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Training and I ntellectual Formation: From Poland to the United States

Q: How did you firs get interested in studying politics? What impact did growing up in Poland
have on your view of politics?

A: Given that | was born in May of 1940, nine months after the Germans had invaded and
occupied Poland, any politica event, even a minor one, was immediately interpreted in terms of
its consequences for one's private life. All the news was about the war. | remember my family
listening to clandestine radio broadcasts from the BBC when | was three or four years old. After
the war, there was a period of uncertainty, and then the Soviet Union basically took over. Again,
any rumbling in the Soviet Union, any conflict between the Soviet Union and the United States,
was immediaidy seen in terms of its consequences for our life. It was like this for me until | firgt
left for the US in 1961, right after the Berlin Wal went up. One€'s everyday life was permeated
with internationa, macro-politica events. Everything was palitica.

But | never thought of studying politics. For one thing, in Europe a tha time there redly
was no politica science. What we had was a German and Central European tradition that was
cdled, trandating from German, “theory of the date and law.” This incuded Carl Schmitt and
Hans Kdsen, the kind of duff that was taught normdly a law schools. That was as much
political science as there was. It was not a digtinct academic discipline in Poland. So | never

thought of studying politics per se.

Q: What did your parents do?

A: Both of my parents were physcians. My father, whom | never knew, was conscripted into the
Polish Army in 1939 and was eventudly captured by Russans. He was killed in Katyn, in the
massacre of Polish officers by the Russans, a about the time | was born. My mother could not
work as a doctor under the Nazi occupation — she was baking cakes — but resumed her professon

dfter thewar.



Q: Where did you do your undergraduate studies and what did you study?

A: | entered the Universty of Warsaw in 1957 to study philosophy. In the European system a
that time, you entered into a Syear program, and the first degree you received was a Magters. |
then discovered, as did many of my colleagues, that because | was in the Depatment of
Philosophy and Sociology, | could get a double degree in Philosophy and Sociology if | took a
few more courses. So, | ended up getting a Magters in Philosophy and Sociology from Warsaw.
Only later, when | cameto the US, to Northwestern University, did | sudy political science.

Q: What did you read at the University of Warsaw?

Before World War 11, Poland had two very srong intellectud traditions in the socia sciences.
One was logica pogtivism. The so-cdled Vienna Cirde was, in fact, a Vienna-Lwow-Warsaw
Circle, and severd eminent logicians were Polish.! That was a very strong tradition. The other
tradition was a predominantly German idedlist, right-wing historicist tradition.

After the war, dthough Marxism became an obvious new influence, podtiviam retained a
srong presence. There was a debate in the journal Philosophical Thought (Myd Filozoficzna)
between Marxigts and pogtivigs, which the Marxists were losng. Then Stdinism took control of
the country, and, in 1948, the debate was solved by so-cdled “adminidrative measures” The
journd was closed, and dl the pogtivids were expdled from the university. Yet, unlike what
happened in other Soviet-occupied countries, they were not killed but were sent to edit works of
Plato, Arigotle and so forth. But with the end of Stdinization, in 1955 or 0, the repression
decreased, and the same debate resurged.

It was an excdlent debate that was carried out in an amosphere of true intdlectud
conflict and gave rise to very intereing developments. If you want to trace the red origin of

! The Vienna Circle was agroup of philosophers and scientists organized in Vienna under Moritz Schlick, and that
met regularly from 1922 to 1932. Their approach to philosophy came to be known as logical positivism, which holds
that philosophy should aspire to the same sort of rigor as science.

2 A historicist approach holds that concepts and truths can be understood only in relation to the context of a
historical period.



Andyticd Marxism, it's in Poland in 19573 Why? Basicdly, postivists were saying to Marxists
“Wha do you mean by ‘long-term interests? What are these things you cdl ‘classes? Why
would classes pursue long-term interests?” And the Marxists, who were no longer protected by
“adminigtrative measures,” had to find an answer to these questions. So | entered the university
a afascinating time of redl ferment.

The program | entered reflected these broader trends. During Stalinism, the University of
Warsaw's Department of Philosophy was closed and replaced by a Department of Didectica
Materidism. The Department of Sociology, which dated to the 1870s, was closed and replaced
by a Department of Higtoricd Materidism. Then, in 1957, the year | entered the university, these
Depatments of Didecticd Materidian and Higdoricad Maeridism were closed, and a new
department of Philosophy and Sociology, which reflected the influence of both postivists and
Marxigs, was opened. The program itsdf conssted of two years of mahematicd logic and lots
of philosophy of science. This was due to the influence of the postivids It dso included a very
sysdematic and traditiond Centrd European course in the higory of philosophy taught by
Marxists, people whose names you would recognize today: Leszek Kolakowski, Bronislaw

Baczko. It was an excdlent program.

Q: Why did you choose to go to the United States in 1961 to pursue advanced studies at
Northwestern University?

A: The story goes like this. First of al, Poland was a pretty closed country. So we dl grew up in
an aimosphere where we wanted to see other things, to get out. And by a complete accident, |
met a Northwestern University professor, R. Barry Farrdl, in Warsaw. He appeared a a meeting
of a sudent group where we would discuss regularly in English. He invited me for lunch and, out
of ablue, asked if 1 wanted to go to the United States to study politica science. | don’t remember
if 1 had the smarts to ask him what political science was | didn't know what it was. But even if
he had asked me if | wanted to work on a ship sailing around the world, | would have said “yes”

3 Analytical Marxism is a variant of Marxism that holds that Marxist theory should conform to “normal” scientific
methods and that this should involve the development of micro-foundations.



| was twenty years old, and | would have gone anywhere to do anything. So, that's the way it
happened. It was by pure accident that | landed a Northwestern.

Q: What did you study at Northwestern?

A: Northwestern at that time was one of the firs “behaviora departments’ in the country. The
faculty included Richard C. Snyder, who did internationd rdations; Harold Guetzkow, the first
person to dat dmulating internationa systems, and Kenneth Janda, who was one of the firg
people to do empirical, comparative research. Northwestern's political science department had a
kind of mystique. But most of these people were not very good. To be frank, | think | learned
next-to-nothing. | was too wel educated to have learned much there. | remember that the
opening course was a Standard introduction to political science, with the first part dedicated to
“what is science?’ and the second part to “palitics” | thought the teacher’s knowledge about the
philosophy of science was abysmd. | got mysdf in trouble severd times because of that. | was
not a disciplined graduate student since | read what | wanted rather than what | was told to read,
bascdly alot of “socid Freudians.”

To be far, | took an interesing course on economic development from Karl de
Schweinitz, an economic historian.® And | took a course on research design from Donad
Campbell, a psychologist.> That served me well the rest of my life. I've learned it's a very tricky
business to design empiricd sudies. Those are the two courses from which | learned something

in graduate school.

Q: Could you discuss your dissertation work?

* Karl de Schweinitz, Jr. is author of Industrialization and Democracy (New Y ork: Free Press of Glencoe, 1964).

® Donald T. Campbell is a scholar renowned for his work on research design. His works include: Donald T.
Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Co., 1966); Thomas D. Cook and Donald T. Campbell, Quasi-Experimentation: Design and Analysis Issues
for Field Settings (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1979); and Donald Thomas Campbell, Methodology and
Epistemology for Social Science: Selected Papers (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988).



A: | did two years of coursawork a Northwestern. Then | passed my qudifying exams and went
back to Poland with a dissertation topic on the impact of paty Sysems on economic
development. | took a job as a sociologist at the Polish Academy of Sciences. Since getting out
of Poland was very difficult, both politicaly and financidly, | never thought | would be able to
defend my American thess 0 | was smultaneoudy writing a second dissertation in sociology,
which | planned to defend in Poland. However, one day the person who had invited me to study
at Northwestern, Barry Farrell, wrote to say that Northwestern had agreed that | could defend my
dissertation in Warsaw. There were some American professors visting Warsaw, and he told me
that they could condtitute a committee for my dissertation defense. So | had sx months to finish
my American thess, which | did® To the best of my knowledge, it was the first empirica study
of the relaionship between palitica ingtitutions and economic devel opment.

Q: At this paoint, were you thinking of working permanently in Poland?

A: | thought of staying in Poland. But in 1967 | was invited to the Universty of Pennsylvania for
a semeder. Since 1964 | had been involved in a collaborative international project caled
“Internationd Studies of Vaues in Politics” It was a loca politics project, based on surveys in
the United States, Poland, Yugodavia, and India, that was headed by a group of people a the
University of Pennsylvania, notably the late Philip Jacob. We were a the stage of andyzing data,
0 | was invited to the University of Pennsylvania to teach a couple of courses and help with the
data andyss Then, when | was in Pennsylvania, | got another invitation, to go to Washington
Univergty in St Louis for a semedter. | accepted this invitation, and then, during the spring of
1968, while | was a Washington University, there was a student demondration in Warsaw that
was very heavily repressed. There were many arrests, and my friends advised me not to go back.

Q: Why were you advised not to return to Poland? Were you in trouble with the government?

6 Adam Przeworski, “Party System and Economic Development,” Fh.D. Dissertation, Northwestern University,
1966. In addition to receiving a Ph.D. in political science from Northwestern University in 1966, Przeworski
received a Ph.D. in sociology from the Polish Academy of Sciencesin 1967.



A: The year before | went to the Universty of Pennsylvania | had taught an introduction to
sociology course a the Universty of Warsaw, and, after the government crackdown in 1968,
some of my sudents became eminent dissdents. A Brazlian friend, who was a communig in
exile in Warsaw, PedroCelso Cavalcanti, made a specid trip to Berlin to cal me and tell me not
to come back, because twenty-eight of my forty students were in jal. | was dso in trouble in
Poland because, in 1963/64, | had participated in a little study group that researched who paid the
cost of indudridization in Poland under Stalinism from 1948 to 1955. The clear concluson was
that the workers had paid the cost. Our study showed that the communist party that clamed to
rule the country as the cryddlization of the dictatorship of the proletariat had actudly exploited
workers. Obvioudy, this was not something the Party liked. So, | couldn't go back to Poland.
But | couldn’t stay in the US either, because | had vsa problems. By complete accident, | ended
upin Chile

Q: Why Chile?

A: In Poland | had a Chilean student, Pablo Suarez, who eventudly returned to Chile and invited
me there to work. This was redly the only opportunity that | had. | didn't have any money, |
didn't have a job, | couldn't go back to Poland and | couldn't stay in the US. Eventudly, this
invitation didn't work out. But | was ill interested in going to Chile, and | accidentaly met
Glaucio Soares, who was then the director of FLACSO (Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias
Sociaes — Latin American Faculty in the Socid Sciences) in Santiago. When he found out thet |
was interested in going to Chile, he invited me, and | went in the Fall of 1968.

Q: Did you work on Chile while you were there?

A: No, | didn't work on Chile a dl. | was Hill working on the survey data project a the
Univerdgty of Pennsylvania And | was writing a comparative politics methodology book with



Henry Teune of Penn.” But during that first stay of six months in Chile my wife and | fdl in love
with the country. So | got a grant from the SSRC (Sociad Science Research Council) and we went
back to Chile in 1970/71. By that time, | was actualy working with a Chilean collaborator on the
extendons of suffrage in Western Europe and Latin America. But | never completed that project.
Indeed, | am doing it now. My wife, however, did write a doctora dissertation on Chilean

economic history.

Q: Eventudly you got a permanent position at Washington University.

A: Yes. | got a permanent pogdition & Washington University in 1969. Then, in 1972, when | was
goending a year in France, | got an offer from the Universty of Chicago. | went to Chicago in
1973 and stayed there twenty-two years.

Q: Wereyou ever atenure-track assistant professor?

A: | think | was But | didn't know the system very wdl, and tenure was amogst automatic at that
time. As a matter of fact, when | was going to Chile in 1972, | think, and | needed some trave
money, | went to see the head of the Latin American Studies Committee a Washington
Universty, the late sociologist Joseph Kahl, and asked him for money. He said, “Are you
tenured or are you not tenured?’ | asked, “What does that mean?” Wadll, it turned out that | was
not tenured. But | went to the University of Chicago with tenure.

Resear ch on Social Democracy, Regime Change and Development

Capitalism and Social Democracy

" Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry (New York: Wiley, 1970).



Q: The fird subgtantive topic you worked on was socid democracy. You published a series of
articles and two books—Capitalism and Social Democracy and Paper Stones— on this topic.®
What motivated your interest in socia democracy?

A: | was a Maxig, and | was trying to make political sense of socid democracy. My question
was, why was there no revolution in the West? Marxism offered a theory, that | thought was
generdly reasonable, which said that in indudridized countries there should be a revolution
supported, if not led, by an organized working class. Yet the obvious observation was that there
was no revolution and there probably wouldn't be one. | was trying to figure out why not.

| was dso very influenced by Chile and its higory of socidiam. | was living in Chile in
1970/71, the first year of Allende's government,” and this made me think about the feasibility of
a drategy of gradua transformation of cepitdist society. The Allende experience raised the
question: Is it a viable drategy for socidists to compete in eections and enact reforms that have
magority eectord support? This question led me to turn to Europe, to see what happened
higtoricaly with the project to achieve socidist reformsin Europe.

My research agenda on social democracy evolved. Initidly, around 1970, | was interested
in sudying the extendon of the suffrage from the perspective of “the legdization of the working
class” the title of a French book: |1 no longer remember the author. 1 was interested in why €lites
who enjoy voting rights are willing to extend these rights to others, and, in turn, why workers
were willing to use these voting rights and work within the system rather than attempt to destroy
it, a topic that became recently fashionable among economists. Eventudly, my thinking evolved
from a more narrow focus on the extensons of the suffrage and the decison of early socidists to
participate in electord politics to a broader understanding of social democracy. In this broader
perspective, | thought two questions needed to be answered. One concerned socidist parties and
the eectora process why did socidists decide to sruggle for the suffrage and use it for

8 Adam Przeworski, Capitalism and Social Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); Adam
Przeworski and John Sprague, Paper Stones. A History of Electoral Socialism (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1986).

® salvador Allende, Chile's president from 1970 to 1973, was head of a leftist coalition of parties that sought to
introduce radical reforms through democratic means. He was overthrown in a military coup led by General Augusto
Pinochet in September 1973.



reformist gods? The second concerned economic drategy: why were the socidists willing not to

nationalize the means of production once they had the power of government?

Q: What are the main conclusions you drew from this research?

A: The centrd thing | learned was that reformism was a rational drategy for workers. It was in
the interest of workers to support capitdist democracy. An dectord victory of pure workers
parties was not historically feasble, because the assumption that manua workers in industry and
transportation would one day become the ovewhdming mgority of the populaion in
indudridizing countries was misteken. That meant that socidist parties could not win eections
soldy by representing workers;, they could only win by acting as a catch-dl, multi-class party.
To achieve this, they had to broaden their appea beyond the specific interests of workers

The second thing | learned, working with Miched Walerstein,® is that workers face a
trade-off between the goas of income digribution and economic growth and, under certan
conditions, the optima drategy for workers in the long run may be to limit ther digtributiona
cdams. By exercisng wage redrant, workers induce capitdist to invest, which causes the
economy to grow. Hence, workers end up ahead. So, the socid democratic Strategy of class

compromise had arationd bass.

Q. Were there any paticular authors you were arguing agangt in your work on socid

democracy?

A: | was aguing agang an entire socidig tradition—from Lenin to Trotsky, Lukacs, and
Luxemburg—that saw socid democrats as traitors. That was the man target of my polemic.

More pointedly, there is a passage that Marx wrote in 1850 in Class Sruggles in France that

10" Adam Przeworski and Michael Wallerstein, “The Structure of Class Conflict in Democratic Capitalist Societies,”
American Political Science Review Val. 76, No. 2 (June 1982): 215-38.



says that the combination of private property and universal suffrage is impossible! This phrase,
which Marx repeats in other works, was my target. It was obvious that private property and
universal suffrage could exigt together, but it was far from cler why. The leftig tradition—
radicd socidisn of every vaiey—sad bascdly that if the combination of private property and
univers suffrage is possible, it's because socid democrats are “traitors” My view was that
socid democrats were not traitors. Rather, they did as wdl as they could under the
circumgtances. My podition is captured in Engds phrase tha “balots became paper stones”
which | use as the title of one of my books!? Engels came to hold the postion that universd
auffrage is in fact an effective indrument for advancing workers interests and that it was no
longer necessary to build barricades, because balots could be used to win office. The power of
elected officers, in turn, could be used to transform capitalist societies.

Q: To alarge extent, then, your research focused less on the origins of democracy, including why
suffrage was granted and extended, than on the workings of capitalist democracy.

A: | did address the question, why is suffrage extended? My hypothess was tha it was a
response to a revolutionary threat. The extenson of the suffrage was often preceded by violent
mobilizations. For example, in 1867 the mob climbed the fences of Hyde Park in London. | saw
the suffrage as a consarvative device, in the British sense, to cam down a revolutionary threst.
But | didn't think very much about how democracy itsdf comes about. | was sort of bewildered
by democracy. | didn't grow up under democracy, so, for me, it was an dien object. Nothing
about democracy was obvious. The question of how democracy works puzzled me. It ill

puzzles me.

1 Kar Marx, Class Strruggles in France, 1848 to 1850 (Moscow: Progress Publishers: 1952). The passage from

Marx’s work is cited in Adam Przeworski, Capitalism and Social Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1985), pp. 133.

12 Adam Przeworski and John Sprague, Paper Stones: A History of Electoral Socialism (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1986).
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Transitions to Democracy and the Stability of Democracy

Q. A second substantive area of your research has been the issue of trangtions to, and the

Sability of, democracy.

A: | darted thinking about trangtions to democracy in a sysematic way in 1979. | was an
origind member of the O'Donndl/Schmitter/Whitehead project™® We met for the first time in
1979 a the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington, D.C. | remember that | redly didn't know
what the whole project was about. Philippe Schmitter, a close friend, sad, “Participate, you'll
have something intereting to say,” but | remember it was extraordinarily painful for me to find
something to say. Eventudly | did write a paper.'* But | redly didn't know which body of theory
and experience was relevant to the question of trangtions to democracy. | don't think anybody
esedid ether.

In terms of theory, about three days into the meeting in Washington, it struck me that no
one had mentioned either Barrington Moore or Seymour Martin Lipset.® Of the forty people in
the room, at least thirty taught Moore and Lipset in their courses. | raised this point and said,
“lsn't that strange?’ | think we understood that the theories of Moore and Lipset were too
determinitic. We were trying to drategize trandtions to democracy, which meant that we
thought some courses of action could be successful under paticular conditions while other
would not be. Contrary to Moore, the prospects for democracy were not determined by what
happened to agrarian class structure two centuries ago. Nor, contrary to Lipset, did we think the
prospects for democracy were determined by the level of development. In terms of cases, we
looked at past cases of democratization. But we were not certain whether they were relevant.

13 Guillermo O'Donnell, Philippe Schmitter and Laurence Whitehead (eds.) Transitions from Authoritarian Rule.
Prospects for Democracy 4 Vols. (Batimore, Md.: The Johns HopkinsUniversity Press, 1986).

14 Adam Przeworski, “Some Problems in the Study of the Transition to Democracy,” pp. 47-63, in Guillemo
O'Donnéll, Philippe Schmitter and Laurence Whitehead (eds.), Transitions from Authoritarian Rule. Comparative
Perspectives (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986).

15 Seymour M. Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy,”

American Political Science Review Vol. 53, N°1 (1959): 69-105; Barrington Moore, Jr., Social Origins of
Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966).
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Q: That was a good ten years before the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe. When did
you firgt sense that something big was going to happen in Eastern Europe?

A: In June of 1986. Now why? Well, in Poland in August of 1980, there was a strike followed by
a massve mobilization. The Solidarity movement was crested in three weeks in September of
1980. Sixteen million people became members of the movement. It was the biggest exploson of
a socid movement in higory. As a result, the whole sysem was on the brink. Then, on
December 13" of 1981, we had what | saw as a Latin American style coup d etat, led by Genera
Jaruzelski. | read that event through Marx's perspective on France in the 1848-51 period.
Namely, | saw it as proof that the Communist Party was incgpable of ruling the country and had
been driven to seek protection through the military. At that time, 1 wrote a little piece cdled “The
Eighteenth Brumaire of Generd Jaruzdski”® For me, the question was whether the military
could maintain the sysem when the paty had faled to. The military did so initidly with a fair
amount of represson. Still, there was much popular unrest and intermittent drikes in the firgt
part of the 1980s. The military used a stop-and-go strategy: they would repress, step back and
seek reconciliation, and then they would repress and step back again. July 22 was the nationd
independence day of Communig Poland; tha's when the communists established control
fdlowing World War 1I. And the government would dways declare an amnesty that day. The
joke in Poland in the early 1980s was. “What happened on July 22, 1982? There was an amnesty.
What's going to happen on July 22, 1983? There will be an even larger amnesty.” That is what
everybody thought. But, by 1985, the government saw that its Strategy smply wasn't working,
and it decided not to arrest striking workers. | got awhiff that they may be giving up.

In June of 1986, | was in Warsaw and | went for a walk, as | often did, with a friend who
was a prominent communist reformer, Jerzy Wiatr. He told me, “We are beginning to think we
can have dections a the locd levd to open things up a bit.” And | sad, “If you're going to have
elections, you're going to lose” to which he replied, “You know, it doesn't matter so much if we

win or lose, but what we will lose” And | thought, wow!

16 Marx wrote a book on France called The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleonin which he analyzes the process
leading up to the establishment of a dictatorship led by Louis Bonaparte, Napoleon Bonaparte’s nephew, in
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Q: What did he mean by “what we will losg’?

A: He meant whether the rulers were going to lose ther lives, their jobs or just eections. |
thought this was srange. Gorbachev had come to power in Russa in 1985, and the Russans
darted taking about economic reforms. | don't know why, but after the conversation with my
friend in Warsaw, | plunged into reading Russan economists debates about economic reforms.
One of the firg strong intuitions | had was there can be no end to these economic reforms once
they are darted; it was a dippery dope. When you sart doing what Gorbachev and his team of
reformers were planning to do, namgly introduce some sort of price mechanism, there is no way
to judtify the rest of the communist economic model. Once you take that first step, you have to
go forward. It's like the bicycle theory: if you don't keep going, you fdl. By 1987, | became
persuaded that something important was underway in Eastern Europe.

| am daking a dam here. In 1984, Huntington, the great theorist of trangtions to
democracy, wrote an aticle saying that transition in Eastern Europe is not possible!’ In 1989,
Juan Linz wrote something smilar and published it in 19902 In 1988, | was a a congress in
Brazil, and | taked about trangtions to capitdism in Eastern Europe. | was shouted out of the

room and accused of being atraitor, an idiot, a class enemy, and everything else.

Q: Your work on trangtions to democracy was digtinguished by its use of game theory to andyze
drategic choices formaly. Why did you turn to game theory a a time when it was not a common

tool in the sudy of democratization?

A: | was extremdy struck by the degree to which Polish communigts thought drategicdly. By

that time | was going to Warsaw very often, and it was clear to me that the communists were

December 1851. The “Eighteenth Brumaire” refers to November 9, 1799 in the French Revolutionary Caendar, the
day the first Napoleon Bonaparte had made himself dictator by a coup d’ etat.

17 Samuel Huntington, “Will More Countries Become Democratic?” Political Science Quarterly Vol. 99, N°2
(Summer 1984): 193-218.

13



drategizing very carefully, even though they made a lot of mistakes. Indeed, whether you went
to Spain in the mid 70s or Poland in the mid 80s, over drinks, people anadlyzed palitics in
drategic terms. This doesn't mean that everybody knew everything, tha everybody could
anticipate dl the consequences of their choices. But | was struck from the beginning that people
were thinking drategicdly. | darted to think, maybe I'll put mysdf in ther shoes try to
understand the Situation drategicdly, modd it, and then see what | come up with.

The decison to use game theory probably stems from my generd methodologica
inclination to build a logicdly coherent argument and use formd tools to ascertan whether the
argument is, in fact, logicdly coherent. That's why Philippe Schmitter invited me to participate
in the Wilson Center project. When Philippe said, “You'll have something to say,” it's because
he thought | would probably think about trangtions to democracy in different terms than he and
Guilleemo O'Donndl did. José Maria Maraval, a dose friend of mine, was recdling the Wilson
Center conference recently, and he told me, “When you darted talking, | thought you were from
a different world. Then you went to the chakboard and started drawing these boxes and arrows. |
had no idea what it was dl about.” Now he uses game theory himsdf. So | think my use of game
theory was due to a combination of my methodologicad indinations and my strong intuition that
the palitica actorsinvolved in transitions to democracy thought strategically.*®

Q: Wha do you think your game theoretic analyss of trangtions to democracy added to the
work by Guillermo O’ Donnell and Philippe Schmitter??°

A: Let me answer in a roundabout way. | was @ a conference in the mid-1970s with Fernando

Henrique Cardoso. And Fernando Henrique was doing one of his dependency theory things?*

18 Juan J. Linz, “ Transition to Democracy,” The Washington Quarterly Vol. 13, N° 3 (Summer 1990): 143-64.
19 For Przeworski's reflections on the literature on transitions to democracy, see Adam Przeworski,
“Democratization Revisited,” Items (SSRC )Val. 51, N° 1 (March 1997): 6-11.

20 See especially Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the Market. Political and Economic Reformsin Eastern Europe
and Latin America (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991), Chapter 2. Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe
Schmitter, Transitions from Authoritarian Rule. Tentative Conclusions about Uncertain Democracies (Batimore,
Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986).

14



There were interests, then interests organized into classes and fractions, classes and fractions
made dliances, and s0 on. | asked him, “How do you know tha out of these classes and
fractions, you're going to get these dliances?” He replied, “Oh, Adam, you are asking for empty
formdisms” Wel, | didn't think those were empty formdisms, because the way dliances
emerge from a dructure of interests is not obvious. It could be that only one dliance is feasible,
that severd are feasble, or that none is feasble So, we need some tools to find out what
dliances are posshle. | saw game theory as a tool tha dlows us to determine what kind of
outcomes we should expect under particular conditions, under particular structures of interests.

Specificdly, one of my discoveries was that if dl the mgor actors involved in potentia
trangtions to democracy have complete information about each other's preferences, then under
the assumptions with which we described the Stuation, a trandtion would never occur. This
means you have to sart worrying about who knows what. Does the regime know about the
opposition or does the opposition know about the regime? What difference does this make? To
answer these questions, you need tools, forma tools. | think Philippe and Guilleemo, in their
Tentative Conclusions about Uncertain Democracies volume?® sort of threw their hands up in
the air and just said things are uncertain in trangtions to democracy. But these trandtions are not
as uncertain as they thought. There was more sructure, and, hence, more information about
regime trangtions that they could have utilized.

Q: Who were you taking to in teems of formdizing your game-theoretic analysis of trangtions

to democracy? At that time there was no game theoretic literature on trangtions.

A: | was taking to nobody. | didn't have interlocutors. But, even though what | was proposing
was novel, | think a lot of people got persuaded. They found some of the reasoning useful. In
1986, | published a pece in which | used some idess from Thomas Schelling's work to shed light

21 Cardoso is one of the founders of dependency theory, a theory that emphasizes the importance of external
determinants of the development prospects of poor countries. His most widely read book is Fernando H. Cardoso
and Enzo Faletto, Dependency and Development in Latin America (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979).

22 Guillermo O’ Donnell and Philippe Schmitter, Transitions from Authoritarian Rule. Tentative Conclusions about
Uncertain Democracies (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986).
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on when supporters of the incumbent, authoritarian regime would start jumping ship?® And |
remember people found that useful. Even Juan Linz found it useful. They were ligening.

Q: Subsequently, some people criticized your game theoretic andysis of trangtions for not being
formal enough.?* What's your assessment of these critiques?

A: My modd was crude and rudimentary for three reasons. One, there wasn't as much game-
theoretic work on politics twenty-five years ago. Two, my skills were not good enough to do it
better. And threg, | just wanted enough of a tool to understand, to my satisfaction, what was
going on. | wasn't writing a game theory aticle. | knew tha there were hard-liners, reformers,

and the opposdition, and that was good enough for me. | didn’t think | needed more.

Q: You followed up your game-theoretic research on trandtions to democracy with some
statistical work on transitions to, and the stability of, democracy.?®

A: By 1990 we had quite a few new democracies, and the question that appeared on the politica
and intellectua agenda was “consolidation,” a term | do not like to use. So | sarted asking the
same question everybody dse did, namely, “Now that we have these democracies, are they going
to be successful? Are they going to survive or not?’ | posed the genera question, “What are the
conditions under which democracies survive and under which they die?’

The fact that we had many new democracies meant that we had enough cases of
trangtion to democracy to dat thinking datisticaly about democratization. Even though we

2 Adam Przeworski, “Some Problems in the Study of the Transition to Democracy,” pp. 47-63, in Guillermo
O'Donnéll, Philippe Schmitter and Laurence Whitehead (eds.), Transitions from Authoritarian Rule. Comparative
Perspectives (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986).

24 See, for example, Scott Gates and Brian D. Humes, Games, Information, and Politics: Applying Game Theoretic
Models to Political Science (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1997), Chapter 5.

% The main relevant works are: Adam Przeworski and Fernando Limongi, “Modernization. Theory and Facts,”
World Politics Vol. 49, N°2 (1997): 155-83; and Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub and
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never redized it, we used to be extremely Bayesia?® in our approach to studying contemporary
democratization. In 1979, we had only three cases of trandtions to democracy on which to build
our beliefs Portugd, Greece, and Spain. As a result, every new case of trangtion to democracy
changed our minds about the causes of democrdtization. Our bdiefs were very ungeble. Every
case mattered, because there were extremely few. That was how we were learning about
democratization. By the beginning of the 1990s, | started thinking we now have enough cases of

new democracies that we can begin to develop statistics on them.

Q: One of the centrd findings of your research was tha the level of economic development
explains the survival of democracies, as Lipset had suggested in 1959, but it does not account
for the emergence of democracies. Your thesis about an asymmetric pattern of causation has

been questioned by severa authors, who argue that even your own data do not support it.28

A: There is no doubt that the probability that a democracy survives increases with per capita
income. You can contral it for everything from the kitchen snk to the grandmother’s ttic. That
relationship will survive anything. 1t's monotonic, and it's strong, unbelievably strong. | have no
shred of doubt about that.

With regard to whether trandtions to democracy are more likdy as countries become
more economicaly developed, let me say the following. When Fernando Limongi and | firgt
studied this issue in our 1997 World Politics article?® we did not find any significant relationship

between trangtions to democracy and the variables we considered. When we were writing the

Fernando Limongi, Democracy and Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World, 1950-1990
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000), see especially Chapter 2.

26 Bayesian statistics is based on a view of probability that hinges on the personal degree of belief an individual
holds that an event will occur. This view is contrasted to a classical approach to statistical inference, which relies on
afrequentist view of probability.

27 Seymour M. Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy,”
American Political Science Review Vol. 53, N°1 (1959): 69-105.

28 Carles Boix and Susan Stokes, “ Endogenous Democratization,” World Politics Vol. 55, N° 4 (July 2003): 517-49.

29 Adam Przeworski and Fernando Limongi, “Modernization. Theory and Facts,” World Politics Vol. 49, N°2
(1997): 155-83.
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book—Democracy and Development—and refining the data, we found a little curvature in there,
that is, we found some evidence of a relationship between economic development and transtions
to democracy.®® But we didn't pay much atention to this relaionship, in pat because we
couldn't pay attention to it datidticaly due to the way we were edimating it. Then Boix and
Stokes questioned our findings® Now there is a whole bunch of papers that argue that
democratization becomes more likely as countries develop economicaly. But they dl incorrectly
specify the datigicd modd. It turns out that regimes trandtions do not follow firg-order Markov
process. what | mean is that the probabilities of trangtion depend on past history, not only on the
current conditions. Once one introduces past regime higory into any datistical specification, the
redation between development and democratization vanishes®? It is sSmply not true that as

countries become more developed they are more likely to become democracies.

Q: Do you have a hunch about why the impact of income is not the same under democracy and
authoritarianism. That is, why does the level of income have such a powerful effect on the
survival of democracies but not on the surviva of dictatorships?

A: | have hunches. | think that democracy becomes more stable in more developed societies
because as people become wedthier, too much is a stake in attempting to subvert democracy.
Intense politicdl mohilizetion is risky in generd, and in wedthy democracies it is even more
risky, because people have too much to lose. For example, if the American presidentia eection
of 2000 had occurred in a country with one-third the income of the United States, it would have
ended in a coup d'etat or a civil war, as it did in Coda Rica in 1948 under very smilar
circumstances. These outcomes did not occur because people in the United States have too much
to lose. They eventudly said, “Well, we are going to be governed by a government that probably

30 Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and
Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World, 1950-1990 (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), Chapter 2.

31 CarlesBoix and Susan Stokes, “ Endogenous Democratization,” World Politics Vol. 55, N° 4 (July 2003): 517-49.

32 Adam Przeworski, “Economic Development and Transitions to Democracy: An Update,” unpublished manuscript,
Department of Poalitics, New Y ork University, August 23, 2003.
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gole the dection, has no legitimacy, and that we don't like. But so what? We will survive. We
have our homes, our cars and our TVs. So, why bother? There is too much at stake to go into the
sreet and build barricades or whatever.” In less developed countries, by contrast, more is a

dake. Thisiswhy democracies survive in wedlthy countries.

Q: But why does't the same mechanism work for dictatorships?

A: If | am correct that wedthy dictatorships are dable, the kind of mechanism | have just
described may indeed be at work. Namely, when you become a Taiwan, South Korea, or maybe
even an East Germany, or a Spain during Franco's time, the systems functions. People are edting,
and turning againg the system becomes dangerous. It's dways dangerous, but maybe it becomes
too risky because there is too much to lose. Now, rich dictatorships do eventudly fal. But my
cam is they don't fdl because of the income leve, they fal because of the accumulaion of
random hazards. For example, dictatorship fel in Tawan not because it became wedthy, but
because Tawan needed the support of democracies in its geopolitica struggle with China. |
think dictatorship fell in Spain, firs, because the founding dictator findly died and, second,
because Spain wanted to get into the European Community and couldn’t get in as a dictatorship.
| think dictatorship fell in East Germany because dictatorship fel in the Soviet Union. | think
dictatorship fdl in Venezuda in 1958—this was the fourth wedthiest dictatorship that ever
fdl—because the United States stopped supporting Jménez>® So, dictatorships eventudly die
But they die for idiosyncratic reasons, not because they have become devel oped.

Q: You have sad that we have a pretty good understanding of why democracies bresk down, yet
we gill lack a good understanding of why dictatorships bresk down. Might part of the reason for

this gap in our knowledge be that people have spent far more time studying democracies than
dictatorships?

19



A: Yes. We currently do not do a good job distinguishing one dictatorship from the next. This
poses a problem for how | have been studying trangtions to democracy. | have sudied the
guestion datidticaly by assuming tha the fdl of a dictatorship is equivaent to the emergence of
a democracy. But very often dictatorships fdl and are replaced by other dictatorships. So, we
need to diginguish among dictatorships, dlow for the posshbility that the outcome of the fdl of a
dictatorship is another dictatorship, and then re-estimate the modd. Then | think we will know
more. At the moment, | am working on this issue with a former graduate sudent, Jennifer
Gandhi. We wrote a paper together, and she wrote a whole dissertation on the issue of
ingtitutions under dictatorship>* For some reason, the literature decided a long time ago that
inditutions under dictatorship are merdy window dressing. Ultimately, it's the individud or
collective dictator who decides. Take Friedrich and Brzezinski. In the introduction to their book
on dictatorship,®® they say, “We are not going to bother with congtitutions and ingtitutions. They
don't matter.” The broader literature does much the same. There is a very good book by Brooker,
sort of a review of the literature on dictatorship.3® However, the word “law” or “ingitutions’
does not even appear in the index. Juan Linz has worried a lot about types of dictatorships®’ The
problem is that his classfication is not operationd. | cannot reproduce it. Juan knows, because
al of higory is stored in his brain. But | am a great ldiever in reproducible classfications, and |
do not know what observables | would have to consider to reach the same conclusions Juan does.

S0 Jen Gandhi and | posed the question, “Is it true that indtitutions do not meatter under
dictatorship?” And we ae finding consdently that inditutions actudly mater a lot under

33 Marcos Evangelista Pérez Jiménez was the head of Venezuela's military dictatorship from December 1952
through January 1958.

34 Jennifer Gandhi and Adam Przeworski, “Dictatorial Institutions and te Survival of Dictators,” unpublished
manuscript, Department of Politics, New Y ork University, 2002.

% Carl Friedrich and Zbigniew Brzezinski, Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1965).

36 paul Brooker, Non-Democratic Regimes: Theory, Government and Politics (New York: St. Martin's Press, 2000).
37 See Juan J. Linz, “Totalitarianism and Authoritarian Regimes,” pp. 175-411, in Fred Greenstein and Nelson
Polsby (eds.), Handbook of Political Science Voal. 3, Macropolitical Theory (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley

Press, 1975). Reprinted with a new introduction as Juan J. Linz, Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes (Boulder:
Lynne Rienner, 2000).
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dictatorship. They affect dl kinds of policies and outcomes. | think dictatorships are by far the
most understudied areain comparative politics. We need to start thinking about it.

Q: There is a notable contrast between your 1991 book, Democracy and the Market, and your
2000 book, Democracy and Development.®® In 1991, you critiqued Lipset and Barrington Moore
for offering higtory without people, and you emphasized the importance of focusng on draegic
actors. Yet your 2000 book could be characterized as correlations without people. There seems to

have been a shift in perspective and aloss of a sense of paliticsin your work.

A: This is completely fair. The intent of the 2000 book was to clear up some of the mess in the
empirica literature. We told oursdves, “Let us get the best facts we can, conduct robustness
teds, and then decide wha we should beieve” We were programméticaly repressng any
theoretical findings, and we were dHiberaidy saying, “We don’'t want to theorize, we don’t want
to hang these facts on our theoreticd assumptions. We want to be purely inductive, purely
frequentist.” Let's firgd edtablish the facts, then we can think about how to explain them. I've
recently published two pieces addressng why it is that democracy survives in developed
countries®® You have to write a very complicated model to figure that out. | think | have a story
that explans this now. But addressng these kinds of quesions and introducing micro-
motivations and dtrategic decisons is a different task from what we proposed in the 2000 book.
My idea was to see what the facts are that need to be explained, then explain them. | get articles
by economigs dl the time that say “here is a gdylized fact” and then propose some redly
complicated modd to explain it. | frequently respond to such aticles by saying “there is no such
fact.” So, | didn't want to write modes until | knew what | wanted to explain.

Determinants of Devel opment

38 Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the Market. Political and Economic Reforms in Eastern Europe and Latin
America (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio
Cheibub and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World,
1950-1990 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000).

39 Adam Przeworski, “Democracy as an Equilibrium,” Public Choice. “Democracy as an Equilibrium.” Public

Choice 123(2005): 253-273. Benhabib, Jess and Adam Przeworski. “The political economy of redistribution under
democracy.” Economic Theory(2005)..
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Q: Another mgor topic you address in Democracy and Development concerns the politica
determinants of economic development.

A: | have had a life long interest in this question that goes back to Poland and my years as a
graduate student at Northwestern. The communis regime in Poland legitimized itsdf by saying it
was going to produce development. The communiss said they were offering a shortcut to
modernity. In Poland, we had doubts about that clam. Was it true that dictatorship was necessary
for economic development? Or was it just a propaganda line of the communist regime? The same
issue surfaced in the United States, where Karl de Schweinitz and Wadter Gaenson both
published pieces in 1959 that basicaly said “We are democrats, but maybe we have to face te
hard fact that in poor counties you need dictatorship to mobilize resources for development.”°
That was the question | tackled in my dissertation, and it has been an issue | have thought about
the rest of my life.

After 1990, the broad question of the impact of politica regimes on development became
rdlevant again. We wanted to know not only whether the new democracies that had emerged
were going to survive, but dso what kind of economic results they were going to produce.
American discourse on the matter had changed. Whereas the standard line had been that
democracies were not good for development, now the officid American propaganda line was
that democracies would produce great development. Meanwhile, a literature had accumulated. |
reviewed this literature with a former dudent of mine, Fernando Limongi, and found it
bewildering.* The most bewildering pat was that no sudy before 1982 showed that
democracies grow faster, yet no studies after 1982 showed that dictatorships grow faster. And
gnce a change in ideology had aso occurred a that time, | thought this pattern in the literature
was peculiar. So | decided to study the question serioudy, satigtically, and with good data.

40 \ arl de Schwenitz Jr. “Industrialization, Labor Controls, and Democracy,” Industrial Development and Cultural
Change Val. 7, N° 4 (1959): 385-404; Walter Galenson, Labor and Economic Development (New Y ork: John Wiley
and Sons, 1959).
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Q: What conclusions did you reach?

A: It is clear that democracy, at an aggregate level, does not affect the rate of growth of tota
income. There are some people, Robert Barro, for example®? who dam tha if you messure
democracy in continuous terms, you find a curvilinear reationship between democracy and
development. But | think there is dso a curvilinear rdationship between dictatorship and
development: nortdemocratic countries with medium levels of income dso have high raes of
growth. If you plot rates of growth by per capita income, you will see that they reach a
maximum, and then dtart declining. So | think economigts like Barro are spotting a pattern that is
independent of democracy. | think that regimes, a an aggregate level, have no impact on
development.

The Holy Gral of this whole quest, and | am dill active in it, is to find palitica
inditutions that are effective for development. This program has been unsuccessful so far. There
is a literature that uses subjective measures of inditutions, such as the security of property rights,
independent judiciary, transparency, corruption, and so on. These measures al cover the recent
period. If you do a cross-section, you find that these inditutions correlate with economic growth.
It dways works. But when you try to reproduce these results using observables ingead of
subjective measures, you can never get any results. So even at this more disaggregated leve, we
dill can't find any effect of inditutions on growth. There is a large literature that says
“inditutions maiter,” but then the question becomes “which indtitutions?” And we don't know.
Maybe inditutions matter, but we redly don't know which. | am ill at it, collecting data that go
farther back in history.

The Concept of Democracy

Q: In the gatidtical research you conduct in Democracy and Development, you use what you cal
a “minimdig conception” of democracy as a sysem in which rulers are sdected without

41 Adam Przeworski and Fernando Limongi, “Political Regimes and Economic Growth,” Journal of Economic
Perspectives Val. 7, N° 3 (Summer 1993): 51-69.

“2 Robert J. Barro, Determinants of Economic Growth: A Cross-Country Empirical Study (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 1997).
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violence by competitive eéections. Moreover, you have argued explicitly for such a minimdist
conception.*® Why have you adopted this view?

A: People have very high expectations of democracy. | start from an understanding of democracy
as a sysem in which rulers are dected and are subject to re-dection, that is, they can be removed
by a vote of a mgority of citizens | sought to understand, through inductive and deductive
thinking, what it is reasonable for us to expect from democracy. As we have discussed, datidtica
results show that we shouldn’t expect economic development from democracy. But should we
expect that decisions will be rationd, in a sort of 18" century way? Again | say “no.” Should we
expect accountability? Well, we know that eections are a very dull indrument of accountability.
They are cetanly not sufficient to ensure accountability. Should we expect that democratic
governments produce equdity? Here | think the puzzle is gill open. Why is it tha democracies
don't equdize incomes more? | think we should expect such equdization, but | don't think we
see it. So, to the question, “What should we expect democratic governments to generate?’ |
respond: development no, rationality no, accountability little, equaity perhaps.

What can we expect with some certainty from democracy? We should expect that people
are not going to kill each other, nor that would be killed by governments. That is why | go back
to Popper and Bobbio™ and say, “Democracy is a system that keeps us from killing each other;
and that's good enough.” | came to this conception of democracy as a result of the 1973 coup
agang Allende in Chile. | redized how important democracy is and that any policy that may
undermine democracy is irresponsble, because it may lead to mass murder. My minimaist view
of democracy redly dates from that experience. We leftists had an ambivaent attitude about
democracy. We used democracy if it advanced our goas and dismissed it if it didn't advance our
gods. But in 1973 | redized that democracy is a vaue to be defended above dl ese. That was a
mgor trandformetion in my thinking.

43 Adam Przeworski, “Minimalist Conception of Democracy: A Defense,” pp. 23-55, in lan Shapiro and Casiano
Hacker-Cordon (eds.), Democracy’ s Value (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

44 K arl Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1945); Norberto Bobbio, The
Future of Democracy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984), pp. 156.
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Q: Currently, under the umbrdla phrase the “quaity of democracy,” there seems to be a move

away from aminimalist conception of democracy. Isthis productive?

A: It's extremey productive. This question is related to the methodologica controversy about
dichotomous versus continuous measures of democracy.*® It seems to me that the right way to
think about this is as follows. There are some countries we cannot think about as democratic, and
comparing whether Pinochet was more democratic than Vidda*® or whether Stdin was more
democratic than Hitler, makes no sense. These regimes were clearly dictatorships, and they have
a score of zero. Now, that doesn't mean we cannot say that one country is more democratic than
another. This is where | use pregnancy as an andogy. Somebody can be one month pregnant,
two months pregnant, and so on. We can make didtinctions. So | am extremdy sympathetic
toward endeavors to assess the quality of democracy.

The problem with such efforts is that it is very hard to devise satisfactory measures of the
qudity of democracy; and one has to be very careful doing it. One has to be very careful because
this phrase, “the qudity of democracy,” is becoming a geopoliticd insrument of the US
government and of internationd financid inditutions, which use it to force an inditutiona and
political agenda on various countries. In this regard, there is an outburst of effort to try and rate
“good governance” But, what does good governance mean from the point of view of the
government of Kenya or Indonesa? It means that the US government says, “We are going to
give you hundreds of millions of dollars if you do this to your politica sysem.” And many of the
people who are advocating such agendas have no idea what they are doing.

It might be different if such policy decisons were based on solid research, if we redly
knew what works and what doesn’'t. Then | would be hesitant, but sympathetic. But we don't
know. Let's say we introduce an independent judiciary. What does an independent judiciary
produce in Ecuador? | read a little piece on this topic, and the concluson was that an
independent judiciary makes judges chegper to bribe. When judges lack independence from
paliticians, you have to bribe a politician, and that politician has to share the bribe with other
politicians s0 they will back him up. But reforms that increase the independence of the judiciary

S David Collier and Robert N. Adcock, “Democracy and Dichotomies: A Pragmatic Approach to Choices About
Concepts,” Annual Review of Political Science Val. 2: 537-65 (Palo Alto, Cal.: Annual Reviews, 1999).
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may only make it chegper to bribe judges because foreign firms can just pick up one judge after
another, thereby cutting out the politicians. We don't have an idea of what works and what
doesn't. The debate about the quaity of democracy has to be conducted with a greater
understanding of its political consequences.

Wha bothers me dso is that many of these initiatives hide an ideologicad agenda. Take,
for example, Freedom House's ranking of countries*’ They rate countries according to whether
people are free to do things. So the United States ranks close to the top. Americans are free to
form politicad parties, they ae free to vote. But they don't form politicad parties, and hdf the
population doesn’'t vote, even in presidentid eections. | find this idea of freedom as an abdract
potentidity divorced from the ability to exercise it to be ideologicdly tainted and unconvincing.
Rosa Luxemburg once said “The problem is not to be free, but to act fredy.” In this spirit, we
should be asking how many parties are there, what do they propose, how often do poor people
compete and get elected, etc.? But that is not what Freedom House does. | see Freedom House as
aproduct of American ideology.

Q: How would you go about studying the qudity of democracy?

A: The firg thing | would look a is the access of money to politics This is what redly
differentistes democracies. When Lenin says in a letter to Hungarian workers in 1919,
“Bourgeois democracy is just a specific form of bourgeois dictatorship,” he has the following
mechanism in mind. Democracy is a universdidic sysem, sort of a game with absract,
universdigtic rules. But the resources different groups bring into this system are unequa. Now,
imagine a basketbal game played between people who are seven feet tall and people who are
short like me. The outcome is clear. We are playing this game between people who can spend a
lot of money at it and people who can't. | think there was a red grain of truth in the work by

48 president Jorge R. Videlawas president of Argentinaduring 1976-81 in the context of amilitary regime.

47 Freedom House publishes two annual indices of all countries of the world, one on political rights and another on
civil liberties. The data can be accessed at http://freedomhouse.org/index.htm
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Miliband on the empiricd Marxist theory of the state®® Namely, when money enters politics,
economic power gets transformed into politica power, and politicd power in turn becomes
indrumenta to economic power. This is what we are witnessng in many countries. If | were to
try to messure the qudity of democracy, that's where | would hit first, on dl the rules and
practices that regulate the access of money to palitics.

Resear ch on M ethodology

Q: In addition to your substantive projects, you have dso written about methods, especidly in
the earlier years of your career. Why have you had this interest in writing about methods?

A: There are probably two reasons. First, severd times | started tackling substantive problems
only to discover that the avalable methods didn’t work, that they couldn't serve to answer the
question. As a result, | would gart getting involved in methodological issues. | never redly did
methodology for methodology’s sake. But | do have to admit that | sometimes ended up writing
methodologica pieces without going back to the subgtantive problem. That's true of the book
about systems andysis that | co-authored in 1975,*° which grew out of a project on the extension
of the siffrage. In that case, | never went back from the methodologica issues to the substantive
problem.

The second reason was that, when | left Poland, | didn’t want to study Poland, | didn't
know enough about the US to study the US, and | didn’t want to study Latin America because |
was not a Latin American. So | had to figure out what | could do, and methods was one of those
things It was only in the early 1970s tha | sad to mysdf, “Why ae you doing dl this
methodologica stuff if what you redly care about are subgtantive questions?” That's when |
darted doing subgtantive things again.

“8 Ralph Miliband, The State in Capitalist Society (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1969).

49 Adam Przeworski and John Sprague, Systems Analysis for Social Scientists (New York: Wiley, 1975).
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But | have continued flirting with methodologica issues. | recently co-authored a piece
with a former student, James Vredand.>® We wanted to know what impact the IMF has on
economic growth. But when we darted thinking about this, we concluded that there was redly
no datisticd modd that did what we wanted to do. So we ended up writing a methodologica
article as a byproduct of the substantive article™*

Also, | have to admit that | find methodologicd work intdlectudly plessing. | like
working on methods because | like logica puzzles.

Q: Your best-known methodologicad work is your book with Henry Teune, The Logic of
Comparative Social Inquiry.>? What do you see asits main contributions?

A: The book's main theoretical contribution, which originates from Polish sociology, is that
comparative politics is not about comparing, but rather it is about testing hypotheses across
countries. What we are involved in when we conduct “comparative research” is testing generd
hypotheses under different historica conditions.

Another contribution concerns the generation of data that are comparable across
countries. We were focusng on surveys, and a the time people believed that you ensured
comparability by trandating, as accurately as you could, questionnaires from one language into
another. We found that when you asked people if there were any conflicts in their community in
the United States, they would say, “yeah, there are three. over water, over schools, and over this
road.” But when you asked this question in India and trandated the word “conflict” to the closest
word in Hindi, people would say “No, no. In this community we live in peace, we don't kill each
other.” Why was this? Because in the Indian understanding there was nothing between the
extremes of peace and harmony and mutua killing. The notion of limited, regulated conflict was
not in their conceptua apparatus. | came to the concluson that it did not work to trandate

%0 Adam Przeworski and James Raymond Vreeland, “The Effect of IMF Programs on Economic Growth,” The
Journal of Development Economics Val. 62 (2000): 385-421.

1 Adam Przeworski and James Raymond Vreeland, “A Statistical Model of Bilateral Cooperation,” Political
Analysis Val. 10, N° 2 (2002): 101-112.

52 Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry (New York: Wiley, 1970).
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questions literdly, that there was no cross-ndiond equivaence, which is the technicd term we
were concerned about. Teune and | developed what we thought was a clever way of controlling

the meaning of different scales across countries.

Q: This book, published in 1970, is ill used in many graduate courses. Given tha the field of
methodology is supposedly ever changing, this is somewhat surprisng. Why do you think that is

the case?

A: Yes the book is 4ill being printed; it's ill dive. Why is this s0? | think it was a good book. |
think we redlly set things sraight. There are a lot of things in this book that |1 do not believe now.
For example, the stuff on research design, about most smilar and mogt different systems designs,
was wrong. | changed my mind on some of these things But | think the centrd thess that
compardive research is fundamentdly about testing hypotheses under different historical and
geographical conditions, provides a tie to the generd enterprise of socid science. | dso think we
offer some useful advice regarding the specific pursuit of information under different higtorica
and geographica conditions.

Q: If you were to rewrite The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry, in what other ways would it
be different?

A: That's easy to answer. | now believe that counterfactuds play the crucid role in comparative
thinking. What we want to know in comparative research, in the socid sciences in generd, is
what would have happened had a particular unit, say country, been observed in a different dtate
of the causd variable, under different “trestment.” The trick is to find reasonable ways to inform
such counterfactuds, to use what we can observe to inform the hypotheticad dtates we do not
observe. Take the impact of colonidiam, the topic of a dissertation | am currently directing, by
Sunny Kaniyathu. It is obvious that when Adam Smith thought that coloniaism was ruinous for
the colonized territories, he assumed that these territories would have developed had they not
been colonized. Later Marxids thought the same In contrast, Marx and JS. Mill thought
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colonidism was conducive to economic development because they assumed that otherwise these
territories would have remained stagnant. Hence, the answers depend on the counterfactua one
assumes. Which, then, are the correct counterfactuas? How do we choose among them? So if |

were to write a comparative methods book today, it would be sdlection bias driven.>

Q: In terms of sdection bias, do you find King, Keohane, and Verba's discusson of the issue
useful >

A: | think it's an excdlent discusson, though, to my taste, the issue of counterfactuds is
underemphasized. King knows what he is doing and understands the importance of the problem.
But ther formulation of the issues rushes too quickly to datistics, without going through
philosophical problems entailed in counterfactud thinking.

Core ldeas and Their Reception

Q: What are the ideas you most like or consider to be your best ideas?

A: What good idesas do | think I’'ve had? | think my idea of class compromise was a grest idea. |
like the way Walersein and | conceptudized the idea of sructura dependence of the state on
capitd. | like the whole idea of dectord trade-off and the disntegration of the working classes
as it enters into dectord politics. But | am not sure it worked empiricaly. We expected much
more of adecay of the socidist parties than we found in Paper Stones.

| think that my undersganding of democracy as a st of rules for processng conflicts in a
peaceful way, that entall a particular kind of uncertainty, and that dlow groups to make certain
inter-temporal trade-offs, is a good one. I'm very much attached to this idea of democracy
enabling inter-tempord trade-offs.

>3 Selection bias is a systematic form of error that derives from the study of a non-random sample.
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From ny methodologica work, | think the idea that comparative politics is about testing

hypotheses across countries is agood one.

Q: What do you think about the reception of your work? Are there any ideas that you think have
been unfairly neglected?

A: | have been lucky in that when | thought | had a good ideg, it found echoes. Sometimes things
| didn't even think were paticularly brilliant found echoes. These ideas were not drictly
gpesking origind. You can dways dig back somewhere and find somebody who said something
like this. But for me they were origind; and they were received as such.

| do think, however, that two of my methodologica ideas were neglected. The idea that
comparative research is testing general hypotheses under different hitorical conditions never
took off.>® | think quite afew people do approach comparative paliticsin this way. But open any
comparative textbook, and you' re going to find that the first or second sentence of it says that
comparative paliticsis about comparing countries. Also, the suggestion about how to generate

data that are comparable across countries has not been picked up, until the recent work by Gary
King.

Q: Arethere any things you wrote that you think were fundamentally misinterpreted?

A: For some reason, the andyss of the process of economic reform in the fourth chapter of

Democracy and the Market has been read as a Sgn of my support of radica neoliberd reforms. |

can't quite figure it out. Thisis an obvious misinterpretation.

> Gary King, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry. Scientific Inference in Qualitative
Research (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994).

%5 Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry (New York: Wiley, 1970).
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The Resear ch Process

Q: Turning to the research process itsdf, how do you formulate research questions? From where

do you draw inspiration?

A: What typicdly happens is that | find that there is something | don’t know, that we collectively
don't know, or about which we @llectively hold bdiefs that are not mutudly consgent. If | fed
that the issues involved are paliticaly important, then | am likdy to dat thinking about them.
Bascdly, | get motivated by politicaly important problems that are intdlectudly puzzling. For
me, research is anormatively and paliticaly driven matter.

Q: Does reading palitical theory, the classics, inform your research?

A: Reading classcs of political theory is extremey important to me. It's a source of hypotheses,
higorica information, and greet idess. | believe that few of the basc problems are new. If you
reed Aridotle, you will find the agenda of American politicdl science pretty much lad out.
Obvioudy, higorica conditions have changed, and you can now ask dl kinds of detaled
questions that are not raised in the classcs. Also, the dasdcs often contain vague intuitions and
not formulations that can be actualy researched. Sill, they are an immensdy important source of
knowledge and intuition.

| interact with a group of politicd philosophers on a daly bass. I've been teaching a
course for years with Bernard Manin, an historian of political thought and the author of a great
book on the theory of representative government.>® We teach this course together; he teaches
about Rousseau and | do models, he talks about Condorcet and | do models. These authors are a
very important source for me.

When | came to this country in the 1960s, typicaly the same people taught politica
philosophy and comparative palitics. In fact, most jobs in comparative politics were cast as jobs
in political philosophy and comparative politics The same person would teach “From Pato to

%8 Bernard Manin, The Principles of Representative Government (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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NATO,” as it was cdled a tha time, and “Introduction to Comparative Government.” That
relaionship between comparative politics and politica theory became disassociated. Today |
think we ignore politicd philosophy. Students of comparative politics are not introduced to big
guestions anymore, as vague as the intuition behind them may have been. And | think that the

cost is that students are more and more narrow.

Q: You have characterized yoursdf as a “methodologica opportunist.”’ Could you describe
your genera approach to methods?

A: | an avere to methodological controverses, which | disinguish from technical issues.
Everyone wants to know about methodology of comparative politics, and | congtantly get invited
to engage in methodologicd controverses David Latin is running such things dl the time,
Robert Bates, too. But | avoid such controversies. | do think things have to be technicaly right.
If you're doing theory, you have to do rigorous theory. If you're doing datidicd anayss, you
should be doing good datistical andyss. You need craftsmanship in both. | think craftsmanship
is enormoudy important, but | don’'t have a methodologicd religion.

| don't think everything should be done with game theory, or with dSatigtics, or with
gructurd andyss, or with stories. Methods are tools, and some methods are good for some
questions and other nathods are good for other questions. | am driven by substantive questions,
and | try to answer them aswel as possible. This |leads me to use different methods.

There is another reason | don't think it is productive to get involved in abdract
discussons about which is a good method and which is a bad method. As Kuhn suggested,
people imitate exemplars rather than being persuaded by methodological preaching.®® | have
adways bdieved that giving good examples works better than persuading with abstract idess. So,
if I want to persuade people that something is a good method, | use it in my research.

57 Adam Przeworski, Contribution to “The Role of Theory in Comparative Politics: A Symposium,” World Politics
Vol. 48, N° 1 (October 1995): 16-21.
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Q: Yet you do seem to consider yoursdf a scientist.

A: Yes | am a sientig. | believe that logicad coherence and empiricd fddfiability are essentid
criteria of science. What you say has to cohere logicdly, and it has to have observable

consequences that can be shown to be true or false.

Models and Economics

Q: The todls of formd theory and game theory figure prominently in your work. At what stage in
the research process do you begin modeling? Wha ae you trying to accomplish with your
models?

A: Wha normaly happens is that | gart thinking about a causd chain. For example, you have a
society with a particular per capita income, income didribution, and degree of inequdity. This
society dso has politica inditutions that determine how decisons are made. One way to dart to
modd the society is to focus on the decisve palitical actor and this actor’s income location.
That's a classc modd. Then you might ask, “What is going to hgppen to this society over time if
it garts off poor and unequa? And, dternatively, wha is going to happen to the society if it
dats off poor and equd? How will income inequdity and political inditutions change in these
different scenarios?’ | immediatdy find that 1 can’t sort out this kind of problem without writing
down some symbols. I'm not smart enough to think about this causd chain without formaizing
it.

Many years ago my friend Jon Elgter taught me that informal, deductive arguments don't
work. Some people are geniuses, you give them assumptions, and they can tel you the
conclusons. When you do the mathematicd modd to check their conclusons, you see that they
are right. I’'ve known people like this, but that sort of informa deduction is beyond my capacity.
Mathematics, somebody once wrote, is a tool for the supid. Smat people know what
consequences are implied by the assumptions. But | find it too confusng. So | sart writing down

*8 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970).
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symbols quite early into the process. Very often these symbols never appear in print. | do it just
to cler my mind. My daughter, who knows more mathematics than | do, thinks | start modeling
too early, that | don't think enough before | plunge into mathematics. She is probably right,
because when you dat formdizing there is a midfit between your intuition and the
formdization, and the resulting modd sometimes doesn't answer what you thought it would

answer. But | have to formaize to clear my mind. | don’t know how to think otherwise.

Q: Formd theorizing has not been part of the tool kit of comparativists until recently. How did
you learn thisway of thinking so early?

A: As a saventeen year old student in Poland, | was exposed to two years of tough, rigorous
mathematica logic. | was taught to think deductively. That helped me when | came across Luce
and Raiffa’'s book on game theory.>® There was dmost no training in forma theory when | was
being educated as a politicd scientis. My greatest chdlenge has dways been to keep up with my
sudents. | aways fear that | am just not capable of learning the new stuff. But my prior exposure
to mathematical logic took away the fear of anything with symbols in it. In the end, it's just a
metter of time, of alocating the time to keep learning new things.

Q: In the process of formaization, of building a modd, are you able to achieve new insghts and
resch surprising conclusons?

A: Sure. | have found lots of surprisng deductive results. For example, when | was working on
my mode of trangtions to democracy, | came to the concluson tha if the hard-liners and
reformers indde the nondemocratic regime and the oppostion to the regime dl know
everything, there will be no trangtion. | didn't see thisuntil | wrote the modd for it.

When you build a modd you are not necessxily going to achieve results tha ae

surprising in terms of your main intuition. Ingteed, the payoff very often comes in cordlary,
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laterd conclusions that you didn't think about. For example, 1 have been working on a mode of
the survivd of democracy as a repeated conflict over wedlth distribution.®® | was trying to show
that the probability that a democracy will survive increases a higher income levels. In the
process, | discovered that poor countries cannot redistribute much income under democracy.
That was completdly surprising; | did not think about or anticipateit.

You do get surprises in modding. But perhgpos most often you just redize that your idess
are incoherent. | have been working on a modd reaing politicd accountability to economic
growth with Jess Benhabib for more than a year now and it just does not want to cohere. We fix
one argument and immediately discover that it is inconagtent with another. | think we have it
right now, but in the process we discovered that many published models of “predatory state” are
smply incoherent.

Q: In addition to usng formd tools in theorizing, you've often drawvn on the work of economigts.
When did you start reading economics?

A: Since about 1972. | was teaching a course on the Marxist theory of the state, a topic that had
generated a great exploson of interest at the time. In 1969/70, there was an exchange between
Miliband and Poulantzas® and the literature was evolving every year as new works appeared. |
came to the concluson that the Marxist theory of the state made no sense, because Marxist
economics made no sense. During this time there were severd critiques of Marxis economics
and severd theorems that showed that Marx's clam about the declining rate of profit under

%9 R. Duncan Luce and Howard Raiffa, Games and Decisions: Introduction and Critical Survey (New York: Wiley,
1957).
60 Adam Przeworski, “Democracy asan Equilibrium.” Public Choice 123(2005): 253-273.

61 Ralph Miliband, The State in Capitalist Society (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1969); Nicos Poulantzas, “The Problem
of the Capitalist State,” New Left Review N°58 (1969): 67-78; Ralph Miliband, “The Capitaist State: Reply to
Nicos Poulantzas,” New Left Review N° 59 (1970): 53-60.

36



capitdism was fdse. Elder, John Roemer and | came to the concluson that the economic mode
underlying Marxist theories of the state made no sense.®?

That's when | decided to bite the bullet and learn some neo-classica economics. | was
aded in the process by the fact that Michae Walerstein, who had reached the same concluson
as |, was a dudent in my class. He went to the economics department and did their whole
graduate program in economics He badcdly taught me the rudiments of neo-classcd
economics. Since then | have been reading more and more economics. Today | read more things
by economigts than by political scientists, because a lot of economists do political science now. |
recently published a textbook on paliticd economy in which the man thess is that you cannot
do political economy unless you know economics®®

Satistics and Data

Q: What role do gatigtics play in your research?

A: Things end with datigics. | do not turn to Satidics until after | have learned enough history
and achieved a dear st of hypotheses with prima facie plaushbility that follow logicaly from
some assumptions. Then | turn to datidtics to see if the hypotheses are true of fase. But let me
emphasze an important point: | don't regard my datisticadl observations as anonymous “déta
points” In Democracy and Development, we studied 130 countries. Yet | can give you at least a
haf-hour gtory of the higtory of one hundred of them. | redly do believe that you have to know
the history of these places before you do statitics.

%2 For Przeworski’s assessment of Marxist theories of the state, see Adam Przeworski, The State and the Econony
Under Capitalism (New Y ork: Harwood Academic Publishers, 1990).

3 Adam Przeworski, States and Markets: A Primer in Political Economy (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press,
2003).

37



Q: One of the digtinctive things about your work is that you largely produce your own data sets,
whereas economists and political scientists, too, tend to download from the Internet data sets

created by someone else. What are your criteria concerning data sets?

A: Economigts are, by and large, cardless about the data they use, especidly the politicd data. |
am a purist about data Firg, | think that data carry in themsaves theoreticd and sometimes
ideological baggage. With regard to the data on politica regimes that | used in my collaborative
work on democracy and development, we firg defined very explicitly what we meant by
democracy and what we did not mean by democracy. Only then did we dart to collect data. We
discuss our methodology in some detail.®*

Second, | very much believe that the data we generate should be reproducible by others
on the basis of observations. Somebody who has the same information | do and who knows the
rules | used to produce my data should be &ble to arrive at the same conclusions. | believe that
results have to be reproducible from observations and rules.

These are my man criteria regarding data sets. | find some commonly used data sets do
not meet these criteria. This is my quarrd with Freedom House, which | dso find ideologicaly
loaded. And this is my quarrel with the Polity data set.®® Findly, data collection is an extremdy
messy operation, and, for this reason, you need to run dl kinds of logica consstency checks.
Very often the data sets are sructured in a manner that allows you to do this. For example, if you
have “votes by party” and then “totd number of votes” you can do a little check to see if the
votes by party add up to the totd number of votes. You'd be surprised, because these things

often don't add up.

%4 See Michael Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, Fernando Limongi and Adam Przeworski, “Classifying Political
Regimes,” Studies in Comparative International Development Vol. 31, N° 2 (Summer 1996). 1-36; Adam
Przeworski, Michagl E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and Development:
Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World, 1950-1990 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000),
Chapter 1.

% The Polity project offers annual data on all countries of the world, on regime and authority characteristics. The
data can be accessed at http://www.cidecm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/
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Q: In the 1960s, there was a surge of interest in the socid sciences in generating data sets. This
interest subsequently faded, and now we are again witnessng a strong interest in data collection.
Wha explains this cycle?

A: It's a good question. | think the observation is correct that there was a mgor trend toward
collecting aggregate data in the mid 1960s and early 1970s, that now there is a new trend in this
direction, and that in the meantime not much attention was given to the issue. | redly don't know
why this is s0. The mid 1960s was the age of factor anadyss, and we had indicators of
everything. That died out because it wasn't very informative. So perhaps the interest in data ded
out with factor analyss. | don't know. But the appearance of the Penn World Tables, widdy
used by growth economigts since the mid-1980's, was an important occurrence. The Penn Tables
gave us economic data at least. That's what convinced me to plunge back into the democracy and
development Stuff.

Narratives and Cases

Q: If one compares your 2000 book on democracy and development, to your 1985 and 1986

66

books on socid democracy, it seems tha you have moved away from usng higtoricd

narretivesin your research.

A: | do not think so. For my research on socid democracy, | read a lot of writings and
biographies of socidist leaders. | was trying to understand how these people saw the world, what
choices they faced, and how they anticipated the consequences of their decisons. | thought that
if I could put mysdf in ther shoes, then maybe | could figure things out. So | read a lot of
hisory. My method, to the extent | was aware of what | was doing, was amost a Weberian

%6 Adam Przeworski, Capitalism and Social Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); Adam
Przeworski and John Sprague, Paper Stones. A History of Electoral Socialism (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1986); Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and
Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World, 1950-1990 (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000).
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verstehen method.®” | was atempting to see the structure of choices from the point of view of the
protagonists. The things | wrote had a substantid narrative component.

Then, for the particular question | addressed in Democracy and Development | thought |
needed datistics. But in the work I'm currently doing on development, | am back to reading
biographies of dictators and novels about dictators, which are very informative. 1 would like to
get into Park’s shoes and Mobutu's shoes and see why one of them was a developmentd leader
and the other was a thief.®® My current hunch is that developmentalist dictators are those who
loved their mothers obvioudy this is not something you will learn or be dble to test with
datigtics, but when you read novels and biographies, the pattern becomes uncanny. Note, by the
way, that if this is true, counterfactuds ental something we cannot observe, sdection on
unobservables.

Q: You don't write case sudies, as this methodology is conventionally understood. Yet you have
published various articles on Poland. What role does Poland play in your thinking?

A: Because Poland is the country | know, it's the case | used for trying out abstract idess. It is
not that easy for me to think abstractly. So, | like to process abstract idess through examples.
Poland is the case | often used for this purpose. Also, when historica events, the rise of the
Solidarity movement and the subsequent coup d'etat, were happening in Poland, | got involved
in studying Poland and writing some papers as paliticd interventions. But, otherwisg, it plays no

particular role. | have recently been to Latin America more than Poland.

Q: How do you learn about the countries that interest you?

7 Verstehen, a German word, is usually translated as “interpretive understanding.” See Max Weber, The
Methodology of the Social Sciences, translated and edited by Edward Schils and Henry Finch (New York: Free
Press, 1949), pp. 160.

%8 General Park Chung Hee was the autocratic President of South Korea from 1961 to 1979. Mobutu Sese Seko was
dictator of Zaire from 1965 until 1997.
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A: | typicaly go to meetings abroad, where | have friends who grab me at the arport and eagerly
sy, “Do you know what's happening?” And they tell me al about what's happening. Then | go
and gt for three days where people are ddivering papers on Argenting, Kenya, Poland, or China,
and | update. Conferences are a great way to do that. You are force-fed for three days, and you
learn alot. | learn by going to places and talking to people.

Q: Arethere any countries you keep up with closely or on aregular basis?

A: To do comparative palitics the way | do, that is, without a specific area focus, | have to keep
up with and understand the complex redities of a least a few countries. For various reasons
having to do with my persond history, | keep up with Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Spain, France,
Poland, South Korea, and Kenya. | vigit these countries maybe once every two years, some more
often. | aso read about them systematically. And | have students there, who send me things that
they and other people write. When | go abroad, | never interview people formaly. But | do tak
to people, including government officds. Many former socid science colleagues who
participated in the Wilson Center project on trandtions to democracy as wel as some of my
former sudents are in governments these days, and | certainly tak to them. We meet over
dinner. That's how | keep up. But it's only keeping up, it's not the same as doing systematic
research.

Q: You must have good language sKills.

A: Polish is my native language. | can read and spesk French and Spanish rather fluently, and |

can get dong in other romance and Savic languages. | read novels in different languages. For

example, | just finished anove in Portuguese.

Non-academic Writing
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Q: Some of your writing has been amed a a broad non-academic audience. Do you make a
conscious effort to produce more accessble versons of your work when you are atempting to
reach a broader audience?

A: | dmost dways do. | very often write something technicd for a smdler audience, and then,
when | am redly sure | have something, | write something less technical for a broader audience.
| do try to write, from time to time, with the god of making a politica intervention. | wrote a
piece that had a lot of echo in The Journal of Democracy, on neoliberd falacies®® | wrote
something for the Boston Review on democracy and the economy.”® Ancther piece for The
Journal of Democracy, on why democracies survive, as wel as a collaborative volume,
Sustainable Democracy,”* were intended as politica interventions as much as anything dse.
Ealy on | wrote things on Poland that were ddiberately politicaly amed. | do see mysdf as a
participant, even if margina and ineffectud, in public life.

Colleagues, Collaboratorsand Students

Q: At the dat of your career, you worked briefly at the Universty of Pennsylvania and a
Washington Universty. Then you were a the Universty of Chicago from 1973 to 1995, and
now you teach a New York Universty (NYU). Who were the colleagues you interacted with
most closely at these places?

A: At Washington Universty, | learned an amazing amount from John Sprague. | learned
dynamic modds and dl kinds of other things from him. At Chicago, | was very close to Philippe
Schmitter. We aways disagreed about basic things, and whenever we were both on a student’s

%9 Adam Przeworski, “The Neoliberal Falacy,” The Journal of Democracy Val. 3, N° 3 (July 1992): 45-59.

70 Adam Przeworski, “ A Better Democracy, A Better Economy,” Boston Review Vol. 21, N° 2 (April/May 1996).
" Adam Przeworski, Michael Alvarez, José¢ Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi, “What Makes Democracies

Endure?” The Journal of Democracy Vol. 7, N° 1 (January 1996): 39-55; Adam Przeworski et al., Sustainable
Democracy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995).
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committee, they aways suffered immensdy. But Philippe and | certainly taked a lot and were
friends. He left Chicago in 1982.

Then something very rare occurred a Chicago: we had the crydalization of a group of
people who were both persond friends and intdllectud interlocutors. This group even had an
inditution, The Center for Ethics, Rationdity and Society, where “ethics’ was Russdl Hardin,
“rationdity” was Jon Elder, and | was “society.” It dso incduded Stephen Holmes, Bernard
Manin, Pasquale Pasquino, and dhers. Now amogt everybody who was in this group at Chicago
is in New York City. We 4ill meet every Monday in the fdl, hosted by John Fergohn. We tak
for two hours and then have a dinner. This is redly the center of my intdlectud life. We are
probably somewhat exhaugted with each other by now, because it has been a long time. But it is
dill thrilling and stimulating. It turns out that | interact more with philosophers than anyone dse.
But | dso have some economigt friends a NYU from whom | learn a lot, in paticular Jess
Benhabib. And in the department | talk to Ned Beck, who adways finds something wrong with
my presentation of datistica results.

Q: This rare moment a the Univerdty of Chicago came to an end when mogt of the group you
were in moved to New Y ork City. What was the reason for this exodus from Chicago?

A: We weren't pushed. It wasn't because of anything that happened a Chicago. We dl |eft
manly for purdy persond reasons. Russel Hadin moved fird. Then Jon Elger and
subsequently | moved. Jon wanted to move to New York City for persond reasons. | did, too.
My wife was working a the OECD in Paris, and for 14 years | was commuting from Paris to
Chicago. But then she got a job a the United Nations in New York, and this was a chance for us
to live in the same city. Once Jon and | were here, that brought dong Holmes, Manin, and
Pasquino. They moved in part to be with us and in part because they were attracted by New York
City. But it wasn't anything about Chicago thet led us to |leave.

| think we dl regretted leaving Chicago, because we dl cherished tha inditution. Those
were great days. It redly was a place committed to the pursuit of ideas. You could walk into the
office of the dean and say, “Look, I've been dtting on this project for five years. I'm sick and
tired of it, and I'm close to finishing but | need some time off..” All the dean would say is “Write
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me three pages tdling me why you need time off.” And you waked out with time off. The
adminigration was willing to put the money behind the intellectua goals. Chicago was a unique
inditution. Anyone who was ever a Chicago was smitten with it and has romantic fedings about
it.

Q: Ancther group you've been cdosdy involved with is the Anayticd Marxism group. What was
the basic agenda of this group?

A: The group was dedicated to subjecting Marxisn to the scruting of the methods of
contemporary socid science. The idea was to take Marxism and see how much and what part of
it holds up when you gpply to it the same standards of inference and evidence applied to any
other theory. Althusserian Marxism had this nice trick of having its own methodology, its own
intend way of evduating the validity of its theory.”” We broke with this approach and said,
“No, you have to evduate Marxism the same way as any other theory. It's ether coherent or
incoherent, true or fase” | joined the Anayticd Marxism group in 1979 or 1980—I think that
was the group’s second year—and | stayed until the mid 1990s, when Jon Elgter and | |eft. | very
much enjoyed it and learned a tremendous amount from it. But | eventudly left because |
thought we had accomplished our intdlectuad program. We produced some important works that
have lasted, including a reader by John Roemer, Analytical Marxism, Elser's Making Sense of
Marx, my Capitalism and Social Democracy, Gerry Cohen's Karl Mark’'s Theory of History: A
Defense, and Roemer’'s A General Theory of the Exploitation and Class.”® We ultimately found
that not much of Maxism is left and there redly wasn't much more to learn. So | Ieft the

Andyticd Marxism group mainly for intellectud reasons

2 Althusserian Marxism is a structuralist variant of Marxism that grew out of the work of French theorist Louis
Althusser. The two classic texts are Louis Althusser, For Marx (London: Verso/NLB, 1968) and Louis Althusser
and Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital (London: Verso, 1969). For an overview, see Ted Benton, The Rise and Fall
of Sructural Marxism: Althusser and His Influence (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 1984).

3 John Roemer (ed.), Analytical Marxism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986); Jon Elster, Making
Sense of Marx (Cambridges Cambridge University Press, 1985); Adam Przeworski, Capitalism and Social
Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); G.A. Cohen, Karl Marx's Theory of History: A
Defense (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978); John Roemer, A General Theory of Exploitation and Class
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982).



Q: During dl the years you have worked a US universities, have you been in touch with other
Polish émigrés?

A: Only with friends from childhood, most of who now live doroad. | never fdt comfortable in
the Polish culture, which is intensdy nationdidt, thoroughly Catholic, and highly intolerant. |
was brought up as a Catholic, but a a very young age | revolted againgt both Catholicism and
Polish nationdism.

Q: Some people find it strange that you didn't follow the usud trgectory of academics coming
from Poland, which is to aandon Maxism and even become virulently anti-Marxist. Insteed,
you became something of a Western Marxist. Why, in contrast to many other Polish émigreés, did
you not rgject Marxism?

A: | have to think about this. Let me start by saying a little bit about Western Marxists. In 1978,
a the International Sociologicd Association's (ISA) World Congress in Uppsda, Sweden, there
was a big roundtable on development, and | presented a paper entitted “Capitdism: The Last
Stage of Imperidiam,” which was badcdly turning upsde down Lenin's famous argument that
imperidism was the lat stage of capitdism.”* | was arguing, supporting Karl Kautsky, that
imperidism is just a way for capitaism to penetrate other countries. Once this penetration has
been achieved, capitdism reproduces itsdf so that you don't need imperidism any more. A
Russan on the pand got totaly incensed and sad, “Vladimir lllich Lenin sad, ‘Imperidism is
the last dage of cgpitdism.” This guy says ‘Capitdism is the last dage of Imperidism.” Ne
vozmozhno,” which in Russan means, “you can't do that.” There was generd congerndion in
the room. A Polish Marxig friend took this guy apart and explained to him what | had and had
not said. Findly, the Russan concluded that | was ‘isntij Markist,” or ‘their Marxigt,” by which
he meant a Western Marxit.

V. 1. Lenin, Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, new, revised translation (New Y ork, 1939).
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| found mysdf in these kinds of gtuations not infrequently. | never thought of
communism as an implementation of Maxism. | saw communism as a bureaucratic regime that
betrayed the working class. | never had pro-communist sympethies, | was a Marxist opponent of
communism. As | mentioned earlier, this got me into trouble in Poland in the mid-1960s when |
participated in a study group that criticized the communist party for oppressing workers. | found
myself a the extreme opposite Sde of this coin, so to speak, when, in the early 1990s, | saw that
neo-liberal economic policies were nat, in fact, an application of neo-classica economic theory.
There is no support in neo-classca economics for neo-liberdism. As you can see from these
examples, | went to the sources and tried to distinguish theory from ideology. So, | was an anti-
communist and aso aMarxis.

Q: You have co-authored a lot of publications. Could you discuss the people you have
collaborated with and why you seek out collaborators?

A: I'm a collaborator by nature, so there are quite afew. | collaborated with my colleague, Henry
Teune, when | was a Penn. | collaborated with John Sprague a Washington University, which
drove me crazy. John is the least disciplined person | know, and | am one of the most sdf-
disciplined persons | know. But, ill, 1 had a lot to learn from John, so we wrote another book,
joined by an old Chilean friend of mine, Fernando Cortés. | collaborated on a book with Luiz
Carlos Bresser Pereira and Jos2 Maria Maavadl, who both had experience of having been
mingers in their repective countries, and | learned from them how to think in policy terms. |
am now writing some papers with an economig a& NYU, Jess Benhabib, from whom | have
learned how to think about economic growth. However, most of my collaborators were my
graduate students. | think my main source of learning is teeching. And my man interlocutors
throughout my life have been my graduate students. I've dways run a sort of naura science
laboratory with students who took courses from me, got interested either in things Smilar to what
interested me or in some aspect of projects | was working on, and we collaborated. | have
continued to collaborate with some of them after they graduated. Working on Democracy and
Development with Mike Alvarez, Ze Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi was pure pleasure, on a
persond aswdl asintellectud leve.
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Collaborators gtraighten you out. 1t's more than one mind at the same time. For example,
when | was working with Michad Walergein, | would be going on about something, and he
would look a me with his characterigtically sweet amile and say, “Are you certain this is true?’ |
would immediately redlize that | was gpesking nonsense. So collaborators are good at tempering
your enthusasm. They are paticulaly important when you do forma work. Everybody makes
algebraic mistakes, and you need people to put things on the blackboard so the other person can
check if it is true. Otherwise, you end up making midakes. This is why forma work is so often
co-authored. It is just too hard to do it alone. Finaly, collaborators are useful because the amount
of work is often too big for one person to handle. If you are collecting data, it's next to
impossible to do it dl by yoursdf. It's too time consuming. | am now engaged in yet another
massive data collection, again with agroup of four graduate students.

Q: How do collaborative projects get started?

A: Typicdly what happens is that | dart talking to somebody and find that they had idess on the
same topic or something origind to tdl me. And somebody, often it was mysdf, would say,
“Why don’'t we do it together?” With the project that resulted in Democracy and Development,”
| basicdly waked into class and said, “This is what | am about to do. If somebody wants to join,
join.” Essentidly, you look for somebody with whom you get dong with persondly and who
you think is smart, hard-working, and disciplined. If people are undisciplined and don't do their
part, you go crazy. By and large, | just redly love to collaborate.

Q: How doesthe actual writing process proceed when you collaborate?

A: In every collaboration, somebody does the first draft, then we tak about it. Somebody else
does a re-write, and then it goes back and forth, back and forth. Sometimes somebody writes one

> Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, José¢ Antonio Cheibub and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and
Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World, 1950-1990 (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000).
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section, somebody else writes another section, then we merge it, and somebody re-writes it. And
it typicaly goes through many re-writes. With Democracy and Development, | wrote the first
and lagt drafts by mysdlf. But that was mainly because it was a book, and we were afraid that if
different people drafted different chapters, the style would be uneven.

Q: You have trained lots of graduate students. What's your agpproach to teaching graduate
students?

A: Fird, | do “tran” them. | subject graduete students to a systematic program. What typicaly
happens is that a sudent says he or she wants to sudy with me. | ask them what they want to do.
Then | ask what they know, and then | tell them, “Here is what you need to learn in order to do
what you want to do.” These days what they need to learn typicaly congsts of some philosophy,
some economics, and quite alot of gatistics. So my students get a systematic training by others.

In addition, | have dways taught an introduction to something. For many, many years |
taught a course cdled “Marxis Theories of the State” which evolved into “Theories of the
Stae” and then into “Politicdl Economy.” | may not teach this course anymore, because |
aready published a textbook on the subject.”® | don't think | can teach what I've aready written.
In any case, students typicdly take this introductory course. | aso teach advanced courses,
usualy about whatever | am working on or about some methodological aspects | think students
should learn and cannot get from others. For example, | recently taught a course caled
“Statigtical Methods of Comparative Research,” which focused on selection bias.

| don't teach facts. My view is that students should learn facts by themselves, by reading
history. But | do force al my foreign graduate students to teke an American Government course.
And unless they are especidly strong-headed and committed, | don’'t dlow them to write about
their own country for along time.

Students acquire dl these skills and then they formulate a research project. And |
upervise them quite tightly. 1 usudly run a doctord seminar. One of the things | discovered a
long time ago is that graduate students in the US are left done a the very time that they most
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need interaction with their advisers and other students. In the US, graduate students finish their
coursework, defend their proposal, their funding typicaly ends, and then they are on therr own.
That's when you most need to spesk to others, hear others, and learn new techniques you may
need to use for your dissertation. So | have aways kept some form of interaction framework for
advanced students. | always encourage them to participate in seminars, to tak to others, and to
present their work.

That's badcdly my modd for training graduate students. | have been a this for a long
time, and | think 1 know how to do it. | may have chaired more dissartations than anybody dse in
the discpline—the number is gpproaching fifty. | don't like teaching undergraduates, mainly
because one has b mativate them — they have other preoccupations than learning in ther lives --

and there islittle one can learn from them. But | love training graduate sudents.

Q: What isyour view of the levd of interest in politics among graduate students today?

A: The people who entered graduate school during the Vietnam era, the generation of the
American culturd revolution, had gone through quite a lot in ther lives They had intense
fedings about palitics, culture, and society. They usudly had done something dse, often
politica organizing, and were going back to school to reflect on thelr experiences, often seen as
falures. Veay often they were not teachable, midrustful of “pogtivism,” hodile to rigorous
method. This was very particularly characteristic of students from Latin America, who just knew
that the US was imperidis and did not think there was anything to learn here. But they deeply
cared about palitics; they studied politics because they wanted to change the world.

Today the dtuation is different. These kids, and they are kids, who are now in graduate
school, by-and-large, have grown up in exceptionaly peaceful, prosperous, and nornconflictive
times. These students are smart, well educated, and eager to be taught. But they have no passons
or interests. And it's not just the Americans. | get students from Bogazic or Bilkent, Turkey's
dite private univarstiess and from Di Tdla and San Andrés, Argentinds dite private
universties. And they are indiginguishable from the daughters of doctors from lowa These kids

8 Adam Przeworski, States and Markets: A Primer in Political Economy (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press,
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absorb education and al the skills easily, but when the moment arrives when they are supposed
to start asking questions, they have nothing to ask. They want to be professonds, and they think
of their task as writing articles and books, rather than saying something about the world, not to

Spesk of changing it.

Q: What can be done to trigger greater passion in graduate students today?

A: | don't know whether there is any kind of awakening experience. | certainly believe that
Americans who study compardive politics in any form or fashion, even if it condgs of doing
models and datistics, should go somewhere and experience daily life abroad to see what it feds
like. But | don’'t know whether thet is sufficient.

The Achievements and Future of Compar ative Politics

Findings and Knowledge Cumulation

Q: If you look a where the fidd of comparative politics was 30 years ago and where we are now,
what are the main things we have learned?

A: Let me preface my answer with one cavest. | think that some of the best research in
compardive politics is done these days by economigts, so | will include them in my answer.
Daron Acemoglou and James Robinson, Alberto Alesna, Roland Benabou, Jess Benhabib,
Torsten Persson and Guido Tabelin, and many others do excdlent work in comparative politics.
They typicaly don't know enough about politics, but they address centrd questions and get
answers. With that incluson, yes | think there has been a tremendous accumulation of

knowledge.

2003).
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Wha have we learned? Ever since Duverger's and Rag's semind books’’ we have
learned a lot about the consequences of electora systems. Cox’s book, Making Votes Count, is
the latest example of it.”® We know how the dectora systems interact with socid cleavages to
produce parties, how they affect the distributions of votes, and so on. We've learned a lot about
codition formation and cabinet formation; there is a forma and an empirica literature on these
topics. We understand much more about the legidative process. We've learned a great ded very
rgpidly in the last few years about ethnic conflict and ethnic peace. We have learned that most of
the time ethnic groups live together in peace, and perhaps we are beginning to undersand some
mechaniams that explain this finding. Findly, | think we undergand much more about the
processes of regime trangitions. | could go on.

More broadly, one test of the advances we have made is that when a student raises a topic
with me, mogt of the time | can say “Read this, read that, here is the literature that says this and
that.” On various topics, the conclusons do not converge. But at there are bodies of literature on

avaiety of topics.

Q: Are there any topics on which we have not made sgnificant advances?

A: We 4ill do not know why and when people with guns obey people without them: the
determinants of civilian control over the military. We 4ill don't understand political parties very
well. This is truly an important topic, which we have neglected. We don’t understand why parties
come into exisgence, what mechanisms hold them together, and what the glue of party discipline
is. Though we have learned a lot in generd about authoritarianiam, | dso think we know
dissstroudy little about the structure of dictatorships.  Perhaps most importantly, in spite of a
flood of writing on this topic, we ill do not understand how democracy can be compatible with

poverty and inequdity.

" Maurice Duverger, Political Parties (London: Methuen & Co., 1964); Douglas W. Rae, The Political
Consequences of Electoral Laws (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1969).

8 Gary Cox. Making Votes Count: Strategic Coordination in the World' s Electoral Systems (New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press, 1997).
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| dso think we ae not doing well with globdization. I've written something on it
recently,”® so | was forced to read the literature. | found it deeply unsatisfactory. In particular, the
political consequences of globdization are poorly understood. | think the problem, in part, is that
we need some kind of methodologica breskthrough in this area of research. The methods that
are currently used don’'t do well enough. The findings are disparate, and most of them are based
on datisticd methods that assume that observations of particular countries are independent. So it
is hard to believe the datidticd findings. This is a big, important topic. Somehow we are going to
have to dart thinking differently and pay more atention to the sort of methods that would be
appropriate for studying thisissue.

Generdly, to a large extent because of the avallability of data, we know more about the
OECD countries than about the less developed ones. But this gap is rapidly closing.

Q: Are there any other methodologica problems that are holding back inquiry in compardive
politics?

A: To daborate on my prior answer, studying things in an interdependent world is an open
methodological problem. There | think we don’'t have answvers yet. We have this notion of two-
level games, for example® But how do you estimate such models? How do you test hypotheses
that countries are interdependent, but in each country there is some conflict. It is very hard. |
think globdization is abig, open methodologica issuein generd.

Another centrd methodologicd issue is how to study things higoricdly, how to sudy
higory. The new inditutiondism contans a potentid contradiction when it assats
gmultaneoudy that inditutions matter and that they are endogenous. If they are endogenous,
then we need to sort out the effects of inditutions and of the conditions under which they
function. The centrd methodologicd problem in compardive politics is sdection bias, and,

9 Adam Przeworski and Covadonga Meseguer. “ Globalization and Democracy,” paper presented at the Seminar on
Globalization and Inequality, Santa Fe Institute, 2002.

80 Robert D. Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-level Games” International
Organization Vol. 42, N°3 (1988): 427-460; Peter Evans, Harold Jacobson and Robert Putnam (eds.), Double-
Edged Diplomacy: An Interactive Approach to International Politics (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1993).

52



while we do have methods for handling this problem, different methods are based on different
assumptions and often generate disparate conclusons. This is true of datisticd sudies of the
impact of inditutions in generd, but it becomes particularly prominent when we study history. If
everything is path-dependent, then it makes no sense to spesk of the impact of inditutions. To
identify their impact, we need to think more systematicaly about counterfactud histories in
which different ingtitutions would have existed under the same historica conditions.

Q: You have emphaszed the methodologicd difficulties of addressng complex questions in a
rigorous fashion. Another reason why progress on such questions might not be made is that
compardivists Smply fal to pose big, interesting questions about politicsin the first place.

A: Wha is it that we are not asking? Certainly, we are not asking, “So what does dl that we do
know add up to?’ But we dso fail to ask severd quedtions that are researchable with the methods
we have. What determines the access of moneyed interests to politics? What is it about our
democratic inditutions that makes people fed pdliticdly ineffective? Why is it that these
ingtitutions perpetuate misery and inequdity?

There is a saying in my native language, “It is not the time to cry over roses when forests
are burning.” And as | tak to people in Argenting, France, Poland, or the United States, | hear
that they are burning. People around the world are deeply dissatisfied with the functioning of
democratic inditutions, in the more as wdl as in the less developed countries. They see
politicians as serving intereds of the rich, of corporations. They cannot understand why
democrdtic inditutions seem to be impotent in reducing glaring and perssent inequdities. They
fed that politicd parties do not seve as a mechanisn of transmisson of thar vaues and
interests. They perceive that important decisons ae made by inditutions, often internationd,
over which no one has control.

The danger is that unless we keep asking such quedtions, we leave the answers to
demagogues of different ideologicd dripes. | was struck on a vidt to Argentina that the entire
politicd discusson is polarized between neo-liberds, who bdieve that “the market” is the
demiurge of everything, and neo-populists, who believe that the demiurge is “the people” in its
elghteenth century sngular.
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The entire dructure of incentives of academia in the United States works againgt teking
big intelectud and politica risks. Graduate students and assstant professors learn to package
ther intdlectuad ambitions into articdles publishable by a few journals and to shy away from
anything that might look like a politicdl stance. This professondism does advance knowledge of
narrowly formulated questions, but we do not have forums for spreading our knowledge outside
academia; indeed, we do not talk about politics even among oursaves. It has been decades since
professond journas—"professond” is what they are caled—published essays on “What is
wrong today with the United States, with democracy, or what not?” or on “How to make the
world better?” As far as | am concerned, we would be saying more if the American Palitical

Science Review were smply closed.

Rational Choice Theory

Q: Given what you have said about training graduate students, it seems clear that you support the
incorporation of game theory as a standard tool in comparative politics.

A: | send my sudents to take game theory courses because | think it is essentid, a tool for
everybody to have in their pocket, which doesn't mean tha you pull it out in al circumstances. |
once had a Chinese sudent whose father had participated in the Long March and later became a
Chinese communist notable. He wrote a dissartation about the Chinese revolution based on
intimate knowledge of the case and access to provincid archives that nobody could access
before. He did an incredible amount of historical digging. But he aso had a game theory modd.
He was interviewed for severd jobs in this country, and a one place he was told that he would
have gotten the job if he had not used game theory. This was severd years ago, and now,
fortunately, that kind of bias is gone. One of the sriking things about the job ads in comparative
politics over the last two years is that they dmogt dl cal for gpplicants with broad comparative
interests and methodologicd training. This is an evolution that is here to day. | think it's a trend

that islong overdue.



Q: At the same time, you' ve written critical things abouit rational choice and game theory.8*

A: Sometimes game theory is a useful tool, but other times it is not. I'm skeptica about game
theory in two ways.

Firg, 1 am quite willing to believe that sometimes people do not act drategicaly; I'm not
even going to say “rationaly,” because tha is a narow and very demanding notion. People are
not adways consequentidists, by which | mean they do not dways do things because they look
toward the future and see the consequence of their action. People very often have deep beliefs
and will not admit anything that is inconagent with those beliefs They fed so passonate that
they are going to do things regardless of the consequences. | remember that when we were
trying to didinguish different drategic types within  authoritarian regimes — “hardliners”
“reformers” etc. — in the trangtions project, Fernando Henrique Cardoso remarked “But do not
forget the stupid ones’ tontos). More generdly, game theory starts with preferences, and we do
not know what they are. It works, | think, when there are plausible reasons to impute motivations
to particular classes of actors. It makes sense with regard to “consumers” who want to maximize
consumption and leisure. It works with “landlords and pessants” “unions and firms” But it fals
with “individuds’ or “votes’: people have 0 maty different motivations that no smple
assumption can characterize dl of them. In a nutshel, | think that game theory works when it is
accompanied by good sociology, when one can make reasonable inferences from postions in
some structures of interdependence to motivations of actors who occupy these positions.

Secondly, game theory generates many equilibria and one consequence is that it provides
poor theories of higory. Dynamic game models typicdly rdy on ad hoc sdection of equilibria
Again, sometimes they work and sometimes they do not.

Analytical Narratives and Comparative Historical Research
Q: One atempt to introduce game theory into comparative politics takes the form of andytica

narratives, as proposed in the book by Bates et a.®? Elster was quite critical of this book in his

review in the American Political Science Review.®® Do you share Elster’s concerns?

81 Adam Przeworski, “Marxism and Rational Choice,” Politics and Society Vol. 14, N° 4 (December 1985): 379-
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A: | see Analytical Narratives as less path-bresking than its authors do, but | am sympathetic to
the man intent of the anayticd naratives project, which is that case studies should be
theoreticdly informed and theoreticdly informing. | have nothing againgt Sudying cases | think
you can learn a lot by studying Poland or Argentina. But | want to know what genera hypotheses
are relevant to the particular case studies.

Let me add two further points. First, narrative does not necessarily have to take the form
of game theory. Second, when you do case studies, you need to know where your case is located
in the broader context of other cases. So, | say, “Do a regresson before you do case studies.
Then look a cases dong the line first. After that, look at some outliers, because they may be
illuminating about specific conditions” Hereés an example. | think Guilleemo O'Donndl’s piece,
“Sate and Alliances in Argenting” is brilliant®* | dways give it to my students as the country
dudy. Yet Argentina is a unique case. If one does, as | eventudly did, regressons of various
kinds for the whole world, you find that Argentina is aways standard deviations out.®® It had, by
far, the largest number of regime trangtions of dl countries. And it had democracies that did not
survive when the country was reaively wedthy. In fact, the wedthiest indances where
democracy fdl are Argentina in 1976, Argentina in 1966, and Argentina in 1962. Argentina was
among the ten most developed countries in the world in 1900, but now it's in the doldrums. It's
the werdest country in the world. What does this dl mean? It means that when you dart
theorizing on the bass of Argentina you are going to get very little generdity. This is why my
firg principle on paliticad narratives is to locate the case in the broader context.

4009.

82 Robert Bates, Avner Greif, Margaret Levi, Jean-Laurent Rosenthal, and Barry Weingast, Analytical Narratives
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998).

8 Jon Elster, “Rational Choice History: A Case of Excessive Ambition,” American Political Science Review Vol.
94, N° 3 (September 2000): 685-95.

84 Guillermo O'Donnell, “State and Alliances in Argentina, 1956-1976,” Journal of Development Studies Val. 15,
N° 1 (October 1978): 3-3.

8 Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and

Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the World, 1950-1990 (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), pp. 99-101.
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Concerning Elgster's review of Analytical Narratives, | think he was critica for the wrong
reasons. Elster has a way of weighing every criticism evenly. His typica critique of papers goes
like this, “I have éeven points. Point number one is that on page three you made this mistake.
Point number two is that everything you sad is badly formulated. Point number three...” So, he
has sort of a laundry ligt gpproach. | am persuaded that he was right on many historica points;
the contributors to Analytical Narratives didn't get their hisory very right. But | don't think
Elgter grappled with their intent.

Q: Another approach to comparative palitics that focuses centrdly on cases and higtory is
comparative hisorical andlysis, which is often inspired by Barrington Moore's Social Origins of

Dictatorship and Democracy.®® What is your view of this literature?

A: What bothers me about Barrington Moore is the sense of action a a digance | get from his
work. Moore's work has causes that are three centuries ago and consequences that are fifty years
ago. What happened in between? | was never persuaded by Social Origins of Dictatorship and
Democracy. There is no quedtion that it's a beautiful book: broad and erudite. But | was never
persuaded by its andyss of causd mechanisms. More generdly, | am typicaly not persuaded by
the macro-comparative historical sociology. As John Roemer observed (in the “Introduction” to
Analytical Marxism), while we want to establish regularities a the macro levd, their explanation
mugt by formulated a the micro levd: someone must be doing something to bring the macro
date about. The macro-comparative hidoricd sociology fals to provide such causd
mechanisms

| do not find this litersture very ussful as a source of information ether. One thing |
discovered while trying to collect daa is that we don't have good politica higtories. In this
regard, | found macro-historica sociology usdess in terms of information. Much of it hgppens a
the level of myserious actors. Macro-historica books provide very few dates, names and places.
They andyze collective actors, like peasants, landowners, and the bourgecise, who march

8 Barrington Moore, Jr., Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the Making of the
Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966).
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through higtory without dates and places. From the factographic point of view, | find this

literature uninformeative,

Methodological Standards and Comparative Politics Inside and Outside the United

Sates

Q: During the last decade, methodologicd issues have been given much atention within
compardive politics. What do you think is behind this change?

A: | have a rationd choice explanation for this trend. | think Americanists in political science
departments, who are more methodologicaly oriented, started to put pressure on people in other
aub-disciplines to beef up ther methodologicd dandards. In most departments the
methodologicad development in comparative politics was pushed down the throat of area studies
people. Americanists, because they were born and raised in the country they study, don't have to
learn the language, history and culture of other societies. So they could spend their time learning
theory and methods. In turn, comparativists are in the unenviable Stuation where they often have
to learn both. You have to learn Turkish, the history of Turkey, and so on. And then you aso
have to learn the theory and methods that Americanigts learn. But few comparativigts did this, at
leest among those doing area studies work. At a certain point, | think Americanists revolted,
because departments had double standards.

We had a tenure case once a the University of Chicago, of a person who did firdt-rate
research on the Soviet Union. For two years this person sat in regular meetings of a locd cdl of
the Communist Party and saw from the ingde how it worked. This research was ethnographicaly
impressve. But it had no question, no method, no concluson. It was pure ethnography. When
the tenure case came up, one of the people we asked for letters was an economist, who aso
dudied the Soviet Union. And he wrote to us saying, “I think what's involved here is whether
you want to have one standard or two. We economists abandoned this kind of ethnographic stuff,
and we have one dandard for everybody. But you may want to have two.” He wasn't

encouraging us one way or another. He was just saying, “This is wha your decison is” And |
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think this case illuminates what happened in politicd science departments across the country.

Basicdly, Americanigts said, “We want to have one standard.”

Q: Isthis hedthy for comparative politics?

A: | think it's very hedthy. | don't think we have coped with it inditutiondly, because having a
gngle dandard implies that compardivids have twice as much work to do as Americans who
only study the United States. The changes are inevitable and beneficid, but costly.

Q: What are the implications of thisimbaance for the future of comparative politics?

A: It will mean that, as in the padt, foreigners educated in the US will play a key role in the
devdopment of the fidd. If you look a the hisory of American comparative palitics, you will
find tha many of the eminent comparaivisds ae or were foregners Karl Deutsch, Guillermo
O Donndll, Leonard Binder, Juan Linz, Ari Zolberg, the list goes on.

Q: What about the contributions of Americans to comparative politics?

A: Wdl, let me say something that is going to shock and offend most of my area Sudies
colleagues. | have srong fedings againg studying foreign countries. When | lived in Poland and
| saw foreigners, mostly Americans, come to Poland and study Poland, | thought these people
didn't have any idea of what they were doing. They were framing ther dudies in terms of
American ideologica issues, and thus they did not address problems that we Poles, or Polish
socid scientists, saw as fundamental. They were just exporting American ideologicd fantasies.

| am extremdy guarded about the American conception of comparative palitics as one
where Americans go out and study other countries. The fidd of comparative politics is strange.
When Americans sudy the United States they do American Palitics, and when Americans study
Brazil, they do comparative politics. Now, | ask mysdf, “What do Brazilians do when they study
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Brazil?” This is not to say that Americans have not done very good work on particular countries.
One could go on citing and citing. Sometimes they did dudies that were seen as important
contributions  within the countries they <sudied: Schmitter's work on corporatisn in Brazil as
wel as Alfred Stepan's book on the military in Brazil are books that Brazilians see as
fundamental contributions to the understanding of their country.®” But | suspect this kind of work
isquiterare.

These days in paticular, though it has been true for a very long time, US-trained
foregners ae much better & dudying their countries than Americans ever will be | had
Argentine, Korean, Chinese, and Brazilian students, who are fird-rate socid scientists by every
criterion. They went back to their countries and do excelent work, better than most foreigners
will ever be able to do. There is no reason why studying the world should be a monopoly of the
United States. It's not to say that knowledge produced by Americans is not useful to people in
other countries. But, a some point, we need to dart thinking about the study of comparative
politics as an enterprise in which we collaborate, exchange views, and perhgps provide some

resources to people studying their own countries, rather than playing this parachuting game.

Conclusion

Q: You have had a long, prolific career, yet you keep on pushing yoursdf into new aress and
learning new things. What keegps you going?

A: To some extenrt, it is a question of tolerance for pain. Nowadays this is especidly true for us
older people. All these kids know things that you don't, and there are so many technicd
gimmicks around that you know you should be using but don't know how. You are never certain
if you ae gill ale to learn these things or if it surpasses your abilities. So, every time you
plunge into something new, you fed the pain. But, obvioudy, | like what 1 am doing, and maybe

| don't know how to do anything ese | guess | just like doing research. | dso have strong

87 philippe C. Schmitter, Interest Conflict and Political Change in Brazil (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1971); Alfred Stepan, The Military in Politics. Changing Patterns in Brazil (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1971).
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politicd fedings, and a lot of my work is driven by that. | think of mysdf as making
interventions in political debates, and | believe the qudity of that intervention maiters. So thet is
obvioudy part of the mativation to keep going.

Q: What are your research plans for the years ahead?

A: | only have medium-term plans now. The big thing tha will keep me busy is what has kept
me busy for along time: democracy, development, and income distribution.

| am engaged in two projects and | am not yet clear how they are related. | want to
examine democracy from the perspective of its founders. It is obvious to me that democracy is
not what the “founders’ in different countries intended it to be and expected it to be. So my
question is why. Was the origind project unfeasble? Or did things teke an accidental turn? As
often, | have a politicd motivation: | want to know why democracy has not generated more
economic equdity, more effective political participation, and a better balance between order and
freedom. Is it inherent in democracy and thus irremediable? What are the limits of democracy:
how much egudity, how much effective paticipation, how much liberty can any democratic
system generate at its bet?

The second aspect of this project entails collecting historica data. For various reasons, |
have become persuaded that to make sense of the recent developments, one has to go back
father in higtory than | have or we have. For example, as | dready mentioned, the stability of
the post-1950 political regimes gppears to depend on ther entire regime history. And if one
wants to examine the impact of politica inditutions on development, one cannot jump centuries,
assuming that ingitutions never change. Hence, | want to return to e relaion between political
indtitutions and economic development by taking alonger view.

Q: What' s your advice to ayoung graduate student just starting out today?

A: This turns out to be a very hard question for me to answer, for reasons that may have become

goparent from what | lamented earlier. | think that our system of incentives, and the equilibrium
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culture that emerges from our inditutiond st up, promotes narrowly conceived thinking,
entalling little risk, and saying nothing that may be paliticaly controversa. Rewads lie with
“professondism.” And a lot of dtudents enter the graduate study of politicd science because,
while they have some superficid interest in politics, they think that academic jobs provide safe
incomes and good life. I would love to say, “Think big,” “Take risks” But this would be cheap
advice: | dready have a safe job a a good university. So | do not give advice | explain what |

think the choices are and leave it to each to decide.
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