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still largely unaddressed in research on intergovernmentalrelations (IGR). In the
empiricalanalysis,in addition to using document analysisto assessthe organizational
featuresof IGAs, I will refer to in-depth interviewswith intergovernmentalofficials
to capture the actors' motivations behind setting up particularstructures.'
IGR denote a negotiated, nonhierarchicexchange, not only between institutions
on different governmental levels but also between different substates (Peters and
Pierre 2001, 131; Agranoff 2004). It has been convincingly shown that the density
of these exchanges has increased across Western federal systems. Most striking,
however, is that in some countries-such as Canada-cross-boundary exchangesare
still primarily channeled directly by the respective ministries. In others, such as
Switzerland,externalbodies have been createdfor this purpose. How can one account
for this variance?The organizationalembeddings set up in federal countries differ
on two dimensions: first, regardingthe institutionalizationof the single IGAs and,
second, regarding the integration of the system of IGR, and hence the types of
linkages among intergovernmentalbodies within one federal system. Throughout
this article, the concept of institutionalizationwill be used with referenceto single
intergovernmentalbodies as the entity of analysis. Integration, in contrast, will be
used with referenceto the system level.
This article focuses on IGAs as the variety of organizational aspects that
characterizeIGR in federal systems. IGR can be realized in ad hoc coordination or
in codecision. Ad hoc coordination captures the mutual adjustment of policies or,
alternatively, position taking toward the center on an ad hoc basis, whereas
codecision denotes regular decision making (Cameron 2001, 125; Elazar 1991, 76;
Scharpf 1997). The underlying rationale is that each form of interaction tends to
go hand in hand with a different organizational embedding. Voluntary mutual
adjustment (i.e., ad hoc coordination) does not demand regularity of meetings,
a bureaucraticallysupported and internally differentiatedbody, a formal decisionmaking rule, or the legally binding status of agreements (Opeskin 2001, 130;
Cameron 2001; Simmons 2004). On the contrary, these are empirical features
characteristic of a highly institutionalized environment that should facilitate
codecision. Ad hoc coordination tends to lack these featuresand allows for maximal
flexibility and the autonomy of the participatingparties. It does so at the price of
decreasedreliability,usually accompanyingstrong institutionalization.
Hence, both the institutionalization and the integration of intergovernmental
structuresare crucial. First, they affect the capacity of constituent states to form a
common front against the federalgovernment and therebyshape the distribution of
power within a federal system and, at the same time, tendencies against or toward
centralization.Second, the arrangementsfor horizontal interaction have important
implications for the capacity of political actors to harmonize policy across substate
borders. To give one example, intergovernmentalagreements set up within the
weakly institutionalized Canadian arrangementsusually do not transcend position
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taking againstfederalplans or the demand for more funds. Moreover,compliance is
not very reliable.In contrast, the stronger Swiss arrangementslead to intercantonal
treaties addressing concrete policy problems.2 Accordingly, the organizational
dimension of IGR is important, as it provides a key element in understandingthe
connection between federal structures and the patterns of cross-jurisdictional
policymaking.
In order to account for IGAs'organizationaldifferences,it is arguedthat internal
substate dynamics spill over to the states' externalrelations, finding their expression
in the organizationalmakeup of intergovernmentalchannels. The substatesand the
federalstate are defined as interactioncontexts that are institutionallydelimited and
have specific tasks and competencies assigned to them (Benz 2003). The federaland
substate units define and delimit the respective political actors' home arenas;here
politicians have to succeed in elections in order to take over government. If
intergovernmentalcooperation reduces politicians' chances to pursue internal goals,
this should show in a weakerinstitutionalizationand integrationof IGR.Accordingly,
institutions constrain and regularizebehavior and are set up only if they help actors
to pursue their respectivegoals (H6ritier 1996; Scharpf 1997). The focus here is on
how intrastateinstitutions and processes open windows of opportunity to favor or
disfavor the setting up of strongly institutionalized and mutually integrated IGAs.
High competitive pressure and power concentration in single government units,
to refer to only one crucial factor at this point, are likely to undermine the
institutionalizationof IGAsbecause they motivate the actors to pursue a strategyof
blame shifting.3

Measuring Institutionalization and Integration
The institutionalizationof IGAs becomes visible, on the one hand, in a process of
internal organizationaldevelopment. This development is directed toward a more
complex functional distributionof tasks to differentoffices or even subunits. On the
other, it shows in a process of external differentiation-in their boundedness: the
arrangementdevelops boundariestoward other bodies in terms of its own functions
as well as material resources (Judge 2003, 500-501). Table 1 lists the operational
criteriaused to measure institutionalizationin descending order;the more features
that are empiricallypresent, the more institutionalizedthe IGA under examination.4
The operationalcriteriaare chosen on the basis of the following reasoning.Even if
the density of exchangeis quite high at times or regularmeetings are set up between
the prime ministers and the ministers responsiblefor particularsectors, institutionalization is considered weak if it is organized directly by the governmental
departmentswithout any separate intergovernmentalbody. Medium institutionalization demands the boundedness of an arrangementthat is visible through the
assignment of specific competencies, resources, and personnel to an external body.
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Table1 Indicators
forthedegreesof institutionalization
of IGAs
Densityof contacts
Regularityof meetings
Autonomousorganization

Ownsecretariat
Clearlydefinedfunctions
Formalbasis (e.g., formalstatutes)
Majorityrule
Internalfunctionaldifferentiation
Specificationof offices/bodies

Specification of subunits/bodies

J

Weakinstitutionalization

Mediuminstitutionalization

Stronginstitutionalization

Specificityof agreements
Legalstatusof agreements

The investment in the latter indicates that intergovernmentaltransactions do not
express only a momentary interest convergence of a group of individual actors.
A core feature of strong institutionalizationis a formal decision-making rule that
deviates from unanimity because the capacity to bind the substates to common
positions or plans to which they did not agree demonstratesthat the IGA is thought
to representmore than the sum of its parts.Another featureis internaldifferentiation
into offices or organs that have their own formally assigned tasks. Moreover, with
increasing formalization and differentiation,the capacity of the body to produce
proposals of high specificity increases;the higher the specificity of these proposals,
the greaterthe likelihood of their transferinto substatelegislation (Simeon 2001, 148;
Simmons 2004).5
The selection of indicators for intergovernmental integration between IGAs
drawson argumentsdeveloped in researchon partyorganization(table 2). Analyzing
the integrationof parties in a federalsystem, one can distinguishbetween confederal
and integratedparties.6The distinction refers to the weak or strong organizational
and programmaticlinkagesbetween federaland regionalpartyorganizations(Smiley
1987). Referringto organizationallinkages,weak integrationpresupposesidentifiable
contacts between the core IGAs. If, moreover, IGAs meet regularly, medium
integrationis assumed, whereasstrong integrationis assumed when the relationship
between differentbodies and their respectiveresponsibilitiesis specified by statutes.
This indicator is chosen because such statutes stabilize mutual cooperation and
reduce conflicts as they clarify each body's sphere of authority. Furthermore,
integration is favored by the absence of several IGAs with similar or equal scope
directed toward channelingthe same type of exchanges (meaning generalor policyspecific coordination)--a constellationthat increasesthe need for integrativelinkages
and easily generatesinterorganizationalcompetition.
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Table2 Degreesof integration
betweenIGAs
Contacts
withotherIGAs
withotherIGAs
Regularized
meetings
No coexistence
of IGAswithsimilarscopeandfunctions
andmeetings
Formal
statutesconcerning
respective
responsibilities

}
}

J

WeakIntegration
MediumIntegration
Strongintegration

Case Selection
IGR-defined as transactionalactivities and interactionsbetween government units
(Agranoff 2004, 29)-are established voluntarily. The actors' choice to set up
intergovernmentalstructures (or not) is most present in those systems in which
each substate possesses considerablelaw-making authority as well as its own taxing
powers, and hence can withdraw from interaction and resort to unilateralism
whenever it considers such a path profitable. Such exit options are most widely
present in dual federalsystems, leading to the selection of Switzerland,Canada,and
the United States as cases.
One featureof dual federalsystems-in contrastto cooperativeones-is the large
number of exclusivelyassigned competencies, as exclusive competencies provide the
two orders of government with considerableautonomy to exercise their respective
powers (Thorlakson2003, 7).7 As federal researchpoints out, the more powers are
assigned to closed "watertightcompartments,"the weaker the incentives for crossboundary interaction. And the more the constitution provides for wide areas of
concurrent powers, the stronger the incentives are (Simeon 2001, 148). Looking at
the areas of concurrentlegislation, the following can be observed:Switzerlandends
up with 17.8 percent of concurrent legislation based on the range of policy areas
classified, whereas Canada has only 2.5 percent and the United States 13.6 percent
(Watts 1999, 126-130). Although the differing amounts of concurrent legislation
support strongerIGAs in Switzerland-in comparison to Germanyas the prototype
of cooperativefederalismwith 62 percent of concurrentlegislation (pp. 126-130)Switzerland is clearly located on the dual federal side. Regarding the substates'
financial strength, I chose their revenue share8as the way to capture governments'
capacities to act independently in their own spheres of competency. In 1995, the
revenue share in all three countries was higher than in any other OECD country:
46.72 percent in Switzerland,41.65 percent in the United States,and 52.21 percent in
Canada.A similar picture emerges concerning the share of subnational expenditure
in total expenditures(Braun 2000, 39, 52-53).9
Both indicators lead to the same conclusion: owing to these core similarities,
the three countries can be expected to display a spillover from substates' inside
processesto their outside relations more clearlyand the resultswill be less obscured
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by other incentive structures such as the type of competency distribution than
would have been the case had cooperative federal systems, such as Germany,been
analyzed.
Furthermore,this grouping of cases rules out crucial alternative explanations.
First,the sizes of the subunits are similarlydiverseacrossthe countries chosen, so the
differencesin institutionalizationand integration cannot be systematicallylinked to
either the absence or the presence of predominant subunits or to strongly differing
degrees of weight asymmetry. Moreover, even if single strong substates refuse to
cooperate because they can affordto go alone (such as Quebec), weakerunits would
neverthelessgain weight in relation to the federalgovernment if they unified within
strong IGAs.
Second, the differencesin country size cannot delivera satisfactoryaccount either.
In contrast to the situation in the United States and Canada, the small size of the
Swiss polity certainlycreatesadditionalpressurefor cross-jurisdictionalcoordination
as a result of scarcity of resources and spillover problems among the cantons. Yet,
simultaneously,smallnessleads to a scarcityof valuableresourcesthat motivates the
cantons to insist uncompromisinglyon their territory,their political competencies,
their financial resources, and their independence (Neidhart 2001, 119-120).1o
Moreover, it is puzzling given the dense personal networks in Swiss federalism
owing to its small size that strong IGAs should be necessaryat all. In summary, it
remains unclear whether small size fosters cooperation or competition-investment
in strong IGAs or direct interpersonalexchanges.It also does not solve the problem
to use size as a proxy for social heterogeneityand to link big size to territorialand
cultural diversity,thereby complicating cooperation, and small size to homogeneity,
therebyfacilitatingcooperation:Switzerlandcross-cutsthis logic with its considerably
heterogeneoussocietal structurein a small-scaleterritory."1
Consequently, the selection of Canada, the United States, and Switzerland
provides for a proper methodologicalbasis to examine the link between the dynamics
within the subunits and their outside relations.

A RationalistAccountof IntergovernmentalStructures
The reasoning that majoritariandecision making in the substates of a federalpolity
weakens the degree to which IGAs are institutionalized draws on Lehmbruch's
work on German federalism. In Germany, the tight coupling of arenas in which
majoritarianprocessesinteractwith an interlockingsystem of horizontaland vertical
cooperation causes considerable tensions. As a consequence, partisan competition
delimits politicians' capacity to strike bargains in the federal arena (Lehmbruch
1978). For dual federalismsuch as that in Canada,the United States,and Switzerland,
one can turn the argument around and develop the following line of reasoning:
if federal systems do not provide already strong constitutional predispositions to
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develop dense IGR, it should follow that majoritarianprocesseswithin single arenas
provide incentives against the establishmentof a full-fledged system of IGR.
Hla: Givenpredominantlymajoritariandecision-makingdynamicsin the substates
and the center, the degree of institutionalizationof IGAs will be weak.
Hlb: Given predominantly multiple power sharing in the substates and in the
center, the degree of institutionalizationof IGAs will be strong.
Yet, how exactly are the "systemic"tensions between majoritarianismwithin the
single governmentalunits (Lijphart1999) and strong intergovernmentalismamong
them rooted in the behaviorof the actors?Which causalmechanismsare at work and
how can they be measured?
1. The first mechanism refers to the (in)stability of the interest configuration
among the constitutive arenas. Given mostly one-party majority cabinets in the
constitutive states, governmentturnover frequentlyalters the interest configurations
among the states. This raisesthe costs for actors of maintainingstrong IGAs.Ad hoc
coordination, in contrast, allows politicians to adapt to these changing configurations. They participatein a profitableagreementwhen their interests converge with
those of a certain group of partners;when interests do not converge, they resort to
unilateralism.A stronglyinstitutionalizedarrangementwould limit this flexibility.As
soon as coalitions come into play, alternationis less probable as a potential force of
change because complete turnovers become less likely. Given mostly oversized
coalitions, the interest configuration should be quite stable over time. Under these
circumstances,ad hoc coordination is not profitable.'2
In order to measurethe internallygeneratedcompetitive pressure,the averagerate
of complete alternationsis used as an indicator (Strom 1990).13As it is crucial to
captureelectoralpressure,I consider only those governmentsthat have been formed
after an election. Hence, the alternation rate will be assessed in relation to the
absolutenumber of elections. In the United States,I qualifya shift from a Democratic
unified government configuration'4to a Republicanone as a complete alternation,
and vice versa.15 Although executive and legislativeelections are also separatein the
Swiss cantons, I will consider only the executive composition because divided
government configurationsare rather unusual (Vatter 2002).
2. A second aspect that characterizesthe interest configuration among substate
governmentsis its ideologicalcongruence(Downs 1998;Thorlakson,forthcoming).If
party systems are similar across the substates, congruence is most likely when
oversizedgovernmentsare formed. In this case, the same partiestend to participatein
coalitions within differentsubstates;hence, substatecoalitions are likely to overlapin
composition. Given mainly one-partysubstategovernments,the share of overlapping
governments should decrease. The simple assumption here is that the conflict
potential between governments should be lower given parties of similar ideological
profile in office.16 A first estimate of the conflict potential is the percentage of
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nonoverlapping governments, counted as the percentageof one-party governments
and of coalitions composed of differentsets of parties.The lower this percentage,the
lower the conflict potential on the horizontal level tends to be.17 Based on this
percentage,the number of ideologicallydistinct governmentson the horizontal level
and their relativeweight need to be specified. To do so, I use the Laasko-Taagepera
index (Laaksoand Taagepera1979).18 The higher the figureindicatingthe number of
distinct configurations (5.0 instead of 2.0), the more complex agreementbecomes.
The more even the distribution of the governmentconfigurations'representationin
the substates at a given point (indicated by 2.0 or 3.0 instead of 2.4 or 3.6), the
greater the conflict potential that exists, because the ideological profiles are represented with approximatelyequal strength. Taken together, an averageof 5.0 in one
country comparedwith 3.5 in another indicates that in the first country five equally
represented configurations have to find agreement compared with four unequally
distributed configurations in the second. In the latter configuration, the conflict
potential is lower.19
3. Given a high likelihood of alternation(again measuredby the alternationrate),
the immediate threat of electoral loss motivates regional politicians to shift blame
onto the other governments.The competitive pressureis thus strongestin two-party
systems, which constitute a zero-sum game. Therein, mutual distrust is fostered
because each actor knows of the other's pressureto focus on the short-term goal of
electoral victory at the cost of the long-term goal of fruitful intergovernmental
exchanges. In such a two-level scenario, the intergovernmentalgame is therefore
clearly subordinated (Cameron and Simeon 2002). If coalitions need to be formed,
a party might lose votes but neverthelessrepeatedlyparticipatein government.As a
result, vote losses do not necessarily mean that a party cannot achieve coalition
participation.
4. When parties engage in intergovernmentalinteraction, autonomy losses are
higher for parties that govern alone than for parties that govern in a coalition. If
power sharing is a part of daily decision making in one's home arena, the relative
autonomy losses are comparativelyminor. The relativeautonomy loss of a substate
can be measured by the averagenumber of one-party cabinets with and without a
majority in the constitutive governments.20Regardingthe United States, I consider
the averagenumber of united government configurations.
Changing from the single IGA as the unit of analysisto the system level of IGR,
the distinction between institutionalization and integration is crucial because the
two do not always go together; strong institutionalizationof the single IGAs does
not necessarily lead to strong integration--quite the contrary. Under certain
circumstances,a strong institutionalizationof single IGAsweakensthe integrationof
the system as a whole. Thereforeit needs to be hypothesizedunder which conditions
different intergovernmentalbodies are mutually supportive and under which they
tend to compete.21 One important factor that particularly affects the vertical
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integration of a system is, again, the internal substate dynamics. With powerconcentrating executives on the inside and high autonomy losses through
intergovernmentalinteraction, the bodies responsible for substate exchanges are
likely to be directed toward autonomy protection and, with this, against central
encroachment.In the same way, the tendency toward shifting blame onto the center
should weaken integrativeefforts.
H2: Given majoritariandecision-makingdynamics in the constitutive arenasof a
federalsystem, a strong vertical integrationis unlikely.
Conversely,hypothesis 2 implies that in the case of power sharingin the constitutive
government units, interorganizationallinkages should be strong. Yet not all powersharing structures affect actor behavior in the same way (Birchfield and Crepaz
1998; Kaiser 1997). Integration is facilitated only if noncompulsory power sharing
is predominant, not in the case of compulsory power sharing. Compulsory
power-sharing structures (e.g., bicameralism, presidentialism) are constitutionally
entrenchedand can be considered as exogenous to the strategicchoices of the actors
embedded in them. In contrast, noncompulsory power-sharing structures (e.g.,
coalition governments,corporatism)are deliberativelyestablishedby the actors;they
are endogenous and are maintained only when they are sufficiently effective. For
instance, if a coalition partner disagreestoo frequently,the coalition can fall apart
and the partnerrisks losing its veto position. A similar logic is at work in the Swiss
referendumdemocracy. There, the facultativereferendum also leads to a situation
in which executive actors have a strong interest in maintaining the effectiveness
of noncompulsory decision-making arrangements. In Switzerland, a voluntarily
implementedproportionalityrule characterizesgovernmentcoalitions on the federal
and the cantonal level. Scholars have convincingly argued that the threat of
opposition parties to block governmentpolicy through a facultativereferendumhas
been a major motivation to form oversized, all-inclusive government coalitions
(Neidhart 1970). Yet unlike parliamentarycoalition governments,the terms are fixed.
Executiveactors do not risk bringing down the governmentby destructivebehavior.
Given these institutional circumstances, why should noncompulsory power
sharing have a more pronounced effect than the present compulsory structures?
Clearly,the proportionalcomposition of governmentswould be ineffectiveif certain
parties still dominated others in internal decision making. In this case, minor
government parties would frequently resort to referenda despite being part of
government to compensate for their weak internal position.22As in parliamentary
coalitions, the stronger government parties are reluctant to impose decisions on
weaker government partnersin order to protect the government'sdecision-making
monopoly. That is, they want to keep out of the decision-making arrangementan
avoidableveto playerthat is unpredictableand with which negotiation is not possible,
namely the people. In this context, cooperation is motivated not by the threat of
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internal dissolution and the resulting loss of veto power, as in the case of
parliamentarycoalitions, but by its opposite-its potential externalization.
Consequently,actors in noncompulsory structuresare assumed to make a more
restrictiveuse of their vetoes than actorsin compulsorystructuresin orderto stabilize
the distribution of decision-making rights. As externallyimposed power sharing is
more difficult to overcome becausevetoes are more likely to be invoked, compulsory
power sharing in the constitutive arenas of a federal state considerablycomplicates
the aggregation of single state positions. In such a context, the capacity of the
constitutive governmentsto link IGAs is easily undermined.
H3: Given dominant compulsory power-sharing structures in the constitutive
government units, strong integration is unlikely.

The EmpiricalAnalysisof IntragovernmentalDynamics
In this section the measures discussed earlier are used to assess the intraregional
dynamics in favor of or against the institutionalizationof IGAs and their mutual
integration in Canada,the United States, and Switzerland.Table 3 summarizesthe
results. The data used cover the governments formed following regional elections
after 1980.23
As table 3 indicates,Canadahas the highest percentageof one-partygovernments,
the highest rate of complete alterations, and the lowest rate of overlapping
governments.Startingwith the dominant cabinettype, all substategovernmentssince
1980 have been formed by one party alone, and most of them have had a majorityof
seats. Autonomy losses generated by intergovernmentalinteraction are therefore
high and weaken the provincial actors' willingness to invest in IGAs. In addition,
Table3 Measures
of substate
dynamics

Canada

Percentage
of one-party
governments

of
Percentage
complete
alternations

effective
Average
numberof
of
Percentage
nonoverlapping nonoverlapping
governments
governments

100%

28.7%a

100%

2.735

United States

43%b

0

43%

1.651

Switzerland

3%

0

3.5%

-

aRange
0 percentforAlbertato 50 percentforQuebec.
37-49percent.
bRange
cThepercentage
of nonoverlapping
is only3.5.Theeffective
numberof
governments
as
it
cannot
tell
us
substantial
about
need
not
be
assessed
anything
governments
nonoverlapping
the natureof the configuration.
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the number of complete alternations indicates a comparatively high competitive
pressurewithin the provinces, which favors blame shifting and thereby undermines
cross-boundaryexchanges. Moreover, the interest configuration is likely to change
rapidly, which makes flexible ad hoc coordination profitable. As there is only one
decision maker per province,24such ad hoc coordination is particularlyeasy. This
effect is further strengthened by the noticeable ideological incongruence of the
average horizontal interest configurations. There are no government coalitions;
hence, none of the ideological configurationsoverlapped,comparedwith an average
of 43 percent nonoverlappinggovernments in the United States and an averageof
3.5 percent in Switzerland. The average effective number of nonoverlapping
governments of 2.735 underlines the fact that there has been not one dominant
government type that could have unified the horizontal level ideologically.Instead,
two to three configurations have been continuously competing for influence. All
in all, intraprovincialand, at the same time, intrahorizontaldynamics in Canada
render the institutionalizationof IGAs and their mutual integration comparatively
difficult.
The Americancase takes a middle position between Canadianand Swiss substate
dynamics:the effective number of nonoverlappinggovernments (1.651) shows that
usually one party has ruled in most of the substates.Hence, the horizontal conflict
potential due to ideologicalincongruencehas been fairlymoderate.The percentageof
nonoverlappinggovernments is on averageonly 43, meaning that in a majority of
states each party occupies at least one branch of government,which also moderates
interstate relations. At the same time, it complicates intrastate relations: the
separationof branches as a constitutional power-sharingstructurecharacterizesthe
internalpolitical processto a wider extent than partydynamicsdo becausepartiesare
organizationallyweak (Katz 1994). This dominance of constitutional structureshas
evident implicationsfor the interpretationof the effectivenumber of nonoverlapping
governments:although there has been an increasein unified state governmentsover
the years,this indicatesa limited conflict potential ratherthan a unifying effect on the
horizontal level. The complexity of the configuration is still high owing to
compulsory power sharing. Moreover, because there have been no complete
alternations, the competitive pressure is limited, which reduces incentives for
blame shifting.25In summary, the rather low competitive pressure and the low
autonomy losses involved in horizontal interaction make IGAs a useful tool to
facilitateinterstateinteraction.They are expectedto be considerablyinstitutionalized.
At the same time, the constitutional fragmentation within the states is likely to
weaken their mutual integration.
In Switzerland, intracantonal dynamics set very favorable incentives for the
institutionalizationof IGAs and their mutual integration. The competitive pressure
is very low as there have been no complete alternations.Moreover, only 3 percent
of the cantonal executives have been one-party governments and the number of
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nonoverlapping governments is only 3.5 percent. Incentives for blame-shifting
strategiesrarelyexist. Owing to the high number of oversized governments,a party
would blame executivesin which its own partisanpendantsparticipate.Furthermore,
owing to the oversized cabinet formats, the stability of the horizontal interest
configurationover time is fairlyhigh. As the cantonal party systems differ mainly in
the weight of the single parties and not in the composition of the party systems
(Ladner2001), similarexecutivecompositions acrosscantons moderateintercantonal
relations.
In summary, the overall incentive profiles of the three federal countries with
regard to IGR appear as follows. In Canada, where majoritariandecision making
characterizesthe single units, neither the institutionalizationof single IGAsnor their
mutual integrationis expectedto be high. In the United Statesthe institutionalization
of single IGAs is expected to be considerable as a result of power sharing in the
states. Their mutual integration, however, is likely to suffer from the type of
compulsory power sharing generating internal constitutional fragmentation. In
contrast, in Switzerland,which is also characterizedby power sharing (but of the
noncompulsorytype), incentivesfavorboth institutionalizationas well as integration.

MultilateralIGAsin Canada,the United States,
and Switzerland
This section examines the institutionalizationand integration of multilateralIGAs
channeling generalist exchanges that include more than half of the substates. It
distinguishesthose in which the federalgovernmentparticipates(verticalIGAs) and
those in which it does not (horizontal IGAs). The methods used are document
analysis and in-depth interviewswith intergovernmentalofficials on the federaland
substatelevels as well as with the personnel of the respectiveIGAs. In particular,the
latter allow for the connection to be identified between intragovernmentaldynamics
as the explanatoryside and institutionalizationand integrationas the two dependent
factors.26Although the analysis of institutionalizationand its driving forces focuses
on generalistIGAs, integration is examined by referringto three kinds of linkages:
first, the linkagesbetween differentgeneralist(not policy-specific) IGAs (if severalof
them are in place);second, the linkagesbetween generaland sectoral(policy-specific)
bodies; and, third, the linkagesof generalistIGAsto the federalgovernment.Table 4
summarizesthe respectivefeaturesof the core IGAs in Canada,Switzerland,and the
United States according to the criteria discussed above. It indeed indicates that
majoritarianexecutive-legislativerelationstend to weaken the institutionalizationof
IGAs, whereas power-sharing executive-legislativerelations tend to facilitate it.27
Furthermore,it shows that integrationis weakenedby majoritariandynamics as well
as by compulsory power-sharingstructuresunbridgedby party ties.
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Table 4 IGAsin Canada,the United States,and Switzerland

Generalis
intrahori
Canada

United States

Switzerland

Institutionalization

Verticalintegration

integratio

Council of the Federation
(CoF) (horizontal):medium
First MinistersConference(FMC)
low
(multilateral-vertical):
National Governors'Association
(NGA) (horizontal):high
National Conferenceof State
Legislatures(NCSL)(horizontal):high
Council of State Governments
(CSG) (horizontal):high
Conferenceof CantonalExecutives
(KdK) (horizontal):high

CoF-center:weak
CoF-FMC:weak
FMC-center:weaka

Coexisten
CoF-FMC

NGA-center:medium

Coexisten
NGA/NC
horizonta

NCSL-center:medium

represent

represent
CSG-center:medium
KdK-center:high

Only KdK

aAsthe FMC as a verticalIGA is weaklyinstitutionalized,the linkagebetweenthe horizontaland the

This content downloaded from 200.89.140.134 on Wed, 03 Feb 2016 11:24:54 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

484

NicoleBolleyer

Canada:Intergovernmental
Competitionand Ad HocCoordination
Takinga closer look at the generalistIGAs,we can immediatelyidentify the Canadian
intergovernmentalbodies as less institutionalizedthan the American or Swiss ones.
The establishment of the horizontal Council of the Federation (CoF) in 2003 as
the successor to the Annual Premiers' Conference (APC) has been a step toward
reorganizinginterprovincialrelations.The frequencyof meetings has been increased
to a minimum of two per year. The CoF rests on a codified founding agreementand
has a mandateto exchangeinformationand to develop sharedpositions. In addition,
it has its own secretariat and is internally differentiated.28Despite the growing
institutionalization of this horizontal arrangement,one crucial criterion characterizing a highly institutionalizedIGA is not met: the decision-makingrule is still that of
consensus. Each government thus insists on its veto to delimit autonomy losses
ex ante because no decision againstthe will of a single governmentcan be taken.29As
one expression of this structuralweakness, conflicting issues are not placed on the
common agenda.30Whereasthe CoF is institutionalizedon a medium level, the First
Ministers' Conference (FMC), as the major vertical IGA, is weak. The FMC brings
togetherprovincialand territorialpremiersand the prime minister and has long been
the pinnacle of the intergovernmentalsystem. It resolvesconflicts on the highest level
and gives direction to a network of lower-levelmeetings. However, all these linkages
are informal and cannot generate any reliable patterns of interaction. It has
frequentlybeen suggested that FMCs be held annually and sometimes that they be

havenotbeenactioned(Cameron
status;yetthesesuggestions
givenconstitutional
and Simeon 2002, 62). Meetings are organizedby the CanadianIntergovernmental
Conference Secretariat,which was establishedby the first ministers in 1973. In fact,
this secretariathas its own personnel and resources,which are contributed by the
constitutive governments. However, it is responsible for organizing, inter alia, first
ministers' meetings, the Eastern Canadian Premiers' Conference, and the Western
Premiers' Conference. As a result of providing this multitude of services, the
secretariatdoes not function as the arm of one particular group with a specific

interestprofile.Substantially,
the secretariat
does not standfor any organizationally
boundedconfiguration
of actors.
All in all, it is typicalof Canadianfederalismthat actorsattemptto avoidbeing

trueforthe
Thisis particularly
exchanges.
obligedto enterintointergovernmental
federalgovernment.As the conveningof an FMCis the prerogativeof the prime
minister, FMCs are called only when it is advantageous from the center's point
of view. Typically, federal officials claim that these conferences are used by the
provinces to attack federal policies, usually for electoral purposes, rather than
seriously to face the challenges of Canadian society (McRoberts 1985, 95). This
strategy of blame shifting clearly has a negative impact on the effectiveness of
cross-boundary exchanges. Accordingly, despite the fact that it has existed for
almost one hundred years, the FMC has remained an ad hoc event (Meekison,
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Telford,and Lazar2004, 16). From a comparativepoint of view, IGR in Canadahave
no constitutional or legislative basis and little bureaucraticbackup. The respective
arrangements are much too weak to change actors' preferences;hence patterns
merely reflect given intraprovincial,interprovincial,and federal constraints.Ad hoc
coordination, often bilateral, remains the dominant form of interaction
(McRoberts 1993; Cameron and Simeon 2002). Correspondingly, commitments
made are only as good as the will of the participating governments (Lazar and
McLean 2000, 168) and the scope of IGR is heavily dependent on whether the
individual first ministers,in particularthe prime minister, currentlyfind cooperation
advantageousor not (Cameron and Simeon 2002, 64; Lazarand McLean2000, 166).
In short, agreementsrepresentlowest-common-denominator solutions (McRoberts
1993, 157). Flexibilityis clearlyparamount and would be easily delimited by strong
IGAs.
As the FMC, as the verticalarrangementin the system, is called only irregularlyby
the federal government, the degree of vertical integration is also very limited. The
creation of the CoF as an exclusively horizontal body cannot compensate for this.
Interestingly,the original proposal made by Quebec for the foundation of the CoF
included the federal government as a member, but this was rejected by the other
provinces (Quebec Liberal Party 2001, 91-94). Evidently, the disposition to form
IGAs that primarilyfacilitateposition taking againstthe federalgovernment is more
of a generaltendency on the part of the provincesthan the sole result of the "Quebec
factor."Furthermore,the centralgovernmentprofits from bilateralinteractionon an
ad hoc basis, in which it is usually the stronger party; hence, it has no interest in
stronger integration. In particular,when dealing with financiallyweak provinces, it
can minimize concessions without the involvement of stronger provinces, which
tend to raisethe extent of the concessions the centerhas to make in order to convince
provinces to agree to its plans. Bearingthis in mind, it is a plausible interpretation
that, in the end, a medium institutionalizationof the CoF was achievedonly because
the centerwas excludedfrom this process-especially becausethe federalgovernment
regularlytried to play one province off against another and had considerablesuccess
in doing so.31 Correspondingly,the individual autonomy losses arising from the
stronger organizationalbackup of the council were acceptable despite the existing
intraprovincial competitive pressure--because the CoF strengthened collective
provincial autonomy protection.
With regard to horizontal integration, there is no formal clarification of the
respectivetasks of the two multilateralIGAs-the FMC and the CoF-located on the
horizontal level.32They coexist but, beyond the provinces' overlappingmembership
in both, there is no indication of any regularizedinteractionpatterns.The same can
be said about linkagesbetween national and regionalIGAs.The linkagesbetween the
generalistIGAs and the sectoralcouncils vary, as does the organizationalmakeup of
the single sectoral arrangements(Simmons 2004). Overall,however, structurestend
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to be organizationallyweak. Correspondingly,the regularity of sectoral meetings
varies across policy fields from several meetings per year to one every three years.
Despite the sometimes considerablefrequencyof interaction,the informal character
of the councils weakens the bodies' capacity to achieve relations beyond the
exchange of opinions (Meekison, Telford, and Lazar2004, 21-22). As a result, the
active bridging of conflict hardly occurs.33Hence, also in less visible structuresthat
are more protectedfrom political dynamics,codecision has not been achieved.In this
context, one interesting development that has taken place since the late 1980s is
the general trend toward decentralizing intergovernmental management to line
departments (Johns, O'Reilly, and Inwood 2004, 8, 11). Thus, there has been a
trend for policy-specific exchanges to be concentratedand intensified intragovernmentally, maintaining the constitutive boundaries within the system to a much
higher degree: internal units conflict much less with the logic of competition
generatedwithin provincial boundaries than externalizedIGAs do.
In summary, the competitive pressure within the Canadian substates affects the
intergovernmentalarena in a negative way. Actors attempt to maintain maximal
flexibility in order to have the capacity to react to internal political demands and
prioritize autonomy protection over stable IGR. The formation and re-formation of
momentaryalliancesas well as the exit from alliancesis quite common. In a nutshell,
institutionalizationand integrationtend to be weakly developed.

The UnitedStates:CompulsoryPowerSharingand the Disintegrationof IGR
In the United States, the substate dynamics work much more in favor of the
institutionalization of IGAs than in Canada:the competitive pressure is not very
high, because the constitutional power-sharingstructureswithin the states prevent
the dynamicsof a zero-sum game. The incentivesfor blame shifting are consequently
limited, and substateactors do not have much autonomy to lose when they engagein
intergovernmentalexchanges. However, the United States is characterizedby the
dominance of constitutional power-sharingstructuresover partisanlinkages,which
establishes a barrier to strong system integration.34As a consequence of internal
fragmentation,the interest configuration is fairly complex and shows only limited
continuity. In summary,on the process level, codecision, and with it cross-boundary
harmonization,are difficult to achieve in the American context.
In organizationalterms, the most crucial feature of American federalism is the
coexistence of IGAs that representthe interests of the state executives and the state
legislatures separately. The core state associations are the National Governors'
Association (NGA), the National Conference of State Legislatures(NCSL), and the
Council of State Governments (CSG). Structuresreflect the constitutional powersharing mechanisms within the states. Moreover, there are organizationalsplits of
IGAsthat representthe same branches.As a counterweightto the NCSL--which was
perceivedas being too liberal-the more conservativeAmericanLegislativeExchange
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Council(ALEC)wasfounded.On top of this,lower-levelassociationsarenumerous
and some-such as the United StatesConferenceof Mayors-are very powerful
andpartisan
fragmentation
(Cigler1995;Haider1974).35In summary,constitutional
divides structurethe landscapeof IGAs, while jurisdictionalfragmentationis
Themultitudeof IGAsrendersthe formationof one
perceivedasthe strongerforce.36
coherentinterestprofile of a single state and, more so, of the horizontallevel
extremelydifficult.
of IGAstends to stabilizeinterorganizaIronically,the high institutionalization
tionaldivisionsratherthan contributeto systemintegration.The threemajorstate
associations,the NGA,the CSG,and the NCSL,meet regularlyand are run by an
executivesupportedby a permanentsecretariat;internaldecisionsare taken by
majorityrule. In terms of functions,the NGA and the NCSLare lobby groups,
whereasthe CSGis a serviceassociationfunctioningas an umbrella(Arnoldand
Plant1994,102).Similarto privateinterestgroups,AmericanIGAstryto makesure
that theirmembers'viewsare channeledinto the processof shapingfederalpolicy.
the patternsof AmericanIGRevolvearoundthe verticaldimension.
Consequently,
Thismeansthattheypursueregularcontactswith federalofficialsandtheirinternal
the strength
is stronglystructured
differentiation
alongpolicylines.Correspondingly,
of linkagesof the generalistIGAsto sectoralassociationsalsovaries.On the whole,
however,interestcoalitionstend to be issue driven,37and issues are handledby
generalistIGAsonlywhena sharedinterestcanbe anticipatedin advance:the most
active role of IGAs is to identifypreexistingcommon ground,not to generate
commongroundby bridgingconflict.38
To improveintrahorizontal
linkages,the three IGAsare housed in the same
havetriedto increasemutualcooperation.Within
in
and
building Washington,DC,
associationsare called, the state
the "Big 7," as the major intergovernmental
associationsaremorecloselylinkedthanthe othergroups,first,as a resultof shared
membershipson certainboards and, second, becausethe NGA and the NCSL
beenstrongenough,an
originatedfromthe CSG.However,hadinterestconvergence
wouldnot havebeennecessaryin
splitfromthe motherorganization
organizational
the first place.As one intervieweeput it, there is a "naturaltensionbetweenthe
the pressureto cooperatein orderto gainmoreweightin
branches."39
Accordingly,
the systemclearlyconflictswith the IGAs'organizational
autonomyand interests,
whichled to theirphilosophyof cooperatingnot merging(Arnoldand Plant1994,
105). Most crucial,the legislativeand executiveIGAsdifferin what kind of state
autonomythey aim to protect.Whereaslegislativeactorsattemptto protecttheir
law-makingcompetencies, executive actors are interestedin gaining as much leeway
as possible in the implementation phase-meaning large amounts of federal money
without any strings attached.40Ironically, the fact that in the United States the
legislaturesparticipatedirectlyin the intergovernmentalgame indicates the weakness
of legislativeautonomy protection.
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The flipside of this coin is that the centralgovernmentplays the dominant role in
federal-stateinteractions, and the states remain reactive (Cigler 1995, 131; Kincaid
1990). Any refusalto participatein nationallyprescribedregulatoryregimesor grantin-aid programsis virtuallynonexistent, even though nonparticipationis technically
possible.41Moreover, states do not usually try to take refuge by referringto the
unconstitutionalstatus of mandatesthat hurt the prerogativesof the states (Derthick
2001, 51, 54).42The fact that states have been much less critical of national funding
priorities than local actors (Cigler 1995, 144) supports this view. It is argued in the
literaturethat substate actors accepted the "realismof the administrativestate"and
therefore cared less about competence distribution than about the realities of
funding, implementation,and coalition building around concrete programs (Arnold
and Plant 1994, 106). However, one crucial reality that feeds this acceptanceis the
unequal capacity of the two governmental levels to coordinate internally. For the
states to act as one order of government against the central government and to
successfully defend their own authorities, successful interstate coordination is a
precondition. If it is not feasible, state resistanceis of limited use.
Despite the growing use of interstate compacts in the 1990s (Bowman 2004a,
2004b), which are struck on the administrativelevel and supported by the CSG,
interstatecooperationwithout centralinvolvement does not provide a counterweight
to centralizingtendencies. The level of obligation is high because once entered by a
state, an interstatecompact supersedesconflictinglaws a state might pass later on. As
a consequence,less formalagreementsare preferred(Zimmerman2001, 2-3).43 As an
IGA representativeputs it, "Compactsare a uniquely small thing. Most innovation
occurs through voluntary replication of innovative state laws or programs."44
And informal or indirect coordination is too weak to provide an alternative to
national regulation.Accordingly,after a rise of compacts in the 1960s, their number
declined with the rise of federal preemption (Zimmerman 1992, 58-60, 141-142).
In a nutshell, disunity among the states serves Congress to legitimize its own
action as it can point to the failureof the states to do the job on their own (Derthick
2001, 38-39).
In American IGR the internal constitutional power-sharing structures have
been impressively projected outside state boundaries and have strengthened the
pressure on state and local actors to compete for national funding (Kenyon and
Kincaid 1991, 91, 111). This intrahorizontalcompetition for vertical influence feeds
back into and undermines new efforts of horizontal coordination right from the
beginning. The coexistence of considerablyinstitutionalized but loosely integrated
IGAs is fostered by two parallel sources. On the one hand, the constitutional
executive-legislativedivide motivates the foundation of IGAs representingexecutive
and legislative state interests separately.The linkages between the horizontal IGAs
and the center remain fragmented,while the associationscompete for influence over
federal policymaking. In fact, despite their strong organizationalmakeup, with the
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exception of the CSGsupportinginterstatecompacts,the IGAsdo not provide a basis
for codecision processesand cross-jurisdictionalpolicy harmonization.State IGAsdo
not representthe state interestbut only their particularmembers,simply because "the
state is no homogenous entity,"45and this has repercussionsfor intergovernmental
processes and structures,most strikinglyby fostering centralizingtendencies.

Switzerland:PartyCooperation,IntergovernmentalCodecision,
and Integration
In Switzerland,both the institutionalization of the core IGAs and their mutual
linkages are strong. The core horizontal IGAs in Swiss federalism are, first, the
generalistConferenceof Cantonal Executives(KdK) and, second, the conferencesof
cantonal directors (DKs) responsible for the exchanges in particularpolicy fields.
Most crucial,in contrastto the United States,Swiss IGRare dominatedby executives,
despite the presidential-likestructureof the cantons. This, first, reduces the number
of IGAs that are located on the horizontal level and, second, facilitates the formation and representationof one position per canton. At the same time, the typically
oversized party coalitions neutralize the impact of party ideology on intergovernmental processes because cantonal positions in the intergovernmentalgame already
representintracoalitionalcompromises.46
As the sectoralDKs are much older than the KdK,it is useful to look at them first,
even though sectoral IGAs are not the major focus of this article. These bodies
are highly institutionalized47and, as a crucial vertical linkage, a delegate of the
respective federal ministry is invited to take part in the executive or the plenary
sessions of the DKs if involvement is considered useful.48Correspondingly,DKs can
foster initiatives and engage in real conflict resolution in which positions can be
changed.49Meetings can result in guidelines,benchmarks,or intercantonalcontracts
(so-called concordats). The concordat is the most formal instrument and is
considered binding intercantonal law. Concordats aim at regulating concrete
policy matters and are ratherspecific. Most cooperation,however, has a nonbinding
character. Nevertheless, these provisions also become cantonal law (Armingeon
2000, 115). Accordingly, intergovernmental officials confirm that on the whole
cantons comply with recommendations.50Facing a growing demand for harmonization, successful cross-cantonalcoordination is the only way to prevent authority
migration to the center.5s Hence, cantons consciously accept restrictions on their
individual autonomy in order to maintain the jurisdictionalpower of the horizontal
level.52 Both the structural features and the results of intercantonal interaction
indicate that codecision prevails in sectoral interaction.
Despite the organizationalstrengthof the DKs, the cantons consideredthe general
representationof cantonal interests in the federationto be insufficient. In 1993, this
critical attitude found its expression in the foundation of the KdK. The initial
function of this body was to ensure the consideration of cantonal interests in the
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Europeanization process. Over the past thirteen years, however, it has become
the core IGA, channelinggeneralintercantonaland interorganizationaltransactions.
Its organizationalstructure is very similar to that of the DKs, and it is also highly
institutionalized. The KdK plenum meets four times a year. It is in these sessions
that political decisions are made, mostly boiling down to common positions on
certain issues or plans of the central government that concern cantonal authority.
Decisions are taken by majorityrule and the plenarysession is accompaniedby four
meetings of a smaller executive committee53 that makes strategic decisions and
prepares the plenary sessions. Evidently, the participating cantons insist neither
on equal representationnor on equal veto positions.
In terms of interorganizationalintegration,the central institutions and the other
IGAsin the system initiallyconsideredthe newly founded conferenceto be a potential
competitor (Minger 2004, 10). However, the KdK and the DKs now evaluate the
relationshipto the other federalpeak institutions as productive.With respect to the
formal indicators of interorganizationalintegration, in December 2001 the KdK
and the DKs agreed on a general frameworkthat clarifies the respective responsibilities and attempts to facilitate cooperation between the IGAs and the federal
government.54Among other things, the KdK has been assigned the task of conflict
CH Stiftung2001, 9-11)
resolutionwhen DKs fight over responsibilities(Jahresbericht
in order to increase efficiency.55The newest endeavor to strengthenthe integration
between the KdK and the DKs is to merge the two organizationallyinto one "House
of Cantons."56Moreover, the KdK has made an active effort to integrate the
Bundesratinto its meetings by inviting it to plenarysessions. These invitations have
been accepted on severaloccasions in the past two years. More crucial, KdK-federal
contacts take place on a regular basis through the "Federalism Dialogue,"
a committee composed of Bundesrat delegates and a delegation of four to five
KdK delegates.
Obviously, the internal dynamics generated by the power-sharing executives in
the cantons are very favorable to the institutionalization and integration of IGR.
Microlevel incentives have allowed Swiss regional elites easily to adapt to demands
for cross-boundary cooperation. Cantonal political elites are widely protected
from electoralpunishment because oversizedcoalitions (on average3.34 parties) are
the most frequent cabinet type. Accordingly, electoral pressure is not perceived to
influence intergovernmental processes and alternations hardly affect the daily
business of IGR.57Moreover, the positions of government members tend to be
moderatebecauseif issues carrysome importance,they have to be acceptablealso for
their colleagues at home. Accordingly, party affiliation is on the whole hardly
noticed.58Under these circumstances,the incentives for blame-shiftingstrategiesare
weak. Moreover, strong IGAs facilitateinteractionbecause it is easier for the federal
government to have one interaction partner only and it is advantageous for the
cantons to have IGAs that facilitate generating one coherent voice.59 Finally, in
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contrast to the United States, Swiss parties bridge the executive-legislativedivides
within the cantons, which reduces the fragmenting effect of internal compulsory
power sharing.

Conclusionand Outlook
This article has tried to demonstrate that it is fruitful to consider the internal
dynamics of constituent states to account for the organizationalmakeup of IGAs.
The theoretical approach has attempted to supplement a perspective on federal
dynamics that refers to structural logics and tensions (Lehmbruch 1978) with a
microfoundation based on a rational choice approach.In particular,the theoretical
specification of intragovernmental incentives, on the one hand, and the
empirical investigation of the motives behind the actors' stances in favor of or
against strong IGAs,on the other, are crucial as they have many implications for the
possibilities of federalreform. In particular,the combination of abstracthypotheses
with in-depth material has allowed for the generation of systematic findings on a
phenomenon that, so far, has not been subject to much theory-drivencomparative
research.
The theoretical approach here has presented a set of testable hypotheses and a
correspondingset of indicators that capture the variety of organizationalproperties
of IGAs and the dynamics that systematicallyshape these bodies, their institutionalization, and their integration. To sum up the major findings, Swiss IGAs are
strongly institutionalized, with interorganizationallinkages formally specified as a
response to noncompulsory intracantonal power sharing, whereas in Canada the
organizationalstructureof the respectivebodies and their mutual integrationis much
weakeras a consequenceof intraprovincialpower concentration;in the United States,
on the contrary, IGAs are considerablyinstitutionalized owing to the presence of
power sharing,but they are only weaklyintegratedbecause of the compulsorynature
of this power sharing.Accordingly,the empiricalfindings support the claim that in
order to assess the comparative dynamics of composite polities, the connection
between internal substate dynamics and their external relations provides a useful
startingpoint. Moreover,as it makesuse of ratherabstractmechanisms,the approach
lends itself to application to a wider range of cases to substantiate the current
results.60

Comparing the nationwide IGAs responsible for general coordination is a
deliberatelyrestrictedfocus, and, necessarily,there are some caveats.Furtherwork is
needed regardingcertainaspects.Any more extensivecomparativestudy on IGAshas
to take into account, first, regional and, second, policy-specific arrangements.Their
organizational properties, their functions, and their linkages to the nationwide
IGAs are cruciallyimportant for the working of federal systems as a whole and can
provide for a more differentiatedpicture.To be more specific,a systematicanalysisof
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regionaland nationalbodies could provideinsightsinto the conditionsaccording
to whichissuesarehandledon a particular
level.A systematiccomparisonof policyIGAs
and
their
levels
of
institutionalization
in differentcountries
specific
average
couldcontributeto a detailedunderstanding
of how cross-jurisdictional
policymakA closerlook at the types
ing is facilitatedby particular
organizational
arrangements.
of issues dealt with in intergovernmental
agreementsand an investigationof the
of
could
agreements'
degrees specificity
complementthispicture.Finally,in orderto
link politics and policy, an importantstep would be an analysisof whetherand
how intergovernmental
agreementsarefinallyimplemented.
A studythatcomparesIGAsacrosspoliticalsystemsandacrosspolicyfieldscould
throwparticular
thathave
lighton howfarthe system-specific
patternsandstructures
been examinedin this articlealso show up when controllingfor policy.Hence,it
could help to specifythe limits of a systemicperspectiveon IGR.In more general
terms,it could open up the possibilityof systematically
linkingthe policy-oriented
and structure-oriented
IGRliterature.Froma policy-oriented
perspective,scholars
address
how
harmonization
can be achievedin
usually
cross-jurisdictional
policy
federalsystemsandwhyit tendsto fail,focusingon particular
policyareas(Banting
and Corbett2001).Whatpolicy-oriented
studiesusuallydo not provideis an overall
pictureof the patternsof IGR in a particularpoliticalsystem-a pictureof the
"structural
logic of the system"(Lehmbruch1978)that capturesbasicpatternsand
tendenciesthat remain visible when distinguishingpolicy arenas. Hence, the
comparativeanalysisof policy-specificIGAs in differentfederalsystemswould
whichhaveuntilnowtendedmerelyto
allowfor an integrationof bothperspectives,
coexist.

Notes
I am thankfulto AdrienneHeritier,TanjaB6rzel,and DianaPanke,who offeredcrucialcritiqueand
supportthroughoutthe draftingof this article.Many other people gave valuableand important
comments.Manythanksto KeithBanting,ArthurBenz,LiesbetHooghe,SaskiaJung,AndreKaiser,
RichardSimeon, SonjaWilti, RonaldWatts, and the three anonymousreviewers.All remaining
errorsare mine.
1. Around sixty interviewsof, on average,one hour were conductedin the three countries. The
three groups of actors interviewedwere federaland substateofficialsand intergovernmental
personnel. They pursue differentinterests and, accordingto the principle of triangulation,
their different views help to strengthen the validity of the findings. Moreover, substate
officials were consciously selected according to the varying size, territorial location, and
languageof their states to ensure the maximum variationin opinions. To assureanonymity
the following abbreviationsare used: IGA: intergovernmentalarrangement;Fed: federal
government;POfficial:provincialofficial;SOfficial:state official;COfficial:cantonal official;
Can: Canada;CH: Switzerland;U.S.: the United States.As all interviewswere conducted in
2005, I give only the day and month in the notes that follow.
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2. In cases where substantial agreements are struck within Canadian executive federalism
(Smiley 1980) (hence, provincial governments agree to pursue substantial policy
objectives), the provinces' compliance is not very reliable. Research in different policy
fields confirmsthe claim that compliancewith multilateralagreementsis difficultto ensure
(Cameronand Simeon 2002). To give some concrete examples,despite the existinggeneral
development agreements, both orders of government struck deals bilaterally,which de
facto led to ten different policies, of which some hardly qualify as regional development
(Skogstad2000, 62). Also, in the area of labor policy and social policy the implementation
of agreementshas proved difficult (Jung2005; Lazar2002). Provincesinsist very much on
their autonomy and strictly refuse any federal checks on whether they comply with
agreementprovisions. Recently,efforts have been made to develop common benchmarks
to evaluate the provinces' performance publicly. However, the federal government
considersthis measureunsatisfactorybecausethe pressureof public scrutinyhas proved to
be very limited. In Swiss federalism,which is characterizedby codecision arrangements,
this problem is less severe, and nonbinding recommendations are considered rather
effective instrumentsto coordinate policy (Armingeon 2000, 115).
3. Breton (1985) argues that citizens are best served in terms of policy outcomes when
governmentscompete for their loyalty and, thereby, implicitly questions the relevanceof
IGAs'structure.However,wheneverthe cross-jurisdictionalcoordination of policy is held
to be useful, intergovernmentalcompetition tends to generateunstable outcomes because
only incomplete and self-enforcingcontractsbetween the governmentsare possible. Most
important, there is no third party to enforce agreements (p. 215). Strong IGAs are not
functionally equivalent to enforcement mechanisms. Yet they increase the reliability of
exchanges, facilitate monitoring, and provide the expertise to set up more specific
agreements that strengthen commitments and make noncompliance more transparent.
Hence, although competition can favor the selection of superiorpolicy outputs within the
single units, it can complicate the agreement and implementation of common solutions
across units because it weakens IGAs that support voluntary self-enforcement.
4. The elements are assumed to cluster,without one element being a necessarycondition for
the other.
5. If more than half of the criteriaare fulfilled,an IGA is classifiedas stronglyinstitutionalized.
6. The party system's degree of centralization and the disharmony between the levels of
government that it can generatedo not suffice to explain strong or weak IGAs, as Riker's
seminal work on federalismsuggests (1964, 129-130). This is because multipartysystems
can lead eitherto minimal-winningcoalitions or to oversizedcoalitions.Whereasminimalwinning coalitions clearlyallow for cross-boundarycompetition, oversizedcoalitions most
likely prevent it-independent of how stronglythe party system is centralized.Moreover,
the party-basedapproachdoes not consider the role differenttypes of power sharing-in
particularthe constitutionallydefined version-play. In addition, the party systems in the
three countries under examination are all considerably decentralized, which largely
controls for this factor's impact on IGAs in the first place.
7. A second indication of dual federalismis that the administrativepowers in a policy area
are allocated to the level that is also responsible for legislation. This is the case in the
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UnitedStatesand Canadabut less so in Switzerland
2003, 7). Still,as this
(Thorlakson
the amountof
and
not
on
articlefocuseson the decision-making
implementation,
stage
concurrentlegislationis used as the main criterion.In addition,the dependenceof the
federalgovernmenton the substatesto implementpoliciesleaveshorizontalrelations
unaffected.
of thetotal
asthesumof revenuesof thelocalandregionallevelsasa percentage
8. Calculated
revenues(Braun2000,53).
9. Moreover,the role of conditionedgrantsdeservesattentionas it can createconsiderable
dependenceon the center.Theshareof grants(the sum of grantsreceivedby the localor
of the revenueof the localand
regionallevelfromthe centralgovernmentas a percentage
61.9 percent,the United
46.72
Canada
is
as
follows:
Switzerland
percent,
regionallevels)
States58.9 percent(Braun2000,52-53). However,this differenceis unlikelyto createa
of IGAsas well as their mutualintegrationare
bias, becausethe institutionalization
in
than
in the Canadianandthe U.S. cases.
to
be
the
Swiss
expected
stronger
10. Accordingly,the idea of permanentlyfusing severalcantonsto solve the problemof
territorialentitiesthat are perceivedas being too small has been repeatedlyrejected,
and the single cantonsstill attemptto use their autonomyto a considerabledegree
andZehnder2003, 1).
(Freiburghaus
11. In this context,somewordsarenecessaryon secondchambers.Secondchambersarethe
most crucialinstitutionof "intrastatefederalism"-federal
bargainingwithin national
senate
The
Canadian
institutions(Simeon1972).
hardlyprovidesan adequatechannel
for territorialdemands.Althoughit can veto legislation,it is dearlyinferiorto the first
chamberin termsof representational
makeupandlegitimacyandhence,in practice,does
not functionas a vetoplayer.TheSwissandAmericansenates,in contrast,areverystrong
secondchambersandexertpowerfulvetoes(Lijphart
1999,207-212).Althoughit hasbeen
questionedwhetherthe directlyelectedSwissandAmericansenatesrepresentcantonalor
froma comparative
stateinterests,respectively,
theystrengthenthe positions
perspective,
of the constitutivepartsin theirfederationsto a muchhigherdegreethanthe Canadian
betweencentraland
senatedoes.Assumingthat stronginterstatefederalism-bargaining
substategovernments-canpartiallycompensatefor a weaksecondchamber,the demand
relationsembeddedin strongIGAsshouldbe strongerin
for workingregional-federal
andthe UnitedStates.This,however,is not the case.Also,the
Canadathanin Switzerland
account.
featuresof secondhousesdo not deliveran adequatealternative
Thelower
adhoc coordination.
12. Onecouldalsoarguethata low numberof unitsfacilitates
coststhatcanbe savedby IGAs
the numberof governments
is, the lowerthe transaction
(Breton1996, 211); the higherthe numberof governments,the more valuablethese
bodies become. However,this factor does not deliveran unambiguousaccount of
differences.If the numberof units were the majordeterminantof the
organizational
strength of IGAs, bodies including the same number of units (regional bodies in

would
nationalarrangements)
andtheUnitedStates,comparedwithCanadian
Switzerland
The observationthat regionaland national
show similarlevels of institutionalization.
the need to look at the
IGAsare similarlydevelopedwithinone countryreemphasizes
processesthatdrivegovernmentchoices.
intragovernmental
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13. A completeturnoverreplacesall governmentparties;a partialone only someof them.
14. Unifiedgovernmentis definedas the majoritiesof both chambersand the executive
belongingto the sameparty.
15. Onemightarguethatthisis moredemandingthanthe measureforparliamentary
systems,
as three differentelectionsneed to favor one party to lead to unified government.
However,a similarproblemoccurswhencomparinga two-partysystemwitha multiparty
system.
is assumedif partiesin differentgovernments
16. Congruence
belongto the samepartyfamily
evenif the partysystemis decentralized.
in differentsubstatecoalitionsalsomakesa
17. Therelativesizeof the partiesthatparticipate
difference.However,even if only a smallcoalitionpartner"links"one substatewith the
other,a moderatingeffectcanbe expected.
18. ThenumberN = 1/ ~ s', in whichsi is the proportionof substatesgovernedby the i-th
governmentconfiguration.
and the effectivenumberof nonoverlapping
19. The percentageof overlapping
governments
governmentsneed to be consideredtogether.For instance,if one finds an averageof
95 percentone-partycabinets,this indicatesa high potentialfor conflict.However,if all
governmentsare formedby the same party,the effectivenumberof nonoverlapping
is one, so in factthe oppositeis the case:the horizontallevelis ideologically
governments
veryhomogeneous.Moreover,the moreoverlapthereis, the less relevantis the relative
governments.If the overlappinggovernmentsconstitute
weightof the nonoverlapping
morethan 80 percent,the effectivenumberof nonoverlapping
governmentsis not very
and
will
not
be
analyzed.
telling
20. Moreover,alsoa one-partyminoritycabinetis likelyto dominatethelegislative
process.In
and
when
it
is
located
in
the
center
has
a
bilateral
assure
to
opposition
legislative
particular
As a ruleof thumb,one-partyminority
majoritysupportshouldbe fairlyunproblematic.
areassumedto generatesimilareffectsto one-partymajoritygovernments.
governments
21. If thereis only one horizontalIGAin placethat is highlyinstitutionalized,
horizontal
integrationtoo is necessarily
high.
22. In fact, until the 1970sopen electionswere exceptions;hencepoliticalcompetitionfor
In consolidatedthree-or four-partysystemsusually,no more
officewas circumvented.
candidates
werenominatedthantherewerepositionsavailable.
Today,openelectionshave
becomemorefrequentbecausepartiesareunderpressureto be moretransparent
(Vatter
thispracticedearlyindicateshowstronglypartycooperation2002,65-67).Nevertheless,
powersharing-shapesthe powerdistributionin the cantonalpolitical
noncompulsory
systems.
23. Resultsarebasedon datafromDyck(1986)supplemented
by owndataanddataprovided
the
National
Conference
of StateLegislatures.
Office
for
Statistics
and
the
Swiss
by
by
24. The territorieshaveimprovedtheirpositionswithinthe federationovertime. However,
andhencearein a weakerposition
fromthe centralgovernment,
theyarenot independent
thanthe provinces.
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25. However, note that partial alternations have occurred following 61.5 percent of the
elections. Frequentpartial alternationsincrease the internal complexity and complicate
the aggregationof a coherentstate interest,and with it one intrahorizontalinterestprofile,
a situation that disfavorsintegration.
26. Owing to the limited scope of the article, this view is deliberatelyrestrictedin several
respects. It accounts only for arrangementsthat representthe states and, hence, channel
interstate or federal-state exchanges. Moreover, it leaves out regionally based state
associations.
27. What could not be sufficientlyanalyzedfor the currentarticleis the nature and specificity
of intergovernmentalagreements.However, as the classificationof the single IGAs was
quite obvious, this did not create any furtherproblems.
28. For instance, a steeringcommittee of deputy ministerspreparesthe council meetings and
ad hoc committees of the ministers responsible for IGR can be called (Council of the
FederationFounding Agreement,December 5, 2003).
29. Interviews with Canadian intergovernmentalofficials confirm that a deviation from
unanimity in IGAs and a restriction of provincial authority are generally considered
unacceptable.Hence, this is not peculiarto Qu6bec,which rejectsmajorityvoting because
it could otherwise be outvoted by the English-speakingmajority. The double-majority
principle encountersresistanceamong English-speakingCanadianswho resent the special
treatment accorded to just one province (IGA Can I, April 7; IGA Can II, April 7;
Fed Can I, April 7; POfficial II, April 8; POfficial III, April 11; POfficial IV, July 12;
POfficialV, July 20; POfficialVII, July 29).
30. POfficialIII, April 11; POfficialVII, July 29; IGA Can I, April 7; Fed Can I, April 8.
31. IGA I, April 7; IGA II, April 7; POfficialII, April 8.
32. IGA I, April 7.
33. IGA Can I, April 7; POfficial II, April 11; POfficial III, April 11; POfficialVI, July 27;
POfficialVII, July29. The governments'positions are more and more often mandatedby
their offices for IGR or directly by the cabinet before the negotiations. A federalofficial
describedthe dynamics at FMC negotiations in the following way: "when people cannot
move from their positions that makes it very difficultto run a meeting. Usuallywe go for
lunch then, a very long lunch. ... And what we do then is to talk and talk until everybody
has called home" (Fed Can I, April 8).
34. SOfficialII, July 7; SOfficialIII, July 13; SOfficialIV, July 21; SOfficialV, July 22.
35. The same can be said of professionalassociationssuch as the National Associationof State
AttorneysGeneral,which sheds light on an additionalintra-executivedivide:in more than
forty states,the state attorneygeneralis directlyelectedand has considerableindependence
from the governor. Hence, even judicial actors pursue their interests separatelyand
sometimes do so againstthe explicitwill of their governors(Provost2003, 37).
36. SOfficial II , July 7; SOfficial III, July 13; SOfficial IV, July 21; SOfficial V, July 22.
Accordingly,the membersof ALECare also membersof NCSL,while NGA and NCSLare
clearly separate. Moreover, ALEC members in part engage very actively in the NCSL
(IGA III, April 5).
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37. SOfficialIII, July 13; SOfficialIV, July 21; SOfficialV, July 22; SOfficialVI, July 26.
38. IGA U.S. III, April 5; IGA U.S. IV, April 5; SOfficialIII, July 13; SOfficialII, July 7.
39. IGA U.S. II, April 4.
40. IGA U.S. I, April 4; IGA U.S. II, April 4; IGA U.S. III, April 5; SOfficial I, March 30;
SOfficial II, July 7; SOfficial III, July 13; SOfficial IV, July 21; SOfficial VI, July 26;
Fed U.S. II, April 26.
41. The observed weakness refers only to the decision-making phase, not to policy
implementation, where the states might possess considerable leeway over how and
whether to realize central standards.
42. Pro-federalSupremeCourt rulings alone cannot be consideredas the major determinant
for the states'reluctanceto insist on their own spheresof authoritywhen confrontedwith
congressionalintrusion. Although the Supreme Court had supported centralizationfor
severaldecades,rulings afterthe mid-1980s preservedstate prerogatives50 percent of the
time (Elazar 1990, 15). Later, in the 1990s, the Supreme Court adopted a much more
protective position toward state sovereignty (Conlan 2000, 140). And most important,
only a smallproportion of legal disputes reachthe Court in the first place, and state courts
have-with referenceto state constitutions-shown a willingnessto extend the protection
of states beyond the Supreme Court's interpretation (Hickok 1990, 84). Although
Supreme Court rulings certainly supported centralization, states tend to involve the
judiciary only when they are unable to extract sufficient concessions in exchange for
central intervention. Moreover, court decisions, once taken, cannot be negotiated any
further, reducing the attractivenessof litigation (SOfficial I, March 30; SOfficial III,
July 13; Fed U.S. II, April 26).
43. SOfficialIII, July 13; SOfficialVI, July26; SOfficialVII, July27; Fed U.S. II, April 26; IGA
U.S. I, April 4. Unfortunately there is no common register of informal agreements
between states, which makes it extremely difficult to specify how dense horizontal
networks are (Zimmerman2001).
44. IGA U.S. I, April 4; Fed U.S. II, April 26; SOfficialII, July 7.
45. IGA U.S. II, April 4.
46. Fed CH I, June 26; IGA CH II, June 27; IGA CH IV, June 28; IGA CH VIII, June 29;
COfficialI, July 15; COfficialIV, August 8.
47. They usually have a permanent secretariatthat representsthe respective conference in
committees and working groups on the intercantonaland national level during the year.
In addition to the plenum, which embracesrepresentativesfrom all cantons responsible
for the respectivepolicy field, each conference has an executive that runs the respective
bodies. They are further partially subdivided into commissions consisting of policy
experts from the cantonal administrationsdealing with more specific policy problems.
The decision-makingrule varies from unanimity to majorityrule.
48. Note that the federalrepresentativesdo not have formalvoting rights (IGACH I, June 27;
IGA CH II, June 27; IGA CH III, June 27; IGA CH IV, June 28; IGA CH VIII, June 29).
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49. IGACH I, June27; IGACH II, June27; IGACH IV, June28; IGACH VIII,June29;
COfficialVI, September5; COfficialVIII,September5; COfficialIX, September16.
50. Fed CH II, June 28; Fed CH III, June 30; IGA CH IV, June 26; COfficialVII,
28.
September5; COfficialIX, September16;COfficialX, September
51. Fed CH I, June26; Fed CH II, June28; IGACH II, June27; IGACH III, June27;
COfficialIII, July 27; COfficialIV, August8; COfficialV, August 16; COfficialVI,
September5; COfficialVII,September5; COfficialXI, October13.
52. Fed CH II, June28; IGACH 5, June28; COfficialI, July 15; COfficialIII, July27;
IGACH IV,June28; IGACH V, June28; IGACH VI, June29.
scheme.
53. It is composedof nine membersselectedthrougha regionaldistributive
54. Zusammenarbeit
derKantonemit demBund:Rahmenordnung
der
tiberdieArbeitsweise
KdK und der Direktorenkonferenzen
beziiglichder Kooperationmit dem Bund,
KonferenzderKantonsregierungen,
Fassungvom 3. Oktober2003.
55. IGACH III,June27; IGACH VI, June29;FedCH II, June28.
56. Until now a secretaryin Bernehas been sharedbetweena few DKs. However,the
remainorganizationally
separated,not leastbecausesome DKsrejecteda
arrangements
real organizational
fusion that could underminethe DKs' role in channelingpolicyspecificexchanges.
57. FedCHII,June28;IGACHI, June27;IGACHII,June27;IGACHIV,June28;IGACH
VII, June 29; COfficialVI, September5; COfficialVIII, September16, COfficialX,
September28; COfficialXI, October13.
58. IGA CH IV, June 28; IGA VIII, June 29; COfficial I, July 15; COfficial III, July 27;

COfficialIV,August8; COfficialVI, September5; COfficialVII,September5; COfficial
XI, October13.
59. FedCHI, June26;FedCHII,June28;FedCHIII,June30;IGACH I, June27;IGACH
II, June 27; IGA CH III, June 27; COfficialXI, October 13.

60. See,for an applicationto Spain,Bolleyer(forthcoming).
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