social stability, and social change. Each
of the individual essays will represent a
focused political economy account of a
particular situation of institutional
stability and change. We agreed at the
outset that a volume would be worth-
while only if it would represent an
accomplishment out of the ordinary. We
have concluded that the common ground
among our diverse perspectives consti-
tutes a new approach to the study of
institutions and their effect on society.
The introductory essay expresses this
common ground. The separate essays,
drawn from our individual, long-term
research efforts, reveal a remarkable

diversity of topics through a very
similar lens. Tt is not that the pieces of
our argument are unavailable else-
where; it is that the literature on institu-
tions is too rich, containing too many
different ways of approaching the topic.
Most collections reflect this diversity
and thus fail to present a unified ap-
proach to institutions and their social
consequences. In contrast, our effort
reflects a more focused approach,
emphasizing a special subset of tools we
think should receive greater prominence.

The core analytical issue concems
the long-term maintenance and survival
of institutions. Too many institutional
analyses take the institutions as given,
ignoring questions about their origin
and maintenance. Ifthey attend to these
issues, they do so inadequately. We
articulate what constitutes an explanation
of the origins and survival of an institu-
tion, provide a series of tools needed to
answer the question, and then provide
five important essays that illustrate the
program. We hope this approach will
constitute an important focal point in
social science research on institutions.
To that end, we have designed the
volumne so it will be accessible to
graduate students as well as to scholars
already working in the area.

Each of the essays in the volume will
investigate in a historical setting how
particular institutions were created and
maintained. This necessarily implies an
understanding of the institution’s
economic and political consequences.
Summaries of the specific contributions
are as follows. _

Robert Bates examines the origins
and maintenance of the International
Coffee Organization that regulated
international trade between 1962-1989.
He demonstrates that because of
problems with policing the behavior of
small producers such as El Salvador,
economic models alone cannot explain
the success of this cartel. Success
required the patticipation of the con-
suming nations such as the United
States and France. Bates further argues
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“Subnational Offices in Brussels: A Data Gathering and Research Project”

(Political Science, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill)

(Saciology, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill)

The authors are assembling a
database on offices set up by
subnational (regional and local) govern-
ments in Brussels. We have sent detailed
questionnaires to the 70 subnational
offices located in Brussels, and currently
have responses from almost 50. Qur
questionnaire focuses on political and
organizational issues, including the size,
timing of establishment, and political
activities of regional offices.

This is, to our knowledge, the first
systematic survey of this form of pelitical
mobilization, As ofthe time of writing
some 70 regional and local governments
representing almost one half of the
population of the European Union have
established offices in Brussels.

Although they have no legal or
formal place in the Union, the largest and

Conducted by
Gary Marks

Francois Nielsen

Jane Salk

(Fuqua School of Business, Duke University)

best funded of these offices combine
several functions. 1) They provide the
Commission and Parliament with regional
viewpoints on all issues that concern
them. 2) They survey the European scene
for upcoming issues to be brought to the
attention of policy makers in their home
governments. 3) They participate in
dense netwerks with other regional
offices and EU organizations of every
type. And 4) they lobby for a greater
voice in EU decision making.

These offices exist in the shadows of
the EU, sometimes in ignorance of the
existence of similar efforts on the part of
other regions from their own country.
Their numbers and their staff and
resources have grown rapidily. The first
regional offices, from Saarland and
Hamburg, were set up in 1985. By 1988

there were 15 such offices. Six years
later their number has more than
quadrupled. On average the regional
offices that are currently established in
Brussels are barely four years old.

The first research papers that we
have co-authored (with Leaonard Ray)
using this data are “Regional Mobiliza-
tion in the European Union,” presented
at the 1994 APSA Meeting; “Ecology of
Collective Action and Regional Repre-
sentation in the European Union,”
presented at the 1994 Southern Socio-
logical Society Meeting; and “Patterns
and Determinants of Cooperation Among
Sub-National Offices in Brussels: An
Empirical Investigation,” presented at the
1994 Meeting of the Strategic Manage-
ment Society.

Levi, continued

that, in the context of communist
insurgency, the consuming nations
participated in the cartel as part of their
foreign policy programs.

Avner Greif investigates the relation-
ship between Genoa’s domestic politics
and economic success in the twelfth and
thirteenth century. Because increased
trade provided more resources for
domestic political competition, the
expansion of Genoa’s commerce was
contingent on finding a political
settlement that would endure despite
bitter factional competition, Greif
. demonstrates how, after a century of
failed attempts, the introduction of the
podesta system in 1194 provided a
lasting solution to the problem.

Margaret Levi analyses the coevolu-
tion of democratic, economic, and
military institutions in six western
democracies. During the half century
before World War I, each of these
countries gradually expanded the
franchise, industrialized, and passed
compulsory military service laws.
Demeocratic institutions tie military
service to a commitment to egalitarian

peolitics; but the exigencies of a
full-scale war also require consideration
of costs to both government and
industry in manpower allocation
decisions. The historical, comparative
perspective clearly shows the impor-
tance of egalitarian norms and of
differences in the credibility of govern-
mental actors and institutions on the
conscription policy bargain. .
Jean-Laurent Rosenthal argues that
the standard wisdom about France and
England in the eighteenth century is
false, namely, that this refiected an
economic, military, and political
competition between an unlimited,
absolutist political system and a limited
government. He shows that, despite a
massive expansion of military potential
in the seventeenth century, France and
Britain each had limited governments in
the eighteenth century, albeit of very
different kinds. Because French
monarchs adopted a contractual rather
than consuitative form of limited govern-
ment, the costs of altering key compo-
nents of the institutional system were
higher. However, they maintained 2
greater level of autonomy than their

British counterparts.

Barry Weingast offers a new
interpretation of the American Civil
War. This work begins by showing the
relationship between antebellum
economics and politics. It then uses the
approach to dernonstrate not only how
political institutions suppressed
disputes over the divisive issue of
slavery, but why these mechanisms
survived for the first six decades under
the Constitution and then fell apart in
the seventh. The perspective also shows
how long-term processes can result in
sudden, massive political change.

These terse summaries fail to do
justice to the papers. Each is crafted
with great attention to the details of the
case, Thus, our research does more
than simply assert that institutions are
important; it shows which institutions
created a particular problem or con-
strained possible solutions to a problem.
Qur emphasis on context-sensitive
research, however, does not preciude an
effort to be systematic or to draw the
implications of our research for broader
topics.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

NSF Division of Social, Behavioral, and Economic Research (SBER)

The Division of Social, Behavioral,
and Economic Research (SBER)
supports research in a broad range of
disciplines and in interdisciplinary
areas. The goals of the Division are to
advance fundamental scientific knowl-
edge about (1) cognitive and psycho-
logical processes in human beings; (2)
cultural, social, political, spatial,
environmental, and biological factors
related to human behavior; (3) human
behavior, interaction, and decision
making; (4} social, political, legal, and
economic systems, organizations, and
" institutions; and (5) the intellectual,
value, process, and impact factors
related to the development and use of
science and technology. SBER pro-
grams consider proposals that fit neatly
within disciplines, but they also encour-
age and support interdisciplinary
projects, which are evaluated through
Joint review among programs as appro-
priate,

Al programs in SBER consider
proposals for research projects and for
research conferences and workshops,
Some programs also consider proposals
for doctoral dissertation improvement
assistance, the acquisition of specialized
research and computing equipment,
group international travel, and large-
scale data collection. Research partici-
pation by undergraduate and graduate
students also is supported to the greatest
extent possible,

SBER conducts special research
emphases on a number of topics.
Following are brief descriptions of
some of those special emphases, all of
which encourage interdisciplinary
research activities. Investigators are
encouraged to contact the Division for
more information about these and
additional emphases that may have been
developed after publication of this flyer:

" Democratization. Investigations are
encouraged to test key hypotheses about
the nature of large-scale socioeconemic
and political change and the functions of
institutions that affect and are affected
by such change in transitional areas like

the former Soviet Union, central and’
eastern Europe, Asia, and Africa south
of the Sahara.

Human Capital. Research is encour-
aged on conditions that enhance or
constrain human potential and develop-
ment, with special emphasis placed on
generating basic knowledge relevant to
issues like workforce productivity;
poverty and deprivation; education;
ethnicity, race, gender, and discrimina-
tion; and urban systems.

Human Dimensions of Global
Change. Research is encouraged on the
complex ways that humans affect and are
affected by natural systems, with special
emphasis placed on policy-relevant
topics like resource use and manage-~
ment; collective actions; the varied
processes through which individuals and
institutions formulate, implement, and
evaluate environmental policies and
other actions,

Programs in SBER are committed to
the principle that information and
materials collected with public funds
belong in the public domain. SBER
programs also are committed to the
advancement of scientific inquiry by
using scarce research resources to
benefit a larger number of researchers.
As a result, SBER programs strongly
encourage the sharing of data, informa-
tion, and materials among scientists.
Because the kinds of information and
materials gathered through SBER-
funded research projects vary so widely,
however, flexibility is needed in the
development of plans to make data,
other forms of information, and materi-
als acquired during the conduct of
SBER-funded projects readily available.
Prior to the initial receipt of an award,
investigators receiving support from
SBER programs are expected to submit
specific plans regarding how they intend
to make available materials gathered
during the conduct of their project.
These plans should describe how and
where information and materials will be
stored and how access will be

provided to other users. Investigators
should discuss their pians for sharing
information and materials with relevant
SBER program officers.

CLUSTERS AND PROGRAMS IN
SBER:

Economic, Decision, and Manage-
ment Sciences Cluster:

Decision, Risk, and Management
Science Program

The Decision, Risk, and Management
Science Program supports research that
explores fundamental issues in manage-
ment science; risk analysis; societal and
public policy decision making; behav-
ioral decision making; and judgment,
organizational design, and decision
making under uncertainty. Research
should fundamentally address social,
behavioral, or organizational aspects of
operational processes and decision
making. Research funded by the
Program is directed at increasing the
understanding and effectiveness of
problem-solving, information process-
ing, and decision making by individual,
groups, organizations, and society.
Funded research must be relevant to an
operational or applied context, grounded
in theory, based on empirical observa-
tion or subject to empirical validation,
and generalizable. The overall objective
of the Program is to build an interdisci-
plinary science for decision making,
risk assessment, and management. The
Program conducts a special Joint NSF-
Private Sector initiative through which
NSF funding is matched by contribu-
tions from private firms to conduct
basic research that is firmly grounded in
real, practical contexts. Investigators
should contact DRMS program officers
for more information about this initia-
tive.

Economics Program

The Economics Program supports
basic scientific research designed to
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improve the understanding of the
processes and institutions of the U.S,
economy and of the world system of
which it is a part. The Program strength-
ens both empirical and theoretical
economic analysis as well as the
methods for rigorous research on
econemic behavior. Topics of cumrent
interest are computational economics,
- the transformation of command econo-
mies, human resource-related issues
{poverty, labor productivity, the family,
gender and racial discrimination, etc.)},
‘and global environmental change. The
Program also funds conferences and
interdisciplinary research that strength-
ens links among economics and the
other social and bebavioral sciences as
well as mathematics and statistics. The
Program supports research in almost
every subfield of economics, including
cconometrics, economic history,
finance, industrial organization, interna-
tional economics, labor economics,
public finance, macroeconomics, and
mathematical economics.

Science, Technology, and Society
Cluster

Science and Technology Studies
Program

The Science and Technelogy Studies

Program supports historical, philosophi-

_cal and social scientific research on the
nature and processes of development in
science and technology and the differ-
ences in the nature of theory and
evidence in various scientific and
technological fields. It supports
tesearch on the interactions among
science, technology and society, and
examinations of topics like the social
construction of scientific knowledge
and institutions and processes of
scientific innovation and change. More
information is in the program announce-
ment (NSF $1-109).

Social and Political Sciences Cluster
Law and Social Science Program

The Law and Social Science Program
supports scientific research on law and
law-like systems of rules. The Program
encourages theoretically focused
empirical studies aimed at advancing
scientific knowledge about the impact

of law; the nature, sources, and conse-
quences of variations and changes in
legal institutions, legal decision making,
and the dynamics of normative ordering
in society. Included are studies of
dispute processing, administrative and
judicial decision making, social control,
compliance and deterrence, the regula-
tory role of law, legal and social change,
and related inquiries on the relationship
between legal processes and other
social processes. The Program supports
cross-cultural research through its
Global Perspectives on Sociolegal
Studies initiative.

Political Science Program

The Political Science Program
supports social scientific research to
improve the understanding of politics,
political behavior, and political institu-
tions and processes. The Program
supports rigorous empirical research of
theoretical importance in American
politics; political behavior; comparative
politics; international relations; public
choice and political economy; and other
fields of political science. Research
areas that have been supported recently
include studies of the process of
democratization; activists in American
political parties; information and issues
in voting; congressional elections and
campaigns; divided government; support
for political institutions; electoral
systems; nationalism and its relationship
to ethnicity and language; intemational
political economy; and international
conflict.

Preparation and Submission of
Proposals

The Division of Social, Behavioral,
and Economic Research makes awards
based on the evaluation of proposals
through a merit-review procedure.
Proposals may be evaluated by a
specific program or by two or more
programs {within the Division or in
other NSF divisions). Investigators are
urged to read proposal guidelines
carefully and to contact appropriate
program officers if they have any
questions. Pre-proposal contact is
especially valuable when investigators
plan research on topics of possible
interest to two or more programs.

Proposals must be prepared and

submitted in accordance with the
guidelines set forth in the Grant Pro-
posal Guide (GPG). (This booklet (NSF
94-2) replaces the Grants for Research
and Education in Science and Engineer-
ing (GRESE) brochure, the last version
of which was NSF 92-89.) Investigators
should read GPG carefully, because
many proposal requirements have
changed in recent years. Especially
noteworthy are strict limitations on the
use of appendices as well as on the
length of project descriptions and
biographical sketches for senior
personnel, Failure to comply with these
limitations may result in NSF’s refusal
to accept and evaluate a proposal.
Investigators should note that SBER
programs may grant exemptions to some
requirernents under unusual circum-
stances, but such exemptions require
prior approval and may inhibit joint
review of proposals with other pro-

. grams.

GPG and other NSF publications are
available at no cost from the NSF.
Requests for inforrmation are expedited
if you order by fax at 703/644-4278 or
electronically by e-mail at
pubs@nsf.gov. Youmay also place
orders by voice mail at 703/306-1130.
Requests must include the NSF publica-
tion number, title, number of copies
needed, your name, and a complete
mailing address.

GPG and other NSF announcements
also are available through the Science
and Technology Information System
(STIS}, which may be accessed via
electronic mail. STIS may be used to
obtain electronic documents via e-mail,
to transfer files via anonymous FTP, and
to communicate on-line. Full instruc-
tions for use of STIS are in the STIS
Flyer (NSF 94-4). For assistance in
using STIS, contact:

stis-request@usf.gov (Internet)
703/306-1234 (phone)
703/306-0202 (fax)
703/306-0090 (TDD)

Consult GPG or specific program
announcements to determine the number
of copies of the proposal that should be
sent to NSF. The specified number of
copies of the proposal, including the
copy bearing original signatures of
principal investigators and institutional
representatives, should be sent to the
NSF Proposal Processing Unit at:
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Announcement No,

(Specify NSF 94-64 or another
specific announcement number)
National Science Foundation/PPU
4201 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, VA 22230
Only one copy of NSF Form 1225

{Information About Principal Investiga-
tors/Project Directors) should be sent.
This copy should be attached to the copy
with original signatures.

Proposals for research suppott may
be submitted at any time but should
reach the programs by the target dates
listed below to facilitate review within
six months. Proposals for conferences,
meetings, and workshops should be
made at least one year in advance of the
scheduted date,

Proposal Submission Target Dates for
SBER Programs

Investigators should submit propos-
als by the following dates in order for
their proposals to be considered in the
regular competitions conducted by each
program. Investigators should contact
program officers weli in advance of

these target dates to leam if there have
been changes in target dates or deadlines
for submission of proposals. SBER
programs will make every effort to
ensure that proposals submitted on or
before a specific target date are evalu-
ated in the next evaluation cycle. The
postmark date will be used to date
proposals delivered by the U.S. Postal
Service. Proposals delivered by other
delivery services will be dated as the
date when they are received by the NSF
Proposal Processing Center.

Economic, Decision, and Manage-
ment Sciences Cluster

Decision, Risk, and Management
Science Program

Regular Research and Dissertation
Improvement Proposals: January 15
and August 15

Economics Program

Regular Research and Dissertation
Improvement Proposals: January 15 and
August 15

Science, Technology, and Society
Cluster

Science and Technology Studies
Program

Regular Research and Dissertation
Improvement Proposals: February 1
and August |

Social and Political Sciences
Cluster

Law and Social Science Program
Regular Research and Dissertation
Improvement Proposals: January 15
and August 15

Giobal Perspectives on Sociolegal
Studies Proposals: February 1

Political Science Program

Regular Research and Dissertation
Improvement Proposals: January 135
and August {5

Non-Profit Organ'ization
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University of California, Los Angeles U.S. Postage
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