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Articles

Informal Institutions and Comparative
Politics: A Research Agenda

Grelchen Holmke and Steven Leviltsky

Mainstream comparative research on polirical instirutions focuses primarily on formal rules. Yet in many contexts, informal insti-
rucions, ranging from burcaueratic and legislative aorms to clientelism and pacrimonialism, shape oven more strongly political
behavior 2nd ouzcomes. Scholars who (il ta consider these informal rules of the game risk missing many of the most imporrant
incentives and constraint that underdic political behavior, In thisarticle we develop 2 framework for studying informal institutions
and integrating them inta comparative institusional analysis, The framework is based ar a rypology of four paterns of formal-
informal institutional interaction: complemenrary, accommodating, competing, and substicutive. We then explore ewo issues largely
ignored in the literasure o this subject: the reasons and miechanisms behind the emergence of informat institutions, and the nature
of their stabilicy and change. Finatly, we consider challenges in research on informial institutions, including issues of identification,

measurement, and comparison.

become a central focus in comparative politics.
Fueled by a wave of institutional change in the
developing and postcornmanise worlds, scholars from diverse
research rraditions have studied how constitutional design,
electoral systems, and other formal institutional arrange-
ments affect political and economic outcomes.! These stud-
ies have produced important theoretical advances.
Nevertheless, 2 grawing body of research on Latin Amer-
ica,? postcommunist Eurasia,? Africa® and Asia® suggests

O ver the lase rwo decades, institutional analysis has

Greichen Helmke is assistant professor of pelitical science at
the University of Rochester (himk@mail rochester.edu). Her
book Conrts Under Constraints: Judges, Generals, and
Presidents in Argentina, will be published by Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. Steven Levitsky is awociare profésior of govern-
ment at Harvard University (levitshy@uwefin. harvard.edu).
Ht is the author of Transforming Labor-Based Parties

in Latin America: Argentine Peronism in Comparative
Perspective and is currently writing a book on competitive
anthoritarian regimes in the post—Cold War era. The

authors thank the Weatherhead Center for International
Affairs ar Harvard University and the Kellogg Inseituse for
International Studies ar the University of Notre Dame for
generously sponsoring conferences on informal institutions. The
anthors alse grarefully acknowledge comments from Jorge
Dominguez, Anna Graymala-Busse, Dennis Galvan, Goran
Hyden, Jack Knight, Lisa Martin, Hillel Soifer, Benjamin
Smith, Susan Stokes, Maria Victeria Murillo, and Kurr
Weyland, as well as three anonymous reviewers and the
editors of Perspectives on Polirics.

that many “rules of the game” that structure political life
are informal——created, communicated, and enforced out-
side of officially sanctioned channels.® Examples abound.
For decades, Mexican presidents were selected not sccord-
ing to rutes in the Constirution, the eleccoral law, ar parry
statures, bur rather via the dedazs ("big Anger”}—an unmwrie-
ten code that gave the sitting president the right to choose
his successor, specified the candidate pool, and prohibired
potential candidates from openly seeking the job.” In fapan,
the “strict bur unwristen rules” of Amakudari (“descent from
heaven”), through which retiring stare bureaucrats are
awarded top positions in private corporations, have sur-
vived decades of administrative reform.® In Cenrral Asia,
clan-based norms have “become the rules of the game,”
while the consticutional steucenres created afer the collapse
of the Sovier Union are “increasingly ... inconsequen-
tial.”? And in much of the developing and postcommunist
warld, patterns of chienitelism, corruption, and pactimoni-
alism coexist with (and often subvert} new democratic, mar-
let, and stare institutions.!®

Attention to informal institutions is by no means new
to political science. Earlier studies of “prismatic soci-
eries,” ! “maoral economies,”'? “economics of affection,”??
legal pluralism,™ clientelism,'® corruption,'® and consoci-
ationalism,'” as well as on government-business relations
in Japan,'® At in the Sovier Union,!? and the “folltways™
of the U.S. Senate™ highlighted the imporrance of unwrit-
ten rules. Nevertheless, informal rules have remained ac
the margins of the institurionalist rurn in comparative pol-
itics, Indeed, much currenc literature assumes thae acrors'
incentives and expectations are shaped primarily, if not
exclusively, by formal rules. Such a narrow focus can be
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problematic, for it risks missing much of what drives polic-
ical behavior and can hinder effores to explain important
political phenomena.?!

This arricle broadens the scope of comparative research
on political institutions by laying the foundation for a sys-
tematic analysis of informal rules. Our motivation is sim-
plei good institutional analysis requires rigorous attention
to boch formal and informal rules. Careful atrention 1o
informal institutions is critical to understanding the incen-
tives that epable and constrain political hehavior. Polivical
actors respond to a mix of formal and informal incen-
tives,”” and in some instances, informal incencives crump
the formal ones. in postwar [taly, for example, norms of
corruprion wete “mote powerful than the laws of the state;
the latter could be violated with impuniry, while anyone
who challenged the conventions of the Hliicit market would
meet with certain punishment.”*® To take a different exam-
ple, although Brazilian state law prohibits extra-judicial
executions, informal rules and procedures within the public
security apparatus enable and even encourage police officers
to engage in such killing.?* Thus officers who kilf suspected
violent criminals know they will be protected from pros-
ecution and possibly rewarded with a promotion or bonus,?®
In such cases, a strice analysis of the formal rules would be
woefully insufficient to understand the incentives driving
behavior.

Consideration of informal rules is also often critical to
explaining institutional ourcames, Informal scructures shape
the performance of formal institutions in important and
oftens unexpected ways. For example, execurive-legislative
telations cannot always be explained stricdy in terms of
constitutional design. Neopatrimonial norms perrmttmg
unregulated presidential control over state instizucions in
Africa and Latin America often yield a degree of executive
dominance that far exceeds 2 presidents’ constitutiona
authority.?® Informal institutions may also limit presiden-
tial power, [n constitutional terms, Chile possesses “one of
the most powesful presidencies in the world.”%’ Yer, due to
a set of informal institucions that encouraged executive con-
sulation and power sharing, Chifean presidents systemad-
caily underused their canstiturional prerogatives during the
1990s;”® consequently, Chile was cited as an exceprion in a
region characterized by presidential dominance?

Informal institutions also mediate the effects of electoral
rules. For example, Costz Ricas proportional representa-
tion system and ban on congressional reelection offer no
formal incentive for legistaters to perform constituency ser-
vice. Yer Costa Rican legislators routinely engage in such
activities in response to informal, party-sponsored “dis-
tricts” and blacklisting.? In the area of candidate selection,
studies in the United Seares suggest that because committed
voters ate more likely to participate in primaries, primary
systems encourage the elecrion of ideclogically polarizing
candidares.*! Yer in a context of pervasive clienelism, where
primaty participation is limited largely to people induced
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1o vote by local brokers, such elections are won sor by
1dwlog1cal candidates but by those with the largest political
machine.*?

Informal institutions also shape formal institutional our-
comes in a less visible way: by crearing or strengthening
incentives to comply with formal rules. In other words,
they may do the enabling and constraining that is widely
attributed to formal insitutions.” Since the Federalist Papers,
scholars have recognized that the norms underlying format
institurions marver, The stability of the United Seates” pres-
idential democracy is not only a produce of the rules laid
out in the Constitution, but is also rooted in informal rules
{such as gracious losing, the underuse of certain formal
prerogatives, and bipartisan consensus on critical issues) that
prevent formal checks and balances from deteriorazing into
severe conflict among the branches of goverament.

These are hardly isolated examples. Informal rules shape
formal i‘nsdtutionai outcomes in areas such as legislative
polmcs Judlctai politics,?> party organization,®® cam

paign ﬁn:l.noe, regime change,” federalism,* public admm«

istration,*” and stace building,*!

Bringing together a large bux disparate body of scholar-
ship, we develop a research agenda aimed at incorperating
informal institutions into the theoretical toolkits used by stu-
dents of comparative politics.* In the first section we clarify
the concept of informal insticution, distinguishing it notonly
from thart of formal institurion, but also from other informal
phenomena, including weak institutions, informal behav-
ioral regularities, informal organizations, and culture. In the
secand section we examine how format and informal nules
interact. Fxpanding on the work of Hans-Joachim Lauth,#
we distinguish among four types of informal institution: com-
plementary, accommodating, competing, and substitutive.
The third and fourth sections are devoted to issues of infor-
mal institutional emergence and change—questions largely:
ignared in recent comparative tesearch. Finally, we discuss
specific challenges related to research on informat institu-
tions, such as issues of identificarion, measurement, and
comparison.

A few caveats are in order. Although the term informal
institution encompasses a wide range of social {e.g., the
handshake, or the rules of dating} and economic {e.g., black
markets) institutions, we are concerned only with pofitical
rules of the gare, We restrict aur analysis to the modern
peried, when codification of law is nearly universal. Before
this period, our distinction between formal and informal
rules is less meaningful. Finally, although we draw on 2
broad range of cases, the examples we cite are illustracive
only, not comprehensive.

What Informal institutions Are

{and Are Not)

The term informal institurion has been applied to a dizzy-
ing array of phenomena, including personal necwotks,
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clienselism,* corruption,* clans and mafias,”’ civil soci-
etys*® cradicional culture,”” and a variety of legislative, judi-
cial, and bureaucratic notms. We propose a more precise—
and analytically useful—definition of informai institution.
it should caprure as much of the universe of informal rules
as possible, bue it must be narrow enough to distinguish
informal rules from other, noninsticutional, informal
phenomena,

We begin with a standard definition of institutions as
rules and procedures {both formal and informal} that seruc-
ture social interaction by constraining and enabling acrors’
behavior.®® How tw distinguish berween formal and infor-
mal institutions is, however, less clear. Some scholars equate
informal institutions with cultural eraditions.’? Others
emiptoy a state-societal disrinction, treating state agencies
and state-enforced rules as formal, and the rules and orga-
nizations within civil society as informal.”® Seill others dis-
tinguish berween informal norms, which are self-enforcing,
and formal rules, which aze enforced hy a third party, often
the state.”

Each conceptualization fails eo capture important infor-
mal institucions, For example, although some informal insti-
tutions are undoubtedly rooted in cultural wadidons,
many—from legislative norms to illicic patterns of party
finance—have little to do with culrure. With respect to
the state-sacietal distinction, many institutions within the
stare (from bureaucratic norms to corruption} aee zlso infor-
mal,”* while the rules governing many nonstate organiza-
tions (such as corporations and political parties and
corporations) are widely considered to be formal. Finally,
although the self-enforcing definition is analyticalty useful,
it fails to account for the fact that informal rules may be
externally enforced (for example, by clan and mafia bosses),
even by the state itself (i.e., organized state corruption).”®

We employ a fourth approach. We define informal insti-
turions as socially shared rules, usually umwritten, that are
created, communicated, and enforced sutside of officially sanc-
tioned channels*® By contrast, formal institutions are rules
and procedures that are created, communicated, and enforced
through channels widely accepred as official, This includes
state imstitutions {courts, legislatures, bureaucracies) and
state-enforced rules (constitutions, laws, regulations), but
also what Robert C, Ellickson calls “organizarion rules,” or
the official rules thar govern organizations such as corpora-
tions, pelitical parries, and interest groups.’”

Distinguishing berween formal and informal institu-
tions, however, is only haif the concepruat task. “Informal
institution” is ofter treated as a residual category, in the
sense that it can be applied o vircually any behavior that
depasts from, or is not accounted for by, the wrinten-down
rules. To avoid this pitfall, we must say more about what an
informal institution is nat.

Four distinctions are worth noting. First, informal insti-
tutions should be distinguished from weak institucions. Many

formal inszitutions are ineffective, in thar rules that exist on

paper are widely circumvented or ignored. Yee formal insti-
tutional weakness does not necessarily imply the presence
of inforrnal institutions. [t may be that no seable or binding
tules—Fformal or informal-~exist. For example, in his sem-
inal asticle on delegative democracy, Guillermo O’Donnell
argued that in much of Latin America, the formal rules of
representative democracy are weakly institurionalized”® In
the absence of institutionalized checks on executive power,
the scope of permissible presidential behavior widened con-
siderably;, which resulted in subsrantial abuse of executive
aathority. In subsequent work, O’'Donnell bighlighted how
particularistic informal institutions, such as clientelism,
undermined the effectiveness of representative insticu-
tions.’? O’ Donnell’s work points to two distinct patterns of
formal institurional weakness thar should not be conflated.
Clientelism and abuses of executive authority both depart
from formal rules, bur whereas the former is an informal
institution, the latter is best understood as noninstiturional
behavioe.

Second, informal institutions must be distinguished from
ocher informal behavioral regularities. Not all parterned
behavior is rule-bound or rooted in shared expectations
about others’ behavior®® Behavioral regularities may be a
product of  variery of incentives. To cite an example offered
by Daniel Brinks5' removing one’s hat in chusch is an
informal institution, whereas removing one’s coat in a res-
rautant is simply 2 behavioral regularity. In the lateer case,
leaving one’s coat on may bring physical discomforr, bur it
is not expected to trigger social disapproval or sanction. To
be considered an informal institurian, a behavioral regular-
ity must respond to an established rule or guideline, che
violarion of which generares some kind of external sanc-
tion. To rake another example, public graft is clearly infor-
mal behavior, but only some patterns of graft should be
considered insticutional. Where grafr is enforced from
above,** or where it is rooted in widely shared expectations
among citizens and public officials (and a refusal to go along
risks incurring important costs),*® corruption may indeed
be an institution. By contrast, wherte graft is neirher exter-
nally sanctioned nor rooted in shared expectations, bur is
rather z response to low public sector salaries and ineffec-
tive enforcement, it may be best characterized as a behavior
pattern,

Third, informal institutions should be disdnguished from
informal organizadens. Although scholars often incorpe-
rate organkzations into their definition of institution,* it
is useful, following Douglass Nerth, to separate the polit-
ical actors {or “players”) from the rules they follow.®
Jusc as formal organizations {such as polirical parties or
unions) may be distinguished from format rules, informal
organizations (clans, mafias) should be disringuished
from informal institutions. Nevertheless, informal nules may
be embedded wichin these arganizations, and just as for-
mal political organizations are studied under the rubric
of “institutionalism,” clans, mafias, and other informal
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structures may be wsefully Figure }
incorporated into informal A typology of informal institutions
institutional analysis. '

Finafly, we return to the dis- Etfoctive formeal Ineffective formal
tinction besween informal inst- Qutcomas Institutions [nethutions
:?éﬁll]:u iﬁ(ﬁiﬁﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁg Convergent Complementary Stbstitutive
shape informal instirutions, and Divergent Accommodating Compating

the frontier between the two is
a crivical area for research.%¢ In
our view, however, the best way
to pursue this agenda is to cast informal institutions in
relatively narrow terms by defining informal insdrutien in
terms of shared expectations rather than shared values. Shared
expectations may or may not be rooted in broader societal
values.%” Distinguishing between shared values and shared
expectations allows future scholars 1o analyze potential causal
relationships berween cultire and informal institutions, such
as whether socieral values reinforce or undermine parricuiar
informal institutions.

Four Types of Informal Institution

Formal and informal institutions interact in a variety of
ways. In this section, we develop a typology aimed at cap-
turing, these relationships.%® Characterizations of formal-
informat institutional relarionships tend to fall into one of
two sharply contrasting categories. One camp treats infor-
mal institurions as functiopal, or prablem solving, in that
they provide solutions to problems of social interaction and
coordination,’ which enhance the efficiency or perfor-
mance of formal institutions.”® A second camp reats infor-
mal institutions as dysfuncional, or problem creating,
Clientelism, corruption, and parimonialism are said o
undermine the performance of formal democratic, market,
and state institucions.”! However, recent scudies suggest a
mare complex picture than envisioned by either camp, in
which informal institutions ar rimes teinforce or substitute
for the formal institutions they appear to undermine.

To captuse these differences, our typolagy is based on
two dimensions. The first is the degree to which formal and
informal institusional outcomes converge. The distinction
here is whether following informal rules produces a substan-
tively similar or different result from that expected from a
strict and exclusive adherence ro formal rudes. Where fol-
lowing the informal rule leads to a substantively different
outcome, formal and informal institurions diverge. Where
the two outcomes are not substantively different, formal
and informal insdeurions converge.

The second dimension is the effectiveness of the relevant
forrnal institutions, that is, the extent to which rules and
procedures that exist on paper are enforced and complied
with in practice.”? Effective formal inseitucions ectually con-
strain or enable political actors’ choices. Actors believe that
there is a high probability that official authorities will sanc-

728 Perspectives on Politics

tion noncompliance. Where formal sules and procedures
are ineffective, actors believe the probability of enforcerent
(and hence the expected cost of violation} will be low.
These wo dimensions produce the fourfold typology
shown in figure 1. The types located in the upper left (com-
plementary} and lower right (competing} cells correspond
1o the “funcrional” and “dysfunctional” types that predom-
inate in much of the literature. The typalogy zlso yields two
novel types (accommodating and substitutive) that allow us
to make sense of other, less familiar institutional parerns,

Complementary informal institutions
The left side of the figure cortesponds to informal institu-
tions that coexist with effective formal institutions, such
that actors expect that the rules that exist on paper will be
enforced. The upper left corner combines effective formal
rules and convergent ourcomes, producing whar Lauth calls
complementary informal insticutions.”® Such instirucions “Ail
in gaps” either by addressing contingencies not dealr with
in the formal rules or by facilitating the pursuit of individ-
ual goals within the formal institutional framework. These
informal institutions often enhance efficiency. Examples
include the myriad norms, routines, and operating proce-
dures thar ease decision making and cocrdination within
bureaucracies,* and judicial norms (such as the opinion
assignment procedures and cthe “Rule of Four™) that facili-
tate the work of che U.S. Supreme Courr.”®
Complementary informal institutions may also serve asa
foundation for formal institutions, creating or strengthen-
ing incentives to comply with formal rules that might other-
wise exist merely on paper.”® Thus scholars have linked the
effectiveness of the U.S. Constitution to a complementary
set of shared beliefs and expectations among citizens.”” Like-
wise, the efficiency of Singapore’s postcolonial bureaucracy
{the formal organization of which resembled those of Indo-
nesia and the Philippines) has been actributed to underly-
ing norms of meritocracy and discipline.”® Rutal Chinese
village governments are more likely to provide public goods
where there exist informal norms of social obligation gen-
erated by membership in local temple associations.”” In
each case, informal institutions do not merely exist along-
side effective formal ones, but rather play a key role in
making effeceive the formal rules of the game.



Accommodating informal institutions

The lower left comner of figure 1, which combines effective
format institutions and divergent outcomes, corresponds 1o
accommodating informal institutions. These informal insti-
tutions create incentives 10 behave in ways that alter the
substantive effects of formal rules, but withour directly vio-
fating them; they contradicr the spirit, but not the leccer, of
the formal rules. Accommodating informal institutions are
often created by actors who disitke outcomes generated by
the formal rules but are unable to change or openly violate
those rules. As such, they often help to reconcile these actors’
interests with the existing formal insticutional arrange-
menss. Hence, although accommodating informal institu-
tions may not be efficiency enhancing, they may enhance
the stability of formal instirutions by dampening demands
for change.

Chile’s executive-legislative power-sharing mechanisms are
a clear example. Leaders of the Democratic Concertation
inherited an “exaggeratedly scrong presidential system” and a
majoritarian electoral system that ran couneer to their goal of
maintaining a broad multiparty coalitien.™ Lacking the leg-
istative strenggh to amend the 1980 Constitution, Concer-
racién elites created informal mechanisms of interparty and
executive-legislative consultacion aimed at counteracting its
effects. These power-sharing arrangements “enhanced coali-
rional crust” in a formal constitutional serring that otherwise
“provided very few incentives for cooperation,”®!

Dutch consociational practices may alse be characrerized
as accommodating. The Netherlands' pose-1917 democ-
racy was based on a set of “informal, unwritten rules” of
elite accommeodation and power sharing, including exren-
sive consultation in policy making, mutual veto power, and
the proportional allocation of government jobs ameng polit-
ical parties.® Although these carrel-like arrangements vio-
lated the democratic spirie of the Dutch constitution (by
limiting the power of the voste}, they reduced class and refi-
gious conflicr, thereby enhancing democratic stability.®

Accommodating informal rules aiso emerged within state
soctalist institutions in the Sovier Union. Because strict adher-
ence to the formal rules governing Sovier pelitical and eco-
nomic life did not allow enterprises to fulfill state cargers or
permir individuats to meet basic needs, 2 set of informal
norms—comemonly known as blar—emerged in which indi-
viduals met these goals through personal necworks.® Noc
scrietly illegal, blaz enabled factory managers, workers, and
bureaucrats to “find a way around formal procedures.”®
By helping enterprises to fulfill state targets and individuals
to obtain essential goods and services, this informal system
of exchange was critical to the survival of the Soviet system.®

Competing informal institutions

On the right side of figure 1 we find informal institutions
that coexist with ineffective formal institutions. In such
cases, formal rules and procedures are not systematically

enfarced, which enables actors 1o ignore or violate them.
The cell in the lawer right corner combines ineffective for-
mal rules and divergent outcomes, producing competing
informaf institarions. These informal institutions struceure
incentives in ways thac are incompatibie with the formal
rules: o follow one rule, actors must violare another. Par-
ticularistic informal institutions such as clientelism, patri-
menialism, clan politics, and corruption are among the most
familiar examples.®” Thus postwar Italian corruption was
embedded in “alternarive norms” under which acrors could
violate certain state kaws “with impunity,”® whereas those
who adhered to the Jaw “met with cerrain punishment.”®

Competing informat institutions ate often found in past-
colonial contexts in which formal instirutions were imposed
on indigenous rules and auchority structures. In postcolo-
nial Ghana, civil servants were officially instructed to follow
the rules of the public bureaucracy, but as Robere Price found,
most believed they would pay a significant social cost {such
as a loss of standing in the communizy} if they ignored kin-
ship group netms thatabliged them o provide jobs and ocher
favors to their families and villages.”® Similarly, scholars of
fegal pluratism have argued thar the imposition of Furopean
legal systems creaced “multiple systems of legal obligarion.”!
Because these systems “embodied very different principles and
procedures,”” adherence to custom law at times reguired a
violation of state law {and vice versa).

Substitutive informal institutions
Finally, the upper right corner, which combines ineffecrive
formal institutions and compatible outcomes, corresponds
to substitusive informal institurions.?® Like complementary
instizutions, substicutive informal insticutions are employed
by actors who seck outcomes compatible with formal rules
and praceduses. Like competing insttutions, however, they
exist in environments where formal rules are not routinely
enforced. Hence, substiturive informal institutions achieve
what formal inssiturions were designed, but failed, to achieve.
Substirutive institucions tend to emerge where state struc-
eures are weak or lack auchority. During Mexicos pro-
tracted democratic transition, formal institutions of elecroral
dispute resolution (such as che electoral couets) lacked cred-
ibility and were frequently bypassed. In this context, offi-
cials of the national government and the opposition National
Action Parry resolved postelection disputes through infor-
mal concertacesiones, ot “gentleman’s agreements.”” Con-
cerracesiones thus served as a “way station” for government
and opposition elites until formal insticutions of electoral
dispute resolution became credible.” In rucal northern Peru,
where state weakness resulied in inadequate police protec-
tion and ineffectdve courts during the Jace 1970s, citizens
created informal rondar campesinas (self-defense pawrals) o
defend cheir communirties and ronde assemblies (informal
courts} ta resolve focal disputes.”® In rural China, some
local officials compensate for the state’s incapacity to raise

December 2004 | Val. 2/No. 4 729

This conient dewnloaded from 74,217.196.91 on Mun, 10 Nav 2014 1T:12:59 FM
All use subject to JETOR. Terms and Conditions




Articles | Informal Institutions and Comparative Politics

revenue and provide public goods by mobilizing tesources
through temple and lineage associarions, thereby “substituz-
ing the use of these informal instirutions for . .. formal
political institutional channels of public goods provisions.”””

Taken together, these four types suggest that informal
institutions cannot be classified in simple dichotomous {func-
tional versus dysfuncrional) terrns. Although substitutive
informal institutions such as concertacesiones and rondus
campesinas subvert formal rules and pracedures, they may
help achieve results {resolution of postelectoral conflict, pub-
lic security) that the formal rules failed to achieve. And
although accommodating informal institutions such a5 con-
sociationalism violate the spirit of the formal rales, they
may generate outcomes (democratic stability) that are viewed
as broadly beneficial. It temains an open question, however,
whether accommedating and substitutive institutions can
contribute to the development of more effective formalstruc-
tures, or whether they “crowd out” such development (by
quelling demands for formal institutional change or creat-
ing new acrors, skills, and interests linked to the preserva-
tion of the informal rules).”® The following two sections lay.
a foundation for addressing such questions,

Origins of informal Institutions

To date, much empiricat literature on informal insticurions
hag neglected questions of why and how such insticetions
emerge.”? Analyses of entrenched competing informal insti-
tutions such as cuscom law, clientelism, and patrimonialism
frequently take them as historical givens, or part of a static
cultural landscape, rarely asking why they emerged in the
frst place. As a result, they often understate che degree o
which informal institutions are modified, adapted, or even
reinvented over time,'® Meanwhile, many existing expla-
nations (particularly studies of complementary institu-
tions) confronca major pitfall of early funcrionalist accounts
of formal institutions: they explain the emergence of infor-
mal institutions primarily in terms of their purpored effects
{e.g., the efficiency gains they yield), withour idencifying
the mechanisrns by which they are created.'®! For example,
many eatly rational-choice analyses treated informal norms
as efficient selutions te problems of cycling, informadon,
or collective action.!%? Although such explanations may par-
tially explain the persistence of informal institurions once
established, they are insufficient, if not misleading, for gen-
erating thearies abour institutional emergence. In this sec-
rion we seek to move beyond static and Funcrionalise
accounts, arguing that compelking explanations of informal
institutions must not only ask why actors create informal
rules, bur also examine how actors create and communicate
those rules.

Why informal Institutions?

We focus our discussion here on informal Instirutions thet
are endogenous to formal institurional structures. 1% In other

730 Perspectives on Polifics

words, why, given the existence of a set of formal rules and
rule-making mechanisms, de actors choose to create infor-
mal rules? Building on the previous section, we see three
generai motivations.

First, actots create informal rules because formal institu-
tions are incomplete.'® Farmal rules set general parameters
for behavior, bur they cannor cover all contingencies. Con-
sequently, actors operating within a particular formal insti-
tutional context, such as bureaucracies and legislarures,
develop norms and procedures thar expedice their work or
address problems not anticipated by formal rules.!%

Second, informal institugions may be a “second best™ strat-
egy for actors who prefer, but cannot achieve, a formal insti-
tutional solution.’ In some cases, actors simply lack the
power ta change the formal cules. Thus post-Pinachet elites
in Chile created informal power-sharing arrangements because
they lacked the poittical strength to rewrite the 1980 Con-
stitution.'” Similarly, Soviet workers and managers opred
for the informality of blztin part because they were unable to
reform or do away with state socialist instirutions.

A broader statement of this motivation, elaborared by
Carol Mershon, is that actors create informal instirutions
when chey deem it less costly than creating formal institu-
tians to their liking.'""™ In postwar Italy, Christian Demo-
cracic leaders who sought to keep the communist and
neofascist parties out of power found it easier to develop an
informal “fermula” to exclude those parties from governing
coalitions than 1w push through parliament a majoritatian
elecroral system aimed at screngthening large moderate par-
ties.'® Similarly, Costa Rican party leaders’ use of informal
devices 1 induce legislators to engage in constituency ser--
vice may have been casier than overtuming the ban on
legistative reelection.!'®

Inventing informal insdrutions may also be a second-
best strategy where formal instirutions exist on paper but
are ineffective in practice. In the case of substirive infor-
mal institutions, for example, actors create informal sruc-
tures nat because they dislike the formal rules, but because
the existing rules—and rule-making processes—lack credi-
bility. Thus Mexican opposition leaders engaged in concers-
acestones during the 1990s because they did not view the
formal elecroral coursts as credible, and Peruvian villagers
created rondas campesinas because the state judicial system
failed o enforce the rule of law.

A third motivation for creating informal instirutions is
the pursuit of goals not considered publicly accepable.
Becanse they are relacively inconspicuous,''? informal insti-
tutions allow zctors wo pursue aceivigies—ranging from the
unpopular w che illegal—thar are unlikely to stand the
test of public scrutiny. Even whete bribery, patrimonial-
iste, and vote-buying are widely accepted, prevailing norms
of universalism prevent their legalization. Norms of lax
enforcement—whar the Dutch call gedogen—provide
another example.'*? Prostitution, soft drug use, and eutha-
nasia (or abortion in predominandy Catholic countries)
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are legally proscribed but widely tolerated. The informal
procedures enabling extrajudicial executions in Brazil may
also be explained in these terms,'’

Informal institutions may also be created in pursuiv of
goals that are not internationally acceprable. For example,
the geopolitical changes produced by the end of the Cold
War raised the external cost of maintaining openly (e.g.,
military or Leninist one party} authoritarian regimes dur-
ing the 1990s, which led many autocratic elites to adopt
format democratic institutions, To maintain power in this
new international contexr, autocrats in countries like Bela-
rus, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Peru, Russia, Ukraine, and Zim-
babwe resorted to informal mechanisms of coercion and
control, ranging from use of paramilitary thugs to elaborate
systems of vote buying, fraud, co-optarion, espionage, and
blackenail.!

Understanding why actors create informal instisutions is
nat, however, sufficient to explain how they are established.
Incompleteness does not by itself explain how the need for
additional rufes cransfates into their creation (or, for that
matter, why informal, rather than formal, rules are adopzed).
Where informal institutions are a second-best straregy, why
are actors who fack the capacity to change the formal rules
nevercheless able o establish and enforce informal ones?
And where actors share certain illicic goals, how are they
able to establish mechanisms that effectively ciecumvent
the formal rules? In shozt, to avoid the functionalist trap, it
is essential to examine the mechanisms by which informal
institutions are established.

How Informai Institutions are Created
and Communicated

The consteucrion of informal institutions differs markediy
from formal rule-making processes. Whereas formal rules
are created through official channels {(such as executives
and legislatures) and communicated and enforced by state
agencies (such as the police and courts), informal rules are
created, commainicated, and enforced outside of public
channels, and usually outside of che public eye. The acrors
who create and enforce them may deny having done so.
Hence, their origins are often unclear.!”

Precisely because of these differences, scholars should take
the process of informal rule-making seriously by idencify-
ing the actors, coalitions, and interests behind the creation
of informal rules. To the extent thar these rules are created
in a conrext in which power and resources are unevenly
distributed, chey can be expected 10 produce winners and
losers. '8 Thus, following Jack Knight,''” scholars should
be sensitive to underlying processes of conflict and coer-
cion, rather than assume pure coordinarion.

Processes of informal institutional emergence vary. In
some cases, the process is “rop down”; informal institutions
may be a product of clite design and imposicion (the Mex-
tcan dedazo, Durch consociationalism), or they may emerge

out of elite-tevel strategic interaction (Mexicos concerrace-
signes). In other instances (corruption, chientelism, #lar)
informal rules emerge out of 2 decentralized process involv-
ing a much larger number of actors. In either process, we
may understand mechanisms of emergence in terms of focal
points,''® repeated interaction,''” or bargaining.'*® Alter-
nasively, informal institutional creation may be a histori-
cally contingent process in which informal strucrures are an
unintended product of particular conflicts and compro-
mises. For example, Amakudari originated as a makeshift
strategy by Japanese ministry officials seeking o reconcile
prewzr norms of lifetime employment with postwar reali-
ties of resource scarcicy and stricr seniority systems.'?!
Although such informal instimutions may ultimarely take
on functions that are perceived as efficient or beneficial,
these functions often have fitde o do wich their origins,

Analyses of the origins of informal institutions must also
account for how they are communicated and learned in the
absence of written down rules and public enforcemenc. In
some cases, informal institutionalization appears to be a
process of social learning through widely observed instances
of trial and error. The Mexican dedazo was institutionalized
ehrough a “process of learning by example,” as PRI leaders
who broke the informal sules during the 1940s and 1950s
suffered political defeat and marginalization. while those
who played by the rules “wese rewarded with better posts.” '
Similarly, postwar [talian prime ministers who broke the
informal rule char gave parties the right to name govern-
ment ministers “saw their governments meet rapid ends.”
Their successors quickly “learned the lesson,” and by the
mid-1950s, “the rule of negortated decisions by party and
faction leaders had been hammered out.”'®

Social nerworks and political organizarions may also trans-
mit informal rules. Thus the norms of Amakudari were
diffused through social necworks thar linked universiries,
state bureaucracies, and private corporations,'®* and infor-
mal networks within the Peruvian and Ukrainian states com-
municated the tules of corruption and blackmail that
sustained autocratic regimes during the 1990s.'** Palitical
partics also carry informal rules, Parties communicated
power-sharing arrangemnents in Chile, the Netherlands, and
postwar Iraly; 1% party organizations enforced the system of
kickbacks and bribery in Iraly;'*” and competing local party
teaders spread rondas campesinas across northern Pery.!?3

In sum, moving beyond functionalist accounts entails
tdentifying the relevant actors and ineerests behind infor-
mal institutions, specifying the process by which informal
rules are created, and showing how those rules are commu-
nicated to other actors in such 2 manner thar they evolve
into sets of shared expectations.

Informal Institutional Change

Informal institutions are often characterized as highly resis-
tant to change, possessing a “tenacious survival abiliry,” %
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When change occurs, it is expected to be slow and incre-
mental.'®® Lauth, for example, argues chac because infor-
mal rules “do not possess a center which directs and
co-ordinares their actions,” informal instimtional change is
likely to be an “extremely lengthy” process.'>! Yet informal
institutions dp change—and often quite quickly. The
centuries-old Chinese practice of foot-binding disappeared
within a generation,’?? and many of the informal rules that
structured Mexican elite polides for much of the rwentieth
century (including the dedazs) collapsed quickly during the
late 19905133

Several sources may generate the impews for informal
institutional change, One important sousce is formal insti-
tutional change. The impact of formal rule changes should
not, of course, be overstated; many informal insticutions
have proved resifient even in the face of large-scale legal or
administrative reform.'>% Nevertheless, to the extent that
formal institational change alters the costs and benefits of
adhering to particular informal rules, it can serve as an
important catalyst for informal institudonal change.

“Two types of formal institutional change ate relevant here.
The first is change in formal institutional design. Particu-
lacly for informal insticutions thar are endogenous 1o for-
mal structures, a change in rthe design of the formal rufes
may affect the costs and benefits of adhering to related infor-
mal rules, which can produce sapid informal institutional
change. In the case of complementary informal institu-
tions, for example, modifying the relevant formal rules may
change the narure of the gaps that the informal institution
had been designed o address, which may creare incentives
for actors 1o modify or abanden the infermal rule. The
1974 Bill of Rights of Subcommittees in the House of Rep-
resentatives “produced z sharp change in formal rules thar
overrode previous informal commireee structures.”'*

Informal institurional change may also be a product of
changes in formal insticutional screngrh or effectiveness. In
such cases, changes in che level of enforcement of formal
rules alter the costs and benefits adhering to informel insi-
tutions that compete with or substitute for those rules, For
exarmple, compliance with competing informal institutions
becomes more costly with increased enforcement of the
formal rules, and at some poing, these costs will induce
actors to abanden the informal institution. Thus the
increased judicial enfoscement triggered by the Mani Pulire
investigations weakened corruption nerworks in Iraly;'¥
the tight controls:imposed by the postrevolutionary state
weakened traditional gifi-giving norms in Maoist China; '™
and federal enforcement of civil rights legislation weakened
Jim Crow practices in the South.

Increased farmal institutional effecriveness may also
wezken substiturive informal institutions. When the credi-
bility of previously ineffective farmal strucrures is enhanced,
the benefits associated with the use of subsritutive instice-
tions may diminish, potentially te the point of their dispens-
ability. For example; the increased credibility of Mexico’s
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electoral courts aver the causse of the 1990s reduced the
incentive of opposition leaders to work through informal
concertacesiones, P8 and the increased effectiveness of Peru’s
public security and judicial systems led to the collapse of
many rondas campesinas and rondz assemblies.'>?

Other sources of informal institutienal change lie out-
side the formal institutional context, For scholars who view
informal institutions primarily as a product of culture, infor-
mal insticutional change is rooted primarily in the evolu-
tion of societal values.!®® Because such shifts.tend to be
glacial in pace, this pattern of infermal institutional change
will be slow and incrernepral, We might understand the
erasion of tiaditional or kinship-based patterns of authoricy
in Europe in these terms.

Informal institutions may also chan, nge 45 the status quo
conditions that sustain them change.!*! Developments in
the external environment may change the distribution of
power and resources within a community, weakening those
actors who benefit from a pardicular informal institution
and strengthening those who seek o change ir. Thus Mexico’s
increasingly competitive elecroral environment during the
19905 strengthened local PRI leaders and activists vis-a-vis
the national leadership, which allowed them ro cantest and
eventually dismantle the dedazo system.'®? In che Nether-
lands, a long-term decline in class and eeligious identiries
strengthened new parties thac challenged the consocia-
tional rules of the gime and induced established parties 1o
abandon them.’* The growth of middle-class electorates
erades the bases of clientelism by reducing voters” de epen-
dence on the distribution of selective material goods.'* In
these cases, informal institutional change tends o be incre-
mental, as actors gradually reorient their expectations to
reflece underlying changes in their and others” bargaining
pOWET.

Other analytic rools may bé needed to explain some rapid
informal institutional change or collapse. Tipping models
offer one such tool.™ These models suggest that if a suffi-
ciendy large enough number of acrors become convinced
that a new and better alternative exists, and if 2 mechanism
exists through which ro coordinate actors’ expectations, a
shift fram one set of norms w another may occur quite
rapidly. Gerry Mackie argues that the move to end foot
binding in China hinged on creating an alternative mar-
riage market that allowed sons to marry daughtees who had
natural feer, thereby escaping conventional inferioriy.' ¢

Figure 2 summarizes these sources of informal insciew-
tional change. As the figure suggests, informal institudions
vary considerably with respect to bath the source and the
pace of change. Whereas some {complementary, accomme-
dating) are highly susceptible ro changes in formal institu-
rional design, others (substicutive, compering) are more
likely ro be affected by changes in formai instiwurional
strength. With respect to the pace of change, caltaral evo-
lution is fikely o produce incremental change, but formal
institutional change or coordination around an alternacive
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Collapse of Mexican concertacesionas as

courts gain credibility; Mani Pullte and

1974 change in committee rules in 1.5,
ltalian corruption

Congress

equilibrism may trigger the rapid coltapse of informal
institutions,

Research Challenges: Identification,
Measurement, and Comparison

Bringing informal institusions into mainstream compara-
tive institurional analysis poses @ new set of research chal-
lenges. A major issue is identifying and measuring informal
institutions, In formal institutional analysis, chis task is
relatively straiphtforward. Because formal institutions are
usually written down and efficially communicated and sanc-
tioned, their identification and measurement often requires
little knowledge of particular cases, which facilitates large-n
comparison. Identitying informal institutions is more chal-
lenging. A country’s constiturion can tell us whether it has

Erosion of traditionat kinship-based norms
Erosion of clientelism through growth of

middie ciass
End of foot-binding in China

Pace of change
Often relatively rapid

Variable

a presidential or pardiamentary system of government, bur
it cannot tell us about the pervasiveness of clientelism or
kinship networks.

One way of identifying informal institutions is to look
for instances in which similar formal rules produce differ-
ent ourcomes and then artribute the difference to informal
instirutions.'¥” Although the logic of this approach is clear,
it reduces informal insticudons to a residual caregory and
risks conflating informal institutions and weak institurions.
An alternarive steategy is to identify stable patteras of behav-
ior that do not correspond to formal rules. However, this

Chten slow, incremental

Very stow
Hapid

Mechanism of change
Change in design of formal institution
Change in effectivenass of formal

institution

approach runs the risk of treating alt behavioral regulariries
as informal institutions.

Ar 2 minimum, efforts to identify informal institutions
should answer three basic questions.!*® First, what are the
acrors’ shared expecrations about the actual constraints they
face? Only by examining actors’ mutual understanding of the
rules can one distinguish berween informal behavior par-
terns and informal institutions. Second, whatis the commu-
nity to which the informal rules apply? Whereas the domain
of a formal institution is often delineared by laws or other
stautes, the domain of informal rules is often moze difficuic
to discern. The relevant community may be a village, a nadion,
an ethnicor religious group, or an organization such asa polit-
ical party, legisiature, or state bureaucracy. In some cases, the
relevant community isa political elite, the boundaries of which

Change in societa values
New rounds of bargaining

Tipping

Formal instifuiional Change
Farmal institutional Change

Source of change

Sources of informal institutional change

Figure 2

are often blurry. Third, how are informal rules enforced? I
informal behavior is rute-bound, then violations muse wrig-
ger external sanceion. Unitke formal enforcement mecha-
nisens {police, courts), informal sanctioning mechanisms are
often subtle, hidden, and even illegal. They may range from
hostile remarks, gossip, ostracism, and ocher displays of social
disapproval to extrajudicial violence.'*?

Identifying the shared expectations and enforcement
mechanisms thaz suscain informal institutions is a challeng-
ing task, requiring in most cases substantial knowledge of
the community within which the informal instizutions are
erbedded. Hence there is probably no substitute fot inten-

Change in distribution of power,

resources
Updating of beliefs/mechanism

Culturai evalution
for coordination

sive feldwork in informal institutional analysis. Indeed most
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studies of informal institutions take the form of either
abstract theory (N=0) or inductive case studies (N=1).1°
Case studies provide essential building blocks for compati-
son and theory building, However, 2 more general body of
theory will require scholars to incorporate other methods as
well,

One such mechod is rigorous small-n comparison, With-
out losing the sensirivity to context thar characterizes case
studies, small-n analyses can begin to identify paterns of
informal institutional effects, formal-informal instieucional
interaction, and informal insritutional change. For exam-
ple, Kathieen Collins's compararive study of three Central
Asian seaces enabled her to examine che interaction berween
clan networks and different formal regime types.!”* Simi-
larly, Scott Desposato’s analysis of legislative behavior in
five Brazilian states with varying degrees of clientelism
allowed him 1w considet how clientelism affeces the func-
tioning of legistatures wich similar formal structures.!>

Large-n surveys may also prove useful in research on infor-
mal institutions. Survey research may caprure actors’ expec-
tations and beliefs about the “actual” rules of the game.
Here it is impostant o distinguish between conventional
surveys that capture values or attitudes toward particuiar
institutions {e.g., the World Values Survey) and those
designed to capture socially shared beliefs aboue constraines
thar individuals face. An example of the larter is Susan Stokes's
analysis of informa! institutions of accountabilicy in Argen-
tina, which uses survey data to demenstrate the existence in
some parts of the country of shared citizen expectations
that votets will punish politicians who behave dishonesc-
ly."*? Although expectations-based surveys may initially be
limired to identifying of informal institesions, they might
eventually be used to generate and test causal claims,

Conclusion

Since James March and Johan B Olsen declared that “a new
institutionalism has appeared in political science,”** research
on political institutions has advanced considerably. Yer
because the comparative polities literature has focused pri-
marily en formal instinurions, it risks missing many of the
“real” incentives and constraines thac underlie political behav-
ior. Indeed, rational-choice analyses of institutions have been
criticized for an “excessive attention to formal rules” and
“insufficient antention to firmly established informal prac-
tices and ‘insticutions.”” !

We have sought o provide 2 framework for incorporat-
ing informal rules into mainstzeam instirutional analysis,
Far from rejecting the literature on institutions, we seek to
broaden and excend it, with the goal of refining, and ulri-
mately strengthening, its theorecical framework. We see sev-
eral areas for future research. First, we must posic and test
hypotheses abour how informal rules shape formal institu-
tional outcomes. For example, how do clientelism and
patronage nesworks mediate the effects of electeral and leg-
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islative rules?’* In comparative politics, the issue of how
informal institutions sustain or reinforce—as oppesed to
undermine or distort—formal ones has not been well
researched. When institutions function effectively, we often
assume that the formal rules are driving actors’ behavior.
Yet in some cases, underlying informal norms do much of
the enabling and constraining that we anribute to the for-
mal rules,

Second, we need to theorize more rigorously abourt the
emergence of informal institutions and particularly about
the mechanisms through which informal rules are creaced,
communicated, and learned. Some seemingly age-ald infor-
mal institutions are in reality relatively recent reconfigura-
siens (or reinventions); this fact makes the issues of origins
all the more compelling >’

Third, we need ta better understand the sources of infor-
mal institurional stability and change. One queston noe
addressed in this article is that of codification of informal
rules, In some instances, state actors opt to legatize informal
institutions that are perceived to compete with or under-
mine formal rules. Severat Latin American governmenss “con-
stitucionalized” aspects of indigenous faw (granting them
constieutional seatus) during the 1990s in an effort o
enhance compliance with state law.'*® Similarly, in Argen-
tina, in an effort to regulate President Carlos Menem's use
of extraconstitutional decree authority, legislators included
a provision for executive decrees in the 1994 Constitu-
tion,'*? We need ro know more about what induces state
actors to formalize rather than oppose informal institcions.

Comparative politics research on informal institutions is
still at an incipient stage. Advances are likely on several
fronts, ranging from abstract formal medeling o ethno-
graphic studies to survey research. New insighes will come
from a variery of disciplines, including anthropology, eco-
nomics, law; sociology, and political psychology. Hence, it
is essential to promote a broad and pluralistic research agenda
that encourages feitilization across disciplines, methods, and
regions. Given the range of areas in which informal rules
and ergariizations mateer politically, it is essential that polit-
ical scientists take the real rules of the game seriously—
whether they are wrirten into pacchment or not.
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from formal inscitutional arrangements. Actors cre-
ate them in an effort to subverr, mitigate the
effects of, substitute for, or enhance the efficiency of for-
mal institutions. However, ather informal instite-
tions develop independently of formal institutional
structures, in response o conditions that are
unrelared to (and frequently pre-date) the formal insti-
tutional context. Formal institutions may then be
buift ot the foundation of these informal instim-
tions (actors may formalize pre-existing informal
rules ar use them as the bases for designing formal
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ones), or they may be created without taking pre-
existing informal structures inta account (as accurted
with many colonial insticutions).

104 Johnson 2002.

105 March and Olsen 1989; Nelson and Winter 1982;
Weingast 1979%; Weingast and Marshall 1988,

106 We chank Susan Stokes for suggesting this point.

107 Siavelis 2002b.

108 Mershon 1994,

109 Ibid.

110 Tayler 1992,

111 Mershon 1994, 50.

112 Van Qenen 2001.

113 Brinks 2003a.

114 Darden 2002; Levitsky and Way 2002; Schedler
2002; Ouawzy 2003.

115 See, for example, Starn’s account of the disputed ori-
gins of the ronda campesinas in Peru (1999, 36-69)
and Ledeneva’s (1998} analysis of the origins of
blat in the Sovier Union.

116 Knight 1992.

117 Ibid.

118 Scheliing 1960.

119 Sugden 1986; Schotrer 1981; and Calvert 1995,

120 Knight 1992

121 Johnson 1974; Colignon and Usui 2003. Similarly,
narrms of restraint and flexibility within Japan’s secu-
rity forces have been traced to the intense socio-
political conflicts in the afrermath of World War II
{Karzenstein 1996G).

122 Lamgston 2003, 14-16.

123 Mershon 1994, 67-68.

124 Colignon-and Usui 2003,

125 Darden 2002; Moreno Ocampo 2002.

126 Siavelis 2002b; Lijphaer 1975; Mershoa 1994

127 Della Porta and Vannuceci 1999, 93-124.

128 Srarn 1999.

129 North 1990, 45; See also Dia 1996; O'Donnell
1996; Pejovich 1999; Collins 2002b.

130 North 1990; Lauth 2060,

131 Laurh 2000, 24-25,

132 Mackie 1996,

133 Langston 2003.

134 Dia 1996; O’Donneli 1996; Pejovich 1999, For exam-
ple, Amakudari persisted for decades despite mulri-
ple legislative reforms aimed at its eradication (Colignon
and Usui 2003, 43—49); clan politics in Central
Asia survived the rise and fall of the Sovier Union {Col-
lins 20024, 2002b); and many Soviet-era norms sie-
vived Russia’s transition from stare socialism to a
market economy {Clarke 1995; Sil 2001).

135 Notth 1990, 88.

136 Della Porta and Vannucci 1999,

137 Yang 1994,

138 Eisenstadt 2002.
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139 Starn 1999.

140 North 1990: Dia 1996; Pejovich 1999,

141 Knight 1992.

142 Langston 2003.

143 Lijphart 1975.

144 Kitschelt 2000.

145 Schelling 1960, 1978.

146 Mackie 1996.

147 See, for example, North 1990.

148 For a more elaborate discussion of how to idendify
and measure informal institurions, see Brinks 2003b.

149 An additional problem, idenrified by Brinks (2003b),
is that some informal rules peemit, bue do not require,
certain behavior. Under rules of this rype, acrors
who refrain from the permitted behavior (e.g., govern-
ment officials who choose not to collect bribes) do
not break the informat rule and thus will not be sanc-
tioned. In such cases, sanctions are likely o be
applied only ro actors who seck o formally sanction
behavior permitted by che informal rules—i.e., whis-
tle blowers.

150 Within the case study tradition, a more microlevel
approach is 1o construct analytic narratives that
blend elements of deductive and inductive reason-
ing. See Bates et al. 1998,

151 Collins 2002a.

152 Desposato 2003,

153 Stokes 2003.

154 March and Olsen 1984, 734.

155 Weyland 2002, 67.

156 On these questions, see Kitschele 2000; Desposato
2003 and Taylor-Raobinson 2003.

157 Van Corr 2000, 2003; Galvan 2004,

158 Yrigoyen Fajardo 2000; Van Corr 2000, 2003.

159 Ferreira Rubio and Goreui 1998, 56-57.
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