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abstract        S

Democratic Limits to Redistribution

inclusionary versus exclusionary coalitions in the knowledge economy

By TORBEN IVERSEN and DAVID SOSKICE
The knowledge economy, deindustrialization, and the decline of Fordism have undermined 

the economic complementarities that once existed between skilled and semiskilled workers. The 
result has everywhere been a decline in coordinated wage bargaining and unionization and a no-
table rise in labor market inequality. Yet, the political responses have been very different across 
advanced democracies. While labor markets for part-time and temporary employment have 
been deregulated across the board, some countries have compensated losers through increased 
cash transfers and active labor market programs and others have allowed inequality and insider-
outsider divisions to grow deeper. This article argues that the divergent government responses 
reflect differences in underlying electoral coalitions, and that these in turn mirror the structure 
of party and electoral systems. The authors support their argument with evidence for govern-
ment responses to economic shocks in the period 1980 to 2010.

Explaining the Oil Advantage

effects of natural resource wealth on incumbent reelection in iran

By Paasha Mahdavi
Why does natural resource wealth prolong incumbency? Using evidence from parliamen-

tary elections in the Islamic Republic of Iran, the author shows that natural resource revenues 
boost incumbent reelection rates because they are used to provide public or private goods to 
constituents, which incentivizes voters to reelect incumbents over challengers. To test this hy-
pothesis, the author employs originally assembled data on five parliamentary elections in Iran 
(1992–2008) in longitudinal hierarchical regression analyses at the district and province levels. 
By leveraging Iran’s mixed-member electoral system, he shows that the resource-incumbency 
mechanism works primarily in single-member districts with little evidence of an incumbency 
advantage for politicians in resource-rich multimember districts. Building on the rentier theory 
of natural resource wealth, the results suggest that voting for the incumbent is attributable to 
patronage and public goods distribution. The findings offer new insights into the understudied 
context of Iranian legislative elections, illustrate the mechanisms driving the relationship be-
tween resource wealth and incumbency advantage at the subnational level in a nondemocratic 
setting, and highlight the mediating effects of electoral institutions on the resource-incumbency 
relationship.

Moderating Diffusion

military bureaucratic politics and the implementation of german doctrine  
   in south america, 1885–1914
By Ryan Grauer

How do military ideas, and military doctrines in particular, spread through the international 
system? This article extends extant work on military diffusion by exploring why some states, 
after deciding to adopt another’s innovative warfighting system, fail to implement it. The author 
argues that for states to successfully implement a military doctrine developed abroad, much 
information about the unobservable aspects of the warfighting system is needed. States vary in 
their capacity to acquire the necessary knowledge because they face differing levels of resistance 
to military diffusion within their armed forces. Powerful groups within the military that are 
opposed to such adoptions are likely to use their influence to press for policies and bureaucratic 
maneuvers that constrain information flows between innovating states and their own state and 
consequently inhibit implementation and diffusion of military doctrines. Therefore successful 
implementation of foreign military doctrines can be expected when states face minimal resis-
tance within their militaries, and moderated or failed implementation can be expected when 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

15
00

00
76

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887115000076


opposition is more significant. A provisional test of the argument is conducted through an as-
sessment of Argentina, Brazil, and Chile’s attempts to implement the German military doctrine 
at the turn of the twentieth century.

Elites and Corruption

a theory of endogenous reform and a test using british data 
By Mircea Popa

Eighteenth-century Britain displayed patterns of corruption similar to those of developing 
countries today. Reforms enacted in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries elimi-
nated many of these patterns. This article develops a theoretical argument that seeks to explain 
why the British elite enacted anticorruption reforms and provides evidence using a new data set 
of members of the House of Commons. The author argues that the shock that pushed the Brit-
ish elite from preferring the old corrupt regime to preferring the reformed one was an increase 
in government spending and a corresponding increase in the costs of tolerating corruption. Fea-
tures unique to Britain allowed the reformist outcome to emerge and illuminate why such an 
outcome is difficult to achieve in general.

Ethnic Voting and Accountability in Africa

a choice experiment in uganda

By Elizabeth Carlson
The strong support that African presidents retain among voters of their own ethnicity, de-

spite clear evidence of shirking and corruption, has prompted numerous empirical investigations 
into whether an incumbent’s ethnicity or performance is more important to African voters. The 
model of vote choice underlying almost all of these studies is additive and implies that either 
coethnicity or good performance can increase a candidate’s vote share. However, there is little 
theoretical justification for such a model. In the dominant theory of ethnic voting in Africa, 
coethnicity is a signal of better outcomes, indicating that ethnicity and performance are not 
separate considerations. Using an experiment that is designed to determine how Ugandan voters 
make choices, the author shows that the effects of coethnicity and good performance interact: 
neither attribute increases support for a candidate in the absence of the other. Though previous 
analyses indicate that, all else being equal, voters always prefer coethnics, this study demon-
strates that coethnics only have an advantage when they are not shirkers. Additionally, though 
previous studies indicate that voters always prefer good performers, this analysis shows that vot-
ers are indifferent to the performance of non-coethnic candidates. The article provides evidence 
that this pattern is in fact a result of voters’ beliefs that they will only receive future goods from 
coethnics, making a demonstrated ability to provide such goods relevant for the electability of 
coethnic candidates, but not for non-coethnics. Since a large number of African voters do not 
share the ethnicity of their incumbent, this finding has troubling implications for accountability 
of African leaders.
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