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본특강의접근법

1 개별국가들의사례를살펴보기보다는비교정치일반이론

(정치제도,정치체제등)의관점에서연방주의를검토함.

2 연방주의를어떠한현상의원인이되는 “독립변수”로이해하고,
연방주의가미치는정치적·경제적효과가무엇인지를살펴봄.

I 1월 14일(목):민주주의와권위주의,그리고연방주의
I 1월 15일(금):경제성장과불평등,그리고연방주의

3 계량적접근:데이터와통계분석결과를통한이해를도모함.
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오늘의주제

연방주의 민주주의

(2)

(1)

(1) 연방주의는민주주의에어떤영향을미치는가?
I 연방주의국가는비연방주의국가보다더민주적인가?
연방주의의어떠한속성이민주주의의발전에기여하는가?

(2) 민주주의는연방주의에어떤영향을미치는가?
I 연방주의의발전에기여하는민주주의적,제도적조건은
무엇인가?연방주의는권위주의체제에서는발전하기어려운가?
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연방주의와민주주의의관계

I 연방주의와민주주의사이의친화성에초점

Every single long-standing democracy in a territorially based
multilingual and multinational polity is a federal state. Although
there are many multinational polities in the world, few of them are
democracies. Those multinational democracies that do exist,
however (Switzerland, Canada, Belgium, Spain, and India), are all
federal. Alfred Stepan (1999, p. 20)

I 그러나이러한관련성이인과관계(연방주의→민주주의)에의한
것인지,아니면단순히우연의일치에의한것인지를
설명하지는못함.
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연방주의와민주주의의관계

I 연방주의를민주주의의한유형이라고보는관점

It is thus possible to consider federalism as a particular type of
democracy: a pluralist democracy based on a constitutional system
of delegated, reserved, and/or shared powers between relatively
autonomous, yet interrelated, structures of government, whose
multiple interactions aim to serve the sovereign will of the federal
demos.

Dimitris Chryssochoou (1998, p. 18)

I 연방주의의어떠한속성이민주주의와연관되는가?
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연방주의와민주주의의관계

I 연방주의와민주주의를연계시키는메커니즘:
다원주의(pluralism)와분권화(decentralization)

Democracy depends upon multitudinous communities operating as
self-governing collectivities having recourse to overlapping and
concurrent instrumentalities of government.

Vincent Ostrom (1991, p. 23)
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연방주의를이해하는두가지차원

1 구조로서의연방주의(federalism in structure):

연방주의가공식적으로헌법에명시됨.제도적인,법률상의
(de jure)연방주의

I Yes or no의문제:연방국가인가단일국가인가?

2 실제로서의연방주의(federalism in practice):

정책결정의권한이중앙정부와지방정부중어디에있는가의

문제.사실상의(de facto)연방주의→분권화(decentralization)
I 재정적(fiscal),정치적(political),행정적(administrative)분권화
I 정도(degree)의문제:얼마만큼분권화되어있는가?
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연방주의를이해하는두가지차원

출처: Clark, Golder, & Golder (2017, Chapter 15)
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연방주의와민주주의의관계:두개의연구

1 Jan-Erik Lane and Svante Ersson. 2005. “The Riddle of Federalism:
Does Federalism Impact on Democracy?” Democratization Vol.12
No.2. pp. 163-182.

2 Mikhail Filippov and Olga Shvetsova. 2013. “Federalism, Democracy,
and Democratization.” in Arthur Benz and Jörg Broschek (eds.)
Federal Dynamics: Continuity, Change, and the Varieties of
Federalism. Oxford University Press. pp. 167-184
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Lane & Ersson (2005):연구설계

I 144개국을대상으로한통계분석

연방주의 민주주의

I 원인(독립변수):연방주의

1 연방국가(de jure federalism)여부{
1 연방국가 (30개국)
0 단일국가 (114개국)

2 분권화(de facto federalism)수준
I 재정적:국가총지출/수입대비지방정부지출/수입의비중
I 정치적:지방단위선거의존재여부
I 행정적:하위국가단위세입에서세금과이전금의상대적중요성
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Lane & Ersson (2005):연구설계

연방주의 민주주의

I 결과(종속변수):민주주의
I 민주주의지표 (Freedom House, 1995-2003년의평균값):

1(최저)–10(최고)

I 연방국가들은단일국가보다민주주의지표값이높은가?

민주주의지표값평균

연방국가(30개국) 7.33
단일국가(114개국) 6.01
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Lane & Ersson (2005):상관분석결과

I 분권화수준이높을수록민주주의지표값이높은가?

various model specifications for the broadest set of countries for which we have data
(N ¼ 144). Second, we analyse the various indicators of formal federalism and their
impact on democracy – employing the model identified in the first step – in various
contexts as expressed in the number of cases regressed on. Finally we estimate
the impact of the decentralization indicators on democracy for two sets of countries,
one broad and one narrow. In all three steps the focus is on the parameters estimated
for the federalism variables. At issue is whether we can find a significant
positive impact of federalism on democracy during the time period studied – the
late 1990s.

The findings from the first step of the analysis are displayed in Table 2 below. In
addition to Watts’s (1999) indicator of formal federalism the model contains popu-
lation size (natural logarithm), the presence of an ombudsman institution, the age
of modernized leadership, as well as gross national product per capita (natural logar-
ithm). The five models estimated are ordered in a step-wise fashion; models 1–3 all
show significance for the federal variable, although it is only with the addition of the
ombudsman variable that we arrive at a reasonably high adjusted r-square. On adding

FIGURE 3

FISCAL DECENTRALIZATION AND DEMOCRACY

Note: dark points refer to unitary states whereas light points refer to federal states; only federal states are
spelled out by name.

Source: see Appendix.

172 DEMOCRATIZATION

the modernization and the affluence variables to the model, the predictive power
of the model increases at the same time as the federal variable declines in significance.
This also holds true for models 4 and 5 when applying alternative robust estimators.

When estimating what appears to be a well-specified model, the federal variable is
found to be positively related to democracy, but the coefficients estimated do not meet
standard criteria for significance.

The second step utilizes model 5 and estimates it with different indicators measur-
ing the formal federalism variable; these model estimates are also applied on three
varying set of countries ranging from a broad set of countries containing all the
ones used in Table 2 (N ¼ 144), over a data set for which the decentralization
measures are available (N ¼ 65), to a narrow set of countries containing the set of
member countries of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) for which the decentralization variable (to be estimated later in Table 4) is
available (N ¼ 24). The reason for varying the number of cases is to enquire into
how robust the federalism variable is with respect to changing contexts; this is
something we must do if we want to make use of the decentralization indicators.

FIGURE 4

POLITICAL DECENTRALIZATION AND DEMOCRACY

Note: dark points refer to unitary states whereas light points refer to federal states; only federal states are
spelled out by name.

Source: see Appendix.

DOES FEDERALISM IMPACT ON DEMOCRACY? 173

(a)재정적분권화 (b)정치적분권화
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Lane & Ersson (2005):통계분석결과

I 연방주의가민주주의에미치는영향

계수 p-value 통계적유의성 (p < 0.05)

연방국가 0.571 0.19 No
인구 −0.446 0.00 Yes
옴부즈맨제도 1.411 0.00 Yes
근대화이후햇수 0.014 0.00 Yes
1인당 GNP 0.415 0.03 Yes
관찰국가수 144

I 해석:연방국가라는것이그국가의민주주의의수준에
“통계적으로유의한정도의”긍정적인영향을미치지는않음.
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Lane & Ersson (2005):통계분석결과

I 분권화의수준이민주주의에미치는영향

(1) (2) (3)
재정적분권화 계수 −1.342

p-value 0.13
통계적유의성 No

정치적분권화 계수 2.284
p-value 0.00
통계적유의성 Yes

행정적분권화 계수 0.271
p-value 0.72
통계적유의성 No

통제변수포함여부 Yes Yes Yes
관찰국가수 65 65 65
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Lane & Ersson (2005):함의

I 연방주의가민주주의에미치는긍정적영향에대해회의적

I “구조”로서의연방주의그자체보다는 “실제”로서의연방주의,
특히정치적분권화의정도가그국가의민주주의수준의

발전에있어서중요한요인임을강조

I 연방주의외의다른제도적요인이민주주의에더우호적인

영향을미침:행정부를감시·견제하는법체제및옴부즈맨제도,
의원내각제(정부형태),비례대표제(선거체제)등

16 / 26



Filippov & Shvetsova (2013):연구설계

연방주의 민주주의

연방제의지속성

I 원인(독립변수):연방제와지속연도

1 연방국가의여부: 1(연방국가), 0(단일국가)
2 정치체제의지속연도:최근의정치체제변화이후햇수
3 연방제의지속연도: (연방국가의여부)×(정치체제의지속연도)

I 단일국가 = 0×(정치체제의지속연도) = 0
I 연방국가 = 1×(정치체제의지속연도) = (정치체제의지속연도)
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Filippov & Shvetsova (2013):연구설계

연방주의 민주주의

연방제의지속성

I 결과(종속변수):민주주의의세가지지표

1 정치참여의경쟁성:정책과리더십의대안적선호가
정치영역에서추구될수있는가 (0-5)

2 정치적다원주의와참여:정당조직의권리,견실한야당의존재,
외부의압력으로부터자유로운개인의정치적선택능력,
소수자에대한정치적권리보장등 (0-16)

3 제도화된민주주의:정치참여의경쟁성,행정부채용의개방성과
경쟁성,행정부에대한견제 (0-10)

18 / 26



Filippov & Shvetsova (2013):통계분석결과

I 연방제의지속기간이길어질수록,연방주의라는속성이
민주주의의발전에긍정적인영향을미침.

정치참여의경쟁성 제도화된민주주의 다원주의와참여

1990-2007 1990-2007 2005
연방제 −0.504∗∗∗ −0.369∗∗∗ −1.065∗∗

(0.107) (0.108) (0.417)
정치체제의지속연도 −0.014∗∗∗ −0.008∗∗∗ −0.012∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.006)
연방제의지속연도 0.012∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.019∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.003) (0.006)
통제변수포함여부 Yes Yes Yes
관찰사례수 2,484 2,484 143

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Filippov & Shvetsova (2013):통계분석결과

analyses are regional fixed effect controls to capture what geographic, histor-
ical, cultural, and socioeconomic factors might be common to those regions.
As expected, several of the control variables have consistently strong effects
across the various specifications. Per capita income is positive and highly
significant in each of themodels. Similarly, latitude of the capital city is always
significant and positive in all models. Muslims as percentage of population is
always statistically significant and negative. Other control variables are signifi-
cant in some specifications but not in others.
Where they are statistically significant, the control variables exert effects

that are consistent with the findings of previous research. Thus, level of
economic development (measured by log of income per capita) and the distance
from the equator (measured by latitude of the capital city) are estimated to have
a positive effect. On the other hand, ethnic fragmentation is estimated to have a
negative effect.
Finally, Figure 8.1 shows the quantitative relationship between federalism

and level of democracy when controlling for the age of regime as a proxy for
the availability of the complex competitive structures able to prevent polariz-
ing political mobilization. We use the Clarify software of Tomz, Wittenberg,
and King (2003) to show the substantive meaning of the statistical estimates.
The figure plots simulated predicted probabilities of the competitiveness
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Figure 8.1. Regime durability and probability of the two highest levels of competitive-
ness of political participation, 1990–2007
Note: The figure illustrates probability estimates of the two highest values of the Competitiveness
of Political Participation Index. The simulations were performed using Clarify software (Tomz,
Wittenberg, and King 2003). Clarify simulations were run on the equation IV (Table 8.2).

Timing, Sequencing, and Historical Evolution

180

I 정치체제의지속기간(x축)이길어질수록제한없는정치경쟁이
발생할확률(y축)이연방국가에서는높아지는반면비연방국가
(단일국가)에서는감소함.
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Filippov & Shvetsova (2013):함의

I 연방주의가민주주의에미치는긍정적영향에대한조건부해석

I “안정적인연방주의 +높은수준의민주주의”라는이상적인
조합은연방제의역사가어느정도길었을때가능함.

I 연방제의역사가짧거나지속성이낮은경우,연방국가는
단일국가에비해민주주의및정치경쟁의수준이낮을수있음.
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토론화두(1):경험적연구에대한평가와정책적제언

앞서살펴본 Lane & Ersson (2005)과 Filippov & Shvetsova (2013)의연구
결과를바탕으로아래의질문들에대해토론해봅시다.

I 위의연구들은연방주의가민주주의에미치는긍정적인영향에대한

회의론내지는신중론을제시한다.저자들의주장과분석결과에대해
어떻게평가하는가?이들의주장에서고려하지못한중요한부분이
있다면그건무엇인가?

I A는민주주의의정착과발전이목표인신생민주주의국가의
지도자이다. A는이러한목표를위해연방제를실시하거나재정/정치/
행정의차원에서일정수준의분권화개혁을시행하는방안을

검토하고있다.그동안수업에서배운내용과오늘살펴본연구들의
결과를활용하여,당신은연방주의에대한정부의자문위원으로서 A
에게어떤제안을하겠는가?
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토론화두(2):반응성,책임성,연방주의
연방주의에관한일부연구들에서는연방주의적속성이정치지도자의

반응성(responsiveness)과책임성(accountability)을높임으로써민주주의적
대표성의실현을더용이하게한다고주장합니다.두개념에대한정의및
아래의그림을활용하여,연방주의가어떤메커니즘을통해정치지도자의
반응성과책임성을높이는지(혹은높이지않는지)토론해봅시다.

I 반응성:정부가시민들이선호한다고신호를보낸정책을채택하는것
I 책임성:시민들이대표성이없는대표자/정부를식별하고제재하는것

(ex.선거를통한심판)

선호

Preferences
신호

Signals
위임

Mandates
정책

Policies
결과

Outcomes

반응성

책임성

출처: Przeworski, Stokes, & Manin (1999, p. 9)
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토론화두(3):권위주의국가에서의연방주의

아랍에미리트,말레이시아,에티오피아등은권위주의이면서도연방제를
채택하고있는국가들입니다.이들국가중한곳을골라연방제가어떻게
운영되고있는지를살펴보고아래의질문들에대해토론해봅시다.

I 권위주의통치자·정부가자의적인권력을독점하며계속집권하는
것을선호한다면,권력과정책결정권한을지방·하위정부에이양하는
연방제와분권화는그러한선호와배치되는것이아닌가?

I 그럼에도연방제를운영하고있다면그이유는무엇인가?

I 이전의수업들에서살펴본민주주의국가들의연방제와비교했을때,
선택한국가의연방제에구별될만한특징이있는가?만약있다면그
특징은권위주의통치의속성에서비롯된것인가?

I 민주주의와연방주의의친화성을생각해볼때,권위주의와
연방주의는갈등없이양립가능한가?권위주의국가에서의연방제는
민주주의로이행하기위한가능성을잉태하고있는가?반대로
연방제적속성이권위주의통치의안정성·지속성에기여하는가?
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