
which originated mainly from within his own party, rather
than because members of the former one-party regime
participated.

Additional theory presented later in the book involves
hypotheses relating repetitive elections to increased dem-
ocratic qualities of society. These hypotheses (pp. 111–
16), guided too loosely by a rational choice institutionalist
framework, suggest that repetitive elections may lead to 1)
broader societal participation by citizen-voters; 2) greater
acceptance of democratic values; 3) realization by initially
nondemocratic actors that democratic expectations pre-
dominate among those with whom they interact, and that
it is therefore to their advantage to conform to those expec-
tations; 4) the strengthening of pro-democracy civil soci-
ety groups; 5) stimulation of postelection pro-democracy
activities by individuals within then; 6) greater incentives
for judges, police, and the military to reinforce demo-
cratic norms; and 7) stimulation of more pro-democracy
content in the media. The author suggests that these poten-
tial effects probably interact with one another in positive
ways.

Empirically, Lindberg first shows that the annual fre-
quency of elections between 1990 and 2003 fluctuated
but increased slightly on average over the period, while
the percentage that were free and fair and had democratic
characteristics fluctuated but remained constant on aver-
age. Second, he shows, through both the analysis of all
elections and a time series panel-group comparison that
groups together countries that have had one, two, three,
or four or more elections, that—although there is a vari-
ety of specific findings—the democratic qualities of elec-
tions improve on average with each election. Finally, the
effect of the number of elections on the democratic char-
acteristics of society (operationalized by the Freedom House
civil liberties scale) is analyzed in five different tests. The
dichotomous free and fair variable is wisely omitted from
this analysis. All tests support the hypothesis that a greater
number of elections—whether free and fair or not—
increases civil liberties. The final chapter offers interesting
speculations about the broader implications of the book’s
findings and points out additional research that needs to
be done to answer some of the questions raised in it. One
interesting speculation with which this reviewer agrees is
that the effects of culture on the transfer of electoral insti-
tutions has been less extensive than culturalists and Afro-
pessimists have claimed.

Further research is clearly needed to demonstrate how
strongly the positive effects of even more repetitive elec-
tions under transferred institutions will lead to further
democratization. The author does not deal with this issue
specifically, but his central argument probably implies that
these positive effects will continue. My criticisms are not
meant to detract unduly from the real contribution that
this book makes. It will be cited positively in studies of
African elections for many years.

Principles of Constitutional Design. By Donald S. Lutz.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 278p. $80.00.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072593

— Karol Sołtan, University of Maryland (College Park)

This is a complex, important, original, and unusual work.
It should be studied carefully (not simply read) by all
those interested in constitutional studies broadly under-
stood. This includes constitutional lawyers (especially those
with an interest in comparative constitutional law, and in
constitutional design), political theorists of many differ-
ent stripes, and most notably scholars in comparative pol-
itics interested in institutional questions. If in your research
or teaching or consulting you rely on the work of Arend
Lijphart, you should definitely read this book. You should
also read it if you are interested in institutional design
more generally.

On the surface, the work can be described straightfor-
wardly. Working in what we might call the Indiana Work-
shop tradition (with debts to V. Ostrom, D. Elazar, and
C. Hyneman acknowledged in the dedication), Donald
Lutz outlines a set of principles of constitutional design,
summarized in Chapter 7. These include “match the gov-
ernment to the people,” “seek the best possible political
system under the circumstances,” “political power is an
unavoidable danger that must be understood and faced, if
the design is to succeed,” and “the idea of a constitution is
to marry justice with power.” (pp. 218–20) And, as sum-
marized in Chapter 8, he discusses a number of interest-
ing patterns that emerge in constitutional design. Four
“interesting curves” he calls them. The first relates separa-
tion of powers and popular control, the second relates
constitutional amendment difficulty and constitutional
amendment rate, the third relates size of legislature and
the cube root of population, and the fourth relates the
number of written constitutions in the world to the num-
ber of real constitutional democracies.

In the past, Lutz’s work has been mainly about the con-
stitutionalist tradition in the United States and its histori-
cal roots. We can find traces of that past work in this book,
but this is most definitely a book with global scope. His
basic data set is 75 constitutions from constitutional repub-
lics around the world, both large and small (from India to
San Marino and Palau). For reasons never explained, con-
stitutions fromthepast arenot included in themain analyses.

Principles of Constitutional Design does not yield its riches
easily, however. A straightforward summary, such as I gave,
seems to me misleading. And reading the introductory
chapter is largely useless if we want help in understanding
the book’s contribution. We need to approach the book
differently.

There are two kinds of important books. The first type
is a definitive statement on some topic. The second is a
book that opens up large and important intellectual pos-
sibilities. Lutz’s work belongs in the latter category. It is
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tentative and sketchy in a number of crucial places and
just begs for others to build on what he has started. This is
especially true of the fundamental relationship uncovered
by Lutz in constitutional design between popular control
and separation of powers.

The book does not fit easily into the existing division of
intellectual labor (and not just within political science).
This makes it both more difficult to write and more dif-
ficult to read. It is more difficult to write because Lutz
tries simultaneously to give an inclusive outline of a field
that does not yet really exist and to contribute both to its
methodology and to its substantive claims. He includes a
general statement of principles of constitutional design
(but that is not where the book’s main contribution is,
many of those principles being hardly novel). He also
presents a strategy for the study of such principles through
a search for patterns in design (his “interesting curves”).
But on closer inspection, some of those curves turn out to
be far more fundamental than others. The book’s main
contribution is somewhat hidden by all the other things it
does. This main contribution is Lutz’s completely novel
approach to popular sovereignty as the central principle of
constitutional design.

The principle of popular sovereignty, the core of this
book, is presented first through a discussion of the notions
of sovereignty (with special attention to Jean Bodin) and
popular sovereignty in the history of political philosophy.
It is presented, second, through the development of two
indices that measure popular control and separation of
powers, respectively, as these appear in constitutional
designs (not necessarily in the actual practices of consti-
tutional democracies). Popular sovereignty is achieved by
combining popular control and the separation of powers,
in a system of limited popular control. The key empirical
finding of Lutz’s study is that popular control and separa-
tion of powers are closely related in constitutional designs:
The more popular control, the more separation of powers.
This relationship seems to me unexpected, and poten-
tially very important. It certainly should be added to the
repertoire of key relationships in the study of democratic
constitutions.

The author dismisses the preoccupation in comparative
politics with the contrast between presidential and parlia-
mentary system, and proposes the separation of powers
variable as a more significant dimension of democratic
constitutionalism. To back this up, he identifies a power-
ful relationship between separation of powers and popular
control. Is he right? The evidence presented suggests that
he may well be right, but it will take much more than one
book to establish such an important claim.

Lutz is surprisingly relaxed in the way he constructs the
two crucial indices of popular control and separation of
powers. The Index of Popular Control (to take one exam-
ple) requires something like a theory of democracy to really
back it up. It gives some weight to various features of a

constitution that contribute to popular control (fre-
quency of elections, who gets directly elected, role of ref-
erenda, and many others). The weights given to each
feature, and the selection of which features to include,
constitutes a tacit theory of democracy (determining what
is more and what is less important for popular control).
Without such weights there can be no index, and plainly,
many alternative reasonable weights can be proposed. The
specific decisions need to be defended (he does a little of
this, but not nearly enough), or alternative indices need to
be constructed to show that the relationship between pop-
ular control and separation of powers is not a byproduct
of some arbitrary aspect of the choice of weights in con-
structing the indices.

As I said, Principles opens up a series of important top-
ics for the future, such as the relationship between popu-
lar control and separation of powers. It does not by itself
establish such a relationship. I hope it will be recognized
for the pioneering work that it is, especially in compara-
tive politics. It presents itself more as a work in political
theory (it is that, too), and so it is at risk of not reaching
that audience in comparative politics that could most effec-
tively built on its main contributions.

Rightful Resistance in Rural China. By Kevin J. O’Brien and
Lianjiang Li. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 200 pages.
$70.00 cloth, $24.99 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S153759270707260X

— R. Bin Wong, UCLA

Studies of contemporary China move between two poles
of presentation—richly detailed analyses of phenomena
that seem specific to China and more sweeping panaro-
mas that leap to broad generalities without always mark-
ing their steps forward clearly. Kevin J. O’Brien and
Lianjiang Li offer an insightful study of collective action
in contemporary China that successfully steers a course
between the typical extremes. Their work is solidly anchored
in years of research in the Chinese countryside, where
they have conducted interviews and administered surveys,
and about which they have read government documents
and the press. This work also takes into account the grow-
ing amount of scholarship being produced by the Chinese
themselves. And most helpful to their efforts of explaining
Chinese cases to a broader audience, their analysis consis-
tently engages the literature on collective action concep-
tualized principally out of studies of advanced industrial
societies and the histories of those societies.

The book opens with an explanation of the category
“rightful resistance” as a kind of action taken by people
who can appeal to some set of principles or policies known
by, and accepted at least by some of, those in positions of
authority in order to press for actions that serve their inter-
ests. The next four chapters take us through the ways in
which acts of “rightful resistance” take place. Chapter 2
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