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The neo-institutionalist turning point?
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have to do with MPs> own conception of their job overall, and their vision
of their voters in particular.

trast with the sociological uses of role theory (Hindin 2007), the analysis

lative roles is more focused on how MPs regard themselves, and less on
ons that roles have been

In con

of legis
social expectations on them. There are three key reas

widely used in legislative studies.
First, references to roles stem from the similarities between a political assem-

bly and a theatre. As noted by Thomas Saalfeld and Wolfgang Miiller (1997: 1),
‘the terminology of roles is borrowed from the stage’. In fact, there are a number
of reasons why MPs play roles. First, roles express the divison of labour between
MPs: some of them are good orators, others are specialised in amending legisla-
tion, others are preparing to be appointed ministers. Second, roles also account
for the wide range of activities and settings that an MP is called upon to face.
Much like an actor playing Hamlet in the spring and then King Lear in the fall,
an MP may act act differently in different contexts, with his/her constituency,
his/her parliamentary group and lobby organizations, for example. Beyond the
metaphor of the stage, a more general reason for applying the concept of roles to
legislatures is the apparent stability of these roles. As the same patterns of behav-
ior seem to apply for decades, or even centuries, there are reasons to conclude
that MPs conform to specific shared expactations.

Second, roles represent a strategic move beyond a narrow institutional per-
spective, to open the black box of legislatures. They have been a way to get
behind the formal rules and procedures and look at the politicians themselves,
rather than the system. The concept of roles has opened up new ways of group-
ing MPs, providing an alternative to the institutional categories of opposition/
majority, front/backbenchers and even Democrats/Republicans. What some have
called the behaviorist turning point in legislative studies has also been character-
ized by a strong methodological shift. Researchers began to follow legislators
closely, to observe not only their position and activities, but also their views on
issues and especially the way they understand their work. Consequently, since
the 1960s, methodological approaches using both large-N quantitative studies
(questionnaires) and in-depth interviews have been developed, for example in
US state legislatures (Wahlke e al. 1962; Barber 1965), at the Congress (Mat-
thews 1960; Davidson 1969; Mayhew 1974), in Canada (Kornberg 1967), or in
France (Cayrol et al. 1973; Converse and Pierce 1979).

Finally, the concept of roles enables us to study some of the more complex
aspects of political representation in empirical terms. This is important because
an essential dimension of legislators’ identity lies in the fact that they are elected,
and analytical frameworks using role concepts usually — but not always — rely on
the representative’s relation to his or her constituents. This dimension is very
specific to legislative roles. By way of comparison with other professional roles,
we might note that there are several kinds of priests and different ways of con-
ceiving the priesthood. Likewise, there are also different types of government
ministers. Compared with priests or ministers, however, what distinguishes a
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legislator is the (scientific) assumption that their roles are based, in one way or
another, on the nature of representation. Thus, in most studies, legislative roles
predominately reflect the relationship between MPs and their constituents —
either as seen by the MP or according to more objective elements (voting
systems, district magnitude, candidate selections, and so forth).

It is worth studying MPs’ views on the nature of representation and the way it

influences their attitudes and activities because political systems bring about
contradictory expectations regarding this link (Bogdanor 1985: 300). The idea
that representatives should behave like — and even look like — voters is rooted in
democratic expectations. However, as stressed by Bernard Manin (1997: 163),
among the principles of representative government there are some aristocratic
principles, such as the ‘partial autonomy of representatives’. Thus, even if we
agree with Hanna Pitkin in The Concept of Representation (1972), that ‘Repre-
senting [...] means acting in the interest of the represented, in a manner respon-
sive to them’, questions arise when we begin to examine the consequences of
this position. One view is that the representative should act Jjust as the repre-
sented would act. Another view is that the representative should act according to
his or her enlightened judgment, even though this might, from time to time, con-
tradict the will of the represented. During the twentieth century, the increased
significance of parties introduced a third element into the relationship between
voters and legislators. Although this book is not about representation as such, the
normative conflict regarding this representational link has theoretical as well as
empirical consequences for the study of roles. MPs’ attitudes towards their con-
stituents are all the more difficult to capture — quantitatively or qualitatively —
when citizens, politicians, and political scientists share different expectations of
what this link should mean.

Despite the specific meanings and questions associated with parliamentary
roles, the approach in legislative studies has followed the global trends related to
the use of roles in social sciences. The first part of the chapter returns to the
twofold legacy — functionalist and interactionist — in the research on legislative
roles, and considers the reasons for their progressive decline during the 1980s.
This might not be surprising, given the ebbing of the role concept in social sci-
ences, but it might make the recent situation seem more so. Indeed, the second
part of the chapter argues that with the renewal of interest in institutions and
rules within political science, legislative studies have begun to re-discover the
concept of roles. In order to assess the homogeneity of a current neo-institutional
approach to legislative roles, we discuss in detail a motivational/psychological
approach theorized by Donald Searing (1994) and a strategic/rational approach
outlined by Kaare Strom (1997).

The legacy of research on legislative roles in political science

Role analysis in legislative studies has partly resulted in the identification of dif-
ferent families of legislators. Donald R. Matthews (1960) for example, identified
four key roles in the US Senate: professionals (55 percent), amateurs (34
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ntatives (i.e. those focused on the overall interest of the

he electoral district) is associated with the delegate style.

"~ Furthermore; Table 2.1 shows that it is possible to be district-oriented and
trustee. That is, the legislator might define him or herself

4] more or less be a
esenting a specific interest (district), but at the same time reject
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sentatives adopt certain roles, or that use roles as independent variables in
behavior. It is essentially impossible to give a complete picture of the
£ work inspired by The Legislative System (for a more comprehen-
well 1983). However, some empirical conclusions are worth
as been that a representatives’ adaptation to a role

depends on a process of socialization. For example, the age at which a represent-
ative engages in politics is believed to be important. Allan Kornberg (1967) indi-
ialization were most like to

cates that self-started Canadian MPs with early socl
act as trustees. Yet, other studies conclude that there is no connection between
socialization and the kind of representative role adopted (Prewitt et al. 1966).

The socialization argument seems to be more relevant when it comes to direct
personal experience of legislative work. Indeed, a number of studies indicate that
representative roles develop with legislative experience. In an American context,
Bell and Price (1975) show that the trustee role becomes more pronounced over
time and that the party role and interest group role develop primarily during leg-
islative work. The volatility of the role orientation during an MP’s time in office
is further developed in a later study of Canadian MPs, where the conclusion is
that depending on their particular career goals (e.g. ambitions to be party leader,

cabinet member or Prime Minister) the role orientation of the representative
takes different directions over time (Clarke and Price 1981). More ambitious

MPs tend to downplay contact with the constituency.
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Table 2.1 Areal-focal and representational role orientations in four US states (in %)

Representational District-orientated State-district State oriented
oriented (n = 04) (m=44)

84

Trustee 37 55

Delegate 36 8 -
Politico 21 37 16
Total 100 100 100

Source: Eulau et al. (1978: 124).
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The bulk of this kind of research was done on US representative institutions,
and there are reasons to believe that the conclusions would be slightly differeng
in a European context. The role of the party organization attracts particular atten-
tion in this comparison. In the work of Converse and Pierce on the French
National Assembly, the delegate role was more pronounced than in the analysig
of US legislatures. Political parties essentially turn out to be the most important
source of mandate for French representatives (1986: 674). Much more recently,
a new investigation of French MPs has confirmed how crucial party affiliation is.
Costa and Kerrouche (2007) show that left-wing and right-wing MPs still con-
sider their roles differently. In spite of the fact that the two groups are increas-

ingly socially similar, those on the right tend to see the job as a personal vocation
and those on the left as a task undertaken for the party.

The limits and decline of the Sunctionalist approach

It is one thing to establish how representatives define themselves, but the crucial
question is whether or not there is a connection between role conceptions and
how representatives behave. This connection was to a certain extent assumed in
the literature, but it has been difficult to connect various role concepts to actual
behavior. For example, a number of studies have tried to determine whether del-
egates act in accordance with the expectations in their districts. Hedlund and

Friesema (1972: 744) show that the adoption of roles does not provide an ade-
quate mechanism for insuring that constituent opinions translate into legislative
action. Yet, it has been shown that deleg

ates are more aware of popular opinion
in their districts, and actually tend to act according to voters’ expectations on
issues with high salience (Kuklinski and Elling 1977; McCrone and Kuklinski
1979). This tendency does not however influence their voting more broadly, i.e.
on issues with low salience. This

point is put intelligently by Cavanagh in the
following terms: ‘in the absence of any instructions to mandate a course of
action, the representative becomes a trustee by default’ (1982: 128).

Since the beginning of the 1980s, the use of the fun
theory declined substantially. This was a result of
social sciences and an effect of problems inherent in
theoretical expectations were not clearly demonstrate

and the idea that parliamentary roles were helping legislatures to fulfill global
functions seemed all the more naive. These more general difficulties of this
approach may be dissected into a number of specific problematic aspects. The
first problem concerns the source of representative roles, i.e. roles as a depend-
ent variable. Even though a vast number of studies have tried to explain why
representatives identify with a certain role, it has not been possible to make any
general conclusions regarding these relationships (Jewell 1983: 310). Further-
more, the theoretically complex system of variables that was thought to influ-

ence various role identifications, made it difficult to duplicate studies in different
institutional contexts. This made it even harder to dr.

aw solid conclusions as to
why certain role orientations are more common in some settings than in others.
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sjonism C€€ases and becomes protectionism, where the representative
ses ON maintaining his or her support rather than finding additional groups.
a certain degree, this might be a different way of saying that the role (in

jonalist terms) changes over time, from a style that is less delegate and
ce: a pattern that is recognized in other studies previously men-
time, a representative becomes more confident in his or her role
ave the same need of signals from the constituency. Further-
sentative’s leverage to choose home style

he district. A district that is perceived as

s the representative a narrower opportunity to choose his or

eneous district does. This means that different milieus
ersonal characteristics to

tioned. over

and does not h
ding to Fenno, a repre

depends on contextual aspects of t

homogeneous give
her style than a heterog
give a representative a range of opportunities for p
define their home sty le. Furthermore, Fenno argues vigorously that representa-
tion is not a one-way street. To represent is not only to act in accordance with
the will of the represented, it is also to convince, argue and justify certain
pehavior. In this sense, not only do Congressmen bring the home arena to
Washington, but also the other way around. Thus, Fenno provides a more
complex picture of representation than the delegate—trustee dichotomy implies.
These styles °...persist side by side because the set of constituent attitudes on

which each depends also exist side by side’ (1978: 161).
he strategic behavior of legislators:

Fenno also emphasizes t
He [the Congressman] differentiates among them [the represented] in terms
of their political support for him and, in some cases, their political loyalty to
him. If, therefore, we start with the Congressman’s perception of the people
he represents, there is no way that the act of representing can be separated

from the act of getting elected.
(Fenno 1978: 233)

That is, representatives act purposefully either to gather additional support or to
cultivate that already won on the home arena, and the action taken in Washing-
ton is a consequence of this goal. In this sense, Fenno’s description of the con-
stituency—representative relationship connects with a much wider and
increasingly large literature on politicians as rational agents (Ferejohn and

Fiorina 1975; Sinclair 1983; Denzau et al. 1985).

That being said, Fenno’s most important legacy is no
odological. The appendix of Home Style consists of almos
tion and justification of his strategy of participant observation.
this is probably the area in which Fenno has been criticized the most. It is costly,
both in terms of money and time, to do this kind of research and the value added
his approach is especially criticized for the lack of generaliza-
selection of respondents and the size of the sample
defense however, it should be said that he is aware
first and foremost explora-

¢ theoretical, but meth-
t fifty pages of descrip-
At the same time,

is questionable. T
bility, which is to do with the
(Kuklinski 1979). In Fenno’s
of all these problems and argues that the approach is
tory and designed to formulate hypotheses rather than to test them.
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L cOMmE increasingly prominent as a role (Norton and Wood 1993; Norton 1994).
1is was then further developed and verified by Michael Rush (2001). Pippa
analyzing British MPs, concluded that there is a significant relation-
n ‘members’ commitments to [constituency] service work and their
havior’ (1997: 46). In other words, those MPs who make this kind
of duty 2 high priority also spend more time in their constitue.ncies. Other works
comparing northern European MPs tend to conclude that legislators’ role orien-
tations do have consequences for their behavior (Esaiasson and Holmberg 1996;
d Heidar 2000). Even when the consequences are harder to deter-
d of research enables the measurement of possible gaps between
action. Dutch MPs, for example, do recognize that they care about
Jocal interests but hardly ever meet ministers to defend them (Thomassen and
Andeweg 2004), whereas there are reasons to believe that the opposite is true for
their French counterparts (Costa and Kerrouche 2009).

geveral recent — and less recent (Bogdanor 1985) — studies have focused on
the relationship between electoral systems and MPs’ views about representation.
This is a traditional question (Miller and Stokes 1963) that has reemerged on the
research agenda due to the erosion of political support (Dalton 2004) and the
growing recourse to electoral engineering (Norris 2004). However the results of
these studies are largely contradictory. McLeay and Vowles, looking at the case
of New Zealand, show that there is no substantial difference between MPs’
views on constituency representation, even when they are elected in single-
member and multi-member electoral districts. Their explanation is that expecta-
tions of acceptable legitimate behavior for an MP are ‘a product of norms and
values of the past’ (2007: 92). Other studies are more positive about the causal
link between electoral systems and legislators’ constituency focus, but they disa-
gree on what exactly is significant in the electoral system: the proportional
versus plurality system (Norton 2002), the number of MPs per constituency
(Klingemann and Wessels 2000; Heitshusen e al. 2005) or the national or local
level of the constituency (Thomassen and Esaiasson 2006). These mixed results
reveal firstly that, as elected agents, MPs do care about local interests — inde-
pendent of their electoral system. They also indicate that electoral variables are
not sufficient to explain role orientation but that the social background of the
MPs also matters (gender, ethnicity, religion, past profession).

Recently, the introduction of the principal-agent theory mixed with an inter-
active conception of representation (from below versus from above) borrowed
from Esaiasson and Holmberg (1996), has led Rudy B. Andeweg and Jacques
Thomassen (2005) to propose an original framework for characterizing the con-
stituency link that gets rid of the old trustee—delegate split. The operationaliza-
tion of this framework on Dutch MPs appears to be particularly promising, but
the difficulty labeling the new typology (‘authorization, accountability, delega-
tion and responsiveness’) in terms of roles indicates that this trend in the research
is more focused on representation than on legislative roles. Similarly, the ‘task
definition approach’ promoted by Esaiasson, which is focused on the types of
interest that MPs seek to defend, ‘says nothing about the motives underlying
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discourse and




20 M. Blomgren and O. Rozenberg

MPs’ view of their task’ (2000: 80), and is explicitly opposed to role analysis for

that reason.

Apart from the study of the constituency link, there is one particular areg j

which roles have become an interesting conceptual tool to analyze a swiftly

changing political environment, and that is in the European Union. Beginning

with the European Parliament, there is an obvious uncertainty as to what repre-

sentatives should represent: their country/government, national party, European

party, etc. The very early study by Hagger and Wing (1979) used a functionalisg
approach to analyze how Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) relate to
their work. Their conclusion was that country of origin is the most important
factor in explaining why MEPs adopt various roles. A similar point was made by
Bernhard Wessels (1999) and Richard Katz (1999) in studies conducted many
years later. Katz also emphasized the connection between role orientations and
EU attitudes: MEPs privileging legislation over party conflict are more likely to
be pro-European than others. Several empirical studies, with different research
designs (Blomgren 2003; Scully and Farrell 2003; Scully 2005), conclude that
electoral systems and other ‘national artifacts’ explain to a large extent the adop-
tion of different roles among MEPs. Other ‘agents’ in the EU, such as European
civil servants or commissioners have also been questioned, in a similar way to
the MEPs (Hooghe 2001; Trondal 2002; Checkel 2003; Egeberg 2006). One
overall conclusion of these studies is that civil servants bring their views on rep-
resentation with them when they go to EU institutions, and, some of them at
least, are molded into a more EU-oriented view over time. At the national level,
legislative roles were also used in order to analyze changes due to the interaction
with the supranational level, Wessels (2005) connects role orientations in
national parliament with MPs’ views about Europe. He concludes that national
legislators supporting the participation of national parliaments in policy-making,
rather than representative functions, were more likely to agree with strengthen-
ing the European Parliament and to oppose intergovernmentalism.

The discrete return of roles in various parts of European studies indicates how
useful the concept is for analyzing institutional change, and especially conflicts
of loyalty within multi-level systems of governance. It partly explains why
research on legislative roles has progressively reappeared on the scientific
agenda. More generally, the revival of parliamentary role research should be
understood as a result of growing interest in the relationship between institutions
and political behavior. Various theoretical schools approach the relationship
between structure and agency very differently. The neo-institutionalism inspired
by rational choice emphasizes how different institutional rules create and cir-
cumscribe different incentives for the agent (Shepsle 1989; Tsebelis 2002). The
normative neo-institutionalist approach, on the other hand, emphasizes how
institutions prescribe behavior with more or less explicit expectations (March
and Olsen 1989). Notwithstanding these important differences, these different
schools are both focused on the individual’s role within a wider set of institu-
tional mechanisms; simply put, it is the interplay between structure and agency
that is the key scientific endeavor (Peters 1999: 141). Consequently, with the
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Table 2.2 Roles and sub-roles among backbenchers at Westminster according to Searing

Career goals Emotional incentives

Sub-roles

Career goals

Roles

Checking the executive  Ideologues (5% of political Promoting abstract ideas Individuality. rectitude, hubris

Policy advocates (41% of

backbenchers)

advocates)
Generalists (35%)

Influence, diversity, publicity,

Promoting solutions on

various topics
Influencing policy in certain

game
Influence, achievement, self-

Specialists (60%)

importance

sectors

Becoming senior ministers

High flyers (43%)

Becoming ministers

Ministerial aspirants (25%)

} Ambition, status

}

Becoming junior ministers

Subalterns (23%)

&

personal cases
Solving collective problems

Solving constituents’

Welfare officers (715%)

Constituency members (25%) Redressing grievances

Sense of competence, sense of

duty

Local promoters (15%)

Resentment, status

Desire to enhance their status

S

Maintaining institutional Status seekers (10%)
structures

Parliament men (9%)

Vicarious importance

Watching the political

Spectators (45%)

drama
Enjoying the conviviality

Affiliation, avocation, respect

Club men (45%)

(1994).

g

Source: compilation from Searin

Note

34 backbench MPs. The percentages given in the ‘sub-roles’ column indicate the distribu-

indicate the distribution of the 3

oiven in the ‘Roles’ column

o

The percentages

ypes. Club men are divided between “Part Timers’, ‘Knights

iven intermediary t

v be inferior to one hundred g
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tion of each sub-role within a role categor

of the Shires’, and ‘Good House of Common Men’.
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At of the pelicy advocage ch a comprehensive approach raises delicate epistemological issues.
: it forces the social scientist to reveal already exiting categories rather
y . c’reating one’s own. In that sense, the added-value of social science is
ced within the motivational world. Moreover, the Durkheimian legacy
. certainly blame such an approach for not maintaining a distance from real
world. Is the division of labor as perceived by MPs the most relevant way of
g Westminster? Aren’t there other roles, hidden to the actors, which
could reveal why MPs act in such or such way?

gecondly, this approach is not exactly followed throughout the book. It
appears instead that various roles used t?y the actors (e.g. ideologue or constitu-
ency members) are mobilized alongside others labels probably created by
Searing (€.8- subaltern or status seeker). 1t is also likely that existing role labels

characteri d . »
ze the pillars of the House, nl men are less numeroyg al

Motivational roles and behavior

;Sarmg uses in-depth inter i
roles and sub-roles, and

role. Creativity, intuition

views with MPs in order to identi

of their mandate of
each MP, Searing I:;\(]jl;gs iﬁemlﬁed the repertoire of roltzpjn(;é ene.ral conceptiong used by MPs, were not kept by Searing (€.g. diplomats, inquisitors or half-
Opmion. In most cases, em ;crco]n Sequences of these roles in teiflgnf d " role to retired). It is also unclear whether the relation between a given role and its sub-
have consequences Fo} msf tcal evidence is provided that moti s ol action and i roles is in the minds of the MP or labeled by the author based on similar patterns.
that they do spend more t; e, MP_’S identified as constinen aianal rolep g Overall, the process of mapping legislative roles is inevitably subjective (and
than others. Moreover role]-r?ai'm their constituency or practicecy members declare creative). This not a negative remark, nor is it in all probability very surprising,
cant explanatory Varlai)les e INg appears to be one of the only Sftf;?re_ cross-voting put the inductive process through which the repertoire of toles is created still
Searing argues that thi garding time spent in the constituenc istically signifi- remains vague. In a way, these aspects lead one to question the connection
politicians do not always Z r::sylt shoy]d not be considered ‘taL}; loi ' petween identified roles and MPs’ behavior. Does a high correlation mean that
contrary, he uses the obseC In consistence with their self-con ological’, since the repertoire is cleverly established? Or that the categorization of individual
roles and MPs behavior. j rved connection between various CCepnons_ .On the MPs to such or such role was particularly relevant? Or eventually that roles have
motivational approach: "W: (;]rder to. demonstrate the greater rzl;ﬁguratmns of an impact on behavior? The findings of the book appear to be a set of different
many studies in which “deleoS t0u>l’d’ 0 fact, be very pleased, in the e Of‘the : elements (the repertoire of roles, the categorization of individual MPs and the
constituents’ wishes, that w D? es” did not behave like deleg;tes b ¢ Wa.ke of s consequences of the roles) that are impossible to assess and evaluate separately.
of the COnstimenc}; il s succeeded in generating preferen Y voting their Moreover, even if it is true that there is no tautology in correlating motivational
Members by tending to thei ers V_Vhose players do behave “ie muieg “,ke that roles and behavior, the tautological criticism is more relevant when roles are
g CIr constituents’ (1994: 135). ke Constituency compared with MPs’ opinions, given that they were built on MPs’ attitudes

Indigeno towards their job.
ous roles Thirdly, the ‘indigenous’ feature of the roles triggers the question of why leg-

islatures produce them and why MPs adopt them. If the roles Searing brings to
light make sense for MPs and if those roles give coherence to MPs’ attitudes and
i behavior, then roles do play 2 central function in strengthening the division of

in the minds of man e any soci . .
should be listened toya?]iit?heepom.m]avs we studied’ (?’9940:1?;]33011211;;53 rathg : t.han parliamentary labor, and eventually in producing a vision of Westminster’s
concepts and measures towa:; ofivational approach suggests th.at b e‘?- POlftlaans world. As stated by Searing: ‘Members are able to understand the performances
we will be in best position ¢ m'es, as politicians themselves ¢ ¥ Subeting of their colleagues as variations on familiar roles that help everyone make sense
(1994 14). Therefore, in ma: explain the behavior that is inhere(::lc'e Ive of them, of political life at Westminster® (1994: 33). Parliamentary actors seem to need
a given role is commdnly useg v Oft}_le book, Searing stresses thm such roles’ roles to differentiate and locate each other within the parliamentary machinery.
vance of the categorization: ¢ ]at Westminster, which would dem PL118 fabel of Roles as identifying principles do have both an individual dimension (they
tectonic backbench roles bL;ttt]e fact tl?at backbenchers recogniz:;nStrate e i express the need for self-esteem), and a collective one (they offer a specific
associated with a role within re“fses ﬂ.]elr plausibility> (1994 415) OTl}J1r four arc.hj- vision of what a legislature is). In this sense, the motivational concept of role not
co”s,’i’”e”@’ members are fre eStmms't.er' 18 also a matter of stud Fe epulation only tells us something about the representative relationship (like for the trustee/
ception of their job, and a qQuently criticized by other MPs fo thy: B AR delegate split), but also about parliaments as institutions. Parliaments are institu-
’ > SUSaqUEnge, Tl o MGG SR tions where the division of labor and the grouping of actors are not only organ-

ized through procedures and parties but also through ‘composite patterns of
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ian (with feW exceptions) has only one incentive, not a mixture of incen-
‘1984: 2. Incentives are thus seen as emotional rather than rational
“According to theses theorists, the silngle—dimensionality of ‘the‘emoti.onal
4 of politicians has to do with the p%{lr'lfulness of everyday life in politics,
- highly selective feature of political careers and with the uncertain

ders. Having attested that ‘Politics is not a cushy, comfort-

e of political lea
» occupation’, they concluded that ‘it was an emotional type of drive that
elled individuals to accept the rigors of political life’ (1984: 1, 7). The

tual-exclusivity of roles seems to be ultimately accounted for by what we

suld call 2 ‘psychologist-Darwinism’: the work is so demanding that only the

ost motivated can succeed, and the most motivated are in all likelihood sin-

le-minded politicians.
By way of concluding on Searing’s work, it can be said that the comprehen-

sive qualitative material gathered for mapping Westminster’s roles, obviously

:-makes it difficult to replicate the study elsewhere for the sake of comparison.

~ Nonetheless, in a follow-up study of British MPs, Wood and Yoon (1998) show

~ that the role orientations identified by Searing seem to be very stable. However,

* Gearing’s major contributions lie in his effort to clarify and promote the motiva-
tional approach and his attempt to develop a heuristic conceptual —and to some
extent theoretical — framework, through the rigor of his case-study. Julien
Navarro (2009) uses this framework for instance in order to study the recent
institutionalization of the European Parliament. One of the two editors of this
volume (Rozenberg 2009) also based his study of the Europeanization of the
French Parliament on Searing’s framework. These studies confirm the parochial
features of some of his results: the great variety of parliament men for example
has been produced by an institution that is several centuries old; the diversity of
ministerial aspirants is rooted in the high number of cabinet members and so
forth. Yet, these studies by Navarro and Rozenberg also indicate just how heu-
ristic Searing’s approach is, not only because of the high probability to find
policy advocates, ministerial aspirants, constituency members and parliament
men in any legislature, but also because the connections between roles, institu-
tional rules and psychological incentives appear to be — at least partially — inde-

pendent from national political cultures.

Kaare Strom’s strategic approach

In his short theoretical paper of 1997 and in an up-dated version in this volume,

Kaare Strom discusses Searing’s framework and emphases the strategic aspects
s ‘strategies for the employment of scare

of role taking. By defining roles a

resources toward specific goals® (1997: 155), he connects the literature on roles
to the more recent rational choice approach. He argues that ‘legislative roles can
be viewed as behavioral strategies conditioned by the institutional framework in

which parliamentarians operate’ (1997: 157). In accordance with the overall neo-
institutional framework (Figure 2.1), the strategic approach may be illustrated as

in Figure 2.3.
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ns, OF it could mean actions are repeated over time when playing a given

1% » W - . .

which can be associated with routine. Whether pattern, routine, or both, the
oncept appears t0 rely on the notion of repetition and

: ’ntial aspect of the ¢
sation. MPs playing roles repeat the same strategies day after day and imitate

each other

‘ jounded rationality?

the analytical consequences of these aspects appear

hand, the question of why these patterns

appear can be considered from a rational choice perspective: the systematic

feature of roles could be understood in terms of cost-saving, it being rational for
to follow a behavioral routine because roles save him or her

a given legislator
the effort of repeated calculations. For instance, an MP will save time and energy
in the sifting of her mail if she has decided to act as a constituency member. In

this case letters addressed by voters from the constituency will be systematically
answered, whereas mail from national organizations can be neglected. It would
be especially easy to delegate that task. To take another example, a newcomer
MP seeking to enter the government, will reduce learning costs if a role orienta-
tion of ministerial aspirants is at her disposal. By reproducing the behavior of
successful politicians — that is by following an existing pattern — she will
undoubtedly increase her chance of success. Thus systematic strategies enable
actors to rationalize a complicated environment characterized by constant arbi-

trations and decision making.
On the other hand, the systematic aspect of roles could also lead to the opposite
lity in the entire process. Recalling

conclusion. That is, the limitation of the rational
Max Weber (1978) we might be reminded of the difference between legitimacy
through routine and through rationality. Patterns of behavior might help an actor
escape from, or constitute a constraint from, purely strategic behavior. In other
words, roles can explain why rational MPs do not always behave rationally: because
they are embedded in routines (‘I do that because | did it") and because they tend to
reproduce patterns of behavior (‘I do that because others do it"). Even if roles are
driven by goals, interpreting them could become an end by itself, rather than the end
| goal(s). To take the above mentioned example of

being the attainment of the initia
the constituency member, the habit — and possibly the pleasure — of playing such a
ng it even when it is no longer strategic

role could lead an MP to continue interpreti

to do so. From a purely rational perspective, there is no use in supporting local con-
stituents in close-door meetings when there is no prospect of being rewarded for the
effort. Yet continuous empirical observations suggest that many constituency MPs
actually go on playing such roles in all circumstances for a simple reason: they have
the habit of doing so. The danger of over-playing a role has also been stressed in the
literature, for instance with the example of ministerial aspirants neglecting their
constituencies. Therefore, if “institutions are the “rules” that constrain “reason”’ as
written by Strem (1997: 156), one might wonder whether roles can be regarded as

institutions i.e. whether roles also constrain reason.

‘When it comes (o rationality,
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Strom meeting Searino
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nities for developing interpretations to suit individual preferences’
. 1994: 195)- This focus on the way roles are played could account for the
years. Howeyep tionality of 2 neo-institutional approach to roles. As indicated in the dis-

1 bf Strom’s approach, the systematic behavioral aspect of roles can be
od both as 2 strategic cost-saving device and as a sociological process of
| of collective norms. However, debate has yet to show to what extent

le. Strom
supports the idea of gt " s are contradictory Of complementary.
, Q

chological mOt_Pectives. Searing
= 1vations for j

Ce| o I Interpreti ;
ptualizing roles as rationa] SP eting a given ro

clusion
- discussion shows that the history of legislative role research is long and has
rge amount of research has been

jeed been somewhat bumpy. Even though a la
oted to analyzing legislative roles, the theoretical and empirical outcomes of

are . . . .
produced both by institutio his have been limited. In this chapter, We have discussed three of the major
X asons for this. The first problem is connected to the role concept as such. Roles

re concepts that need to be defined in a way that makes sense and is theoreti-
Ally and empirically coherent. A lot of effort has certainly gone in to trying to

ieve this. However, many of these concepts have turned out to be more
jmportant in academic debate than in the ‘real world’. For example, in spite of

the sound theoretical argument regarding the difference between a frustee and a
delegate, this distinction has been difficult for respondents to comprehend. The
l result boils down to 2 methodological problem: do we really know what we are
measuring when we ask representatives about these concepts? The second
problem arises (and accentuates the first) when it becomes difficult to identify a
connection between these concepts and actual behavior. That is, various con-
cepts of roles have been weak as independent variables. The third problem
explored here is that there has been a tendency for studies of roles to be limited
to single-system analyses. This generally has t0 do with the ambition to map out
the repertoire of roles in a particular legislative system, rather than connect these
roles with independent variables such as the electoral system, party system,
political culture and so forth. As a result, roles defined as dependent variables
have been inadequately analyzed. Of course, there are studies that contradict this

description, but as a general critique it still stands.
ry, this book would not need to be written. However,

5 delived If this were the end of sto
i~ growing interest and knowledge concerning the link between various institu-
tional mechanisms and political outcomes, has led to a renewed interest in legis-

lative roles. Guy Peters, looking at what unites all variants of the neo-institutional
trend, concludes that ‘Perhaps more than anything else, the individual element of

policy-making comes into play as the members of the institution interpret what
(1999: 150). What Peters is refer-

gy), could also follow

/ ') ][)()Se. I, ke
[()]e ])651 S]l"e([ '()] ll]S ]lel u 1 Wi

tive leewa g Institutional ry]
y astot Onal rules are. But withj roles only indi- L s
Playing them: “a]| h‘; way they interpret them — ﬂt Wl‘th].” each role MPps havg s the rules and values of their institutions are’
constrained thap of the backbench preference r ’lat 18 In understanding as v, cﬂe& ring to could be regarded as roles. The basic assumption in neo-institutional the-
$ usually assumed by eijth oles we have examined e as ories is that institutions influence behavior, which means that roles can be seen
ors Sketn. fesg as the product of various institutional environments. With the perspective of

his means that individuals internalize the explicit or
his standpoint, roles are

r, t s
he clearest backbench role e normative intuitionalism, t
S implicit expectations of them as representatives. From t
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seen as an individual’s understanding of what is appropriate behavior in 5 Certa
situation. From a more rational choice perspective, representatives’ y
ings of limitations or gratifications produced by various institutional s
also lead to the adoption of certain roles. The concept of roles may th
either way: to analyze legislators’ behavior in terms of either appropr
strategic calculation. This should mean that the use of the role conce
ably grow in importance because we need something that identifies
tudes among actors in specific institutional settings.

It is important to learn from history, however. Past focus on the repertoire of
roles in a single legislature may not be interesting to investigate per se. But if the
question is what kind of attitudes a specific kind of legislature produces, compareq
to other legislatures, the story becomes more interesting. This is because roles say
something about the workings of the institutions under investigation. F urthermore,
roles might be an important part of the ‘stickiness’ of institutions, because even
though institutions may change for various reasons (for example adjustments of the
electoral system), the behavior of the representatives may remain the same - g
least for a while. The reason for this is that roles are attitudes that change slowly -
and their function in institutional development might therefore be crucial. From
this perspective, roles are either products of institutions and/or links between instj-
tutions and behavior, through coherent attitudes and values. Ultimately, rather than
being interesting in and of themselves, legislative roles reveal something about
why political institutions are political institutions.
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