INTRODUCTION

S_tates viewed forests initially as sources of revenue,
and sold from them. In order to increase their ylelds, states turned to scientific forestry,

i h e S 't at e _' ‘which involved replacing the diverse, chaotic old-growth forest with ane that was easier {o
: 3manipu!ate, measure, and assess. The underbrush needed o be cleared, the number of
pecies needed to ke reduced, and the trees needed to be planted at the same time and in

stralght rows for easy harvesting. The forest had been replaced by tree farming. Scierdific
try promised to deflver maximum production of a uniform commodity that could be

for the timber that could be extracted

‘fores
anaged, extracted, and sold easily.
In the short run, the simplification of the forest to a single commodity was a suc-
cess. Timber yields increased. But after the second rotation of saplings had been planted,
he quality of the timber began to decline. Scientific forestry destroyed the complex
“ecology hat the forest had once provided to nourish and protect the trees. The absence
of biomass on the forest floor due to the clearing of underbrush led to thinner and less
nutritious soil. Trees that were all of the same species attracted pests that specialized in
that species, and James C. Scott writes, “'same age, same-species forests . . . were more
‘susceptible to massive storm-ielling.” 2 Effarts {0 bring order and control to the forest
in pursuit of higher yields were incompatitle with the complex ecosystems on which
healthy trees depended. .
But scientific forestry matured. The regimentaticn of nature as a way 10 manage

forests and increase their yield was abandoned. New ways of cultivating forests were de-
veloped that did not destroy the biodiversity that trees required. Scientific forestry, which
initially imposed an order on nature that harmed it, now permitted the siate to extract
mare revenue from it in ways that also maintaired this vital resource. The kind of planning
and order that states Impose became the basis for realizing higher timber yields that would
not have been pessibie without it.

_ This parahle of the forest tells us a lot about states. They have certain interests—in
this instance, raising revenue—and they try to bring order to chaos in pursuit of them.

Like the forest, socicty Is diverse and complex, with a camplicated ecology, and the state’s
 afforis to impose order on such a complex seclal arganism can make things warse. In these
cases, as Scott quips, “the state can’t see the farest for the trees.”? At other times, the
state's effort to plan, coordinate, and administer permits societies to achieve wonders that
could not have been attained otherwise. The state can hoth frustrate society’s ambitions
and help it realize them.

This chapter argues that the good society depends on a society’s institutional
arrangements, and the most powerful institution of all is the state. The good society, as
we estatlished earlier, is based on a set of dafensible universal values. First, people
should be able to meet their physical needs: People should be asle to obtain the food,
shelter, and health care they need to work, play, and procreate. [t is hard to achieve
your life’s goals if you are hungry from lack of food, cold from lack of shelter, or sick
fram lack of medical care, Second, people shoula be safe from harm: They should be
secure enough that others, including agents of the government, will not arbitrarily harm
them physically or take their personal property. Third, peopie should have the ability 1o
make educated choices about how they live: To do so, they must have the opportunity te
obtain the knowledge they need to make Informed decisions. Finally, people should have




civil and political rights in order to protect the conditions in which they might freely
develop their capabilities. People should be allowed to participate in open public
debate about the policies and leaders meost likely to produce conditions in which they
can thrive,

States can promote conditions that develop people’s capabilities or impede them.
They can manage forests in ways that destroy their ecology or coniribute to it. Since
states loom so large in thwarting or enhancing people’s lives, this chapter examines the
origing of the state and its different parts or companents. These include its legislative, ex-
ecutive and judicial branches, its bureaucratic and military arms, and its subnational or
Tederal ievels. Since states matter so much, it is fmportant to look inside them.

INSTITUTIONS AND POWER

The degree to which countries meet the standards of the good society depends
upon their institutional arrangements. Institutions create and embody written
and unwritten rules that constrain individuals’ behavior into patterned ac-
tions. These rules make a social life together possible by giving it order and
predictability. Without these rules our lives together would be chaotic and
fraught with anxiety. Just as individual words in a paragraph would sound like
gibberish if we did not use them within the context of established rules, so do
institutions give meaning and structure to our relations with each other,
Institutions provide the grammar of our lives.

To appreciate the importance of institutions, just imagine how dangerous
the simple act of driving a car would be if there were no traffic laws. We could
not be sure that incoming traffic would stop at red lights, that cars on our
side of the road would go in the same direction, or that drivers would operate
at safe speeds. The result would be chaos and danger. This is precisely what
happened in Baghdad, Traq, “when the rules vanished in the chaos of the
American invasion, when there was no electricity for stoplights, and no police
officers to enforce the law.” According to New York Times reporter John
Tierney, “Every intersection became a perpetual game of chicken among cars,
trucks, buses and carts drawn by horses and donkeys. Every lane became
potentially two-way, even on expressways, where there quickly became no
distinction between entrance and exit ramps.”* In order to make traffic flow
smoothly, in order to create the order and predictability that makes daily life
tolerable, institutions must constrain people’s conduct. They must exert
power. Some people make and enforce the traffic rules that drivers follow so
there can be a safe and predictable flow of traffic. Investing institutions with
power over our behavior is the price we pay in order to enjoy the benefits of
a social life together, of keeping traffic moving safely and smoothly.
Institutions, one might say, are “the ground of both our freedoms and unfree-
doms.” They make it possible for drivers to get from place to place safely,
but only by exerting power, imposing and enforcing rules on them.

There are all kinds of institutions that impose rules, such as families and
schools. Parents tell their children when they should be home and teachers

tell students how they should behave in class. They exert power, which is

~the ability to get people to do things they would not have chesen to do on

their own, or to prevail in getting what you want in the presence of oppos-

‘ing claims and competing interests.® To paraphrase Dr, Martin Luther King,
- -power is the ability to get people to say “Yes” when they really want to
say “No.”

Power is one of the most contested and elusive terms in political science.

. Itis hard to pin down or measure precisely. Sometimes the exercise of power
© is overt, such as when force or coercion is used. At other times, power is con-

cealed, such as when people are manipulated without realizing it. Sometimes

::- power is used to get people to do something, to elicit change, while at other
© times it is used to ensure that people do nothing, to preserve the status quo.

Power is distinct from authority in which those who comply think it is legit-
imate or morally appropriate that they do so. Authority is a form of power

. that has been accepted as right and proper by those who submit to it.

Power takes three forms: cultural, economic, and political. Cultural power
exists when some people are able to convince others to adopt their values,
ideas, and premises as their own. People comply with what others want be-
cause they think it is the right thing to do. For examp}e,_studergts sit qmetl_y
through a painfully boring lecture because they are socialized to ‘thl.nl_( that is
the proper way to behave in school. This form of power can be 1ns1d10u§ be-
cause people may not even be aware they are subject to it. The values gn_d ideas
they thought were their own are actually those they have be?n socialized to
adopt and accept. They obey because they have been led to believe the rules to
which they submit are fair and legitimate.

The second form of power is material or economic power. People W}}o
control critical scarce resources, such as land or capital, are able to obtain
compliance from those who do not. For example, to return to our exampl,e
above, students may sit quietly through boring lectures because .they don’t
want to risk offending professors who grade them. Professors fhspense re-
wards that students are willing to feign interest to obtain. Economic power oc-
curs when rewards are offered or denied in order to obtain compliance. _

Finally, there is political power. Political power is grounded in coercion
and control over the means of violence. Returning to the classroom example,
students sit quietly because professors can tell disruptive studerolt‘s to leave t_he
class or have the campus police evict them. Not all forms of political power in-
volve the use of violence. But they do involve the threat of violence; that is, if
people do not obey commands those who wield political power have ways of
making them do so.” _

The power institutions exert is based on control over the content of soc1e}l
beliefs, control of essential marterial resources, and control of the means of vi-
olence. Institutions wield cultural, economic, and poelitical power to create
rules that channel people’s behavior into regular patterns. Rules: g.rlour%ded n
power make civilization possible. Of course, the quality of that civilization de-
pends upon what the rules are and how they are enforced.




THE STATE

But not all forms of power are created equal. Political power trumps all others.
Only in so far as the threat of violence works can cultural and économic power
be exercised in a peaceable and orderly manner. For example, all economic
systems presuppose political power to enforce rules of exchange and trade.
Polirical power, thus, takes functional priority over other forms.® In addition,
political power is necessary to protect cultural and economic power from out-
side threats. Political power is paramount because it keeps rivals who are not
subject to ideological indoctrination or material incentives in check. Political
power not only comes first but it is foremost.

The institution that embodies political power is the state. The state refers
to a set of organizations imbued with sovereignty over a given area through its
control of the means of violence. There are four distinct parts to this defini-
tion. First is the notion of the state as an organization, a distinct administrative
entity. People who are vested with political power are granted it by virtue of
their place within this organization. Power belongs to the office, not the per-
son. This is as true of presidents who are elected as it is of kings who ascend to
the throne by accident of birth. :

Second is the concept of sovereignty, which refers to absolute power. The
state has ultimate power over the population. The only limits to its power are
those it creates and accepts itself. It sets the rules by which others must play.

Third is the idea of territoriality. The state’s power extends over a specific
area with clear boundaries. It exercises sovereign rule over this territory,
whose integrity it protects against encroachment by other states.”

Finally, there is the issue of coercion and violence. The state enjoys a mo-
nopoly over the means of violence within its territory. That is, the only legitimate
or legal use of violence is by those whom the state mandates or authorizes to
use it. Control over the means of coercion permits the state to make its rules
effective against internal challengers and foreign rivals. This does not mean
that the state exercises power primarily through coercion and violence, but
that these are available as a last resort in enforcing its laws.

These different dimensions of the state—an organization that is sover-
eign within a bounded territory through its control of the means of coercion—
are captured in the pithy phrase: one government, one land, one law, one
gun.

The powers of states can be truly awesome. States can dictate what people
wear, what language they speak, and what job they do. Consequently, groups
struggle for control of the state and its power to make rules that others will
follow. Groups that are successful in gaining control of the state are said to
form the government. The term “government” refers to the group of leaders in
charge of directing the state. States and governments are often treated as
equivalent expressions but they need to be distinguished from each other. The
state, as we argued, refers to a set of organizations imbued with sovereignty
over a given area, while the government refers to the people who run those or-
ganizations. The state is the car; the government is the driver,

T

-7 While states are often powerful, they are not all-powerful. Indeed, some
“states are not powerful at all. “One law” and “one gun” are aspirations that
_states often find difficult to achieve. Their rule may be challenged by other
nstitutions that have their own rules they want to enforce and their own
esources with which to do so. Foreign governments may threaten their terri-
torial rule, and groups inside their borders-—clans, tribes, employers, lan_d—
lords, and religious leaders—may threaten their sovereignty. Under such cir-
- cumstances states may find it difficult to govern, to assert their authority, and
. to implement their decisions. In general, then, the ability of states to govern—
‘process demands, develop policies, and implement them_—ca_nnot be taken
- for granted. In some countries, states are strong and effective; in others, they
are weak and vulnerable.

- Continued
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THE ORIGINS OF THE STATE

{ “As recently as 1500,” Jared Diamond writes, “less than 20 percent of the
. world’s land area was marked off by boundaries into states run by bureaucrats
and governed by laws.” 10 Today, in contrast, the entire world is organized into
states. Choose any speck of land on a map, with the exception of Antarctica
and some state claims control over it. There are different views as to why anci
how states emerged. Modernization theorists argue that states arose as a result
of the increasing division of labor in society. As societies became more com-
Plex, the_:y became more functionally specialized, requiring states to oversee the
Integration of their diverse parts. Modernization theorists see a parallel be-
tween the way states develop and how species evolve: as societies become
more mature and differentiated, they require states to coordinate their more
specialized parts. States emerge to solve coordination problems posed by soci-
ety’s increasing complexity.1?
~ Moderization theory is helpful in drawing our attention to the coordina-
tion role .tl.lat states play. But modernization theory perceives states as benign
and stabilizing society, knitting its disparate parts together, when, in fagt
states can be malign and highly destabilizing. States can be c:(’)rrupt icmc{ pre :
on society and they can upset social routines instead of harmonizing them 11317
addition, modernization theory perceives the emergence of states occurrin. in
a peaceful, rational fashion when, in fact, the process of state buildin \%vas
filled with bloody turmoil, It was a process in which fragmented locﬁ at-
terns of authority resisted state builders who wanted to centraliz; authoijj:i
and promote coordination at their expense.’2 i
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- Marxists take a different approach. Whereas modernization theorists saw
states emerge as part of the requirements of society as a whole, Marxists per-
céive states emerging as a result of one of the interests within it. 1> According
to' Marxists, the dominant class uses the state and its monopoly over the
means of violence in society to impose its rule over subordinate classes. In
The Conmumunist Manifesto, Marx and Engels describe the modern state as
“the executive committee of the bourgeoisie,” by which they meant that the
state reflects the general interests of the ruling, capitalist class. The state is not
some neutral mechanism coordinating a complex society, as it is for modern-
ation theorists. For Marxists the state is much darker, representing the
repressive apparatus that the dominant class wields against other classes to
cement its rule and exploit them.

© The Marxist theory of the state has the advantage of drawing us closer to
the defining aspect of states based on violence and coercion than moderniza-
tion theory. But the Marxist theory of the state too narrowly confines state-
building to the requirements of class conflict. It ignores other actors with otber
motives from the story.
.7 Finally, according to realists, “Wars made the state, and the state made
war.” 14 States defined by violence were forged in violence..According to
hese theorists, state building proceeded under pressure from external and
internal rivals. Externally, states competed with each other to further their
‘interests. No international law or organization regulated their behavior or
sanctioned them. Consequently, states posed threats to each other. In order
o-protect themselves in such a lawless, threatening environment, states
need to create armies. But provisioning and maintaining an army was ex-
pensive, placing a heavy burden of requisitions, taxes, and conscription on
the populace. It also required the state to develop new bureaucracies and
~administrative innovations in order to increase the efficiency of its tax col-
lection and armed forces, which often led citizens to oppose what they con-
sidered extortion by the state to subsidize its expenses. Popular resistance
occurred in the form of tax rebellions, conscription movements, and food
‘riots. This defiance further promoted the development of state capacities, as
states had to contend with internal rivals as well as challengers lurking be-
yond their borders.
States, in this view, developed in response to the extractive necessities of
war, whose possibility is always lurking in an unruly, unstructured interna-
tional system of competing states. “Without war,” the German historian and
-politician Heinrich von Treitschke wrote in the 1890s, “there would be no
“state,”1® “Sovereignty,” Mustafa Kemal, the founder of modern Turkey told
- his followers, “is acquired by force, power, and by violence.”1€ States emerged
dripping with the blood of their local subjects as they developed new coercive
and administrative means to extract revenue from them to prepare for war.
Expansion of the armed forces, increases in taxation, and popular rebellion all
go together in this narrative of state building.1”

This perspective hews closely to the genetic origin of states in coercion

and violence. It also includes some elements of both modernization and




-t | LAARF TR & 1N atale

Marxian arguments. It incorporates the coordinating role that modernization -

theorists discuss by alluding to the state’s attempt to bring order to society so
it can increase its tax take from it.'8 It also includes the notion of interests
that Marxists present but offers a different interpretation of them. According
to this perspective, states pursue their own interests in a threatening interna-
tional environment, as opposed to the interests of the ruling class. While
including key elements of alternative explanations, the idea that states devel-
oped from the requirements of war has the added advantage of drawing
attention to the role that the international system played in state building.
The other explanations perceive states as emerging wholly to solve domestic
probiems of order or domination. In contrast, this perspective explains the

emergence of states by looking at relations between states as well as those
within them,

POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS

Groups not only struggle for control of the state, giving them the power to set
its policies, but they also struggle over what the state should look like. One
need only recall the fierce debates in the United States between delegates
from small and large states, and from slave and free states at the 1787
Constitutional Convention, as they debated how to construct the new
American state. Small states, such as Delaware and Rhode Island, demanded
the creation of a Senate in which each state would receive two votes as pro-
tection against the power that large stares, such as New York and
Massachusetts, wielded in the House of Representatives by virtue of their
larger populations. Or consider the more recent conflict in Europe between
small and large states, and between those wanting to integrate faster and
those wanting to go slower as they each tried to shape the form of the
European Union. New permutations, new ways of organizing the state, result
from these struggles.

The distribution of power among the different levels and branches of the
state is contested because groups have a stake in the outcome. A group may
win or lose depending on which part of the state is making the decision.
Whether policy is made by the executive, legislative, or judicial branch, or at
the national or local level, influences the result. For example, Antonia Maioni
attributes the failure of doctors to prevent the passage of national health insur-
ance in Canada and their success in blocking similar legislation in the United
States to different policy-making processes in the two countries. American
doctors could exert influence upon an independent and powerful Congress to
block national health insurance in the United States, while the subordination
of the legislature to the executive in Canada precluded doctors in that country
from following a similar strategy.!”

Groups with interests at stake seck to empower those parts of the state in
which they have the most advantage. Levels and branches of the state rise and
fall in power along with the groups whose interests they represent. In the

United States, for example, the increasing power of the pr§sidency in relation
o Congress is often ateributed to the rise of large corporations thellt share.d the
ame national and international perspective of the president, Whﬂ.e the influ-
ctice of small business that shared Congress’ more local ar%d paroc_hml perspec-
tive declined. The fact that different group interests are tied to d1ff§rer}t parts

£ the state accounts for conflict between them. Groups take an active interest
fi “turf” wars or jurisdictional conflicts within the state when it better posi-
tions them to advance their interests. o . .
 The way in which power is distributed Wlthu} a state is pres?nted in its
constitution. Constitutions are blueprints that display.the_ state’s architec-
ture. They are “power maps” describing the internal dlStl‘lbu.thI.l of power
within the state and between the state and its citi;eps. Constitutions depict
how power is dispersed within the state anq its limits; where the power of
the state stops and the rights of citizens begin. But the map may be inaccu-
cate. The actual distribution of power often diverges from what is given in
the constitution. Power depends on political factors as well as legal, formgl,
constitutional arrangements. For example, presidtlants_ elec'ted by a landslide
or with a legislative majority from their party will find it easier to govern
thar presidents who were narrowly elected or who must corgtend with zu;
opposing majority in the legislature. In France, for exallmple,.ti}e powerlo
presidents has depended far more on whther the prime minister is a .sci
{rom their party than on what is legally stipulated regar.dmg presidentia
owers in the Constitution. Power is fluid, dependent on circumstances, not
static, as constitutions make it appear. _ e
The power map of constifutions sometimes 15 not only inaccurate but a so1
incomplete. The constitution only maps what is included Wlthm the fo‘rma
‘state. Absent are other organizations outside the state that 1nf1ueqce pohtfcal
actors, such as political parties, the media, apd interest groups. While cqr}smw
tions provide helpful maps to the distribution of power among the Fhf erent
levels and branches of government, they may be missing interesting highlights
‘and important destinations. Below we review the d1fferent parts or compo-
‘nents of the state that are featured in many constltutlonal' maps. These include
its legislative, executive and judicial branches, subnational levels, and the
‘state’s bureaucratic and military arms.

Federal and Unitary Systems

‘Constitutions may divide power vertically between nationa}l apc.i local levels,
“and horizontally between the legislative, executive, and ']ud1c1'ai branchet.s.
For example, some constitutions create unitary systems in which power 18
concentrated at the national level. Local levels of the state.have httlg au-
tonomous power to raise revenue, spend money, or make their own policies.
They operate more as administrative arms of the centFal government t}lllan as
independent authorities. In unitary systems,.all sovereignty res1des_ at the top%
in the national government. Subnational units are created at the discretion o
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national governments and can be repr—gaﬁj ed or abolished by them because
they lack constitutional protection. China, France, and Japan are often cited
as examples of unitary systems where regional and local governments lack
significant policy-making powers and act largely as agents of the national
government.

In federal systems, on the other hand, constitutions divide sovereignty
between national and subnational levels of the state. “The essence of feder-
alism,” Brian Galligan writes, “is two spheres of government neither of
which is sovereign but each of which has defined and limited powers.” %Y
Federal systems have a long tradition among developed countries, such as
the United States and Switzerland, and are evident in developing countries,
such as India and Brazil, as well. Authority in these countries is not concen-
trated at the national level but divided between national and lower, more
local units of the state, with each level sometimes responsible for policy in a
certain domain. For example, state governments in the United States play a
feading role in education policy, the Ldnder in Germany play a prominent
role in education and cultural policy, while the provinces in Canada have ju-
risdiction over the management and sale of public lands. In some countries,
the specific tasks that the national and subnational levels of the state per-
form are neatly separated from each other as in a layer cake. In others, it
more resembles a marble cake in which functions are interwoven and shared
among the different levels.?! Lower levels of the state in federal systems also
have more fiscal independence than their counterparts in unitary systems.
Local and regional governments can raise their own revenue, giving them
more resources with which to strike out on their own, independent of the
central government. Finally, in federal systems, subnational political units
also enjoy control over their own administrative agencies. A separate ad-
ministrative apparatus controlled by local and regional governments exists
to implement their policies.

Unitary state forms are more common than federal systems, In most
countries the national government does not share power with other levels,
Where federal systems do exist, they are found predominantly among large
countries, such as the United States and India, where the central govern-
ment is challenged to extend its power over a large population spread across
a large land mass.?? They may also be found in smaller states with intense
ethnic, religious, and linguistic cleavages that are territorially based. Federal
systems offer such groups a stake in the larger, national government by giv-

ing them influence in a smaller, regional government, incorporating them
into the wider polity by giving them a political space they can call their
ow. This, for example, is the case in Switzerland, where powerful regional
governments called cantons reflect divisions among French, German, and
Ttalian speakers, as well as between Protestants and Catholics. It has also
been the case in Canada, where powers guaranteed to the provinces have
mollified to some extent the worries of French speakers in Quebec who are

concerned about losing their cultural identity in a predominantly English-
speaking country.
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al state shares Sovereidnty with lower political units. ~— * 0
governments can raise their own revenue and make their awn policy.
ower state Units have thelr own officials, agencies; and administrative integrity. *°

Political power is distributed not only vertically between national and subna-
tional levels but also horizontally among the different branches of the state:

“ongress; in Britain as Parliament; and in France as the‘National Assembly.
Regardless of their different title, they all do the same thing: they are assem-
-blies that approve of policies on behalf of a larger political community that
‘they représent.? This holds true in authoritarian states as well as in demo-
atic polities. In authoritarian political systems, legislatures are tolerated
because they provide the government with the fig leaf of public co‘nse‘m..They
frequently and only marginally influence policy. Their main funcnon_ is 51mply
to transmit local concerns to those actually in charge. For example, in China,
the National People’s Congress only passes those bills proposed by the govern-
ment and not a single bill from an individual deputy has ever been enacted.
Belegates to the National People’s Congress lack the time and staff to evaiu_ate
s and are under pressure to conform rather than challenge the ruling
ommunist Party. ‘ .
In contrast to authoritarian political systems, legislatures in democracies
are more than rubber stamps. They actually influence policy either by amend-
ng or rejecting executive proposals, or by substituting their own measures for
hem. In addition, legislatures in democracies play an important role in over-
eeing the executive branch. They scrutinize the activities of the executive to
make sure that laws are implemented fairly and effectively.

Most legislatures are unicameral, meaning that they have only one cham-
ber. The bicameral structure of the United States Congress, with a House of
Representatives and a Senate, is atypical. Where bicameralism occurs, eac?,h
chamber is based on a different principle of representation. For example, in
the United States the Flouse of Representatives is based on population while




the Senate represents states. Larger countries tend towards bicameralism be-
cause the different principles of representation in each chamber can better re-
flect the diversity of interests within them. Bicameralism is also more common
in countries with federal systems, where lower, regional political structures are

represented by one of the chambers. This is true not only in the United States -

and Australia, where states are represented in the Senate, but also in Germany
where the Ldnder are represented in the upper house, or Bundesrat. This gives
territorially based interests confidence that their interests will be reflected
within the national government. The advantage of a unicameral legislature is
that it is more efficient. There is no second chamber to delay, veto, or amend
bills that the first chamber has already passed. The advantage of bicameralism
is that it can offer a broader basis of representation than one chamber. This is
especially valuable in large, diverse, and regionally divided countries,
Another comparative dimension to legislatures concerns their internal
organization, especially their committee system. Even more than size—
legislatures with fewer members tending to be more powerful than larger
assemblies—a strong committee system is a good indicator of a legislature’s
power to influence policy, demonstrating whether it is a show horse or a work-
horse. Legislative committees armed with clear jurisdictions and adequate re-
sources permit their members to specialize. Legislators can develop expertise
on narrow issues, which permits them to negotiate with the executive on an
equal basis and knowledgably oversee its actions. Again, the United States
Congress is unusual in this regard because its committee system is exception-
ally strong. Compared with other legislatures, congressional committees have
ample staff and budgets to collect information and draft legislation on their
own. The strength of its committee system is a tip-off that the United States
Congress 1s one of the most powerful legislatures in the world.
/ In practice, most legislatures today, at least in democracies, are reactive,
/ not proactive; they reject and modify bills but do not often propose their
| own. They respond to the agenda proposed by the chief executive, rather
* than setting their own priorities. Their subordination to the executive
branch is atcributed to the increasing significance of foreign policy, growth
in the scope of government activity and the size of the bureaucracy to carry
it out, the rising power of the media to portray politics in terms of personality,
and the emergence of organized political parties that can deliver disciplined
majorities for the government. But it would be facile to regard legislatures
as mere window dressing in democracies, despite their loss of power to the
executive branch. At a minimum, legislatures in democracies retain “the
capacity to influence, as opposed to determine; the ability to advise, rather
than command; the facility to criticize but not to obstruct; [and] the compe-
tence to scrutinize rather than initiate.”?* At a maximum, they have the
power to veto legislation, make policy by considering their own proposals
instead of those submitted to it by the executive, and even bring down the
government itself.
While legislatures have lost ground overall, they tend to be more powerful
when they have a strong committee system, permitting legislators to build up
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xpertise, and when parties are weak, depriving governments of disciplined
egislative majorities to vote for their proposals. Finally, legislatures display
more influence in some issue areas than in others. They generally exert little in-
uence over foreign affairs or economic policy. These arenas tend to be domi-
nated by the executive branch whose perspective tends to be more national
than the parochial view legislators take, reflecting the local constituencies
from-which they come. While seemingly content to play background vocals on

foreign and economic policy, legislatures are more apt to project their voice

hen it comes to social welfare policy, such as housing, health care, education,
nd pensions, which directly touch their constituents.2?

_héf_Executive

The executive branch is supposed to elaborate, coordinate, and implement the
legislature’s decisions. In fact, it does much more. The executive branch is
ften the energy center of the government, providing it with leadership. It sets
the agenda of government, creating priorities and proposing bills. In most
democracies, not only do a greater proportion of all bills that legislatures con-
sider come from the executive, but those that originate there_have a better
hance of being approved.?® We discuss below three distinct parts of the exec-
utive-branch: (1) the core executive, which includes the ruling government;
{2} the bureaucracy, which is directly below the core executive and includes the
fifferent departments and agencies of the executive branch; and (3) the mili-
ry; which includes the armed forces.

‘27At the center of the executive branch is the core executive. The core exec-
utive inclades all the significant policy-making and coordinating actors in the
executive branch, such as the president or prime minister, members of their
cabinet, their personal advisors, and senior civil servants. The core executive
pulls together and coordinates the diverse political and bureaucratic interests
in:a sprawling executive branch into a cohetent and coordinated program to
present to the legislature and the public. The core executive is at the apex of
he executive branch, resolving disputes within it and setting priorities for it. It
sets the wheels of the state in motion as the core executive tries to shape soci-
ety according to its own designs.

. At the top of the core executive are its political leaders, the head of state
and the head of the government. The former represents the country, while the
latrer directs the executive branch. Sometimes these two positions are unified
in‘the same office and person, as they are in the United States where the presi-
dent is both the head of state—the leader of the nation—and the head of the

- government—in charge of the federal bureaucracy. In many other countries,
- such as Great Britain, the two positions are separated. In Britain, the reigning

monarch is the head of state, and the ruling prime minister is the head of the
government. In such countries, the head of state usually plays only a ceremo-
nial role, as the monarchy does in Britain. But there are countries, such as
France, where power is shared between the head of state {the president} and
the head of the government (the prime minister), and some rare cases, such as
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Jordan, where power resides in the head of state, who is the king, and not the
head of the government, who is the prime minister, :

As the executive branch has grown in size to keep pace with increasing
state responsibilities, the central coordinating role that political leaders play
has become more significant. Among developed countries, according to one
study, “There is general agreement that over the last thirty to forty years there
has been a steady movement toward the reinforcement of the political core ex-
ecutive . . . and, that within the core executive, there has been an increasing
centralization of power around the person of the chicf executive—President,

Prime Minister, or both.”2” Their position at the top of government gives pres-

idents and prime ministers a commanding view of the entire ground that other
political actors lack. In addition, political leaders can shape and manipulate
public opinion through the media attention they attract. Presidents and prime
ministers also now have more staff at their disposal to coordinate policy, pro-
vide expertise, manage their image, and help them develop political strategy.
When Herbert Hoover was president of the United States {(1928-1932), he was
assisted by three confidential secretaries, a stenographer, and some clerks.
Today, the Executive Office of the President—which didn’t even exist as a for-
mal office in Hoover’s time—includes over 3,000 people who serve the presi-
dent in all sorts of capacities. Finally, political leaders embody the national
interest, which permits them to take charge of foreign policy. This policy
domain is now of more concern because globalization has tied the fate of
countries more closely together. As the world gets smaller, presidents and
prime ministers get bigger. The result of these changes has been to personalize
power and raise the profile of political leaders in relation to other political
actors inside and outside the core executive.

The core executive includes not only political leaders such as the head of
state and the head of the government, but also those ministers who serve under
them. These ministers direct state ministries or departments and are often
members of the president’s or prime minister’s cabinet. Jean Blondel estimated
there are about 3,000 ministers throughout the world, with an average of 20
in each country.?® In some countries, ministers serve on average for as long as
five years, while in others there is quick turnover and a minister’s average
tenure is as short as a year. Some are specialists who are familiar with the
problems and issues of the department they lead, while others are amateurs
who come to office with little specialized knowledge of the issues for which
their department is responsible. Finally, some ministers may rotate among dif-
ferent posts within the government, while others fill only one post in the
course of their ministerial career.

Presidents and prime ministers are not simply first among equals in rela-
tion to their cabinet; they are first without equal. Thar is, presidents and
prime ministers set the direction of the government, not the collective Cabinet.
The cabinet is more a collection of isolated ministers concerned with their
particular departments than a group of political executives concerned with
strategic planning for the government as a whole.2? While ministers might not
enjoy much standing through their participation in the cabinet, they often do
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0. through the substantial discretion they enjoy when it comes to managing
heir departments. Ministers often manage their departments without much
ection by presidents and prime ministers. Presidents and prime ministers
anriot look everywhere at once and must practice “management by excep-
tion,” given the pressures on their time and attention.

The core executive directs the bureaucracy, or the different agencies and bu-
eaus-within the executive branch. The bureaucracy is supposed to be an
xtension of the government in power and its political leadership. The core
‘executive makes policy while the bureaucrats or career civil servants below
_execute it in an impartial and professional way. But, in fact, core executives
often have a hard time imposing their will on bureaucrats. Political control of
he bureaucracy is an aspiration, not a guarantee. The core executive has no
choice but to delegate power to those below them to carry out policies. But
elegating power to lower-level officials permits them to shape policy in how it
is’administered. Policies get altered subtly, as if in a game of telephone with
‘multiple players, as it gets passed down the chain of command.?? President
farry Truman remarked ruefully as he was about to be replaced in office by
ormer General Dwight D. Eisenhower, “He’ll sit here and he’ll say, ‘Do this!
Do that! And nothing will happen. Poor Tke—it won’t be a bit like the Army.
‘He’ll find it very frustrating.”3! Policies can be thwarted by bureaucrats who
ave their own interests separate from political executives and their own
sources of power with which to pursue them.3? For example, bureaucrats can
use their experience and knowledge to frustrate the will of political executives.
‘They can share information with them or withhold it. They can also leak in-
formation that threatens their interests to the government’s opponents. A no-
torious example of this occurred when FBI Assistant Director Mark Felt,
known for decades only as “Deep Throat,” leaked information about White
House efforts to cover up the Watergate break-in because he believed President
‘Nixon was trying to besmirch the reputation of his agency. Moreover, while
bureaucrats are supposed to be neutral and impartial, they have their own in-
terests they want to protect. They want to maximize their agency’s budget and
jurisdiction, which means higher pay and more career opportunities for them,
and defend their professionalism from policies that threaten it.
wi Political leaders try to counter the bureaucracy’s influence by strengthen-
ing their own personal staffs. Consequently, as we saw when we discussed the
core executive, the number of people who work in the president’s or prime
“-minister’s office has grown. They also try to increase the number of political
appointees who work within the bureaucracy. The greater the number of polit-
ical appointees, the more responsive the bureaucracy is to the administration
in power. At one extreme are many African states where the bureaucracy is
bloated with political appointees. Instead of being staffed by a permanent civil
service selected on the basis of merit, rulers give state jobs to loyalists who
then use their official posts to extract bribes and exploit the public they are
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supposed to serve. For example, in the Democratic Republic of the Congo |

(DRC), formerly called Zaire, the political faction allied with President Sese
Seko Mobutu (1965-1997) controlled “lucrative positions in the state,
diplomatic corps, party, army and secret police” from which they plundered
their country.33

At the other end of the continuum are countries like Great Britain. Its bu-
reaucracy is staffed by a highly professional civil service that reaches ap to the
highest levels. A change in administration does not create turnover in a depart-
ment’s staff, except at the very top for the ministers who run them and their as-
sistants. Unlike Zaire’s Mobutu, the British prime minister does not have the
opportunity to salt the bureaucracy with supporters and thus ensure its coop-
eration, The United States lies somewhere in between these two polar cases,
combining elements of both patronage and civil service systems in its staffing
practices. The lower levels of the federal government are filled by protected
civil servants selected on the basis of merit, while the upper tiers are filled
through political appointment. While civil service regulations prevent the bulk
of federal jobs from being given to political supporters, as in Zaire, positions
at the higher rungs are filled by the president and are not occupied by civil ser-
vants, as in Britain.

: Bureaucracy-
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The Military

Seven Days in May, published in 1962, describes a military plot to take over
the U.S. government. In the book, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are thwarted in
their conspiracy to remove the president of the United States. Sever Days in
May is fiction, a novel that became a Hollywood motion picture. It is a grip-
ping political thriller because its plot is so plausible. But it is also far-fetched
because civilian control of the military is such an intrinsic part of the American
political tradition. It requires a novelist’s imagination to conceive of a military
coup occurring in the United States. But what novelists must invent with re-
gard to the United States is all too real elsewhere. Military takeovers are com-
mon in other countries. They are fact, not fiction.

The military is just one specialized department within the bureaucracy. We
devote special attention to it because the military embodies the essence of the

ate.:It is organizationally coherent, enjoying a centralized command struc-
e; it has a corporate sense of purpose, binding it together; and it controls
carmed forces, making it possible to impose its will on others.
onsequently, the military needs to be treated differently than other parts of
the state. For example, the core executive does not have as much to fear being
removed by angry clerks as it does by aggrieved colonels.
The relationship between the government and the military takes many
rms. At one end of the spectrum is civilian control of the military’s budget,
command structure, and the promotion and assignment of its commanders.
ilian control also implies that the military does not intervene in political af-
fairs. Politics is for civilians, not for soldiers. But even civilian control of the
military has its limits. In return for the military respecting the authority of the
government, the government respects the autonomy and professionalism of
the military and defers to its expertise within its appointed sphere. Of course,
the boundary separating political from military issues is unclear and civilians
and the military often trespass on each other’s domain. The military often in-
cts itself into policy debates about national security and budget appropria-
tions, while civilians often project their values on to the military and seek to
use-it for political advantage. Thus, even in countries where civilian control of
he_ military is the norm, that control is not absolute but has to be negotiated.
Samuel P. Huntington writes, “Objective civilian control [involves] the recog-
nition and acceptance [by civilian leaders] of an area of professional compe-
tence and the autonomy of the military [and] the minimization of . . . political
intervention in the military.”3* Civilians are careful to respect the professmnai
norms of the military in order to receive respect from it in return.

£ Civilian control of the military is more likely to exist in those countries
where both state and military institutions are strong. That is, the state has le-
~ gitimacy and is capable of governing society, while the military has a strong
~ethos of professionalism and autonomy.** This is the case in much of the de-
veloped world. But in many developing countries, states are weak and unable
to maintain order. Nor is the military highly professionalized. The army abuses
its power to rob civilians, and officers give loyalty to their own ethnic group
: _mstead of to the government. When professionalism is low, military interven-
“ition in polmcs is more common.3® In these circumstances, the armed forces
will exercise veto power over government decisions, without taking power it-
~self. The military, in effect, holds a sword over government to ensure that its
. policies remain within acceptable bounds. For example, fear of the military
. prevents elected Muslim governments in Turkey from diverging too far from
. the army’s secular preferences. In such cases, the military is reluctant to take
- power itself and often finds it unnecessary since its goal is simply to prevent
change. It can afford to let civilians rule since the military’s objective to pre-
serve the status quo is so minimal.?”
But sometimes the military has more ambitious goals than simply main-
taining the status quo. It wants faster economic growth that could provide the
wealth and technology that the army needs to improve its fighting capacity.
The military believes it must remove civilian governments that are too inept,




L E HITATN Tk & e o Lallc

corrupt, or unwilling to achieve these goals. Civil-military relations then shift
from the military having veto power over the government to the military actu-
ally taking it over. Not only is the civilian government replaced by military
officers in these circumstances, but political rights are typically rescinded.
Authoritarian rule quickly ensues in which political parties are banned, the
news is censored, and protests are outlawed. The military tries to create the
same sense of discipline in society that exists in the army as it pursues its pro-
gram of economic modernization.

The Judiciary

The third branch of the state is the judiciary. It is a political institution that is,
theoretically, above politics and outside of the policy-making process. The
courts are supposed to be neutral and impartial, above the tug of sordid inter-
ests that sully legislators and executives. Their role is to interpret the laws, not
make them. But interpreting the law—settling disputes about its meaning and
how it should be applied—requires courts to exercise power, to issue decisions
that produce winners and losers. As Charles Evan Hughes, former Chief
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, once remarked, “We are under a
Constitution and the Constitution is what judges say it is.”3% And because
courts do exercise power, they are the object of intense conflict. Court jurisdic-
tions, the manner in which judges are selected, and the content of judicial de-
cisions are all political questions of the first order.

In authoritarian political systems, the powers of the judiciary are quite
limited. While laws and constitutions may exist, the judiciary is often too
weak to uphold them. Dictators and tyrants do not want to be constrained by
tedious and bothersome laws. The rule of law in authoritarian states is com-
promised because the judiciary lacks independence and is subordinate to the
executive, Judges often owe their jobs to the ruler and can be removed easily if
they decide a case “incorrectly.” While the rule of law may be weak under au-
thoritarian regimes, they still subscribe to rule by the law. That is authoritarian
governments find it convenient to rule through the law. Consequently, they
make great efforts to stage show trials of dissidents, to ground their authority
in emergency decrees that suspend the law temporarily, or make use of alterna-
tive forums outside the regular court system, such as military tribunals, to try
cases and issue decisions. Authoritarian regimes are not lawless. They have
court systems and judges. But the courts are distinguished by their independ-
ence in democracies and their lack of it in authoritarian regimes.

By contrast, the judiciary enjoys more autonomy and political power in
democracies. In some cases, the courts may even exercise the power of judicial
review, which empowers courts to nullify and invalidate laws that they believe
violate the constitution. Judicial review can be conducted through special con-
stitutional courts set up for that purpose, as in France and Germany, or within
the regular court system, as in Ireland and the United States. But regardless of
where judicial review takes place, its practice is controversial. It has the same
impact on policy as an executive veto and belies the claim that courts do not
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‘influence policy. For example, the U. S. Supreme Court in the 1954 case
own v. Topeka Board of Education, famously ruled that state laws requiring
egregated schools were invalid because they violated the Fourteenth
Amendment’s “equal protectlon clause” of the Constitution.

" Critics of judicial review believe that it is undemocratic for unelected
1dges to overturn laws passed by elected governments and thereby subvert the
will of the people. Defenders respond that judicial review is necessary to pre-
.vent the majority from using the state to trample on the rights of the minority.
: They insist that constitutional limits need to be placed upon what the majority

: Judicial review permits judges to influence policy by nullifying laws. But
udges typically will not exercise this power unless their positions are secure.

‘The independence of the judiciary depends on how its members are selected,

‘how:long they have tenure, and how difficult it is to remove them once they
-are on the bench. The U.S., for example, safeguards the independence of fed-
ral judges by awarding them lifetime tenure. With their jobs secure, federal
‘judges do not have to worry about shaping their decisions to suit either the
president who nominated them or subsequent officeholders. And once seated,
hey. can only be removed from office by being impeached by Congress, which
s'such a difficult process that it rarely occurs. Other countries seek to insulate
“the judiciary from political influences at the appointment stage. In Italy and
‘Portugal, for example, the appointment and promotion of judges is taken out
of the hands of voters, legislatures, and chief executives alike and given pre-
dominantly to judges themselves. Judges are insulated from political pressure
by having control over their own career paths. An alternative strategy for en-
“stiring the judiciary’s independence is to appoint judges to nonrenewable
terms, as is the practice in France. And in still other countries, such as Canada
“and: South Africa, appointments follow recommendations by special judicial
election commissions.

- Political scientists have noticed a trend toward the “judicialization of
politics” in which political disputes are settled in courtrooms rather than Jegis-
“latures. According to John Ferejohn, “Since World War II, there has been a
“profound shift in power away from legislatures and toward courts and other
egal institutions.”3” Citizens are making increasing use of courts to “contest
“government decisions or to assert and defend their rights.”*? Alexis de
':Tocq_uevﬁie S complamt that Americans frequently turn political issues into
legal contests is becoming a common practice throughout the world.

% The judicialization of politics is also evident in the eagerness with which
“courts intervene in political thickets that they previously avoided, such as
“struggles for power. In the 1990s, Ttalian judges brought down the Christian
Democratic Party, which had been in the government from 1947 to 1994, on
charges of corruption, and the United States Supreme Court issued rulings
that decided the outcome of the 2000 presidential election. But the most stun-
ning example of all might have been the role the judiciary played in the 2004
presidential election in the Ukraine. The Ukrainian Supreme Court nullified
the results of that election and mandated new elections that produced a




different winner. Remarkably, despite having so much at stake, Ukrainian

politicians respected the power of the court to rule that electoral laws had been
violated in a country not otherwise known to be so law ab1dmg The Ukrainian
example shows how powerful courts have become, even in countries where
one would least expect it. Finally, judges are not only intervening more fre-
quently in struggles for political power, but they are also more aggressively
using the power of judicial review to look over the shoulders of politicians
and evaluate their dec151ons The prospect that the courts might intervene
forces public officials to anticipate the court’s possible objections when they
make laws and decisions. Policy makers increasingly legislate in the shadow
of the courts.*
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The state is the supreme sovereign authority within a country. The govern-
ment, which controls the political institutions of the state, sets priorities and

: The modern state emerged in response to the insecurity of the international
~ system. It required states to build up their administrative capacities to prepare
" for the ever present danger of war. States come in a variety of shapes and forms
as laid out in their constitutions. Some are unitary, with authority centralized at
the national level, while others have a federal structure in which subnational
levels of the state are able to raise their own revenue and make their own policies.
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States also differ in how they arrange their essential building blocks, the legisla-.
tive, executive, and judicial branches. In some states the legislative branch is.
strong, with strong committee systems that permit members to build up expert-.
ise and propose their own bills, while in others the legislature is weak and only:
rubber stamps what the core executive submits to it. In some statés, the core ex--
ecutive is able to command the bureaucracy, including the military. In others,.
the bureaucracy and military are able to thwart the will of the core executive, .
Finally, in some states, the judiciary is independent and has the authority to"
overturn laws approved by the legislative and executive branches. In others, the.

judiciary is subordinate to the executive, although even here the government
makes an effort to subscribe to rule by law, if not the rule of law.

The form states take—the manner in which power is divided within

them—is not neutral or innocent in its effects. Some groups win and others
lose depending on these arrangements. As a result, the balance of power
among the state’s different levels and branches is constantly being challenged.
The distribution of state power is not frozen in law but changes subtly—and

sometimes not so subtly-—in response to political pressure. Political actors try .

to shape how power is distributed because their success in influencing policy
depends upon the state’s structure.
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CRITICAL THINKING QUESTIONS

1. We argued at the beginning of the chapter that power takes three forms: economic,
political and ideological. Are these three forms of power equal? Whar claims for
preeminence can be made about each of them?

Do states promote individuals’ capabilities or restrict them?

If your country was just emerging and was writing a constitution, how would you
organize your political institutions? What judicial, legislative, federal, and execu-
tive arrangements would you create and why?

Over time, the legislative branch has lost ground to the executive in almost all coun-
tries. Why has this happened and is this state of affairs constructive or harmful?

Since the military has all the guns, why don’t they take over governments more ffrt.:r
quently? Why does the military accept civilian control in some countries while it is
reluctant to consent ¢o it in others?
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