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David Collier

Critical junctures, Concepts, and Methods

David Collier has made major contributions to comparative politics
through his carefully conceptualized research on authoritarianism, democ-
racy, and corporatism in Latin America. He has also been a leading figure in
the field of methodology, publishing numerous influential works on con-
cept analysis, as well as offering a new perspective on the relationship be-
tween qualitative and quantitative methods. ‘ :

Collier’s early work includes quantitative cross-national research on po-
litical regimes, corporatism, and social policy, as well as an exploration of
the links between regime change and public policy toward squatter settle-
ments in Peru, which was published as Squatters and Oligarchs (1976), Int his
edited volume The New Authoritarianism in Latin America (1979), a land-
mark study in the literature on national political regimes, Collier and col-
laborators explore alternative explanations for the rise of authoritarianism
in Latin America in the 1960s and 1970s.

His most sweeping work on Latin America, the fruit of over a decade of
research, is Shaping the Political Arena (1991), coauthored with Ruth Berins
Collier. This book, one of the most ambiticus and systematic studies of
Latin American politics ever published, offers an in-depth analysis of eight
countries across five decades. Shaping the Political Arena seeks to explain
contrasting regime outcomes, such as military coups against democracies,
as historical legacies of how labor was incorporated into national politi-
cal institutions. In addition to making a fundamental contribution to the
study of politics in Latin America, the book has had a significant influence
on the hroader field of comparative politics. Its theoretical framework of
“critical junctures” is regarded as one of the most systematic, explicitly
elaborated models int the historical institutionalist literature. Moreover, the
book’s careful, case-based comparative analysis is viewed as an exemplar of
methodologically rigorous qualitative research. -

This interview was conducted by Gerardo Munck in Berkeley, California, on July 8, 2003.
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=-Asecond strand of Collier's work focuses on methodology. This research
addresses issues of concept formation and measurement, emphasizing the .
procedures used in the comparative, largely qualitative, literature on de-
mocracy, authoritarianism, and corporatism. It also discusses the wide
range of tools used by qualitative researchers, explores procedures for con-
cept formation and evaluating measurement validity that apply to both
qualitative and quantitative work, and examines commonalities and differ-
ences between qualitative and quantitative methods in part from the per-
spective of statistical theory. These latter themes are addressed especially in
Rethinking Social Inquiry (2004), a volume coedited with Henry Brady.

- Collier was born in Chicago in 1942. He received his B.A. from Harvard
University in 1965 and his Ph.D. in political science from the University of
Chicago in 1971. He has taught at Indiana University, Bloomington (1970
78), and at the University of California, Berkeley (1978-present). He was
president of the Comparative Politics Section of the American Political Sci-
ence Assoclation (APSA) in 199799, vice-president of APSA in 20012, and .
founding president of the Qualitative Methods Section of APSA in 2002-3.
He was elected to the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2004.

Training, Intellectual Influences, and Dissertation Research

Q: You grew up in Chicago and your parents were academics. How

do you think these early years influenced your subsequent academic
work? : ‘

A: Growing up in the community of the University of Chicago did place me

in the midst of what was then, and remains today, one of the most stimulat-

ing social science communities in the world. Many of the major names in
social science of that period—in the 1940s and 1950s—lived just down the

block or around the corner. I come from a family of anthropologists, and

my parents were both affiliated with the Anthropology Department at the

university, though both also had employment elsewhere. Robert Redfield
and Fred Eggan were close family friends, and on the basis of childhood
associations, I later on found it easy to place in perspective Redfield’s classic
study of a Mexican village (1930) and Eggan’s presidential address for the
American Anthropological Association (1954), in which he explored the
“method of controlled comparison” in anthropology. It is curious how this
methodological agenda came back to the center of my attention many
years later. _

I went to the University of Chicago “Laboratory School,” and class-
mates included Stephen Stigler—son of the eminent economist—who be-
came a prominent statistician and went on to write his magisterial History
of Statistics; and Michael Rothschild—whom I had known since nursery
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school and who later did innovative work on decision m.akih'g undert
tainty. Mike was coauthor of one of the papers for which Joseph Stiglitz
won the Nobel Prize, as well as the purveyor of numerous quips over the

years—for example, “Economics is about that part of happiness that money'

can buy.”

Q: What are your first political memories?

A: The 1950s were certainly complicated times politically. In the first half of
the decade, various colleagues and friends of my parents were subject to
damaging accusations of disloyalty during the McCarthy period, and T re-
call-my father on more than one occasion testifying on their behalf to help
them retain jobs.and security clearance for classified work. These family
friends included a student of my father’s, John Murra, who had been'in:the
Abraham Lincoln Brigade in the Spanish Civil War, and who went on to
become a prominent ethnographer of the Andes. Murra later introduced
the creative concept of the “vertical archipelago” for systems of cultivation
in the Andes characterized by a strong integration of cultivation at different
‘altitudes. This became amnice plece of inventive concept formation for me to
" think about.

Everyone in my parents’ generation within the family was actively in-
volved in the New Deal, in part following the lead of my paternal grand-
father, John Collier St. Beginning in the 1910s, he had been a ctusader for
social reform and social justice in the United States, and he later became:a
member of Franklin Roosevelt’s brain trust. However, by the 1950s I would
say that we were simply devoted “Adlai Stevenson Democtats,”! frustrated
by the blandness of the Eisenhower years, :

Q: How did you become interested in political science and comparative
politics?
A: In my undergraduate years at Harvard, beginning in the fall of 1959, it
was pretty easy to be interested in politics. Momentum was building for
John E Kennedy's run for the presidency, many Harvard faculty were in-
volved in the Kennedy campaign, and at Harvard there was a contagious
sense of political excitement and political possibilities. One also remem-
bers vividly certain terrifying and tragic moments: walking through Har-
vard Square at the height of the Cuban Missile Crisis; exactly where I was
in Widner Library when we recetved the news of Kennedy's assassination;
and then the vivid images in the days following the killing of Lee Harvey
Oswald.

For one year I was an English major—I think due to my interest in poetry

1. Stevenson was the Democratic presidential candidate in 1952 and 1956,
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" and in writing—but I switched to government. Samuel Beer’s Social Studies
* g introduced me to Max Weber, and H. Stuart Hughes's course on European

intellectual history left me fascinated by the evolution of European thought
over the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. But more than anything it
was my first reading of Seymour Martin Lipset’s Political Man (1960a) that
showed me how big, fascinating questions, along with a variety of specific
hypotheses about politics and political change, can be addressed through
astute comparisons. I found the book breathtaking. The same academic
term that I read Lipset's book, I also took my first statistics course. Although
political Man was not very statistical, the juxtaposition of the ideas about
inference introduced through the statistics course, combined with the ana-
Iytic power of Lipset's book, greatly extended my horizon, and was doubt-
less a key early step in sparking my interest in methodology.

. Other memorable experiences at Harvard included Samuel Hunting-
ton’s remarkable course on political development, which I took the same
semester that he published his compelling World Politics article, “Political
Development and Political Decay” (Huntington 1965), which in turn led to
his book, Political Order in Changing Societies (Huntington 1968). It was
an exciting course. Though Huntington was not a specialist on the Third -
World, he had a flair for coming up with engaging arguments and hypothe-
ses. Another invaluable course on political change was Rupert Emerson’s
“From Empire to Nation,” which provided a mastetly overview of the de-
colonization in Asia and Africa (Emerson 1960). I recall a key visiting lec-
turer in that course—Aristide Zolberg—who later was Ruth Berins Collier’s
dissertation chair at Chicago, and has been a career-long friend and col-
league. On the side of sociology, I was fascinated by the ideas about social
structure conveyed by George Homans, whose book English Villagers of the
Thirteenth Century (Homans 1941) provided a striking example of drawing
interesting ideas about social structure out of archival materials, involving a
society that had existed many centuries before. Homans's famous “quarter
deck” speaking style made him a memorable lecturer. [ also took a course on
political sociology with Talcott Parsons.

Q: In 1965 you started graduate school in political science at the Uni-
versity of Chicago. Why did you select Chicago?

A: Political science at Chicago periodically loses large numbers of its faculty,
and then goes through an exciting period of rebuilding. I had been told that
the department was in the midst of precisely such a period of rebuilding,
and this advice was on target. Susanne and Lloyd Rudolph and Aristide Zol-
berg had just arrived, and Leonard Binder had come a couple of years be-
fore, yielding a newly fortified comparative politics group. Theodore Lowi
was just arriving from Cornell and, along with the vivid ideas spinning out
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of his new work on “arenas of power” (Lowi 1964), he had a DO
instinct for mentoring graduate students long before that was a s‘caneczlrful
practice—and before we even had mentoring as a standard term. Buildin o
my prior course with Talcott Parsons, I studied with ‘David Easton g;on
gained leverage moving from the details of politics and society to m(l;l ¢
ggneric analysis that went well beyond these details. Outside the Poli; rel
Science Department, this was the period when the “Committee on Nca
Nations,” involving such faculty as Clifford Geertz and Edward Shils ‘:W
active at Chicago, exploring the large social science agendas-opened b’ tss
proliferation of new nation-states in the Third World. . v

Nathan Leites—a close associate and collaborator of Harold Lasswae]]—
had come to Chicago two years before, and he was a strong influence
Although I never took a formal course from him, sitting in on his brﬂliané
serminars taught me a lot about careful, terse argumentation. In Leites’s
vocabulary, the most grave—and in his view, unfortunately common—
defect of arguments in political science was that they are “banal.” Students
awaited this epithet with dread as they presented their own ideas in semi.
nars. I believe that this concern of Leites remains highly relevant today—as
one worries that some of the most technically elegant forms of analysis in
political science yield findings that are, in fact, sometimes banal.

In addition to my work with these faculty members, I had the good
fortune of receiving a NIMH Training Fellowship in Social Research at Chi-
f:ago's National Opinion Research Center (NORC).2 This training program
in quantitative analysis and survey research offered what was certainly
modest training in methodology by today’s standards. We invested large
amounts of time in carrying around long boxes of IBM cards, running them
through counter sorters, and receiving instruction in how—if one had un-
believable levels of tenacity—it was possible to calculate correlations, and

even do factor analysis, on what by now seem like ancient Monroe Calcula-

tors. Toward the end of the time at Chicago, Norman Nie and his- entire
SPSS group had arrived from Stanford University,? so attention shifted to
lugging the boxes of IBM cards over to the campus computer center in the
evening and then returning in the morning to pick up the printout. By
today’s standards, pretty slow turnaround!

Notwithstanding these headaches, by the norms of the time this pro-
gram offered a fairly substantial level of methodological training, and again
extended my intellectual horizon. Further, precisely the low-tech character
of the program lent itself to teaching valuable skills and topics: for exam-

2. At the time the NIMH (National Institutes of Mental Health) was providing extensive
basic ttaining in the social sciences.

3. SPSS stands for Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, which was perhaps the first
user-friendly computer-based statistical software for social scientists.
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%le,'an instinct for good comparisons, the vivid presentation of cross-
tapulations, and an understanding of multi-variant relationships via the
{azarsfeld elaboration model‘*—an understanding that I believe too often
ﬂdés: ‘not come into sharp focus in today’s methodological teaching. This
NIMH-NORC experience was certainly another step toward the develop-
ment of my subsequent work on methodology. .

Q: What about your interest in Latin America?

- A:-As’] noted, 1 come from a family of anthropologists; who have written

books on Peru, Ecuador, and Mexico, and on the Americas more broadly. .
My father; grandfather, two uncles; and also cousins worked on Latin Amer-
tca. Traveling in Latin America, knowing those countries, studying them,
4nd having a commitment to close collaboration with Latin American
scholars—this was a family’tradition. As a child and teenager, | had been
with my family on two archaeological excavations in Latin America—my
father was an archaeologist as well as an anthropologist. From these trips I
had many vivid memories and impressions of Latin America, and hence the
region was on my:mind asa possible focus.for my studies. Yet when [ arrived
in graduate school, Chicago had no Latin Americanist in political science,.
‘and although I audited a course from the historian Herbert Klein, it seemed
implausible that I should write a dissertation on Latin America.

" Then, at the end of my second year, Chicago hired Philippe Schmitter,

““who arrived from Berkeley amid the awe inspired by the fact that while in
“graduate school he had coauthored several publications with Ernst Haas
" (Haas and Schmitter 1964; Schmitter and Haas 1964)—who in turn later.

“pécame a close colleague and friend of Ruth's and mine at Berkeley. Schmit-

“ter studied the region I wanted to study, and quite frankly, his brilliant
analytic style and breathtaking framing of Latin American issues immedi-

ately made it obvious that I should work on Latin America. In his firstterm
at Chicago, Schmitter taught a general course on Latin America, which
among other things introduced ideas about non-pluralistic patterns of in-
terest group politics that became central to his—and my own—later work
on corporatism. Schmitter also anticipated by six years—clearly they were
working on parallel, but at that time separate, tracks—Guillermo O’Don-
nell’s famous book that sought to unravel the Argentine puzzle {O’Donnell
1973): a country at a high level of socioeconomic development, yet with

4. Lazarsfeld’s elaboration model or formula, devised as a way of promoting causal analysis
in non-experimentat research, consists of a set of procedures for data analysis and causal in-
ference that build up larger models from bivartate relationships by successively introducing
controt variables. That s, the principle behind the elaboration formuta is to discover the expla-
nations for an observed relationship between two phenomena (and ‘variables) by means of
introduicirig a third variable. See Kendall and Lazarsfeld (1950) and Lazarsteld (1955).
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patterns of regime crises quite divergent from what one would expect. This

first course with Schmitter included myself, Ruth Berins, Karen Remmer_

now the prominent Latin Americanist who teaches at Duke University
~ and a marvelous student from Brazil, Alexandre Barros, who was the first of
" many Brazilian students whom Schmitter brought to Chicago. -

The following spring, Schmitter taught a course on comparative re.
search methods, and this course was another factor in leading me tO,the
kind of methodological work I have subsequently pursued. Schmitter had
been strongly influenced by the intellectual ferment in comparative meth-
odology at Berkeley in the 1960s, which included Haas’s powetful use of
typological methods and Ralph Retzlaff’s foray into quantitative cross.
national research. Retzlaff’s work stimulated Schrnitter to enter a period of
exploring the potential for quantitative-comparative work on Latin Amer.
ica. That academic terrn my studies were agreeably disrupted by Ruth's and
my marriage in March, but nonetheless this course gave me many ideas
about methodology.

Q: What were some of the key books you read in graduate school at
Chicago?

A: Letme respond narrowly by mentioning one line of analyms reﬂected in
books—that came to be important to me—written around that time:by
researchers at Chicago. By then, scholars were reading a manuscript version
qf Schmitter’s book on Brazil (1971). It produced a lot of excitement, not
only arnong Latin Americanists, but also among scholars working on Amer-

ican politics. They saw it as giving a valuable new, non-pluralist perspective -

for looking at interest group politics. Besides Schmitter, three other faculty
et Chicago, all-of whom worked on the United States, were aiso concerned
with this.theme. One was Lowi, and another was Grant McConnell, who at
that time was finishing his book Private Power and American Democracy (Mc-
Connell 1966). A central theme of McConnell’s research focused on how
interest groups are shaped by the wider systems of political power in which
they are located. This can yield a system of group politics that is often
highly noncompetitive, in which the group’s role in representing its con-
stituents becomes ambiguous—as does, indeed, the very definition of who
those constituents are. This form of group politics is quite distinct from an
image of interest groups involving the wide-ranging, competitive inter-
action among different groups, and with the state. With the publication of
David Greenstone’s book on labor politics (1969), and with the work of
Lowi, McConnell, and Schmitter, it seemed that Chicago might develop
a distinctive, non-pluralist school of analysis. But this did not coalesce:
McConnell soon left for Santa Cruz, and Lowi went back to Cornell. -
Nonetheless, this was an 1nﬂuent1a1 climate of dlscusszon, and these
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issues later emerged in sharp relief in the Latin American field.in research
on corporatism. Within the framework of this discussion, we can define
corporatism as a noncompetitive system of group politics, in which sys-
tems of private power, as in McConnell’s framework, or of state power, as in
Schmitter's subsequent work on state corporatism (Schmitter 1974, 1977),
constrain competition among groups. In these contexts, the organized
groups function only in part as “representatives” of their constituencies, in
that they play a role of mediation between the larger system of power—
whether private or public—and their presumed “constituents.” This body
of work—above all, that of McConnell and Schmitter—was enormously
helpful in placing within a larger framework my subsequent thinking about
different patterns of interest politics, as well as about different types of

authoritarian regimes.

Q: What impact did the domestic situation in the United States, from
the McCarthy period to the Vietnam War, have on you?

-A: I commented before on the McCarthy period. Regarding the upheavals

of the late 1960s, I was away from Chicago doing fieldwork during the most

‘ traumatic moments. I was not in Chicago during the tumultuous conven-
“tion of the Democratic Party in the summer of 1968, and I missed the

height of the protests over Vietnam and Cambodia that took place at the
University of Chicago. So I was probably less wrapped up in the climate of

" the times within-the United States than otheis who were in place at their
- home institutions during 1968-69. °

However, [ was also looking at these issues from Latln America, in part

_',,seemg them in the context of the hostility of the U.S. government toward
“the post-1968 military government in Peru. This hostility was triggered in
“part by the terms of the U.S. “Hickenlooper Amendment,” which man-
“ dated a strong response to the expropriation of U.S. property abroad. But

the reaction of many U.S. scholars working in Peru also reflected broader

" dismay that the United States did not respond more positively to this mili-

“ tary government, which was after all trying to address problems that under-

+ lay the Peruvian political stalemate of the 1960s. This was a time when a

" great many U.S. researchers in Peru felt httle sympathy forU.S. government
. pohmes on any level. _

Q Regarding your doctoral dlssertatlon, your initial idea was to study
. the Peruvian congress.

* ArTwas intrigued by Lowi's ideas about arenas of power, according to which .
“different political relationships crystallize around différent types of public
;"ﬂ,ohc:les (Lowi 1964). And I had also been workmg with Duncan McRae,
““‘who was one of the first scholars to engage in the quantitative analysis of
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legislative roll call voting. Given my interest in Latin America, [ thought |
could take Lowi's ideas about the different power relationships that crystal.
lize around different public policies, and McRae’s tools for analyzing legisla-
tive behavior, and apply them to the Peruvian congress. The mid-1960s hag
been an interesting period of pelitical stalemate in Peru, with a legislature
controlled by APRAS essentially blocking President Belaunde's reform pro-
gram, It seemed that studying the legislature with some new empirical tools
would be a productive enterprise.

The problem was that I arrived in Peru just a couple of days after the -

Velasco military coup in October 1968.6 The legislative archive had been
- closed by the military government, this interesting political stalemate had
been resolved by military force, and in the context of the dramatic regime
change, the idea of studying the legislature had become impractical, and it
seemed a lot less relevant. I ended up switching my dissertation topic.

Q: This is a graduate student’s nightmare, to be in the field and sud-
denly have to rethink the toplc of a dissertation. How did you p1ck a
new topic?
A: Well, first of all, my research was supported by a Latin American Teach-
ing Fellowship, a program administered by Tufts University. This fellowship
paid for a full fifteen months in Peru, giving me time to adjust my topic.
Also, the fellowship required that I teach a course during my stay, so it put
me in touch with a spectrum of people who were invaluable in helping me
find a new focus for my research. In the first months of my visit, I offered
jointly with the Italian sociologist Giorgio Alberti an introductory statistics
course at the Instituto de Estudios Peruanos (Institute of Peruvian Studies),
the leading social science research center in Peru. This institute had carried
out extensive studies of the squatter settlements of Lima, thereby strongly
drawing them to my attention. A series of other circumstances also encour-
aged my focus on the squatter settlements. At the hotel where I was first
staying, 1 encountered a fellow Harvard graduate who was part of an inter-
national aid group working on squatter settlements. Ruth and [ went out to
visit squatter settlements with him a couple of times at the beginning of the
stay in Lima.

_ Taiso had the good fortune that a graduate student who was just returm-
ing to the United States gave me several key articles on squatter settlements
that conveyed what was then the established image—that these communi-

5, Alianza Popular Revolucionaria Americana—the American Popular Revolutionary Al-
liance.

6, The coup led by General Juan Velasco Alvarado was particularly noteworthy because it
inaugurated a left-leaning military regime that contrasted starkly to the right-wing military
regimes that dominated much of South America In the 1960s and 1970s.
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ties were formed as the residents illegally seized land and often valiantly

fought off the police and other authorities, in order to secure precari-

ous housing. These settlements, presumed to be illegal, were highly vis-
ible around the periphery of Lima, and their population at that time was
roughly 1.5 million, approximately one-quarter of the city’s population.

The idea that began to take shape in my study was motivated by a
gquestion posed to me by a Peruvian friend early in the research process. He
asked how these settlements could possibly have been allowed to form,
given the degree to which they appeared to be an affront to the system of
private property. Until the 1968 military coup, private property had, after
all, been a crucial foundation for the power of the Peruvian oligarchy, and
the widespread violation of private property around the capital appeared to
threaten this foundation. My dissertation and the subsequent book (Collier
1976) sought fo address this puzzle.

‘Initially, I encountered a few hints that, although the squatters some-
times did valiantly fight off the police, many times there were various kinds
of involvement by the government, political parties, and even landowners

in encouraging settlement formation. The more I looked, the clearer it

became that the settlements were embedded in a wider political and eco-
nomic system that strongly supported their formation. Hence, I became
strongly interested in the politics of squatter settlement formation.

- Furthes, it increasingly appeared. that this support for squatter settle-
ment formation was linked to broader choices about cultivating the politi-
eal support of the poor, about social policy, and about addressing concerns

over political radicalization within the squatter settlement population.

Thus, squatter settlement politics became a window through which I could

analyze the evolving political relationships between the state and the poor,

patterns of mobilization and control, populisin, and a variety of topics that
subsequently have come to have wide currency in the Latin American field,
and far beyond. My dissertation thus came to focus on a game of squatters
and elites, with some of the elites actually being members of the Peruvian
oligarchy. Hence the title of my subsequent book, Squatters and Oligarchs
{Collier 1976).

Q: How did you reconstruct the history of squatter settlement forma-
tionin Lima? :

A: My most valuable source of data was a survey I carried out to reconstruct
how squatter settlements were formed. From my expetience as a training
fellow at the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) in Chicago and my
knowledge of what was called NORC'’s “Permanent Community Sample,” I
knew that surveys could be used not just to interview citizens, but also
to generate data on a variety-of institutional actors. Correspondingly, I did
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a survey of eighty-five communities—involving both highly structured and
open-ended questions, focused on early leaders in different squatter com-
munities who had been involved in the actual episode of settlement for-
mation. I did many of the interviews myself, and colleagues I knew through
the Instituto de Estudios Peruanos helped me find skilled interviewers
who, with careful supervision, applied the questionnaire in additional
settlements.

A second principal source was an archive maintained by the Peruvian
newspaper, La Prensa, which encompassed a remarkable coliection of news-
paper clippings and other kinds of data, including extensive information
on squatter settlements. This kind of “hard copy” archive is difficult to
imagine in today’s world of computerized databases, I will always be grate-
ful to my fellow graduate student, Liisa North, who secured my access to
this archive. It had many hundreds of clippings and other information on
squatter settlements and squatter settlement formation, and was invalu-
able to my research. I then connected my interviews, these data from the
archive, and a wide spectrum of data from government housing offices and
other sources to reconstruct the history of squatter settlement formation.

The picture that emerged showed a fascinating spectrumn of different
economic and political goals behind the promotion of squatter settlement
formation, ranging from many direct interventions by the president and
political parties seeking political support, to an initiative by a member. of
the economic elite seeking to launch a political career, to efforts by urban
landowners to clear inner-city slums in order to develop the land as valu-
able real estate. These landowners would hire people to help organize the
squatters for a land invasion, thereby clearing valuable inner-city land.

The answer to my friend’s motivating question was thus that settlement
formation was promoted by a complex network of political and economic
relationships.

Q: It seems that you had a positive interaction with colleagues while
conducting your fieldwork in Peru.
A: Yes. With regard to colleagues in Lima, two of whom 1 got to know
through the Instituto de Estudios Peruanos in Lima were especially im-
portant. The leading Peruvian political sociologist Julio Cotler, and also
Giorgio Alberti, became close colleagues and friends. My other great friend
and collaborator was the Peruvian sociologist Sinesio Lopez, who had long
had a strong interest in the squatter settlements, and who provided an
enormeous amount of help in moving my research along.

I was also in touch with other Ph.D. students from the United States.
Jane Jaguette was working on the politics of public policy formation, Liisa
North was carrying out her interviewing of APRA leaders in all parts of the
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country that were centers of APRA strength, Edward Epstein was also work-

~ing on APRA, and Howard Handelman was in the midst of the inferviewing

that led to his study of the peasant mobilization that swept the Peruvian
Andes in the 1960s. Abraham Lowenthal was working in the Ford Founda-
‘tion office in Lima, and he was then--as he has always been—a source of
astute advice and commentary about research, All of these scholars have, in
the intervening decades, made important contributions to the study of
Latin American politics. Finally, in a subsequent visit to Lima I interacted
extensively with Alfred Stepan, who became a friend and mentor through-
outmy career,

Q: Did you keep in touch with your dissertation comnmittee as your
research in Peru advanced?
A: I made no return trips to the United States, and at that time one could
hardly send off an e-mail message, asking for suggestions about. research’
plans. It was also a time when long-distance calls seemed incredibly expen-
sive. I wrote my committee a letter about my new focus, and they wrote
back, in principle approving-the change. Also, Schmitter was in Argentina
toward the end of my stay in Peru, and I went to Argentina and discussed
the refocused dissertation with him.

11ecall with amusement how Chicago handled the required formal oral
exam on the dissertation prospectus. Not long after my return to Chicago,
when the field research was already completed, I was invited to a faculty re-
ception at Aristide Zolberg’s home. Partway through the reception, Schmit-
ter, Zolberg, and Ira Katznelson precipitously took me into a side rooin and
retroactively conducted the oral exam on my prospectus. What can [ say?
Atleast [ didn’t have an opportunity to become anxious before the exam!

Q: Apart from your research on squatter settlements, what did you
learn from observing the first fifteen months of the Velasco govern-
ment in Peru?
A: This was a dramatic.and fascmatmg period in Peruvian pohtlcs Along -
with the research on my dissertation, living in Peru at that time played a
key role in crystallizing my longer-term research interest in regimes and
regime change. During these initial years, the military government was
nationalist and populist. This was intriguing from a comparative perspec-
tive, because at that time military-authoritarian governments also held
power in Argentina and.Brazil, and they were following a development
model that was internationalist and favorable to foreign capital.

In Pery, the military seized power to break the political stalemate of the
1960s and to implement what were widely perceived as needed reforms.
Just days after coming to power, the new government nationalized the -
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Standard Oil holding that had been a source of great dispute and scandals,
This occurred on October 9, the very day we arrived, 1 recall riding in a
taxi from the airport, listening on our tiny portable radio to a curious voice
that kept repeating a statement about the nationalization—a voice that, it
turned out, was that of President Velasco. Several months later the govern-
ment nationalized the sugar estates of the north coast, as well as large
agricultural holdings in other parts of the country, thereby breaking the
back of the Peruvian oligarchy and launching sweeping agrarian reform,

The government thus quickly addressed two parts of the reform agenda
that had been stalled in the mid-1960s—involving the issues that had been
the focus of the original version of my research project. An elaborate system
of popular mobilization was also constructed, called SINAMOS.” Although
SINAMOS fell far short of what it was intended to accomplish—a not atypi-
cal failure with such organizations—the idea of the explicit and very public
involvement of the military in popular mobilization was intriguing, and
again contrasted dramatically with the experience at that time with the
military governments of Argentina and Brazil.

Overall, for my thinking and learning, the experience of being in Peru
during this period heightened my interest in the contrasting approaches to
policy making and problem solving that emerge under different sequences
of national political regimes. A key part of this learning involved the recog-
nition that not only had the democratic regime collapsed at the énd of the
1960s, in the midst of dramatic policy failure, but within a few years the
military’s populist and nationalist initiatives also faltered. This provided
the valuable lesson that a key element driving sequences of change in re-
gimes and governments is often policy failure, an idea that would be of
recurring concern in my subsequent research.

Research on Authoritarian Regimes and Critical Junctures

Q: You eventually turned your dissertation into a book (Collier 1976},
What steps did that involve?

A: In the book version of the squatter settlement project, I went even fur-
ther in focusing on the connections between regime change and the evolu-

tion of policy toward squatter settlements. After completing my fieldwork -

at the end of 1969, I went back to Peru several times over the next six years
and tracked the ongoing evolution of squatter settlements. [ gave a number
of talks on the project, both in Peru and in the United States, and got
further ideas. There is a delicate balance between going back to the field to

7. Sistemna Nacional de Movilizacién Sociai—National System for the Support of Mobl-
lization. -
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get enough fresh information to stimulate one’s thinking and not getting
so much new information that one ends up doing the whole project over
again. I guess I came out reasonably well on that balance.

. Inlooking at the connections between squatter settlement politics and
broader patterns of change, I focused, for example, on a period of pater- -
nalistic authoritarianism under an antitrade union populist government, a
period that we would now perhaps call neo-liberal, when elite actors sought
to encourage autonomy and self-help among the squatters—an approach
that anticipated by many years Hernando de Soto’s well-known neo-liberal
formulation in his book, The Other Path (de Soto 1989); a period of sweeping
policy commitments during a democratic period of competitive party poli-
tics; and finally, in the post-1968 authoritarian period under Velasco, a
new combination of elements, 1nvolvmg a focus on self-help and political
control.

In this sense, [ see the analysis as coming back to the themes that had
motivated the initial framing of my dissertation, before I had to change the
specific topic. Thus, [ was concerned with how different political relation-
ships crystallize around alternative public policies. | also see this analysis as
a first stép toward my continuing interesting in cornparmg political re-
glmes and sequences of reglme change

‘ Q' How did your research interests evolve after your first proiect on

Peru?
A:In the 1970s, 1 explored quantltatlve CLOSS- nat1onal research as a tool for
answering questions about political change. This phase of my work in-

- cluded one of my articles that I am most proud of, which analyzed the

historical timing of the adoption of social security programs throughout
the world (Collier and Messick 1975). That article, published in 1973, an-
ticipated by many years the current proliferation of diffusion studies. [ also

‘wrote a quantitative cross-national article exploring the links between the

timing of economic growth and regime characteristics in Latin America
(Collier 1975)—taking some inspiration from Alexander Gerschenkron-
(1962).

Most crucially, it was during this period that Ruth Collier and 1 first
received a National Science Foundation (NSF) grant to support an elaborate
project collecting cross-national data on labor law. The Argentine lawyer
Lila Milutin provided critical help in this effort. Obviously, labor law did
not tell the whole story of state-labor relations in Latin America, but even at
the level of formal, institutional data, important patterns emerged that led

“to our American Political Science Review article on corporatism that explored
' the dynamic interaction between inducements versus constraints in the
. evolution of state-labor relations (R. Collier and D. Collier 1979; see also
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D. Collier and R. Collier 1977). That article, in turn, laid part of the founda.
tion for our later book, Shaping the Political Arena (R. Collier and D, Collier
1991). Although Shaping the Political Arena centrally involved qualitative
comparison, our work during this period played an essential role in push-
ing us toward a wider comparative view of Latin American politics, as wel]
as generating important hypotheses that would be explored in our subse-
quent book.

The New Authoritarianism.

Q: In 1979, you published a widely read collaborative volume, The New
Authoritarianism in Latin America (Collier 1979). When did you first
_encounter the book that was the focus of your volume, Guillermo
O’'Donnell’s Modernization and Bureaucratic Authoritarianism (1973)?
A: In late 1972 1 learned that this book on regime change by O’Donnell was
about to be published by Berkeley’s Institute for International Studies.® A
central theme of his book is the relationship between the rise of authoritar-
janism in Argentina and Brazil in the 1960s arid the difficulties associated
with a particular phase of industrial development, and this was the aspect
of his thesis that received the most attention. However, other eléments
were also novel: his emphasis on the absolute, rather than the per capita,
size of the modern sector in explaining the rise of authoritarianism; and his
effort to move beyond conventional class categories to look specifically at
“social Toles” as being critical to regime dynamics. Specifically, he empha-
sized the role of technocrats as a'social category, and of the popular sector,
which encompassed both the working class, traditionally understood, and
_ important segments of the lower-middle class. The authoritarian coups in
Chile and Uruguay in 1973—the same year as the publication of O'Don-
nell’s study—certainly caused many scholars to pay even more attention to
his book. At the same time, these new coups raised interesting problems for
certain parts of his argument.

Q: How did you convene the group of scholars for the conference that
eventually led to The New Authoritarianism?

A: In the early to mid-1970s the Social Science Research Council (SSRC) was
supporting a working group on the “State and Public Policy in Latin Amer-
ica,” with the goal of launching a more formalized, collaborative research
project. This initiative, which involved conversations among Albert Hirsch-
man, Guillermo O’Donnell, Fernando Henrique Cardoso, Robert Kaufman,

8. See Chapter 9 for O'Donnell’s discussion of Modernization and Bureaucratic Authqn‘tar—
ianism. '
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Julio Cotler, and myself, went through various false starts over a couple
of years. '

in the summer of 1975, Louis Wolf Goodman, the Latin American staff
person at SSRC, phoned me and asked me to completely rethink the proj-
ect; and to write a proposal that would provide a new, sharper focus for a
collaborative effort. I had gotten to know Goodman a year before when I
gave a talk on the squatters project at Yale, and ever since, Goodman has
been a key professional colleague and friend.

‘T-thought about Goodman’s challenge for a while, and [ decided it
would be productive to do a project specifically centered on the arguments
that O'Donnell had advanced in his book about the rise of a new form of
authoritarianism. O’Donnell’s thesis was an attractive focus because it
raised extremely broad issues and sought to explain outcomes of encrmous
importance, at the same time that it pinpointed specific arguments and was
formulated inn such a way that it readily suggested intriguing rival explana-
tions. My thinking in formulating the project benefited from consultations
with Abraham Lowenthal and Robert Kaufman, as well as with Benjamin
Most. He was a particularly talented graduate student at Indiana University,
where I was a non-tenured faculty member, and from his own work on
incremental budgeting he had astute instincts about the challenges of ana-
lyzing discontinuous patterns of change in regimes and in public policy.

Q: The participants in the project were a fairly diverse set of scholars,
with some based in the United States and others in Latin America.’
How was this group of participants selected?

A: Several of the participants were already involved in the prior SSRC work-
ing group, and that interaction was reinforced by the fact that in 1975
Albert Hirschman brought a number of Latin Americanist visitors to the
institute for Advanced Study in Princeton, where I was also affiliated.
Hirschman strongly encouraged José Serra to bring his expertise as an econ-
omist to write specifically on a key part of the economic side of O'Donnell’s
argurments, and James Kurth was brought in because of his interesting focus
on the timing and sectoral shifts in economic growth and their implica-
tions for political change,

Q: Edited volumes are usually little more than a collection of disparate
papers. Hence, they often do not have much impact. This was clearly
not the case with The New Authoritarianism. It had a large impact, and

9. The 11,8 -based authors of the chapters of The New Autheritarianism in Latin America were
David Collier, Albert Hirschman, Robert Kaufman, and James Kuith. The Latin American-based
authors were Fernando Henrique Cardoso and José Serra, both from Brazil; Julio Cotler, from
Peru; and Guillermo O'Donnell, from Argentina. .
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even though you had a range of authors with their own ideas; the vol-
ume held together as a coherent whole. What is the trick to pulling
together that kind of edited volume?
A: The challenge is to work extremely hard, to engage in constructive but
interventionist editing—including elements of what we now call “develop-
mental editing”~and to do other things that add coherence. I included in
the book my own summary of O'Donnell’s framework, a summary that
many people found illuminating in helping them grasp his complex argu-
ments, This summary, along with an overview of my perspective on the
wider debate, was published in World Polifics (Collier 1978). I created a
glossary that, while not aiming at the impossible goal of completely stan-
dardizing usage, made it clear how Key terms were being used. :
Another key element was the strong focus on 0’Donnell’s book, which
as I just noted raised very broad issues, at the same time that it advanced
very specific arguments. Indeed, I recall vividly that Guillermo was shocked
at the conference that led to the volume, when he fully realized that the
discussion among this set of pecple, some of whorn were pretty eminent,
was focused so specifically on his book. Further, my framing of the project—
and obviously, the framing of O’'Donnell’s book—focused on an outcome,
or dependent variable, that is, the rise of a new form of authoritarianism,
" on whose occurrence and dimensions the authors were in agreement: So
the contributors to the volume had a well-delineated set of outcomes to
explain, and that lent itself to coherence. o :

Shaping the Political Arena

Q: After The New Authoritarianism in Latin America, your next major
work was Shaping the Political Arena, a broadly comparative study fo-
cused on the historical roots of divergent political regimes across eight
Latin American countries in the twentieth century.!® Could you discuss
the genesis of this book, which you coauthored with your wife, Ruth
Berins Collier? How did it link up with your previous work?

A: Shaping the Political Arena might be called a “prequel,” as opposed to a
sequel, in relation to The New Authoritarianism—an expression suggested by
Jonathan Hartlyn. Thus, the outcomes that in The New Authoritarianisim
were analyzed within-a relatively short time frame were explored.in much
greater historical depth in our subsequent volume. But more broadly, Shap-
-ing the Political Arena grew out of a convergence of research interests that
Ruth and I had developed.

10. The eight countries are Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Peru, Mexico, Uruguay, and
Venezuela. .
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My Peru book had focused on regime change. In a short period of time,
Peru had experienced a striking spectrum of regime alternatives, as I already
noted. After my book on Pery, I had continued to develop my interest in
comparing regimes in The New Authoritarianism, which sought to account
for a broader picture in the pattern of coups, non-coups, and regime out-
comes across Latin America in the 1960s and 1970s. So, in all of my prior
work, 1 had been centrally concerned with the comparative analysis of
political regimes, which was the outcome to be explamed for Shapmg the
Political Arena.

Ruth provided some of the key 1ndependent vanables Her first book,
which is a remarkable comparative study of the politics of decolonization
and post-independence regime change in twenty-six countries .of Sub-
Saharan Africa, analyzed how different patterns in the introduction of elec-
tions and party politics in the period of decolonization were linked to dif-
ferent subsequent trajectories of change, and specifically to the emergence
of one-party versus military regimes in the post-independence period (R.
Collier 1982a). This work pointed to the value of developing hypotheses

“about how different forms of participation, mobilization, and control can
‘lead to quite different trajectories of regime evolution, We had begun to
.explore together, in our work on corporatism starting in' 1973-74, some
telated ideas about how state intervention—involving combinations of mo--

bilization and control, that is, contrasting patterns of inducements and
constraints—shaped labor movements in Latin Ametica (D. Collier and R.
Collier 1977; R, Collier and D. Collier 1979). These ideas ended up being a

‘cenitral theme in Shaping the Political Arena.

-Another key source of the puzzle that motivated our book was found in

-themany single- country studies of party politics, the labor movement, and
“regime change in the cases we were studying. We were struck by the fre-
{uency with which excellent country studies converged in identifying a

key period of staté building, reform, and often popular mobilization as a
formative episode in each country’s political history. The rise of Perén in
Argentina, the first Vargas period in the 1930s and 1940s in Brazil, and the
Cardenas era in the 1930s in Mexico are obvious examples. Scholars-who
write on Colombia argue that the 1930s were a turning point, and many
experts see the first Ibafiez period—from 1927 to 1931—as a point of inflec-

ton in Chile’s political history. For each of the eight cases we studied,

untry monographs highlighted as a crucial watershed the episode we
ime to designate as the “incorporation period,” a period when the state

“dssurmned-a new role in society, recognized organized labor as a legitimate

dcter, and, in highly varied ways, sought to institutionalize this role. The _
fitst footnote in the book provides an illustrative list of studies that treat
ese periods as a watershed. We thought it would be an interesting chal-
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‘lenge to take what were often inevitably somewhat ad hoc claims aboyt
these presumably key transitions, made country by country, and place
them in a comparative framework, focusing on the commeon and contrast-
ing patterns that helped account for distinct starting points, and different
trajectories of change.

In the literature on comparative-historical research, there is consider-
able debate on the use of primary versus secondary sources. Both are im-
portant, but we would defend the use of secondary sources on a variety of
grounds, including the following: given the large literature for Latin Amer.
ica on topics such as labor movements, political parties, and regime change
—spanning many decades in the twentieth century—it would be a great
scholarly and intellectual loss if this rich “data set” were not used in com.
parative research. Careful research with secondary sources specifically meets
this challenge. [ should add, however, that between the two of us we had
also spent time In most of these countries, and we did not merely know
them through the secondary material.

Q: During the time you were working on this book there was a great
interest in broad comparative-historical work. How did thls intellec-
tual context affect you?

A: As we began working on Shaping the Political Arena, we had just rnoved to
Berkeley, and I cannot emphasize encugh how important Berkeley was in
convincing me that it was feasible to carry out a complex, comparative-
historical project. Perhaps we can return to-this theme later in the inter
view. Beyond the immediate influence of being at Berkeley, Theda Skocpols
States and Social Revolutions (1979) had just appeared and was the focus
of much discussion, Cardoso and Faletto’s Dependency and Development
(1979)—sections of which [ had read in Spanish in Lima in 1969—became
available in English and was being widely used in graduate seminars. Barri-
ngton Moore’s (1966) Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy, which |
can remember debating in the 1960s, achieved new salience and receivec
much attention in this intellectual environment. All this provided. strong
encouragement to pursue anr ambitious comparative-historical study.

Q: Could you discuss the research process itself? -
A; The comparative analysis for Shaping the Political Arena evolved in an
iterative fashion as we learned more about the cases. We sought to be ex-
plicit about what we meant by a critical juncture and how it was to be
identified, and about what we meant by the incorporation, aftermath, and
heritage periods. The book has a glossary that explores how these categories
can be applied across diverse national contexts and diverse historical peti
" ods. Further, Chapter 1 lays out what we called the “Critical Juncture
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Framework,” and I would like to think that it played- a valuable role in
helping to get the literature on this topic started within political science.

" The central argument concerned the dialectical interplay between ef-
forts to mobilize and/or control the labor movement in the incorporation
period, and contrasting patterns of mobilization and contro} in the sub-

sequent periods that we call the aftermath and the heritage of incorpora-

tion. These distinct phases, which James Mahoney (2000, 509) has sub-
sequently labeled “reactive sequences,” were demarcated by episodes of
regime change, the collapse of governments, and policy failure—parallel to
those that had originally struck me in Peru.

One of our key insights was that, through these sequences of change, for
some cases a greater focus on centrol in the earlier period yielded more
intense mobilization later on, whereas in other cases a greater emphasis on
mobilization in the early period later yielded a greater capacity for control. .
These forces of mobilization and control played a key role in-the period of
soctal and economic crisis, and regime change, in the 1960s and 1970s..

We devoted close attention to considering rival explanations and weigh-
ing them vis-a-vis available evidence. We did not want to develop a lock-

; step argument, which claimed that the critical junctures set countries on
- consistent and unambiguous trajectories of change. Rather, we considered
-other explanations that potentially deflected these trajectories, or possibly
-reinforced them. We also tried to weigh carefully rival accounts, presented
_in‘country monographs, of historical episodes of major significance to our
- 'a.nalysis. These included, for example, the question for Peru. of President
“Leguifa’s relationship to the labor movement in the late 1910s and early
. 1920s, debates about the timing of the incorporation period in Argentina,
-and alternative interpretations of the 1964 coup in Brazil.

- Given that we looked closely at these rival interpretations and tried to
weigh the evidence with care, one of my regrets is that we did not include
an appendix that explicitly discussed these rival explanations, and how we
resolved them for the purpose of our analysis. Such an appendix wouldbe a

valuable addition to many works in the comparative-historical tradition. -

Writing this book was a challenging undertaking, and it took much

" longer than we had intended. We worked on Shaping the Political Arena for
. ten years and got help along the way from a group of outstanding Berkeley
graduate students, above all, James McGuire and Ronald Archer. Would I

recommend that other scholars take on such a complex analysis? Well, it

j_certainly would notbea good Idea for assistant professors‘

__.Q What was the division of labor between you and Ruth Colher"'
~_A . In discussing the division of.labor, let me first report the insight of
, my:Berkeley colleague Nelson Polsby, He observes that when he has coau-
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thored research, both of the authors have done 75 percent of the work. That
is a pretty good description of what happened with Shaping the Political
Arena,

More specifically, I did the basic work on Argentina, Colombia, Peru,
and Uruguay, and Ruth focused on Brazil, Chile, Mexico, and Venezuela,
had been interested in the Peru-Argentina pair for some time, specifically
since my visit to Argentina while I was doing my dissertation research in
Peru. There seemed to be many interesting parallels, as well as contrasts,
between them. Both countries had a similar recurring dilemma concerning
the banning of their labor-based party, APRA in Peru and the Peronists in

Argentina, and appeared to have had parallel regime crises over several -

decades. Colombia and Uruguay also emerged in our comparisons as an
interesting pair of cases, given the strong role of traditional parties and the
specific role of these parties in the legitimation and institutionalization of
the Jabor movement. Ruth from an early point became interested in the
Mexico-Brazil comparison, and in fact published an article on that com-
parison early in the project (R. Collier 1982b). From there she expanded her
focus to Venezuela and Chile,

~ Q: The book compares eight Latin American cases. Did you start out
with those cases? Did you consider any non-Latin American countries?
A: We had originally planned to include Bolivia and Cuba, which in an
earlier period were fascinating cases of labor populism. But it became clear
that the eight cases we ended up with were enough of a challenge in terms
of our time and energy. Regarding non-Latin American countries, in our
initial effort to create a quantitative, cross-national data set on corpora-
tism we scored various countries elsewhere in the world, but including
them in the analysis seemed far beyond the scope of what we could possibly
accomplish.

Q: Why didn’t you publish a short article version of the arguments in

Shaping the Political Arena?
A: Through the 1980s I either authored or coauthored with Ruth eleven
conference papers that presented parts of the book. But we ended up not

publishing any of these conference papers, because none adequately cap- .

tured the overall argument. After we finished the book, we were invited to
join an SSRC project with the idea of contributing a summary chapter on
~ the book, but the project never took place. However, Ruth was more bold—-
and perhaps more talented—than I in writing such summaties. She pub-
lished an early version of the Brazil-Mexico part-of the argument in 1982,
and wrote a brief summary of the book’s argument in her 1993 article on
the impact of internal and external factors on regime change in Latin-Amer-
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ica in the 1940s, She also introduced many of these ideas in her 1992 mono-
graph on Mexico (R. Collier 1982b, 1993, 1992).

. I'should add that we did present concise summaries of the argument in
theinitial “Overview” chaptet, as well as in the concluding chapter. Further-

" more, after the initial publication by Princeton University Press in 1991, the

University of Notre Dame Press reissued the book in 2002, witha splendid
introductory statement by Guillermo O'Donnell. For this edition, Ruth and
I wrote a three-page authors’ note in which we do provide a'very condensed
summary of the argument (R. Collier and D. Collier 2002). Yet ] have been
somewhat hesitant about publishing a summary article of our book.

My hesitation about publishing a brief summary is partly connected
with the kind of empirical data employed in work of this type. The evidence
in major respects takes a narrative form—although, at least in our aspira-
tion, a tightly constructed and analytically focused narrative. It simply
takes a lot of space to nail down the arguments for particular countries, In
our case, we covered a period spanning the first decade of the twentieth
century to the 1980s. So we ended up doing a long, elaborate analysis with a
strong grounding in narrative treatment, focused on the evolution of these
countries through what might variously be counted as five or six historical
phases. It would have been more convenient if the book could have been
shorter,! because that would have made the argument more accessible.

" Q; How was Shaping the Political Arena received?
" A Tt received uniformly excellent reviews, and [ think the book stimulated
- ‘many scholars to think about the critical juncture framework, to apply itin

their own research, and to work out different parts of our argument for
various countries, That is the kind of reception one wants to have. As men-
tionied before, I know that many scholars have liked Chapter 1, where we
lay out the critical juncture framework, I think they appreciate our clarity
in discussing critical junctures ard path dependence,!? and also our ex-

- plicit engagement with rival explanations, through laying out a muitivari-

- ate perspective on critical junctures. More than a few works of comparative-

‘historical analysis are not attentive to rival explanations, and I think this is

essenttial. Indeed, one of the members of the committee that gave the APSA

 Luebbert prize to the book specifically commended us for the methodologi-
_ cal care with which the arguments were constructed.13

" 11. Shaping the Political Arena is 877 pages In length.
12. A critical juncture is a period of crucial change in the history of a given eountry of other

ﬁoliﬂca] unit that is hypothesized to leave a distinctive legacy. Path dependence refers to the
ldistmchve trajectories of change, within which the range of polit:ical alternatives is constrained
“Brthe way the critical functure occurred.

13. Int 1993 Shaping the Political Arena was awarded the Gregory M. Luebbert prize for the
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Yet there are always frustrations, In the minds of many scholars, the

arguments of well-known bookstoo often get reduced to a phrase or slogan,
For Barrington Moore—and thus, indirectly, for Gerschenkron—it may be
“No bourgeoisie, no democracy,” which was only a small part.of a vast
comparative panorama. For O‘Donnel], it is probably “the deepening hy-
pothesis,”* which is only one element in a complex, multi-variate argu-
ment. In our case, it is “labor incorporation matters.” One might speculate
that this simplification is in part our punishment for writing an 877-page
book. However, this is a standard experience even with shorter books, as
with Moore’s and O'Donnell’s. -

Research on Concepts and Methods

Q: After Shaping the Political Arena, you started to publish a stream of
articles on concepts and methodology When and why did you decxcle
to focus on methods?

A: My interest in methodology had various sources, as I have already noted,
beginning early in my career. The work I did at Indiana—in part with Ruth
Collier—included a significant concern with concept analysis, in that both
the research. on corporafism and on bureaucratic authoritarianism ex-
plored the value of working with key concepts at a more disaggregated
level. And I should note that the conceptual work on corporatism grew out
of a quantitative project, whereas my efforts with the conceptualization of
bureaucratic authoritarianism were connected with a line of research that
was primarily-qualitative. I see my work on concept formation as highly
relevant to both traditions.

But it was the experience of coauthoring Shaping the Political Arena that
decisively led to a sustained period of writing on methods. That book raised
many methodological questions. How was one to make viable comparisons
of incorporation periods? This required a conceptualization of these epi-
sodes that yielded a plausible sorting of cases—both across countries and
over time. Yet this sorting was complex, because the whole point of the
analysis was that these incorporation periods occurred in different ways.
Thus, the analytic categories had to accommodate both similarities and

crucial differences, In a world of scholarship sometimes too sharply divided .

between lun_lpers and splitters,!s the book thus sought a middle ground.

“Best Book in Comparétive Politics” by the APSA (American Political Science Association) Orga-

nized Section for Comparative Politics.

14. This refers to a phase of industrial growth in which counmes begin to produce inter:
mediate and capital goods.

15. Lumpers tend to assume that dlfferences are not as important as broad smnlantles i
contrast, splitters tend to place more emphasis on the ways in which phenomena differs -
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Further, it was essential to ask whether these analytic:categories were crisply
bounded. Altetnatively, were they ideal types, which our historical cases
approximated to varying degrees? Correspondingly, were we working at a
categorical; nominal level of measurement, or were our categories ordinal?
Obviously, if these descriptive claims are not addressed satisfactorily, ex-

- planatory claims are-on shaky grounds. Further, one may ask to what extent

the causal inferences are derived from the cross-tabulation of cases pre-
sented, in the case-of Shaping the Political: Arena in the summary tables, and
to what degree they rely on our in-depth knowledge of cases, involving
what Alexander George calls process tracing {George and McKeown 1985,

35) { increasingly came to think that the summary tables are crucial in
setting up the problem,. but the fine-grained, within-case analysm is the
most important source of explanatory assessment,'6

~The experience of addressing these questions led me to conclude that
comparative-historical research has a weak foundation if it is not attentive
to issues of method. These questions therefore pushed me to explore fur-
ther basic problems of concept formauon cornpanson and measurement

validity.

In earlier methodological writing, there had been an explosion of inter-
est.in the comparative-method in the 1960s and early-1970s, but that tra-
chtlon of writing had substantially lapsed. My initial attempt. o revive
this fwadition was my article “The Comparative Method: Two Decades of

“Change,” in which I sought in part to extend Arend Lijphart’s (1971) in-

yemtive juxtaposition of the case-study method, the small-N comparative
method, and the statistical method. I strongly emphasized; as I have ever
since;-the need for dialogue among these methods. I recall vividly first

. presenting this paper at a conference at the CUNY Graduate Center in New
~ York, a conference that led to the edited volume in which the article ap-

peared (Collier 1991).7 Giovanni Sartori and Gabriel Almmond were beth in
the audience, and their enthusiasm for my presentation strongly encour-:
aged me to push ahead WIth this line of methodological wr1t1ng

- Q A major theme of your work on methodology is the analysis of con-
. cepts and concept formation. What are some of the main points you

would highlight from this work?
A:Thave been concerned with juxtaposing two traditions of concept analy-

~sis. One, which in political science-is strongly identified with Giovanni
. Sartori, is invaluable for bringing analytic rigor to the researchi—-whether
- qualitative or quantitative—of the indiViduaI scholar. This tradition focuses

16 W:thm -case, in contrast to Cross- -case, analysis considers a case over tlme Or acToss

) subunits.

17. Amore fully developed version of this article was published as Collier (1993),
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on developing carefully defined concepts; addressing the problem of over..

lapping concepts and of confusions in the relationship between teim ang
meaning; achieving a sharp delineation of the crucial interaction between
the elements of meaning (i.e., the intension) and the range of cases that
appropriately correspond to the concept (i.e., the extension); and viewing
this interaction in terms of hierarchies of concepts—as in the Weberiap
hierarchy in which authority is a specific type of domination, and charismg
is a specific type of authority (Sartori 1970). I should especially add that this
idea of hierarchies continues to be crucial to my work.-

The other tradition is concerned with the complexities of concepts and
conceptual change across a wider community of scholars. This approach is
more centered on the recognition that the use of concepts is often confused
—-and follows patterns that can be detected only with strong analytic tools.
Communication across different usages can be a major challenge; these
problems can seriously interfere with scholarship and with the accumula-
tion of knowledge; and the problems can potentially—but not readily—be
resolved by “legislating” appropriate conceptual usage. Within political sci-
ence, a key statement of this view is found in W. B. Gallie’s (1956) ided of
“essentially contested concepts.” I have sought to address this tradition as
well—indeed I am now involved in a project on Gallie’s legacy—and my
thinking about the complexity of concepts is also strongly influenced by
- what might be’ called the Berkeley School of cognitive linguistics, within
which Eleanor Rosch-was a pioneer. George Lakoff’s (1987) extension of
this tradition in his writing on concepts that are “radial,” as opposed to
hierarchical, provided a stimulating contrast with Sartori's view of concep-
tual hierarchies. This branch of cognitive linguistics does not argue that the
use of concepts is necessarily confused; indeed, concepts routinely follow
highly regularized patterns. But this approach maintains that their internal
structure is complex, and that we must understand that complexity if we
are to work effectively with concepts.

[ pursued these themes in a series of coauthotred pieces. My American
Political Science Review article (Collier and Mahon, 1993), “Conceptual
Stretching Revisited,” explores the interplay between these two traditions.
‘had initially thought it was appropriate to view some concepts as “radial,”
and others not, but my subsequent work suggested that this is not a pro-
ductive distinction, and that all concepts tend to have some radial ele-
ments. One example of a more productive avenue, closely related to the
idea of radial concepts, is the idea of “diminished subtypes”—as in illiberal
democracy—which I introduced in the article on “Democracy with Adjec-
tives” (Collier and Levitsky 1997). These subtypes keep the analytic catego-
rles within the larger framework of debates about democracy, while recog-
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nizing that within that framework, the cases being analyzed are not fully

" democratic. And crucially, these types and subtypes are not related to one
. another within the framework of a Sartori-type conceptual hierarchy, but

rather a hierarchy of what may be thought of as part-whole relations.
. Other articles sought to make strong connections between problems of

~ concept formation and issues of measurement, offeringa systematized un-

derstanding of the interaction between disputes about concepts and choices
about measurement, One of these pieces explored the interaction between
conceptual disputes-over the idea of democracy and choices about whether
the concept is operationalized in dichotomous or graded terms (Collier and
Adcock 1999). A subsequent article sought to offer an integrated framework,
addressed to both qualitative and quantitative research, for looking at the
interaction among conceptual disputes, choices about measurement, and
alternative conceptions of validity—again using as a2 running example dif-
ferent studies of democracy (Adcock and Collier 2001).

.Of course, the payoff of this kind of work with concepts is its contnbu-
tion to improving substantive research, Much of political science is con-
cerned with evaluating explanatory claims, yet if concepts and measures.
are muddled, this cannot be.done in a coherent way. For example, my
eartier concern with disaggregating key concepts—that is, authoritarianism
and corporatism—sought to strengthen scholars’ capacity to entet ideas

" connected with these concepts into explanatory claims. The “Democracy

with Adjectives” piece similarly addressed the substantial conceptual con-
fusion found in the literature on democratization. In this literature too
many scholars are careless about-definitions, and the literature has pro-
duced a startling proliferation of democratic subtypes—that is, democracy

-with adjectives. Such problems can paralyze efforts to assess the causes and
* consequences of democracy, and of different kinds of democracy. Subse-

quent articles also addressed issues that require central attention if causal
inference is to be a viable enterprise: for example, choices about treating
particular concepts in dichotomous or graded terms, as well as the need to.
offer a framework for establishing measurement validity in light of disputes
over the meaning of concepts.

With regard to substantive payoff, I should add that articles on con-
cept analysis written by former graduate students of mine have looked
closely at how conceptual confusion can lead to problems in causal in-
ference, including analyses focused on the concepts of institutionalization,
peasant, and democracy (Levitsky 1998; Kurtz 2000; Elkins 2000). I would

" also note that concept analysis is now receiving more attention in politi-

cal science, for example, in the work of the modeler at Rochester, James
Johnson (2003)
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Q: In 2004 you published an edited volume with Henry Brady, Rethink-
ing Social Inquiry. What are the main arguments of that book?

A: In Rethinking Social Inquiry 1 seek—in joint authorship with Henry Brady
and Jason Seawright, and in collaboration with other scholars—to offer a
new view of the relationship between qualitative and quantitative meth.
ods. Let me spell out that idea in some detail.

Over the past two or three decades, the approach we call “mainstream
quantitative methods”—based on regression analysis and econometric re-
finements on regression—has become hegemonic in some fields of political
science. Simultaneously, alternative analytic tools identified with qualita-
tive methods have been gaining importance. I have tried to play a strong
role in supporting this latter development, and clearly quantitative and
qualitative methods both require close attention. As the subtitle of our

book puts it, int light of these diverse tools for political analysis—quantitative

and qualitative—the challenge is to find shared standards for alternative
approaches.

This search for shared standards vis-a-vis quantitative and qualitative
approaches ted us to explore the distinctive contribution of “statistical the-

ory,” understood as a broad set of tools for reasoning about evidence and

inference. Whereas statistical theory might conventionally be thoughtof as
providing the basic rationale for mainstream quantitative methods, in fact
some statistical theorists are skeptical about quantitative causal inference
based on observational, as opposed to experimental, data in the social sci-
ences, In the analysis of observational data, these statistical theorists some-
times consider qualitative tools to be superior to quantitative tools for re-
solving certain kinds of analytic and methodological problems—or at the
very least, they believe that qualitative methods make a contribution thatis
different in kind, but equal in importarnce. -

A key goal in our book is to draw a parallel between “data-set observa-
tions,” which are the empirical foundation of quantitative research, and
what we call “causal-process observations,” which are pieces of data that
provide information about context and mechantsm, and which contribute
distinctive leverage in causal inference. In discussions of methodology, the
idea of an “observation” has a very specific and special meaning.'® We
sought both to underscore the idea of an observation as the basic feature of
a standard quantitative data set, and to link this idea to the insights that
derive from qualitative data. Causal-process observations.can be drawn
from case-study research, from what Alexander George calls “process trac-

18. In a standard “rectangular data set,” with rows corresponding to cases and columns
corresponding to Variables, by conventional usage an “observation” is a row in the data set,
involving all of the values for a single case. :

Critical Junctures, Concepts, and Methods 583 -

ing"—which I already mentioned in discussing Shaping the Political Arena—
and from what Richard Fenno (1977, 884) calls “soaking and poking."?

This juxtaposition of the ideas of data-set observations and “causal-
process observations casts in a different light, for example, earlier debates
on the “many variables, small-N” problem (Lijphart 1971}, as well as more
recent discussions of “increasing the number of observations” as a means of
enhancing inferential leverage in soctal science research. With a focus on -
causal process observations, the idea of the “N,” and of increasing the num-
ber of observations, takes on a different meaning—a meaning that points
clearly to the strengths of qualitative research.

Q: Do you see Rethinking Social Inquiry as a defense of qualitative
methods? _

A: The book is not intended to defend qualitative methods. It explores
strengths and weaknesses of both qualitative and quantitative approaches,

.and might better be understood as an effort to “level the playing field” in

relation to these alternative sets of tools.

First and most fundamentally, we are concerned with trade-offs between
qualitative and quantitative approaches. We disaggregate the qualitative-
quantitative distinction into four closely interconnected dimensions—level

of measurement, size of the N, whether statistical tests are employed, and

whether the study is characterized by thin or thick analysis—the latter in the
sense of employing detailed case knowledge. In relation to these dimen-
sions, researchers encounter major trade-offs, with the analytic strengths of
each tradition being balanced against weaknesses of the other tradition.

Thus, by thé definition of levels of measurement, a higher level of measure-
ment provides more inforimation about cases; but substantively rich typolo-
gies, utilizing case-based knowledge and categorical variables—that is, nom-

. inal scales, and thus a lower level of measurement—may provide insight of

quite a different kind. Working with a large N can have enormous advan-
tages, but it often comes at the cost of case knowledge. Statistical tests are a
powerful analytic tool, but they depend on having good data and on meet-
ing complex assumptions that underlie such tests—both of which may be
hard to achieve. Thin analysis is closely connected with the second crite-
rion, having the great advantage of permitting the examination of a large N.
But, by definition, thin analysis lacks the close knowledge that is a great
advantage of much qualitative research. Each approach has major strengths

.19, George's process tracing is a method for identifying and testing causal mechanisms.
Fenno's soaking (up information) and poking (into corners) refers to research that relies heavily

_'on fieldworlk, observation, and interviewing geared to obtaining an in-depth and close-up sense

of the processes being studied,
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and weaknesses, and, frankly, it is simply not appropriate for advocates of
either tradition to make a special claim of analytic virtue.

Second, our-goal in introducing the idea of causal process observations
was in part to underscore the wider importance of a basic research pro.
cedure in qualitative analysis, but we also sought thereby to push qualita.
tive researchers to situate their approach to causal inference in a more rigor.
ous framework. For example, we tried to delineate carefully the differences
between the two types of observations, and to encourage qualitative re.
searchers to think carefully about the analytic consequences of introducing
additional observations of each type, and also of introducing additional
variables, within a given analysis (Collier, Brady, and Seawright 2004, 253
and 259). ' :

Researchers should feel substantial humility in doing both quantitative
and qualitative research. Producing meaningful and interpretable results
from regression analysis can be just as hard as interpreting a case study.
Quantitafive methods do not have a special monopoly on analytic virtue,
any more than case studies do. But [ would emphasize that at this point in
the evolution of political science, when I think the playing field is still not

level, important parts of the discipline need to recognize more fully the
limitations of quantitative methods. ' '

Q: Rethinking Social Inquiry is in parta ctitique of King, Kechane, and
Verba's Designing Social Inquiry (1994). How would you summarize
their contribution and the relationship between the two vohurmes?

A: King, Keohane, and Verba’s book has played an invaluable role in conso-
idating and legitimizing mainstream quantitative methods, the approach
we have just been discussing, as well as stimulating an entirely new level of
methodological debate and awareness among qualitative researchers. This
is an-enormous contribution. 5till, we think the quantitative template that
these authors seek to impose onto qualitative research has many problems,
and it is hardly a panacea for the numerous challenges faced in qualitative
work. To take one example, their idea of a “determinate research design”
strikes us as misleading and unfortunate—even when applied to guantita-
tive research. It implies a level of definite knowledge that we routinely do
not achieve. We prefer to ask whether a research design is “interpretable”
{Brady and Collier 2004, 292), a label that strikes us as far less rigid and
much more helpful. Relatedly, I think many statisticians would feel that
many aspects of King, Kechane, and Verba's advice about selection bias are
not meaningful in a context in which analysts are not conducting their
research in relation to a well-defined population. In comparative research,
different combinations of cases routinely yield different findings, and if one
assesses a given finding in relation to a larger N, there is no way of knowing
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if differences in findings reflect substantive differences‘am'ong the cases, as
opposed to selection bias, conventionally understood. N
" One of the insightful comments I have received about Rethinking Social

Inquiry was from a Latin Americanist who commented that the book re-
minded him of my earlier volume, The New Authoritarianism. Indeed, my
goal- with both projects was to critically engage a prior book that had crys-
tallized a debate at a high intellectual and scholarly level, was sharply fo-
cused in a way that gave tight structure to that scholarly debate, yet was
proad enough to have many implications beyond the immediate -argu-
ments of the book. King, Keohane, and Verba’s book plays this role in
relation to Rethinking Social Inquiry, just as O"Donnell’s book did in relation
to The New Authoritarianism. The parallel extends to the fact that both of my
books include a new—and many people feel extremely helpful—summary
of the prior volume; as well as a glossary of termns intended to help establish
a shared framework of discussion. And with both books, I engaged in ener-
getic, interventionist editing of the component chapters, adding—I believe
—greater coherence. e o : :

~ 1-emphasize this-parallel between my two books for a specific reason.
Some researchers believe that the best way to advance scholarship is to take
audacious positions that claim a great deal, and that give the appearance-of
dramatically moving the discussion forward. Ifind this approach unappeal-
ing. Lwould rather be identified with research that is fair and balanced, that
addresses issues of real analytic importance, but that does not pretend to
accomplish things that, in fact, it does not accomplish.

Q: How is your research on methodology related to your substantive
interests? ,

A: Methodological work is most useful when driven by substantive ques-
tions that scholars care about. So  have tried to keep my writing on methods
closely linked to themes [ have long been'interested in: corporatism, regime
change, democracy, and recent shifts in our conceptualization of democ-
racy—from narrower, procedural issues of regime, to broader questions re-
garding the character of the state, the rule of law, and citizenship. These
links can be seen in my piece on corporatism (Collier 1995), the “Democ-
racy.with Adjectives” article (Collier and Levitsky 1997), the “Democracies
and Dichotomies” piece (Collier and Adcock 1999), and my American Politi-
cal Science Review piece on measurement validity (Adcock and Collier 2001).
Methodological work disconnected from substantive issues can get stale.
Methodologists should stay close to areas where they have a sense of inter-
ésting résearch questions. Connecting methodological and substantive is-
sues also specifically motivates other scholars to pay more attention to
methodology. For example, The New Authoritarianism raised many method-
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olog1ca1 issues, and these issues captured researchers’ attention because it
was a book that 1 think was compelling in substantive terms.

Q: Are you currently involved in other projects on methodology?

A: Henry Brady and I continue to be strongly focused on basic themes
raised in Rethinking Social Inquiry. One major theme, which Henry is pursu.
ing, concerns the logical foundations of causal inference and the contriby.
tions of statistical theory to illuminating these foundations. T am continy-
ing my work on conceptualization and measurement that we have just
discussed. I continue to be interested in how we can most effectively take
on complex concepts, recognize their complexity, and yet ground both
qualitative and quantitative research in careful empirical work about which
we can make at least reasonably sound claims concerning measurement
validity. Dealing with these issues through an escape into a kind of opera-
tionalism is not the solution,?® and I am trying to work further on finding
better solutions,

In a closely related initiative, Jason Seawright and I are doing research
that seeks to integrate four measurement traditions among which there is
virtually no communication and no mutual recognition: axiomatic mea-
surement theory, the pragmatic approach to measurement, structural equa-
tion modeling with latent variables, and what we are calling the case-based
approach to measurement. We hope through this work to take steps toward
placing conceptualization and measurement in comparative politics and
political science on a sounder basis.

Science and Values

Q: Do you see yourself as a scientist?
A: Science is a label that carries a forceful positive valence in today’s world of
research funding, and for that reason one has to take it seriously. I consider
it a significant transition for the Training Institute on Qualitative Research
Methods of Arizona State University when it went beyond a modest Na-
tional Science Foundation (NSF) seed-money grant to regular NSF fund-
ing.2! There are substantial payoffs to doing work that others consider sci-
ence, and to the extent that this imposes pressure to achieve more rigor in
research, I think it is all for the good.

At the same time, within the natural sciences, “science” consists of such
diverse practices that it is perhaps not a helpfui label. It is more helpful to

20. Operationalism is the doctrine that the meanmg of theoretical terms is located in the
indicators employed to measure them.

21. This Training Institute runs an annual course on qualitative methods for graduate
students. On the institute, see www.asu.edu/clas/polisci/cqrm/institute html.

Critical Junctures, Concepts, and Methods . 587

claim that certain lines of work in political science respond effectively and
rigorously to specific challenges of research--as in the four dimensions of
qualitative versus quantitative analysis discussed above. But to label the
whole enterprise too definitively, and to insist that the whole enterprise is
science—or should be science—well, I think it may be useful for fundraising
or propaganda, but it is not very informative. The story has it that as a result

. of a log-roll among the authors of the King, Keohane, and Verba volume
- {1994), the subtitle ended up being “Scientific Inference in Qualitative Re-

search.” As you know, I think that volume makes a large contribution, but
that it makes claims about rigor that cannot be sustained. To tout these
claims as “science”—well, I think that is enough said.

Q: What roles do values and normative commitments play in your own
research and in the research you consider important?

A: Scholats in comparative politics are routinely motivated by normative
concerns when they study authoritarianism, human rights violations, in-
equality, poverty, and the coapse of the rule of law. The same is true in the
international relations field for researchers who study the tragedies of war
and other kinds of international conflict, and in the American politics field
for analysts who focus, for example, on distortions in the U.S. system of
elections and legislative representation, distortions that diminish democ-

‘racy. Normative issues are always present, not only in the topics we study,

but sometimes—more awkwardly—in the topics we fail to study. It is essen-
tial to emphasize that these normative sources of analytic agendas are fun-
damental in all political research. And these normative concerns should
definitely not be seen as a departure from what we-would routinely think of
asrigorous analysis in the tradition of empirical political science. Of course,
we will encounter disputes about the normative weighting of different is-
sues and problems; and normative agendas should not lead to predictable
research findings that merely serve to validate the normative commitments
of the researcher. The “value-free social science” component arises in part
when this empirical research can yield unexpected, and sometimes un-
welcome, findings—in the sense of Max Weber'’s {1946a, 147) “inconve-
nient facts.” But we cannot for a moment imagine that we are in an enter-
prise that is not normatively driven.

Colleagues, Collaborators, and Students
Colleagues
Q: You taught at Indiana University from 1970 until 1978. Who were

the colleagues that influenced you most at Indiana? What kind of en-
vironment was it? '
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A: I must underscore my great debt for the support | received for both my
substantive and methodological interests at Indiana. Fleanor and Vincent
Ostrom founded their now famous Workshop in Political Theory and Pol-
icy Analysis in 1973, and Dina Zinnes and John Gillespie were engaged in
mathematical modeling of international conflict. Simultaneously, Indlang
had a robust areas studies tradition, and I will always be grateful—for ex.

ample—for the friendship of the West Europeanist Alfred Diamant. Intey..

estingly, given my emerging interests at the time, Diamant had written 3
book on corporatism in Austria (Diamant 1960). .

During this period—both at Indiana and nationalty--there was strong
intellectual support for exploring the contributions of quantitative com-
parative research to undezstanding political change. For example, at Indi-
ana Ronald Weber in political science was working on quantitative com.
parisons of state politics within the United States (Weber and Shaffer 1972),
and in the Sociology Department Philips Cutright was engaged in quantita-
' tive cross-national research on development {Cutright 1963). These col-
leagues helped spark my interest in such comparisons.

Q: In 1978, you moved to Berkeley, where you have been ever since,

What was Berkeley like? How did the colleagues you encountered in-

fluence your thinking? . y
A: Moving to Berkeley pushed me toward a strong interest in comparative-
historical work. Reinhard Bendix, who had previously been in the Berkeley
Sociology Department, had moved over to political science. In 1964 he had
published Nation Building and Citizenship (Bendix 1964), which was ex-
tremely significant for my book with Ruth, Shaping the Political Arena, and
just after Ruth and I arrived to Berkeley, his Kings or Peaple (Bendix 1980)
came out, and it was widely discussed in our department. In sociology, Neil
Smelser had long been interested in historical analysis, as had Victoria Bon-
nell, who had studied with Bairington Moore at Harvard. The two of them
coordinated a faculty seminar that gave substantial attention to issues of his-
torical analysis, and it wasin that seminar that I first read Theda Skocpol and
Margaret Somers’s invaluable article, “The Uses of Comparative History in
Macrosocial Inquiry” (1980). At the Berkeley Institute of Industrial Rela-
tions, Clark Kerr was a towering presence, and he was coauthor of the classic
study Industrialism and Industrial Man, which gave prominent attention to
the incorporation of laborinto national political institutions at a critical his-
torical moment (Dunlop et al. 1960). Harold Wilensky’s bold cross-national
work on welfare states undetscored the feasibility of broad comparisons.
On the conceptual side, Hanna Pitkin's compelling analysis of ideas

such as representation, justice, reification, and utility set a high standard
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for careful conceptualization (Pitkin 1967). Ernst Haas's work was an intel-
lectual anchor in efforts to rigorously conceptualize politics across a wide
range of nations and historical periods, and Kenneth Jowitt's (1992) work
on Leninism was a model for creative concept formatioin. [ attended Jow-
itt's lectures on Leninism, and invited him to my methodology class to give
his basic Leninism lecture as an exemplar of creative work with concepts.

Also, a few years after we arrived, Berkeley hired Gregory Luebbert in
political science. Around the time Shaping the Political Arena was crystalliz-
ing as a book project, Luebbert was doing closely parallel historical work on
Western Europe (Luebbert 1991). He was a key colleague. We began work-
ing on our books independently and did them in quite different styles. But,
in-certain substantive ways, the arguments are quite similar. There was
cross-fertilization between the projects through many conversations with
Luebbert, through joint seminars, and through extensive interaction with
graduate students. Tragically, Luebbert died in the late 1980s in a white-
water boating accident. His manuscript was almost finished, and Giuseppe
Di Palma made a crucial contribution in pulling it together. I had the bit-
tersweet experience of writing a preface for the book with Seymour Martin
Lipset, with whom Luebbert had worked at Stanford. Luebbert's death was
an incredible loss for the discipline and for the Berkeley department, and I
feel that we never regained that ground until we hired Paul Pierson from
Harvard in 2004.. -

--Overall, Berkeley was a setting Where comparat1ve~hlstor1cal wOrk was
valued and there was a sense that it was possible to do such work in a way
that was conceptually innevative, analytically rigorous, and -at the same
time close to the cases. These criteria set a standard that we tried to meet in
Shapzng the Political Arena. S ‘

In discussing intellectual and mstltu’aonal support for Shaping the Politi-
c_al Arena, let me mention two other debts; the first to Sanford Thatcher,
then of Princeton University Press, which published our book, and now
director of Penn State University Press. For several decades he has been the
leading figure, in the world of publishing, in terms of support for the Latin
American field, and dozens of scholarsvincluding the Colliers—owe him a
large debt for his dedication, patience, insight, and professionalism. In our
electronic age; editors and book publishers still matter a iot. In addition, I
also have a large debt for the intellectual support provided by the remark-
able community of faculty, postdoctoral scholars, and graduate students at
the Kellogg Institute for International Studies at the University of Notre
Dame. During the past twenty years, Kellogg has played a singularly excit-
Ing role in supporting the kind of normatively informed and rigorous com-
parative social science that [ care about,
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Turning to the past ten years, I would underscore Berkeley’s importance
as the setting in which we ultimately wrote Rethinking Social Inquiry. In two
successive years, Henry Brady and { jointly taught a methodology course in
the late 1990s, which in turn pushed us to develop new perspectives on
methods and on methodological debates. The Berkeley statistician Davig
Freedman was a source both of broad ideas about the application of statisti.

cal theory and of meticulous help with editing—so meticulous thathe once

threatened to edit the menu at a restaurant where we were having dinner,
In this setting, a number of graduate students were stimulated to pursue
advanced training in statistics and methodology, and from among these
students Jason Seawright ended up being coauthor of major portions of
Rethinking Social Inquiry. Henry Brady has been a strong supporter of the
Institute on Qualitative Research Methods, coming for two days every year
to talk about our book and te address issues of causal inference, conceptual-
ization, and measurement. '

Collaborators

Q: You have done a lot of collaborative research. Why do you col-
laborate? ' ’

A: Well, 1 said before that in coauthoring with Ruth Collier, we both did
75 percent of the work. With that much effort going into the research, the
result is likely to be of better quality. Correspondingly, the collaboration
that went into not only Shaping the Political Arena, but also The New Authori-
tarianism and Rethinking Social Inquiry, produced something that was more
than the sum of the parts. Further, I have had the good fortune of spending
most of my acadermic career at Berkeley. We have extremely good students—
and I dare say that Ruth and I are pretty well known in the department for
pushing our students hard, so they come out of Berkeley with many newly
acquired skills and talents. ] have written extensively with graduate stu-
dents: it makes my work better, and it launches them on a strong research
frajectory.

Many scholars who are committed to collaborative research, and who
do not have the good fortune of such good graduate students, may be more
orlented toward writing with colleagues at other institutions, and this can
work just as well. One of the striking features of academic life in the United
States—as opposed, I think, to most other countries in the world—is that
there are hundreds of universities and colleges where scholars can maintain
an active research program, along with their teaching. This enriches schol-
arship for all of us, and for any given researcher it yields many oppor-
tunities for collaboration with scholars at other institutions.
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In my experience, collaboration and coauthoring is a way to- pool
knowledge and combine different skills. For example, one contributor
might know qualitative methods and the other might know quantitative
methods. The quantitative person will argue, “No, you can't say it that way
or everyone will know it’s wrong.” The qualitative person will say, “But
that’s not how qualitative researchets think about the problem. If you say it
that way, they won't believe you at all.” In working on Rethinking Social
Inguiry, | was collaborating with scholars whose knowledge of statistical
theory went far beyond mine. The statistician David Freedman, though not
a coauthor, was a key intellectual contributor to the project. I once asked
him what could motivate him to collaborate with someone like me, who
does not have a broad knowledge of statistical theory. He responded that
it is because T have “sechel”—Yiddish for “common sense,” or “smarts.”
Perhaps it is 2 nice thing that at this late date in the evolution of the so-
cial sciences, a prominent statistician should think that common sense is
important.

Students

Q: What is your approach to training graduate students, to their selec-
tion of dissertation topics, to coauthoring with them, and to support-
ing their professional development after their Ph.D.s?

A: Ruth Collier and I collaborate closely in training and mentoring students.
Over the years we have routinely co-chaired dissertation committees, and
we both work very, very hard at it. | should add that this question within
your interview—indeed, an important part of this interview—should be
seen as being as much about Ruth’s work as about mine.

The way students pick a dissertation topic varies a lot. Some students go

out on their own and select topics completely different from what Ruth and
1do. We learn a lot from those dissertations. Other students focus on topics
that are extensions of themes we have worked on, It varies a lot, and it is
good to have both.
" On coauthoring with graduate students, I do this extensively. It serves
as a research apprenticeship, and gives them writing experience. I also
have often given sustained, intensive feedback on graduate student articles
that virtually amounts to coauthorship, but in situations where [ want the
student to get all the credit for the article. Hence, [ am not listed as co-
author. Regarding involvement in professional development after the
Ph.D.--well, let me simply say that Ruth and T work very hard indeed in
supporting the intellectual and professional development of our former
students,
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Institutional Initiatives
The Comparative Politics Section of the American Political Science Association

Q: During the past several years, you have been actively involved in
several capacities in the American Political Science Association (APSA),

I would first like to discuss your role in the Comparative Politics Sec.
tion, of which you were president during 1997-99, What is your im.
pression of the section???

A: The field of American politics is well represented in APSA, scholars in
international relations have the International Studies Association (ISA),
and area studies associations are essential for some comparativists. But,
until the Comparative Politics Section was started in 1989, comparativists
had no overarching organization, giving the organized section a cruciaj
role. Soon after it was launched, the section quickly became the largest
organized section of APSA, by a wide margin. It has a fine newsletter that
started at the University of Washington, prospered at UCLA, and is now
prospering at Notre Dame. The section sponsors a lazge number of panels at
the annual APSA meeting, for which immense numbers of applications are
received, and the colleague who each year assumes the role of program
organijzer deserves a lot of credit. The section also gives four annual prizes—
1 was fortunate to have the opportunity to secure the endowment that
supports the book and article prizes named after Gregory Luebbert. Overall
the sectlon is a valuable and intelléctually V1ta1 organization.

Q: What did you seek to accomplish as presrdent of the Comparatrve
Politics Section from 1997 to 1999?

A: I tried to ensure that the diverse interests of the membershlp were
well represented. In appointing committees and taking initiatives, T sought
balance among modelers, quantitative researchers, scholars engaged in

qualitative comparative research, and those with strong, analytically

grounded area studies backgrounds. [ put a lot of effort into running a high-
quality, eclectic, balanced section, and I thought it worked well. A broad
constituency of first-rate scholars was willing to participate actively in the
section, 3

I also sought to use my four letters from the president in the section’s
newsletter to raise issues I felt merited close attention, and my goals as sec-
tion president may be summarized by noting ideas that I presented in these
letters, I first revisited the earlier debate about the comparative method
(Collier 1998a), emphasizing the interconnectedness among alternative

' 22. For the perspectives of two of Collier's predecessors as president of the Comparaﬁve :

Politics Section of APSA, see the interviews with Robert Bates and David Laitin in Chapters 14
and 16.
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methodologies—a theme to which I have returned many times. Another
Jetter was devoted to comparative-historical analysis and underscored the
-degree'to which it has become a well-institutionalized current in the disci-
pline, with a large number of exciting books having been published in the

-:1990s (Collier 1998b). I frankly think my letter on this latter topic helped to

crystallrze a new round of discussion focused on this approach. As with
Shaping the Political Arena, this letter underscored my concern with the
methodological underpinnings of comparative historical analysis and with
achieving higher standards of analytic rigor in such studies.

~ In another letter I discussed the types of scholars, and the types of field
research, that succeed in “extracting new ideas at close range,” a phrase [
adopted from the sociologist Alejandro Portes (Collier 1999a). I sometimes
think we make too much of the deductive side of political analysis, and fail
to recognize that a good deal of the most creative work comes from scholars
who-possess powerful analytic skills, and who are immersed in the reality of
politics such that they “see” new political processes and structures in a
riovel way, based on deep experience with the cases they are studying. If
they are redlly good at this kind of research, they may succeed in focusing
oiir attention on “novel emergent processes,” to use a phrase suggested by

‘miy Berkeley colleague Paul Rabinow, which will subsequently be the re-

search focus for dozens of other scholars. To my mind, Guillermo ‘0'Don-
nell’s work is an exemplar of this approach.
Relatedly, I addressed the debate concerning the relationship between

: 'area studies and broader analytic agendas in the field of comparatwe poli-

tics. I argued in this letter that it had sometimes incorrectly been pre-

sumed that area studies had collapsed at the Social Science Research Coun-

cil (SSRC) in the mid-1990s, when SSRC abolished its traditional area
studies committees. In fact, at a key transition point in the evolution of

SSRC, when the president of the Council Kenneth Prewitt played a lead role

in eliminating these committees, he-at the same time strongly underscored
SSRC’s commitment to area-based knowledge. I pointed out in my letter
that at this juncture, SSRC funding for area-based dissertation research in
fact was substantially increased.

In my final letter, I wrote about the challenge of building a disciplined,
rigorous center in comparative politics (Collier 1999b), again underscoring
the idea that between the area studies tradition, on the one hand, and re-

search based on formal modeling and/or advanced quantitative methods,

on the other; we must ensure ample room for qualitative-comparative re-
search that is rigorous, and that should command full respect and prestige
within the discipline. Many colleagues felt that I expressed those ideas in a
way that was useful and productive for re-centering the Comparative Poli--

.tics Section.
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The Qualitative Methods Section of the American Political Science Association

Q: You have been the driving force behind the recent formation of the
Qualitative Methods Section of the American Political Science Associa-
tion (APSA).2 What was your goal in starting this new section?

A: T have great admiration for my colleagues who created the Political
Methodology Section of APSA, which has successfully institutionalized the
subfield of quantitative methods. They have converted Political Analysis,
which used to be an annual publication, into an important journal. Gary
King played a key role in leading this initiative, Neal Beck did a splendid job
as the first editor, and Robert Erikson has now taken on that role with
impressive success. The degree to which they have successfully defined
what it means to be a political science methodologist, and the criteria that
must be met for scholars to be appointed in faculty positions that corre-
spond to “methodology” in Political Sciénce departments in the United
States, are markers of a successtul episode of academic 1nst1tut10nahzat10n
. Yet [ have been convinced for some time that the focus on methods in
political science has been excessively tilted toward quantitative methods,
This group of colleagues successfully appropriated the label polmcal meth-
odology, but their enterprise has almost entirely focused on quantltative
methods. Not unrelatedly, for many years in quite a few departments, train-
ing in quahtatwe methods has not been available at all. Scholars who
wanted to teach qualitative methods were ot allowed to do so, or could
do so only within the field of comparative politics, and not through what
was acceptéd by their colleagues as a “real” course on methodology For
many years, [ saw the need for a broader vision of methodology that was
more eclectic, encompassing qualitative methods as well. We needed to
~ do for qualitative methods what our quantitative colleagues had done for
their branch of methodology. Qualitative methods are, in important re-
spects, a foundation of the discipline— —Andrew Bennett and collaborators
have written a compelling article emphasizing this point (Bennett, Barth,
and Rutherford 2003)—and thi$ intellectual current needs to be strongly
represented in our graduate teaching and, correspondingly, in the disci-
pline and in APSA.

G: Is this initiative in quahtatlve methods linked to other orgamza-
tional efforts?

A: Yes, It is the result of a collective momentum that involves a number of
people, and went through a series of steps. One should not seek to form a

23; Collier was the founding transitional president of the APSA Orgamzed Section on
Qualitative Methods. . "
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new APSA organized section without a strong organizational, as well as

“intellectual, foundation. Part of our initiative began with my efforts to

transform the earlier Committee on Conceptual and Terminological Analy-
sis (COCTA)—which was closely identified with Giovanni Sartori. This
committee was a “Related Group” within APSA, and it was Research Com-
mittee No. 1 within the International Political Science Association (IPSA).
First we_expanded the activities of this committee; then we renamed it,
giving it the broader name of the Committee on Concepts and Methods.
This remains today the Research Committee No. 1 of IPSA. Subsequently,

- we expanded this to be an Organized Section of APSA, gathering a thousand

signatures in support of the new section, and our group quickly became one
of the larger sections within the association, These efforts were reinforced

by the initiatives of Alexander George, Andrew Bennett, Colin Elman,
and myself in forming the Consortium for Qualitative Research Methods,

which has sponsored a highly successful training institute at Arizona State
University every January. This institute now draws eighty students annu-
ally, and it is taught by a rotating.set of about twenty faculty who come
from universities across the United States. 1 should reiterate that important
legitimation for the institute was provided when it began to receive NSF
fundlng

' Q What are the potentlal gams from havmg a quahtatwe sectlon of
- APSA?

- Arlf youwish to persuade the pohtlcal sclence profession that a particular
. analytic or methodological perspective should be taken seriously, having a
- successful organized section is a valuable step. If the section is strikingly

successful, as ours has been, it is a particularly good step. Almost imme-
. diately after the section’s formation, it came to rank among the larger orga-

nized sections, and we have seen a surprising increase in our panel alloca-
tion at the annual APSA meeting. Having a large number of panels in turn
serves-as a vehicle for encouraging qualitative, comparative, and small-N
research and is a valuable stimulus to scholars and graduate students who
work in these areas. OQur panels are extremely weli attended: at the 2005
annual APSA meeting, we came in'second among the forty-six divisions in

' ~our average panel attendance. We now award three prizes for outstanding
‘gontributions that either develop-or apply-qualitative methods—a book
.prize, an article prize, and a paper prize—and those play a valuable role in
Tecognizing good work and calling attention to new developments in the
.field:-We have an excellent newsletter, Qualitative Meéthods, with a strong
-editor, John Gerring, and [ think a lot of good commumcatlon is takmg
‘place through the news]etter :
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Q: What is the relationship between the Qualitative Methods Sectj
and the Political Methodology Section of APSA? ection
Al 'have good relations with many of the scholars who have played
leading role in the Political Methodology Section. We consulted withii :
extensively when we formed our section, At one point, we discussed e
op.tic_m of being part of their section. Varicus senior members of the alr o
ex1§t1ng section thought this was not a good idea. When they first fo;ready
thfalr group they were poorly institutionalized and felt they needed th)n gd
things on their own for a while, without anyone looking over their sh i
der. [ think the qualitative methods people today feel much the'same WC:J1~
I.Jet me underscore again a key point to which I already referred abo‘?-
the m_con‘venience—one might say the irony—that they had preempted th&
name polifical methodology, committing them to a broader scope of meth de
ological offerings than they in fact delivered. For a number of months Wh0 ,
we were forming the new section, I resisted the label gualitative methosn
feeling t.hat this name framed our enterprise toc narrowly. As [ have aIreaclSJ
emphasized, I see major parts of my methodological work as being hi th
rlelevan:c to quantitative research. I thought about alternative terms sucgh d
integrative methodology or eclectic methodology, but those were hardly go ac;
names for an APSA organized section. In the end, given that the pS;I%tic-) !
mgthadology label had indeed been preempted, I acquiesced and acce tC:d
t?le name qualitative methods. For the purposes of this interview, it seIrJem
s1mple; to ¥efer to qualitative methods, but what [ have in mil"ld is thi:
E:;;e ir.Je/'clectlc view of methodology, of the kind reflected in Rethinking Social
Related to this issue of labels, I think a small number of colleagues have
thought that our initiative has been divisive, in that it appeared to separate
out the qualitative component from the overall enterprise of methodolo
To be perfectly frank, if any of these initiatives is to be called divisive ltgjlrs
the original formation of the Political Methodology Section. The b’road
label was thereby appropriated, but by-and-large, only the qua'nti'tative as
pect of methodology has been addressed. | -
Achieving coherence in work on an eclectic view o
emphatically includes qualitative tools is necessarily g(ii?llgttlgol;ieofgliéﬁi
process. We are building a well-defined set of people who are readiffl and
_ comr'nepting on each other’s work, gaining insights from one anbthef and
publishing in leading journals. Another sign of progress is the. greatI’y in-

creased number of qualitative methods courses—or integrative methods

c.ourses—being taught in graduate programs across the country. Along the
lines of the arguments in Rethinking Social Inquiry, it is also essen;:ial to have
many qualitative methodologists who have strong training in statistical
theory, which as I emphasized before can provide valuable underpinnings
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for both qualitative and quantitative methods. I think we are making prog-

ress, but we still have some distance to go. Yet looking at this in a longer
perspective, at no point in the history of the political science discipline has
the development of qualitative methods received the kind of systematic .

_attention it is currently receiving.

Achievements and the Future of Comparative Politics

Q: Looking broadly at the field of comparative politics, has there been

-an accumulation of substantive knowledge over the past thirty or forty

years? :
A: Yes. 1 see entire bodies of valuable literature on political parties, party

systems, and electoral regimes. We have enormous breadth and historical
depth of knowledge about democracy and authoritarianism, and more
broadly about the dynamics of different types of national political regimes.’
The growing literature on path dependence has provided new leverage in-

. systematizing insights about continuities and discontinuities in political

institutions, and the literature on ethnic conflict is impressive. The Ma-

*. honey and Rueschemeyer volume Comparative Historical Analysis in the So-
. cial Sciences (2003) provides a detailed account of long-term advances in
. research on social policy, revolution, and democracy and authoritarianisny,
- and another chapter that was written for that volume, but unfortunately
. was dropped for lack of space, provides good insights into the cumulative
- expansion of our knowledge of European state building (Mazzuca 2001).
' Thus, in many areas, we know much more than we did a few decades ago.

Q: You have been a strong proponent of comparative-historical analy-

* sis, What, in your view, is the place of historically oriented work in

political science, a discipline that is more focused on contemporary
issues? :

A: Tt is exciting to study the events that are unfolding in the present. But
that kind of focus can sometimes involve a short-term perspective that is
vulnerable to analytic mistakes. What is the purported comment of Mao on
the legacy of the French Revolution? I understand that he said: “It is too
early to tell.” It ishard to identify the optimal time frame for good research,
but sometimes the time frame is too short. For example, in the excellent

- _and stimulating literature on democratic transitions that emerged two de-

" cades ago, some scholars hypothesized that the mode of transition would

strongly influence subsequent regime dynamics, Ithink that idea has been

substantially discredited, and a crucial problem may have been that ana-

" lysts did not have a sufficiently clear historical framework for assessing
_ what kind of transition is likely to leave a distinctive legacy.
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I am convinced that macro-comparative analysis—often called com.
parative-historical analysis in political science and historical sociology
within that discipline—has a critical analytic contribution to make. The
concern with the micro-foundations of politics in the past decade or so i5
an invaluable analytic advance. Yet it is equally important to understand
the macro-settings in which micro-foundations make a difference. I think
we have achieved enormous analytic gains in understanding these macro-
settings. '

Q: What is your view about how the ongoing methodological debates
in political science will unfold, and should unfold?

A: One aspect of this picture is the continuing, and possibly expanding,
importance of mainstream quantitative methods. Parts of this tradition
exhibit a strong impulse toward the technification of analytic tools, In
many respects this technification has been productive, and has given us
new leverage in addressing a wide spectrum of substantive problems, Yet we
wammned on the final page of Rethinking Social Inquiry that this technification
can go too far (Collier, Brady, and Seawright 2004, 266). It can become an
end inits own right and can cause scholars to lose sight of simpler tools that

may offer greater analytic leverage. Further, the complex training required

for using more advanced quantitative tools may absorb time and energy
that could otherwise be devoted to gaining essential substantive knowledge
of the topics under study.

The tradition of statistical theory on- whlch we draw in our book whlle
of course itself very technical, sometimes prov1des grounds for arguing that
simpler analytic solutions are better. Further, one of the most interesting
reviews of Rethinking Social Inquiry, “Beyond the Linear Frequentist Ortho-
doxy” {2006), written by the highly respected quantitative methodologist
Philip Schrodt, takes a far more haish view of regression-based research
than we do in Rethinking Social Inquiry, and he also points to the potentiai
contribution of simpler tools. We need to recognize that the strong words
of caution in Rethinking Social Inquiry, focused on the elaborate tradition
of regression analysis and econometric refinements on regression, by no
means reflect an isclated position. These are very serfous issues for the
future of comparative politics and political science.

.This issue of balance among alternative methodological traditionsis in-
sightfully addressed by Robert Keohane in his essay on “disciplinary schizo-
phrenia” (Keohane 2003). He discusses the greater ease of professional cre-
dentialing in what he calls the “technical-specialization” track in graduate
training, focused on quantitative and formal research and on what is often
a quite narrow definition of the research question, as opposed to a much
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broader track,?* which is concerned with case-based, sometim_es historical
knowledge; with diverse methodologies; and with achieving rich substan-
tive insights that cut across subfields of political science. Kechane argues
that the technical-specialization track lends itself, to a greater degree, to a
stream of articles in mainstream journals, giving scholars a readily defin-
able record that, for example, vields a great advantage in tenure reviews. In
contrast, scholars who pursue the broader track often follow a career trajec-
tory in which it may take longer to develop an impressive professional
record. Keohane sees this imbalance as reflecting a kind of disciplinary
schizophrenia, and he speculates that political science may disadvantage it-
self, and inappropriately narrow the breadth of knowledge produced by the
discipline, by shifting too far in the direction of the technical-specialization
track.

Given these issues, where do we stand today? [ think that faculty job
recruitment in the field of political methodology still simply means main-
stream quantitative methods, It is true that for searches in comparative
politics and international relations, candidates with broad methodological
skills that combine quantitative and qualitative tools are sometimes pat-
ticularly welcome, I think this mix of skills should also be a requisite for .
political methodology positions in general—and specifically not just a mix
of skills that, while appearing to mcorporate and embrace qualitative meth-
ods, in fact marginalizes.it.

Let me highlight one more point about how I think methodological
debates should unfold. Generating meaningful regression coefficients and
interpreting them appropriately can be just as hard as, if not harder than,
making sense of a case study. It is titne for important parts of the discipline
to move beyond the view that quantitative methods have a special monop-
oly on analytic virtue. To the extent that this occurs it will be a welcome
change, and it is a much needed change.

Conclusion

Q: To conclude, what advice can you offer graduate students entering
the profession? '

A: I would return to Keohane's discussion, just noted, of the tension be-
tween the narrower technical-specialization track in graduate training and
the broader track, which encompasses a greater degree of case-based, often
historical knowledge, diverse methodologies, and rich substantive insights

24, Keohane calls this the “contextual knowledge” track, but this description of the track
follows his presentation.
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that cut across subfields of political science. For students entering compara.
tive politics and political science, pursuing the technical specialization
track may be an attractive option because it appears to offer a more secure
professional trajectory, and there is not the slightest doubt that scholars
following this track have made major contributions.

Yet students should also recognize the professional opportunities asso.
ciated with the broader track. Journals have become much more receptive
to articles on qualitative methods, and many excellent journals welcome
well-crafted articles based on small-N comparisons that may be focused
on contemporary or on historical cases. Doctoral dissertations based on
comparative-historical analysis are definitely feasible, and can lead reason-
ably promptly to a book. New organizational initiatives—such as the In.
stitute on Qualitative Research Methods discussed above—have proved in-
valuable for creating networks of graduate students and younger scholars
who share a commitment to maintaining a more eclectic version of oui
collective enterprise.

Hence, pursuing a broader line of work in graduate school is perfectly
compatible with moving fairly quickly toward a strong professional record,
This is obviously not to say that young scholars who follow the technical-
specialization track are not making an important contribution, They defi-
nitely are. But we will be far better off if we address Kechare’s concern with
disciplinary schizophrenia through deliberate efforts—in graduate training,
in hiring, and beyond—to mamtam and protect multipie paths toward
good scholarship. :





