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Conditions of Democracy in Interwar Europe 

A Boolean Test of Major Hypotheses 

Dirk Berg-Schlosser and Gisele De Meur 

The analysis of conditions for the emergence and maintenance of democratic political 
systems is one of the central concerns of political science. As one of our well-known 
predecessors put it: "The organization and establishment of democracy . . . is the greatest 
political problem of our time."' Since de Tocqueville's era and his brilliant analysis, this 
statement has not lost any of its substance or more immediate repercussions. Today, we 
witness processes of democratization the world over, the most dramatic taking place in what 
used to be called the "second world." However, we have also become painfully aware of the 
many imminent problems and potential setbacks inherent in democratization.2 

For a study of the chances and failures of democracy in a comparative perspective, the 
interwar period in Europe provides a unique setting, since the cases to be considered share 
many common socioeconomic and political-cultural characteristics. Their history is 
relatively well researched and well documented. The time period under consideration is 
clearly demarcated by common events, the two world wars which significantly altered both 
the internal and external political landscapes and set them apart from earlier and later 
developments. All cases can initially be designated as parliamentary democracies, some of 
them relatively well established, others more recent, and some existing more in form than in 
substance. They were subsequently affected by a common external stimulus, the world 
economic crisis of the late 1920s and early 1930s. Some parliamentary regimes survived, 
while others yielded to authoritarian rule and, in particular, fascism. Prevailing assumptions 
concerning modernization and progress, whether liberal or Marxist, were severely shattered. 

Especially the German case, in which a highly "developed" country succumbed to one of 
the most ruthless and bloody regimes in human history, defied all simple explanations.3 An 
important group of historians attempted to map out the special route (Sonderweg) taken by 
Germany on its way to modernity and listed some of the major factors which characterized 
this process, for example, the feudalization of the bourgeoisie in lieu of a successful 
bourgeois revolution, belated national integration under authoritarian auspices, the lack of 
political participation of broader social strata, and state-oriented authoritarian 
(obrigkeitsstaatliche) patterns of thinking and behavior in general.4 Despite the intrinsic 
merits of many of the arguments raised in this debate, the real "acid test"5 of a truly 
comprehensive comparative analysis, or at least of similar and comparable cases, has thus 
far not been conducted. 

This conclusion also applies to the somewhat more general theories of fascism which were 
developed to account for the phenomena.6 If "fascism" is accepted as a generic term which 
can be applied not only to the clear cases of Italy and Germany but also to a certain extent 
to "borderline" cases of system breakdown during this period such as Romania and Spain 
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and to less successful movements with similar characteristics elsewhere, then such an 
analysis must take into account both the instances of breakdown7 and those of survival and 
look for the specific constellations of factors responsible for the one or the other outcome. 
Here again, important comparative dimensions have thus far been lacking. As Stanley Payne 
notes in his contribution to one of the major studies on this subject: 

Clearer analysis is required of the political, social, economic and national/historical variables 
involved in those countries where the fascists achieved significant mobilization (e.g. 15 percent 
or more of the vote), compared with similar factors in other European countries where this 
support did not exist. [In particular,] . . . a more exact definition of the unique structural and 
cultural problems of South and Central European countries in the 1920s and 30s, and their 
relationship to fascist strength (or its absence), may serve to elucidate to what extent fascism was 
merely a conjunctural historical phenomenon or whether it is likely to be paralleled or 
approximated by new forces in the future, whether in Western countries or the new polities of 
the Third World.8 

This leads us to a broader perspective from which general theories of development, 
democratization, and system change must be assessed. These theories include both more 
specific historical-materialist or structural-comparative approaches9 and aspects of a more 
general crisis theory.10 In this regard, we concur with Theda Skocpol when she concludes: 
"Ours is an era when no existing macrosociological theory seems adequate, yet when the 
need for valid knowledge of social structures and transformations has never been greater. 
Analytic historical sociology allows sociologists to move toward better theories through a 
full and detailed confrontation with the dynamic variety of history."" 

For this purpose, the following discussion will take a brief look at some of the major 
explanatory factors and hypotheses which have been advanced by prominent historians and 
political scientists with respect to theories of fascism, theories of development and crisis, 
and empirical democratic theory. While this list certainly can not be exhaustive, it at least 
takes into account some of the prevailing approaches which still are of some relevance and 
which cover a larger variety of aspects. Included are approaches based on a single or 
dominant factor or a specific sequence as well as more comprehensive and complex 
"conjunctural" approaches. They will be checked against a set of data which was collected 
in the course of an ongoing international research project constituted within the framework 
of the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR). The cases dealt with include 
Austria (AU), Belgium (BE), Czechoslovakia (CS), Finland (FI), France (FR), Germany 
(GE), Greece (GR), Hungary (HU), Italy (IT), the Netherlands (NL), Poland (PL), Portugal 
(PO), Romania (RO), Spain (SP), Sweden (SW), and Great Britain (GB). Thus, all of the 
major "breakdown" cases with their specific patterns and the major "survivors," including 
some of the smaller countries which often tend to be overlooked, are considered. In this 
regard, too, it was not the aim of the study to cover as many cases as possible (which still 
would have left us with a rather small number for any kind of meaningful quantitative 
statistical analysis), but rather to cover all the major characteristic patterns and variations. 
Thus, cases like Denmark and Norway have not been included because they were found to 
add relatively little variation over and above the conditions and relevant factors for a case 
like Sweden. 
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The lessons to be drawn from the crisis of the interwar period in Europe with all its 
devastating effects may also be relevant to contemporary economic and political crises, the 
"new Europe" after 1992, and the remarkable efforts at democratization presently occurring 
in eastern Europe and elsewhere. In the words of Seymour Martin Lipset on the occasion of 
the Stein Rokkan Memorial Lecture at Aarhus in 1982: "Should the western world 
experience a major crisis, it is likely that national politics will vary along lines that stem 
from the past, much as they did during the 1930s. Political scientists of the future, who seek 
to explain events in the last quarter of the century, will undoubtedly find important 
explanatory variables in earlier variations in the behavior of the major political actors."12 

The following analysis will attempt to test some of the major hypotheses with a specific 
Boolean method which, in spite of a number of important limitations, demonstrates 
particularly well the merits of rigorous and stringent comparative procedures. This method is 
placed within the overall group of case-oriented as opposed to variable-oriented 
comparisons. It is qualitative and categorical, as opposed to macroquantitative and 
probabilistic. Through it, context-sensitive and historically bound explanations, which give 
equal importance to each particular case, including "deviant" ones or "outliers," can be 
explored. 13 

The method allows the systematic testing of specific hypotheses to see whether they are 
qualitatively true or false or whether they result in contradictions (C) across a larger number 
of cases. Furthermore, the method can, by including all logical "remainder" cases for any 
possible combination of factors, arrive at strongly simplified terms which describe the 
observed variance. In this way, more stringent and comprehensive theories can eventually be 
arrived at, if the remaining contradictions can be eliminated. 

The hypotheses to be tested here refer to factors which have been emphasized in the field 
of theories of authoritarianism, fascism, and democracy, including broader socioeconomic 
conditions, longer-term social structural developments, intermediary structures, electoral 
procedures and party systems, broad comprehensive accounts of the economic, social, and 
cultural requisites of democracy, and more specific dynamic and actor-related aspects of the 
period. A concluding section provides a synopsis and comprehensive evaluation of the 
approaches discussed and points to further necessary efforts in this regard. 

Socioeconomic Conditions 

A large group of studies has focused on the more general socioeconomic preconditions of 
democracy. The most influential of these studies was Seymour M. Lipset's Political Man, in 
particular his chapter on "Economic Development and Democracy." There, he (re)stated the 
general hypothesis that "the more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will 
sustain democracy."'4 Indeed, among the "stable European democracies" analyzed by 
Lipset were cases like Belgium, the Netherlands, Sweden, and Great Britain, which all 
showed high levels of wealth, industrialization, education, and urbanization. Under his 
(very broad) category of "unstable democracies and dictatorships" figured countries like 
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Portugal, and Spain, with lower levels in this regard. 
However, he also noted that "Germany is an example of a nation where growing 
industrialization, urbanization, wealth and education favored the establishment of a 
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democratic system, but in which a series of adverse historical events prevented democracy 
from securing legitimacy and thus weakened its ability to withstand crisis."5 This statement 
certainly applies to Austria as well, but the kind of "adverse historical events" and their 
specific roots which were relevant here were not investigated by Lipset any further. 
Similarly, the fact that countries like Czechoslovakia, Finland, and France, which also had 
higher levels of development and democratic institutions and which, as far as internal factors 
were concerned, survived the economic crisis of the 1930s, were grouped in the same 
"unstable" category, was not very helpful from an analytical point of view. 

In later years, Lipset's work was followed by a number of conceptually and statistically 
more refined studies'6 and drew considerable criticism as well.'7 However, when he later 
reviewed his original study, he still found its basic tenets confirmed.'8 For this reason, we 
find it appropriate to test his hypothesis systematically with regard to the cases and the 
period dealt with in our project. 

Lipset's Indicators The basic data for our analysis are presented in Table 1. For each of 
the four main dimensions discussed by Lipset (wealth, industrialization, education, and 
urbanization), we have selected one major indicator as outlined in this table. In order to 
prepare them for a Boolean type of analysis, we had to dichotomize each variable according 
to certain thresholds (of "high" or "low"). The particular thresholds chosen, which seem to 
be in line with Lipset's basic arguments, are indicated at the bottom of the table. The 
presence (1) or absence (0) of each factor is listed here for all of our cases, along with the 
respective outcome, that is, the survival (1) or breakdown (0) of democracy. In the resulting 

Table 1 Lipset's Indicators51 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
G U L I come charac- 

teristic 

1 0 1 0 1 sw 1 

O O 1 0 1 FI C 
O O 1 0 O PL,HU 

1 1 1 1 1 BE,NL,FR,GB,CS C 

1 1 1 0 GE 

O O O O O IT,PO,SP,GR,RO O 

1 0 1 1 0 AU 0 

Thresholds: G=0:gross national product/capita (ca.1930) below 200$; 
1 if above. 
U=0: urbanization (population in towns with 20.000 and more 
inhabitants) below 50% ;1 if above. 
L=0: literacy below 75% ; 1 if above. 
1=0: industrial labour force (incl. mining) below 30% of 
active population; 1 if above. 
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reduced formulas the presence of a factor is expressed by a capital and the absence by a 
small letter. 

Here, it already becomes apparent that Lipset's (positive) conditions are fulfilled in a 
"pure" sense in only five of our sixteen cases (Belgium, Czechoslovakia, France, Great 
Britain, and the Netherlands). However, still contradictory is the German case, which also 
satisfies these conditions. In a negative sense, Lipset's hypothesis is confirmed in the cases 
of Greece, Italy, Portugal, Romania, and Spain. Sweden is a (democratic) case with high 
levels of wealth and education but low levels of industrialization and urbanization. Other 
mixed cases include Austria (a breakdown case), which ranks high on all indicators with the 
exception of urbanization, and Hungary and Poland (also breakdowns), which are low in all 
respects except literacy. The contradictory (survival) case of Finland also belongs in this 
category. 

The effect of Lipset's four major variables thus leaves us with rather mixed results. In 
terms of "Qualitative Comparative Analysis" (QCA), the following formulas or "prime 
implicants" can be determined. The only noncontradictory survival case (SW) corresponds 
to the term Gu*L*i. The clearcut breakdown cases are represented by two terms, g*u*li 
(GR,IT,PL,RO,SP) and G*u*L*I (AU). If we extend this kind of analysis to other logical 
combinations of these factors ("remainder" cases), the reduced term Gi (high GNP and low 
industrialization) would stand for positive outcomes and the terms u'I + 1 (low urbanization 
and high industrialization, or low literacy) would indicate further instances of breakdown. In 
each case a number of simplifying assumptions which allow these reductions is computed by 
the program. Such findings may lead to the selection and analysis of further real cases to 
confirm or falsify these terms. 

On the whole, therefore, these socioeconomic indicators are seen to have a rather limited 
explanatory power. They discriminate relatively little between the actual instances of 
democratic survival and breakdown in the universe of cases analyzed. The industrialization 
variable, for example, adds very little over and above the differentiations already provided 
by the other three indicators (serving only to distinguish Austria from Sweden among the 
mixed cases and to avoid one contradiction). Accordingly, for the purposes of a genuinely 
qualitative and categorical (and not merely correlational) analysis, more discriminating and 
comprehensive variables are called for. These variables may also prove capable of resolving 
some of the remaining contradictions. 

Vanhanen's Indices The most comprehensive longitudinal study of socioeconomic factors 
contributing to the emergence of democracy was conducted by Tatu Vanhanen.19 Vanhanen 
constructed three major indices: an index of occupational distribution (0) which refers to the 
overall division of labor in a society, an index of knowledge distribution (K) in which 
indicators of literacy and the extent of university education are combined, and an index for 
family farms (F) showing the percentage of independent small-scale landholdings in the 
agricultural sector. These three factors were found to correlate strongly with the emergence 
of broader-based democratic political systems. In Vanhanen's words they 

indicate three different dimensions of political relevant power resources. . . . Together they 
measure the social conditions and structures on which the nature of a political system depends. 
If the social conditions and structures are such that the most important power resources are 
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concentrated in the hands of a small group, or if these resources are scarce, it is difficult to form 
opposition groups and to challenge the position of the ruling group. On the other hand, if the 
resources are more widely distributed among competitors, the competing groups must be content 
to share power if they do not want to destroy each other in continual attempts to suppress rivals 
by force.20 

The respective Boolean values are documented in Table 2. 
Two noncontradictory survivor cases (SW,FR) and three breakdowns (GE,PL,GR) can be 

identified. None of these cases, however, corresponds to a "pure" version of Vanhanen's 

hypothesis (scoring identically on all his indices, the case of Germany stands in blatant 
contrast to his expectations). Moreover, the remaining contradictions (eleven cases) are 
considerable. QCA provides us with the following formulas: o*K is the term for the survivor 
cases, and o*k*F (GR,PL) +- O.K*F (GE) signify instances of breakdown. These can be 

(somewhat) simplified to k*F + O*F for the negative outcomes when logical "remainder" 
cases are included. 

Vanhanen himself realizes that cases like Germany and Austria can not be accounted for 

by his kind of analysis. He notes: "The rise of Hitler and his Nazi party is an example of 
incalculable stochastic processes in politics. There is no way that we can predict or explain 
such events by the explanatory variable of this study." He then refers to aspects like "the 

exceptional personal qualities of Hitler," "Hitler's and Goebbel's ability to persuade," "the 

superior ability to intimidate and terrorize political opponents," and the "exceptional and 

temporary situation [of the economic depression in the early 1930s] permitting the seizure of 

Table 2 Vanhanen's Indices 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
O K F come charac- 

teristic 

0 1 1 1 SW 1 

0 1 0 1 FR 1 

1 1 1 0 GE 0 

- 0 0 1 O PL,GR O 

1 1 0 1 BE,NL,GB C 
1 10 0 AU 

0 0 0 1 CS,FI C 
0 0 0 0 IT,PO,SP,HU,RO 

The thresholds for the dichotomisation of the variables are those 
indicated by the author himself who suggested levels of 30% or 50% 
for each of his indices. After testing both levels the 50% level 
proved to be more discriminating. 
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power." For Austria, he concludes that she "was more or less forced to follow the German 
pattern."'21 Such considerations, however, remain ad hoc and after the fact. 

Social Structural Approaches and Historical Sequences 

Beyond these necessarily crude assessments of socioeconomic development on a fairly 
general level, a broad spectrum of approaches has been developed which looks at the more 
specific social structural dynamics of historical development (which are still largely defined 
in an "objective" sense), including certain characteristic sequences and paths. These 
historical-materialist approaches have, of course, been significantly shaped by the works of 
Karl Marx and his successors. Today a great variety of authors can be found within this 
tradition. They range from (still) fairly orthodox Marxist writers22 through more diversified 
and sophisticated (neo-) Marxist thinkers23 to social-structurally and historically oriented 
authors who do not share the major epistemological assumptions of Marxist thinking.24 
Many of these authors have been most immediately concerned with the analysis of fascism 
and, in particular, the rise of Hitler and the NSDAP. This is true, for example, of the famous 
definition of fascism presented by Georgi Dimitroff on the occasion of the Seventh World 
Congress of the Communist International in 1935. There, he declared fascism to be "the 
openly terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary, most chauvinistic, most imperialistic 
elements of finance capital" and "the power of finance capital itself."25 

In a more differentiated manner, other authors emphasize the particular alliance which 
was formed between specific but in themselves relatively autonomous social forces. George 
Hallgarten, for example, pointed out that the Nazi takeover was made possible by the 
agreement between certain parts of the upper classes and Hitler's movement.26 Similarly, 
Arthur Schweitzer argued that "the Great Depression and the Nazification of the middle 
class were necessary-but not sufficient-causes for the rise of the Nazi system." Three 
further conditions enabled the Nazis to come to power. 

The first was the unification of the upper class into a single power bloc dedicated to overcoming 
the depression by promoting a political dictatorship. Of equal importance were the alliance 
which the generals, big business, and the landowners had used their influence to restore between 
the two parties, the NSDAP and the DNVP, and the tie-in between these parties and the upper 
class. Finally, as parliament lost its power because of a Nazi-Communist majority, the 
subsequent presidential government came under the effective control of the various segments of 
the upper class. This power bloc had captured the government prior to the rise of the Nazis.27 

Most such arguments do not, however, rest upon a truly comparative basis. As Richard 
Saage, for example, remarked when he concluded his review of major theories of fascism, 
"according to their specific interests and the respective political preferences, they isolate 
certain elements of German fascism in order to identify a specific particularity, taken out of 
context, as 'the whole'."28 

Longer-term systematic studies of the special structural roots of fascism, authoritarianism, 
and democracy have remained relatively rare. Among these studies, Barrington Moore's 
work still is the most outstanding example. Moore outlined three major routes to modernity: 
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the bourgeois-democratic route, the authoritarian-reactionary route (which later culminated 
in fascism), and the peasant-based communist route. In each case, the particular transition 
from feudalism to modernity, during which time a specific alliance of class forces emerged, 
shaped later events. Put very broadly, the first route (followed, for example, by England, 
France, and the United States) was characterized by the domination of the emerging urban 
industrial bourgeoisie, a broad commercialization of agriculture, and a gradual incorporation 
of the working classes into the political system which allowed them to raise their voice and 
mitigate the social costs of unfettered capitalist development. The second route, in contrast, 
maintained the domination of the landed aristocracy in a strictly centralized system 
controlled by the bureaucracy and the military, into which the emerging bourgeoisie was 
integrated ('"feudalized"), much at the expense of the lower classes. The authoritarian and 
later fascist cases of Germany and Japan are Moore's main examples in this regard. The 
third route, finally, culminated in a successful peasant revolution, as in Russia and China, 
which eliminated both the feudal and bourgeois elements in these societies and established a 
communist regime. Moore's proposition is intriguing and, in the cases he analyzed, is based 
on extensive historical material. Yet whether such a pattern can also be observed in other 
instances remains to be seen. Moreover, Moore's assertion that "smaller countries depend 
economically and politically on big and powerful ones" so that "the decisive causes of their 
politics lie outside their own boundaries,"39 which denies them both a choice of their own 
and a more differentiated development, is not really convincing. 

More recently, John Stephens has attempted to extend and differentiate Moore's argument 
and apply it to a larger number of cases, including many of those which we have considered. 
He examined the democratizing impact of various social forces and their specific alliances, 
pointing out that the bourgeoisie and the middle classes could not always be considered as 
the major factors in this context. In line with Therborn's argument, Stephens felt that the 
working classes (which were largely neglected in Moore's perspective) also played a major 
role which, however, was not in itself decisive. Rather, the respective weights and the 
potential alliances of the different groups determined the final outcome, "each group 
[working] for its own incorporation [into the political system, but being] ambivalent about 
further extensions of democracy."30 The failure or breakdown of democratization did not 
necessarily lead to fascism but could, as Moore postulated, lead to other forms of capitalist 
authoritarianism. Stephens thus concludes that: 

the agrarian class relations and patterns of state-class alliances of the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries were necessary though not sufficient causes of the breakdown of democracy 
in interwar Europe. The existence of a large landed class changed the alliance options for other 
classes in both the late nineteenth century and in the twenties and thirties and as a consequence 
changed the political outcomes. It both opened up authoritarian options for the bourgeoisie and, 
to the extent that the landlord-state-bourgeois alliance affected the politics of the middle class 
and peasantry, it closed off options for the working class.3' 

Following this pattern, the outcomes in Germany and Austria can be distinguished, for 
example, from those in Italy and Spain. 

Such arguments can also be tested with the help of our method and data. More 
specifically, Stephens lists four major factors which in his view permit a differentiated 
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analysis of the social structural patterns leading to authoritarianism or democracy in 
Europe's pre-World War II political development. These factors are the existence of a 
politically significant landed upper class engaged in labor repressive agriculture, a strong 
bourgeoisie which, however, is less powerful than the landed class and thus remains a 
dependent partner in this coalition, a "strong" state, and the occurrence or absence of a 
revolutionary break with the past.32 These factors can, to a certain extent, be operationalized 
with our data. The results are presented in Table 3. 

We can see that five of our breakdown cases (Austria, Germany, Hungary, Portugal, and 
Spain) fall into the category postulated by Moore and, by extension, Stephens. They all 
possess strong landed upper classes, a rural proletariat, a coalition between the landed 
classes and the bourgeoisie dominated by the former, and a strong state in close alliance with 
these classes, and none experienced a revolutionary break with the past. It is also apparent 
that Great Britain has been correctly considered as the paradigmatic case of a successful 
combination of such factors in the democratic sense. Because of the specificity of 
agricultural development in Britain (enclosures), the landed class no longer controlled a 
sizable agriculture proletariat, the bourgeoisie became dominant as a result of a successful 

Table 3 Moore/Stephens 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
L A C S B come charac- 

teristic 

0 1 0 0 O 1 SW,FI 1 

0 O 0 0 1 1 BE 1 

o 0 0 0 0o 1 NL C 
O 0 0 0o0 0 GR,RO 

o o 0 1 1 1 FR 1 

1 0 0 0 1 1 GB 1 

o 0 0o 1 0 1 CS 1 

1 1 1 1 0 0 AU,GE,PO,SP,HU O 

1 1 0 0 O O IT O 

1 0 1 10 0 PL O 

L=l: significant share of land is owned by large landlords 
(>lOOha) ;0 if not. 

A=0O: agricultural proletariat below 20%; 1 if above. 
C=l: class alliance between landlords and capitalists dominated by 

the former; O if not. 
S=l: class alliance between state class and capitalists; O if not. 
B=l: there was a revolutionary break with the past; O if not. 
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revolution, and the state apparatus remained relatively weak. Still, closer analysis reveals 
that other cases are less clear-cut than this hypothesis might suggest. France, as a successful 
survivor case, by all accounts maintained a strong centralized state apparatus, thus deviating 
from the British and (for Moore) U.S. pattern in this regard. Czechoslovakia, in other 
instances similar to France, did not experience a revolutionary break. Finland and Sweden, 
though they have a substantial rural proletariat (although mostly in the small-scale 
agricultural and lumber sectors), also remained in the democratic camp. Thus, at least some 
variations must be considered. Italy, too, is an atypical case; the breakdown there can not be 
attributed to a successful landlord-bourgeois alliance, and the role and strength of the state 
are rather doubtful as well. We are left with the contradictory cases of the Netherlands 
(survivor), on the one hand, and Greece and Romania (breakdowns), on the other, which, 
according to Stephens' criteria, should all belong to the same category. 

QCA summarizes these conditions as follows: a.c-sB (BE,GB) + l*a*c*S (FR,CS) + 
l*A cs*b (SW,FI) represent the survivor cases, while L*ACS*b (AU,GE,SP,HU,PL) + 
L*Ac*s*b (IT) is the breakdown formula. If remainder cases are included, three shortened 
terms emerge for the survivors: l*A + c*S + B. The breakdowns can be expressed with the 
simple formula L*b (indicating that breakdowns occurred when there was a significant group 
of large landlords and no revolutionary break with the past). Here, some of Moore's 
arguments, as broadened and modified by Stephens, are seen to have been confirmed. In 
some regards, however, certain subvariations occur and, more important, some 
contradictory cases persist. This conclusion again points to the need to look at further 
factors. 

Intermediary Structures 

Class structures and subcultural milieus often spill over into what can be considered as the 
political sphere in the proper sense. Especially the party systems reflect such cleavages, 
although by no means uniformly in all countries.33 In some cases, for example in 
Scandinavia, the conservative and bourgeois camps were fragmented, whereas in others, as 
in France and Germany, a severe split occurred within the party organization of the working 
classes. In further cases, strong Catholic milieu parties (as in Belgium or Italy) or 
ethnic/regional organizations (as in Spain or Czechoslovakia) were formed. 

In another more recent contribution, Gregory Luebbert has focused his attention on the 
coalitions of parties which were or were not formed in defense of democratic institutions; he 
considers this factor to have been decisive in the crisis situations which developed. He 
distinguishes among "four types of regimes . . . which appeared in Europe between the two 
world wars: pluralistic democracy, social or corporate democracy, traditional dictatorship 
and fascism."34 "These four regimes were the interwar byproducts of four routes from 
preindustrial politics to the crisis of the 1920s and 1930s. Each route was delineated by a 
historical legacy and by the urban-rural coalition that formed in response to the interwar 
crises. The historical legacy was provided by the dominance, or lack thereof, of liberal 
parties before the First World War."35 Against this background Luebbert considers the 
division of the liberal democratic forces and the successful organization of the rural 
proletariat by socialist parties (which prevented a cross-cutting alliance with moderate 
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landowning groups from taking place) to be the major requisites for a fascist takeover. In his 
words, "the preconditions of fascist success were a divided liberal community and a 
working-class movement engaged in a defense of the rural proletariat.'"36 Thus, in cases 
"where the rural proletariat was available-as in Spain, Italy, Finland, and Germany-it 
presented socialists with a reservoir of potential support too appealing to ignore. In these 
cases the logic of democratic competition and the lure of immediate power undermined the 
socialists' ability to acquire long-term power because the acquisition of a constituency 
among the rural proletariat invariably required commitments that alienated the middle 
peasants."37 Such a proposition can also be tested with the help of our data, in which we 
reduced the possible regime outcomes to the major distinction between democratic survival 
and fascist or authoritarian takeover. The results are presented in Table 4. 

Luebbert's major precondition, the prewar dominance of liberal parties, is in fact fulfilled 
in four of the survivor cases (Belgium, France, Great Britain, and the Netherlands). 
Germany, lacking this tradition, corresponds to his pattern of a fascist takeover in which no 
rural bourgeois/socialist coalition was able to be formed. All the other cases, however, do 
not fall into categories postulated by Luebbert in any clear-cut manner. Three major 
contradictory areas can be distinguished which show some of the limitations of Luebbert's 
arguments. Finland, for example, was a somewhat complex but nonetheless democratic 
survivor case which according to Luebbert's typology demonstrated the same characteristics 

Table 4 Luebbert 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
A L 0 P come charac- 

teristic 

1 1 0 0 1 SW C 
1 1 0 0 0 AU,HU 

1 1 1 0 1 FI C 
1 1 1 0 0 IT,PO,SP 

O 0 0 1 1 BE,NL,GB 1 

0 1 1 1 1 FR 1 

0 1 0 0 1 CS C 
0 1 0 0 0 GR,RO,PL 

1 0 1 0 0 GE 0 

A=0: agricultural proletariat below 20% of agricultural popula- 
tion; 1 if above. 
L=0: agricultural labour force below 30% of active population; 1 
if above. 
0=1: organization of agricultural proletariat by socialist party; 
0 if not. 
P=l: consolidated democratic system before World War I; O if not. 
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as Italy, Portugal, and Spain. Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, and Romania, on the one 
hand, and Austria, Hungary, and Sweden, on the other (both groups encompassing 
contrasting outcomes) all do not correspond to Luebbert's major innovative idea, namely, 
the organization of a large rural proletariat by socialist parties. 

This conclusion can also be expressed in QCA terms. Undisputed positive outcomes are 
characterized by the formula a+lo*P (BE,GB,NL) + a*LOP (FR). The only clear-cut 
negative outcome, Germany, is expressed by the term A*l+Op, which does not, in a strict 
sense, correspond entirely to Luebbert's hypothesis of A.L.Op because of the relatively 
small importance of the agricultural sector. If these terms are simplified to include remainder 
cases, the term P expresses the successful survivors and p all breakdowns. All in all, 
Luebbert's proposition, as intriguing as it is, seems to be of rather limited applicability. The 
undisputed survivors are primarily explained by the continuation of those democratic 
institutions and social forces supporting them which already existed before the war, a 
somewhat trivial argument. As for the organization of the rural proletariat by socialist 
parties, his major innovation, it has little explanatory value when applied to our cases. 

Institutional Aspects and Party Systems 

A particular institutional feature which regulates the relationship between social forces and 
the extent of their parliamentary representation is the electoral system. In his classic study, 
Ferdinand Hermens held the system of proportional representation to be responsible for a 
high degree of party fractionalization, which in turn was supposed to result in government 
instability and eventually in system breakdown. Conversely, the Anglo-Saxon "first past the 
post" rule requiring a plurality in each individual constituency was seen as the best remedy 
against party fractionalization since it tended to promote the development of a two party 
system under certain conditions.38 Once again, however, a number of counterfactual 
examples and theoretical arguments show that the plurality method does not necessarily lead 
to a two party system, as for example in countries with strong ethnic/regional cleavages, and 
that a multiparty system can be concomitant with a high degree of government stability, as 
in the Netherlands.39 Still, even where cabinet instability is high, a considerable level of 
continuity may be found with respect to the particular parties and even personalities who 
take part in the formation of government coalitions, as for example in Belgium, where this 
continuity precluded the danger of a definite breakdown. For other authors, like Sani and 
Sartori, therefore, it is not so much the fragmentation of a party system as such which is 
detrimental to democratic stability, but rather the high degree of ideological polarization 
which may be expressed in a fragmented system and which prevents the formation of more 
stable coalitions between sufficiently strong prodemocratic forces.40 

These propositions are again amenable to testing by our method. As in other instances, the 
operationalization of certain variables and some of the particular thresholds chosen may still 
be open to dispute, but our data set allows for at least a preliminary testing of these 
arguments in a qualitative comparative manner. Because the propositions of the above 
mentioned authors build upon each other to a certain extent, we will begin with the most 
basic hypothesis: the relationship among the electoral system, party fragmentation, and 
government stability as proposed by Hermens. Table 5 provides the basic information. 
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Table S Hermens 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
F E S come charac- 

teristic 

0 1 0 0 GR C 
O 1 0 1 SW,FI,BE 

1 1 O O GE,IT,PL O 

1 O O O PO,SP C 
1 0 0 1 FR 

O O 1 0 HU C 
O 0 1 1 GB 

1 1 1 1 CS,NL 1 

O 1l 1 O AU O 

O O 0 O RO O 

F=l: fragmentation of party system (ca. 1929) above 0.8 for Rae's 
index52 F; 0 if below. 

Esl: proportional electoral system ; O if majoritarian. 
S3=1: stability of government high;0 if low (average duration of 

governments ca. 14 months). 

It can be seen that the cases of Germany, Italy, and Poland do indeed fall into the category 
of more highly fragmented party systems with proportional representation and a high level of 
government instability including eventual system breakdown. In contrast, Great Britain is 
confirmed as the paradigmatic survivor case with simple majority constituencies, a two party 
system, and stable governments. All the other cases, though, do not correspond to this neat 
pattern: the Netherlands and Czechoslovakia contradict the Italian and German cases, while 
Portugal and Spain experience party fragmentation and breakdown without proportional 
representation. The parliamentary regimes in Austria, Hungary, Greece, and Romania 
collapse in the absence of highly fragmented party systems, and the democratic institutions 
of Belgium, Finland, and Sweden survive despite a high level of government instability. 

Again, these findings can be expressed in Boolean termns. F*E*S is the formula for the only 
noncontradictory survivor case (Czechoslovakia), which does not, however, correspond to 
Hermens' hypothesis. If remainder cases are included, the reduced formula F*S emerges for 
the survivors, but it does not take the electoral system into account at all! The only clear-cut 
breakdown cases are expressed by the terms f'E*S (AU) + f es (RO), which, again, is not 
consistent with Hermens' expectations. All other combinations lead to contradictory results! 

This poor outcome can be improved somewhat if we add the polarization variable as 
proposed by Sani and Sartori (see Table 6). Here, f*E's*A (F) + F*S (CS,NL) emerge as the 
terms for the survivors. F*E*s (GE,IT,PL) + fS.A (AU) + e*A (RO) F*s*A (SP) are the 
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Table 6 Sani and Sartoni 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
F E S A corme charac- 

teristic 

1 1 0 0 1 NL 1 

O 1 0 0 1 SW,BE C 
O 1 0 0 0 GR 

0 1 0 1 1 FI 1 

1 0 0 0 1 FR C 
1 0 0 0 0 PO 

O O 1 0 1 GB C 
O O 1 0 0 HU 

1 1 1 1 1 CS 1 

0 1 1 1 0 AU O 

1 1 0 1 0 GE,IT,PL O 

1 0 0 1 0 SP O 

O O O 1 O RO O 

F,E and S as defined in table 5. 
A=0: percentage of vote (seats) for 
antisystem parties (ca. 1930) below 15%; 

left-wing and right-wing 
1 if above. 

terms for breakdown cases, whereby only the first combination actually corresponds to the 
proposed argument. Seven contradictory cases remain. The reduced terms including 
remainders are f*E*s*A + F*S for the survivors and f*es + fE*S + f*S*A + F*E*s + F's*A 
+ e*A for the breakdowns. 

Comprehensive Requisites 

Thus far we have tested and discussed some of the major hypotheses which relate to 
particular aspects of a political system or a specific theoretical approach. While few authors 
actually consider their approach monocausal and universal, they all have at least 
emphasized one particular domain. Thus, it is not by accident that among the more 
empirically oriented approaches those concerned with certain aspects of socioeconomic 
development have prevailed. As Robert Dahl observed: "No doubt one reason why so much 
attention has been given to the relationship between regime and socio-economic level is 
simply that reasonably acceptable (if by no means wholly satisfactory) 'hard' data are 
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available from which to construct indicators. This is a perfect example of how the 
availability of data may bias the emphasis of theory."4' Only a few writers have attempted 
to give a more comprehensive account of the general bases and conditions of democracy. 
The most prominent, of course, is Dahl himself, whose propositions we will try to test in 
this section. In both his seminal works, Polyarchy and Democracy and Its Critics, he lists 
and discusses a wide range of factors which favor democracy or "polyarchy" in his 
somewhat restricted use of the latter term. In Polyarchy he enumerates seven major areas in 
which conditions conducive to the emergence of more democratic regimes can be grouped: 
specific historical sequences (when the establishment of competitive procedures precedes the 
more general inclusiveness of political participation); a more pluralist socioeconomic order 
where access to the means of violence and to economic resources is dispersed; a generally 
high level of socioeconomic development; a high level of social equality both in an 
objective and a subjective sense; a low level of subcultural pluralism or at least some 
"consociational" arrangements; the absence of domination by a foreign power; and 
democratic beliefs and the acceptance of the rules of the game by political activists, 
including trust, cooperation, and the willingness to compromise.42 In Democracy and Its 
Critics he further summarizes these conditions to include five major requisites: the 
neutralization or dispersion of means of violent coercion; a "modern, dynamic, pluralist" 
society; cultural homogeneity or no segmentation into strong subcultures or, where 
segmentation occurs, a consociational elite arrangement; a democratic political culture, 
particularly among political activists; no intervention by a foreign power hostile to 
polyarchy.43 Dahl himself does not attempt to operationalize these requisites, and he realizes 
that, especially as far as subjective and political cultural aspects are concerned, information 
may be very poor and fragmentary for many countries. For our cases and for the period 
concerned, we were able to refer to the expert judgment of those dealing with the individual 
country studies within our research group so that at least for certain aspects some 
approximations and estimates could be made. Because, furthermore, the software employed 
poses a number of problems and soon reaches the limits of even the most high-powered 
PCs, we had to content ourself with the selection of nine variables which, to a certain 
extent, reflect Dahl's more general ideas. These variables, as used in a first run, were the 
lack of intervention or the threat to intervene by the military (M), a high level of dispersed 
socioeconomic development as expressed by Vanhanen's "Index of Power Resources" (R), 
a lack of ethnolinguistic (L) or religious (C) fragmentation or, where such fragmentation 
occurs, some overarching consociational arrangements (0), the absence of strong antisystem 
parties (A), a widespread belief in democratic legitimacy (D), and a largely egalitarian (E) 
and participatory (P) political culture. The basic information for these variables is presented 
in Table 7. 

The prime implicants for the survivors are as follows: LcvoEp-D*A*mr(FR) + 
l-cO-E-pD'am*R (SW) + lC0OE*P*D*am*mR (NL) + LC<Oe*PDI>Am*R (CS) + 

L cOE*P'D*a*m-R (BE) + l-co*e*I>a*m*R (FR,GB). The breakdown cases are expressed 
by: lc*o*e.p-d*a*M.r (PO) + lCo.epd.a.m*R (HU) + lo-e*Pd*A*M*R (GE) + 
l*c*o*e*P*dAm*R (AU) + l*coEvpDaaMTr (GR) + co*e*P*d*A*Mr (IT,SP) + 
LC*oepd-A'Mr (PL,RO). 

If remainder cases are also computed for the breakdowns, we arrive at the much 
simplified formula a*r + d. Either a lack of democratic legitimacy (as in the cases of 
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Table 7 Dahl 

Variables Out- Coun- QCA 
L C O E P D A M W R come try characteristic 

00 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 Sw 1 

10 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 FI 1 

10 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 BE 1 

01 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 NL 1 

00 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 FR 1 

00 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 GB 1 

11 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 CS 1 

00o O 0o 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 AU O 

01 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 GE O 

00 O O 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 IT O 

00 O O O O O O 0 PO 0 

10 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 SP O 

01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 HU 0O 

00 O 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 GR O 

1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 RO,PL O 
L=1: ethnic-linguistic cleavage; O if not. 
C=1: religious cleavage; O if not. 
0=1: overarching structures ('verzuiling'); O if not. 
E=1: strong egalitarianism; 0 if not. 
P=l: high political participation; O if low. 
D=1: strong democratic legitimacy; O if low. 
A1: percentage of vote (seats) for left-wing and right-wing anti- 

system parties (ca. 1930) above 15%; 0 if below. 
M= 1: strong political role of military; O if weak. 
W= 1: consolidated pre-war democracy; O if not (i.e. below 

0.05 on Vanhanen's index for 1910). 
R=l: index of power resources above 5; 0 if below. 

Portugal, Hungary, Austria, Germany, Italy, Poland, Romania, and Spain) or the lack of 
socioeconomic resources accompanied by a lack of linguistic cleavages (as in the case of 
Greece) is the simplified factor. The second aspect of the latter variable may be somewhat 
surprising at first sight, but it should not be forgotten that in some of our ethnically divided 
cases (such as Belgium and Czechoslovakia) it was precisely this linguistic cleavage which 
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also split the antisystem parties. When remainders are computed, the simplified results for 
the survivors lead to the formula Dm. This term means simply that, when democratic 
legitimacy is strong and the military does not intervene, democracy survives. Because of the 
lack of independent comparative survey data for our period, any assessment of the 
democratic legitimacy of the regimes discussed must remain "soft" and has, of course, the 
advantage of hindsight. This result may seem, therefore, trivial or almost tautological, but at 
least it shows that this method comes up with some greatly reduced findings beyond the 
individuality of each case. 

Strictly speaking, the popular acceptance of a regime and its stability or survival need not 
be identical. However, to avoid this possible tautology we dropped the legitimacy variable 
in a second run and included the prewar existence of democratic institutions (W) in its place 
to reflect, to a certain extent at least, Dahl's concern with appropriate historical sequences. 
The results for the survivors are as follows: L*c oE pA*mwr (FI) + l.cOE0p?a.m'wR 
(SW) + LCOe*PPA'm-wwR (CS) + L*cO'E'P.a*mW*R (BE)+ 1+C0E*P*Pa*m*W*R (NL) 
+ l1co*e*am-W-R (FR,GB). 

Although, compared with the previous results, an almost identical pattern emerges, the 
introduction of variable W reveals the special situation of Finland and Czechoslovakia. In 
spite of very adverse conditions (in Dahl's sense), such as the absence of established prewar 
democratic institutions, pronounced subcultural cleavages, and strong antisystem forces, 
both countries managed to maintain their parliamentary regimes (although with some 
restrictions in the Finnish case). When we included the (497!) remainder cases in the 
analysis, the reduced terms a*R + L*E + 0 emerged. This result means that either an 
absence of antisystem parties and a high level of socioeconomic development (as, for 
example, in Great Britain and France) or strong ethnolinguistic cleavages and a strong sense 
of egalitarianism (as in Belgium and Finland) or some consociational arrangements (as in 
Czechoslovakia and the Netherlands) can account for survival. 

The analysis of the breakdown cases produced the following results: l.c.o.p.a.M.wr 
(PO,GR) + 1Co e p*a*-mwR (HU) + lcoe-P*A*m*w*R (AU) + lCo*e'P*A*M*wR 
(GE) + coeP*A*M*wr (IT,SP) + LCo e p*A*M*wr (PL,RO). 

It is worth noting that all breakdowns occurred in recently established democracies where 
both strong antisystem forces and/or the military played a major role. The pattern of 
cleavage structures and of socioeconomic development is, however, much more varied. The 
simplified terms for the remainder cases could be summarized in the expression o'e*w + 
l*o*w. This result means that in addition to the absence of prewar democratic institutions and 
the lack of overarching structures, either a lack of egalitarianism (with the exception of 
Greece) or a lack of linguistic cleavages (with the exceptions of Poland, Romania, and 
Spain) were observable in the breakdown cases. 

All in all, it can be said that Dahl's more comprehensive listing of factors favorable to 
democracy covers the variations observed among our cases. No single case, however, fits 
exactly into the hypothesized pattern in either a positive or a negative sense. As Dahl 
himself realized, the significance and strength of each factor may vary considerably from 
case to case, and both different combinations of factors and distinct patterns are feasible. In 
this sense, his assessment remains broadly probabilistic, allowing for much individual 
variation. Within the range of the broader structural factors outlined thus far, such variation 
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can also be seen to depend on a number of key forces, certain actors, and their particular 
"moves" in a specific crisis situation.44 

Dynamic and Actor-Related Aspects 

Among the authors who have contributed to the debate over the dynamic aspects of the 
processes leading to the breakdown of democratic regimes in the interwar period, the 
writings of Juan Linz are certainly the most notable. As he states in the introduction to a 
major study on the subject: "In recent years social scientists have devoted considerable 
attention to the study of prerequisites for political stability, particularly in democracies. 
Analyses, however, have tended to be static, with more emphasis on the social, economic 
and cultural correlates of stable regimes in a given moment of time than on the dynamic 
processes of crisis, breakdown, and reequilibration of existing regimes or the consolidation 
of new ones."45 He then goes on to discuss a number of factors which may play a major role 
in such situations. He summarizes these factors as follows. 

Our main focus will be on the incumbents and their actions, . . . their way of defining 
problems and their capacity to solve them, the ability of the pro-regime forces to maintain 
sufficient cohesion to govern, ... the rejection of the temptation to turn to ademocratic 
political mechanisms. .., [or conversely] the willingness to coopt or to enter coalitions with 
the disloyal opposition rather than turn to the defense of the regime, the narrowing of the 
political arena after the loss of power and the onset of a power vacuum, as well as inadequate 
responses to the crisis atmosphere as badly timed elections and inadequate use of the coercive 
resources of the state.46 

On another occasion, Linz speaks of the "political space" necessary for antidemocratic 
forces to develop and some of the factors which contributed to the dynamic situation in the 
post-World-War I period. Among these factors he lists the impact and social aftermath of the 
war itself, revolutionary attempts by radical leftists, a heightened sense of nationalism, and 
unresolved subcultural minority conflicts.47 Furthermore, he contends that a more general 
crisis of the state and its loss of the monopoly of violence significantly contributed to the 
eventual outcome.48 

Not all of these factors lend themselves to a systematic operationalization when applied to 
our cases. We have, however, tentatively extracted a number of variables from Linz's 
writings which may not reflect exactly what he had in mind in all cases but which we feel 
will constitute a fair approximation of a number of the factors he mentioned. A first group 
of such variables refers to the impact of the post-World War I crisis (C), the world economic 
crisis after 1929 (E), the existence of major new social movements (M) (a variable which to 
a certain extent also indicates the "political space" available for such movements), and the 
activities of extrastatal coercive forces such as the armed militias of violent social groups 
(V). To this more turbulent background we added another group of variables derived from 
Linz's discussions. This group makes reference to the major social reactions and electoral 
changes which became manifest during the acute period of crisis. These include large-scale 
popular demonstrations (D), widespread strikes (S), acts of violence and terror (T), and 
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electoral gains by antidemocratic forces (A) or, conversely, a reinforcement of 
government-supporting groups (G). The patterns of these variables are reported in Table 8. 

The impact of some of the major dynamic forces has been quite diverse. Sweden and 
(with the exception of strikes) Great Britain, for example, are among the relatively "quiet" 
survivors. Portugal and Greece, on the other hand, even though the external factors leading 
to the crisis were much less pronounced, experienced a number of important social reactions 

Table 8 Linz 1 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
come charac- 

C M V E D S T A G teristic 

O 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 SW 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 FI 1 

0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 BE 1 

0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 NL 1 

0 1 11 1110 1 FR 1 ; 

O O 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 GB 1 

1 0 0 11 1110 1 CS 1 

1 1 1 1 1 o 1 1 o 0 AU 0 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 o 0 GE,PL 0 

1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 IT 0 

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 o O PO O 

0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 SP 0 

1 0 0 1 o o O 1 o 0 HU 0 

0 O O 11 111 0 0 GR O 

1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 RO O 

C=1: 
M=1: 
V=1: 
E=1: 
D=1: 
S=l: 
Tzl: 
A=l: 
G=1: 

strong post-war crisis; O if weak. 
strong social movements of more recent origin;O0 if not. 
violent militias;0 if not. 
strong impact of world economic crisis;0 if not. 
demonstrations;0 if not. 
strikes; O if not. 
violence; O if not. 
strengthening of anti-system parties; O if not. 
strengthening of democratic government; 0 if not. 
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and the eventual downfall of their parliamentary regimes. The most distinct fascist cases, 
Germany and Italy, exhibit all factors pointing in the hypothesized direction; Austria, save 
for strikes, comes quite close as well. The results for Finland and, to a slightly lesser extent, 
Czechoslovakia and Belgium are, however, remarkable. Even though they fulfill many of 
the conditions for the major breakdown cases, they managed to maintain their democratic 
institutions. QCA renders the following terms for the survivors: c*M*vEd*SttA?G (NL) + 
C*mvE*DS*T*A*g (CS) + C*M*V*E*D*S*T*AG (FI) +- c*mvd*E*-tag (SW,GB) + 
c*M*V*E'DS*A*g (BE,FR). 

When the "remainders" were included, the reduced terms c*t + c*M*E + C*Dv +- G 
were obtained. This result means that democratic systems survived either when the postwar 
crisis was weak and no violence occurred (as in Great Britain and Sweden), there were no 
cumulative effects of the postwar and the world economic crisis in spite of the occurrence of 
more recent social movements (as, for example, in Belgium, France, and the Netherlands), 
no violent militias were present in spite of a strong postwar crisis and widespread 
demonstrations (as in Czechoslovakia), or a successful strengthening of the democratic 
government could be achieved (as in Finland). 

The breakdowns were listed as: c*m*ve*IDs*T*A*g (PO) + C*mrv*E*d?stAAG (HU) + 
cm*v-E'D*S*T*A'g (GR) +- M-V.e.D*S.T*A.g (SP,IT) + C*M*V*E*D*T*A*g (GE,PL) + 
C*M*V-Es*T*A*g (RO,AU). 

When the remainders were included, the terms CoM*g +- vtA*g + c*v*A*g + e were 
computed. This result means that breakdowns occurred in four situations: a strong impact of 
the postwar crisis, strong social movements, and no strengthening of the democratic 
government (as, for example, in Austria, Germany, Poland, and Romania); no militias or 
violent actions but strong antisystem reactions (as in Hungary); a low impact of the postwar 
crisis and no militias but strong antisystem reactions (as in Greece); or in spite of a relatively 
small impact of the world economic crisis (as in Italy, Portugal, and Spain). 

Remaining in accordance with Linz's basic arguments while at the same time 
acknowledging the limitations imposed by the hardware and programs presently available, 
we exchanged the second set of variables in a third run with some even more actor-related 
variables as well as with certain specific moves. For this purpose, we looked at 
regime-supporting actions by the head of state (P) or a leading church representative (B) or, 
conversely, direct interventions by parts of the armed forces (0), actions in an authoritarian 
direction by leading members of the upper classes (U), or moves by fascist leaders (F) (see 
Table 9). 

It can be seen that in three cases where a relatively turbulent situation prevailed (Finland, 
Czechoslovakia, and Belgium), the head of state (in Belgium together with the cardinal) 
intervened in favor of a democratic solution to the crisis. In the other crisis-ridden cases, 
interventions by military, authoritarian, or fascist actors prevailed. The prime implicants 
computed for the survivors are as follows: c.M.E.V.pbo.uf (FR) + C*mv-E*P*b*o*u*f (CS) 
+ C-M-V*E*P*bo'uF (FI) + cM*V-E'PBouf (BE) + c-m*vEpouf (GB) + 
c*vE*p"B*o*uf (SW,NL). 

When remainder cases were included, the clear-cut reduced term u could be computed. 
This term means that, where there was no antidemocratic intervention by the upper classes, 
the regime survived. This conclusion may again seem somewhat trivial, but it shows that 

272 



Dirk Berg-Schlosser and Gisele De Meur 

Table 9 Linz 2 

Variables Out- Countries QCA 
come charac- 

'CM V E P B O U F tersitic 

00 0 1 01 O O 00 1 SW 1 

11 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 FI 1 

01 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 BE 1 

01 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 NL 1 

01 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 FR 1 

00 O 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 GB 1 

10 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 CS 1 

1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 AU O 

11 1 1 O O O 1 1 0 GE O 

11 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 IT O 

00 O O O 0 1 1 0 0 PO 0O 

01 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 SP O 

10 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 HU 0O 

O O O 1 0 0 1 10 0 GR O 

11 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 RO O 

11 1 1 0 0 1 10 0 PL O 

Thresholds: C,M,V,E as defined in table 8. 
P=l: head of state (president) intervened in favour of democracy; 

O if not. 
B=l: church actor (e,g. bishop) intervened in favour of 

democracy; O if not. 
0=1: military (officers) intervened; O if not. 
U=1: anti-democratic upper classes intervened ; O if not. 
F=1: fascist forces intervened; O if not. 

even highly critical situations could be managed by the constitutional actors if an 
intervention by antisystem forces did not occur. 

The breakdowns are expressed by the terms: C*mv?E*p*b*o*U*f (HU) + 
c*M*Ve-p-bO*U*F (SP) + c*nmvpbOU*f (PO,GR) + C*M*V*E*p*b.oU (AU,PL) + 
CM*V.p*b.o*U*F (GE,IT,RO). 
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These terms can be reduced to U when remainders are included. Again, this term 
demonstrates the importance of intervention by authoritarian forces, whether in conjunction 
with fascist groups or not, in precipitating the downfall of the existing regimes. 

In all survivor cases, more broadly based democratic coalitions were formed as a 
consequence of the above-mentioned moves by specific actors, thus ensuring the survival of 
the regime. When we included this variable together with other relevant actions, it was 
computed to be the single prime implicant for the survivor cases (including "remainders"); 
conversely, the lack of it was computed as the prime implicant for the breakdowns. 
Accordingly, over and above the socioeconomic, structural, and institutional arguments 
discussed previously, an actor-oriented approach can be seen to provide a meaningful 
differentiation and analysis of our cases. 

Conclusions 

The preceding analysis has demonstrated some of the merits as well as some of the 
limitations of more rigorous and systematic comparisons based on Boolean algebra. Some of 
these limitations lie in the technical nature of the procedures employed. For example, the 
technical limits of QCA are quickly reached when more than nine or ten variables are to be 
analyzed. However, this limitation is due not only to the technical limits of our hardware 
and software, but also to the exponentially increasing complexity of such procedures and the 
enormous number of operations which become necessary. This complexity compels the 
researcher to avoid embarking on a vague "fishing expedition" in the hope of finding, as 
Sidney Verba once put it, a "deus ex machina when the machina has been produced by 
IBM."49 Instead, all variables have to be carefully selected according to theoretical concepts 
and then carefully tested for their explanatory power. We consider this procedure to be one 
of the strengths of such qualitative procedures as compared with the pitfalls and often vague 
or highly arbitrary generalizations characteristic of many macroquantitative and other types 
of statistical analyses. What we are eventually hoping to achieve with these methods is the 
shortest possible expression of prime implicants, making use of the necessary "simplifying 
assumptions" for the smallest number of variables which "explain" our observed cases 
together with their respective outcomes without any contradictions remaining. 

It is also important to remember that the patterns of causality which may be discovered by 
these and similar procedures include the possibility of "multiple" and "conjunctural" 
causations, that is, causations which go beyond any simple single factor "stimulus- 
response" pattern or merely correlational or probabilistic relationships. In this sense, 
multiple causation refers to the simultaneous presence of several factors which only in this 
combination lead to a particular outcome: (cl and c2 and C3) ? 01 or, in Boolean terms: 
Ci * c2 * C3 = 0I- Conjunctural causation, on the other hand, may occur when different 
combinations of factors, including differences of sequences over time, lead to the same 
result: [(cl and C4) or (c2 and C4 and C5)] -? 02; in Boolean terms: cl * C4 + c2 * C4 * C5 = 

02. This conceptualization of possible patterns of causality within a more comprehensive 
analysis is much more complex but, in our view, also more realistic. 

Our findings exhibit quite stringently the specific merits and deficiencies of the respective 
hypotheses for the cases and period analyzed. The synopsis in Table 10 sums up these 
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Table 10 Synopsis: Confirmation and Rejection of Hypotheses 
Sum of hypotheses: 

Lioset Vanhanen Moore Luebbert Hermens Sartori Dahl Linz 1 Linz 2 
mixed contra confir 
results dictions mations 

Belgium + o o + a a + a a 6 0 3 
Czechoslovakia + # oao# o o # o 5 3 1 

Finland a # o# a a a o # o 6 3 0 
France + a o a a a a # o 7 1 1 

GreatBritain + ao + + + + a + + 2 0 7 
Netherlands + a a + # a + a O 5 1 3 

Sweden o o o o o a a + + 7 0 2 
Austria o o - a a a a a o - 7 0 2 

Germany # # - o - - - - 2 2 5 
Greece - o oa o 0 o o 0 8 0 1 

Hungary o - - o# # o o o 5 2 2 
Italy - - o - - - a - - 2 0 7 

Poland o o o o- - - - 5 0 4 
Portugal --- a o o a a ao 5 0 4 
Romania - - oo o o - o o 7 0 2 

Spain - - - - o o - - 3 0__ 6 
Sum of cases 

positive confirmations 
negative confirmations 

mixed results 
contradictions 

overall confirmations 

+ = 

o = 
# - 

5 0 1 3 1 1 2 
5 5 5 3 3 3 2 
5 8 10 9 9 11 12 
1 3 0 1 3 1 0 

2 2 
4 5 
7 9 
3 0 

10 5 6 6 4 4 4 6 7 

positive confirmation of hypothesis 
negative confirmation of hypthesis 
mixed result 
the outcome contradicts the hypothesis 
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s 
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findings. It can be seen that, among the cases analyzed, countries like Italy, Spain, and 
Germany in a "negative" and Great Britain in a "positive" sense have most often 
corresponded to the hypotheses of the respective authors. This result is not surprising in 
view of their magnitude and historical importance. But it can also be seen that countries like 
Finland, Czechoslovakia, Greece, and even France are hardly in line with the expectations 
of any of the theorists and in several instances provide direct counterfactual examples. This 
result points to the often rather limited perspective in theory building of some of these 
authors as far geographical distribution and historical depth are concerned. 

If we look at the actual "scores" for the different authors, it becomes apparent that the 
factors emphasized by authors like Hermens and Sartori (electoral system and party 
polarization) fare rather poorly, whereas the broader socioeconomic conditions put forward 
by Lipset and the actor-related arguments advanced by Linz have a much better record. But 
even in these instances a considerable number of contradictions and inadequately covered 
cases remain. The score for Dahl, who has provided the most comprehensive list of factors, 
in all fairness must be considered somewhat separately. While a "pure" form of 
confirmation of his hypothesis rarely occurs, none of the findings directly contradicts his 
ideas, and we come up with mostly mixed results. 

In our view, it is necessary to go beyond the analysis of simple and very few factors and 
to attempt to incorporate a broader range of elements in an increasingly specific manner. For 
this purpose, the substantive aspects of a number of the reported QCA tests with their greatly 
reducive power provide some interesting insights. For example, when a wider range of 
factors is analyzed simultaneously, as was the case with Dahl and to a certain extent Linz, 
the more sweeping background conditions emphasized by authors like Lipset, Vanhanen, 
and Moore and some of the specific arguments raised by Luebbert, Hermens, and Sartori 
tend to "disappear." Instead, some basic factors like democratic legitimacy and the political 
role of the military (as with Dahl) together with some actor-related aspects like interventions 
by members of the upper class (for Linz) come to the foreground. 

At the present stage, such findings can only provide pointers to certain directions of 
further research and appropriate refinements of our hypotheses. However, the rigorous 
methods employed constitute an important step. The potential relevance of such findings for 
conditions of democracy in the present world situation as well as the scientific challenge for 
more rigorous and systematic approaches has stimulated and enriched the work of the group 
thus far. In spite of some remaining obstacles and a great many details which still must be 
covered, we may eventually come closer to what Arthur Stinchcombe suggested in a similar 
context: "Great theorists descend to the level of. . . detailed analysis in the course of their 
work. Further, they become greater theorists down there among the details, for it is the 
details that theories in history have to grasp if they are to be any good."50 

NOTES 

In addition to the more commonly accessible handbooks and statistical sources (see note 51 below), the diligent 
provision of data by our friends and colleagues Frank Aarebrot (for the Netherlands), Folko Arends (Germany), Walter 
Bemecker (Spain), John Bradley (Czechoslovakia), Antonio Costa Pinto (Portugal), Michel Dobry (France), Stephen 
Fischer-Galati (Romania), Peter Gerlich (Austria), Jerzy Holzer (Poland), Gabriella Ilonszki (Hungary), Lauri 
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Karvonen (Finland), Ulf Lindstrom (Sweden), Jeremy Mitchell (Great Britain), Marco Tarchi (Italy), and Allan Zink 
(Greece) is gratefully acknowledged. Financial assistance for group meetings has been provided in part by the 

European Consortium for Political Research, the Christian Michelsen Institute, the Norwegian Science Foundation, 
and the Nuffield Foundation. Bernt Hagtvet has been the cheerful organizer of several splendid meetings. 
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