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INTRODUCTION

In today’s world, most countries are divided into two or more subna-
tional territorial units, with various names such as provinces, oblasts,
cantons, and prefectures. And, regardless of whether the country’s con-
stitutional structure is unitary or federal, there are ‘local,’ or non-cen-
tral, governments that correspond to and govern these units.1 While it is
almost self-evident that the segmentation of politics, or ‘political space,’
caused by the presence of these subnational units and their governments
adds immense complexity to the nature of politics in these nations, there
have been surprisingly few efforts to investigate in a systematic fashion
the workings of such segmented domestic politics and its effects on polit-
ical outcomes.

This, unfortunately, is also the case with the United States, even
though its federal system has been one of the major subjects of inquiry,
especially for political scientists.2 In this essay, I will make an attempt
to deal with this situation by proposing an analytical approach I call
‘interpolitical relations.’ This approach involves a two-dimensional
macro image of domestic politics that challenges the conventional image
of politics, which is unidimensional and dualistic in the sense I explain
below.
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The paper is divided into four sections. In the first section, I will

demonstrate the limits of the conventional image of domestic politics,

first by pointing out the conceptual confusion the image contains, and

then by reviewing how segmented domestic politics has been studied,

especially in the United States. Next, an alternative, two-dimensional

interpretation of domestic politics and an analytical framework based on

that interpretation, which I call ‘interpolitical relations,’ will be proposed

to overcome those limits. In the third section, the structure of U.S.

politics in the period between the 1830s and the 1890s, the so-called

‘Partisan era,’ is taken up and analyzed using the approach to show its

strengths. The last section concludes this paper by discussing the

prospects and challenges of the framework.

While I will rely primarily on evidence from U.S. politics throughout

the paper, it is written with application to segmented politics in general.

I. LIMITS OF THE CONVENTIONAL IMAGE OF SEGMENTED

DOMESTIC POLITICS

Well then, what is the problem with the conventional image of domes-

tic politics? To put it simply, the problem lies in the fact that scholars

have been content to grasp segmentation in domestic politics unidimen-

sionally.

It has been the widely accepted practice to discuss this issue in terms

of ‘national-local’ or ‘center-periphery’ relations, using such terms as

‘national politics’ and ‘local politics.’ Since the meanings of these terms

are usually taken for granted, studies that actually go to the effort of

defining them are rare, if not non-existent. There seems to be, however,

a serious flaw in such an understanding of domestic politics that has led

to, and in time amplified, a conceptual confusion on this subject.

Take, for instance, the term ‘local politics.’ Its meaning may seem

axiomatic at first sight, but the expression can in fact be, and has actu-

ally been, used in the following two senses: first, as ‘politics that devel-

op within a given subnational (‘local’) territorial arena,’ and second, as

‘the political process regarding subnational (‘local’) government.’ Even

though there is an empirical overlap between these two definitions, the

two cannot be identical, for the political process not only of subnation-

al government but also of national government takes place in a given

regional arena (for example, think of elections that select representatives

for the national legislature from ‘local’ districts).
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The fact is that these two meanings belong to different dimensions.

While the former deals with the spatial or territorial aspect of politics,

the latter concerns the level of government. In other words, what the for-

mer meaning has to do with is the territorial unit of the political arena;

the latter pertains to the government involved. This in itself should come

as no surprise to students of U.S. politics, since ‘[i]t is well known that

political authority in the United States has never been horizontally or

vertically integrated.’3 The trouble is that these two meanings, spatial

and governmental, each belonging to a different dimension, have so far

been unconsciously packed into each of the above two terms, ‘national’

and ‘local’ politics.

As a result of such confusion between the two dimensions, the actual

usage of these two terms has taken the following two forms. In some

cases, as one can easily imagine, these terms have been used with empha-

sis on one of the two dimensions. In other (and perhaps more) cases,

however, the two meanings, and therefore dimensions, have been com-

bined and narrowed into one, in each of the two terms. In this latter usage,

the two expressions have respectively come to mean ‘politics that devel-

op within a nationwide/subnational territorial arena that involves nation-

al/subnational government.’ What is striking (and also problematic)

about this particular set of definitions is that it is not just unidimension-

al but dualistic in the sense that it virtually divides domestic politics into

two distinct domains. The two spheres of politics, ‘national’ and ‘local,’

are here conceived as separate from each other.

The impact of such a combination of the two conceptual dimensions,

and the resulting dualistic image of politics, on the trend of research in

segmented politics cannot be overestimated. ‘National’ and ‘local’ pol-

itics have so far usually been studied separately, and this dominant

research strategy obviously has in turn further fortified the dualistic polit-

ical image. In the case of the U.S., the long-prevailing notion of ‘dual

federalism’ which assumes that federal and state government act in dis-

tinct constitutional spheres undoubtedly contributed to set the course of

research in the same way.4 Different levels of politics that deal with gov-

ernments of different levels that take place in different territorial units,

even though developing inside the same national territory, seem to have

been treated as if they have little to do with each other.

To be sure, not all research interprets domestic politics as completely

dualistic. Here, I will review three approaches developed by political sci-

entists who have dealt with the segmentation of domestic politics and
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point out their strengths and weaknesses, in order to find out what must

be done to tackle this issue in a better way.

The first approach, widely known as intergovernmental relations, or

IGR, was introduced in the United States well over a half century ago to

analyze the workings of its federal system. Those who developed this

approach were particularly interested in, and quite successful at, break-

ing through the myth of ‘dual federalism’ by demonstrating the col-

laboration between federal, state, and local governments. In a seminal

phrase, Morton Grodzins likened the structure of the American federal

system characterized by interaction and cooperation between different

levels of government to a marble cake, whereas a layer cake represents

the system based on ‘dual federalism.’ IGR has eventually come to form

a subdiscipline in political science.5

This approach, however, has certain limits when viewed from our pre-

sent concerns. As its name shows, IGR puts its analytical emphasis on

the dimension of government, and focuses especially on the activities of

executive branches of national and subnational governments. As a result,

the issues typically taken up in research are financial and/or jurisdic-

tional, and most of the players considered to be relevant are political

officeholders.6

The practitioners of IGR, in other words, have not only failed to take

up the spatial dimension of politics, but also are so far largely uninter-

ested in covering the non-public sector. It is, therefore, hardly qualified

to be an ideal tool for the analysis of the interplay between different

dimensions and levels of domestic politics at large. This is why Daniel

Elazar, a long-time leader of the study of federalism in the United States,

once lamented that ‘[the] definition of federalism commonly used by stu-

dents of government today has diminished the original meaning of the

term, to make it virtually synonymous with intergovernmental rela-

tions.’7

Peter Ordeshook recently made an attempt to overcome this problem

in a study on the viability of the contemporary Russian federal system.

In it, he points out that a model of the federal system that strictly sepa-

rates different levels of government has the tendency to assume an

‘antagonistic’ relationship between national government and federal

subjects. In its place, he proposes to bring in the notion of ‘blurring’ the

distinctions between levels of government. In arguing that the ‘integra-

tion’ of the federal system is essential in stabilizing the politics of democ-

ratized Russia, he claims that this ‘blurring’ would play a key role in

accelerating integration.8
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The important contribution of Ordeshook’s approach is that it seeks

to utilize not only formal institutions and actors but also informal ones

to achieve a more ‘integrated’ federation. Drawing from the cases of the

U.S., Germany, and Canada, he emphasizes the role of political parties

operating throughout the federation regardless of level of government.

He shows that the activity of political parties, coupled with changes in

electoral rules, such as holding elections for offices of different levels of

government on the same day, helps blur the line between different lev-

els of government.9 At the end of his study, he even makes some sug-

gestions for changes in electoral rules that would in his view facilitate

the emergence and operation of such ‘national’ political parties.

While dealing primarily with the case of Russia, Ordeshook’s work is

significant in bringing non-public sectors, in this case political parties,

into the analysis of segmented politics. His framework, however, is still

limited as a model for systematically analyzing the structure of domes-

tic politics. This is because governmental and spatial dimensions are

somehow mixed up into a single dimension, as shown in his key con-

cept, ‘integration.’ What seems especially problematic in this regard is

that his analysis, by concentrating on the ‘blurring’ of distinctions be-

tween different levels of government, effectively leaves out the spatial

dimension, even though he does not do this intentionally.

Is there an approach that squarely meets this challenge of including

the spatial dimension in analysis, then? Jim Bulpitt develops an approach

to segmented politics or, ‘the general relationship between national and

local politics’ in his book-length study on the politics of the United King-

dom. After reviewing and criticizing the existing analytical frameworks

for the subject, including IGR, he presents what he calls ‘territorial pol-

itics’ as an alternative. This is defined as ‘that arena of political activity

concerned with the relations between the central political institutions in

the capital city and those interests, communities, political organisations

and governmental bodies outside the central institutional complex, but

within the accepted boundaries of the state. . . .’10

Bulpitt’s reconfiguration of segmented politics is notable in two ways.

First, as in the case of Ordeshook, it does not leave out the non-public

sector altogether, even though it apparently gives more weight to gov-

ernmental institutions. Second, as the name of his approach shows,

Bulpitt is obviously well aware of the significance of the spatial, or ‘ter-

ritorial,’ dimension of segmented politics.

Unfortunately, however, this ‘territorial politics’ approach cannot

sufficiently serve our purpose of systematically analyzing segmented
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domestic politics. This is because even though it refers to both territory

(space) and government, they are bound together (central government

with the capital city, local government(s) with the peripheral region(s))

and effectively form a core/periphery structure, making the approach

essentially unidimensional, as was the case with Ordeshook’s work. The

fact that Bulpitt makes the assessment of the state of territorial politics

only by reference to ‘centralisation’ illustrates that this approach is basi-

cally a government-oriented one with only an occasional nod to the spa-

tial dimension of politics.11

In the end, it seems that we are left without an analytical framework

that sorts out the two dimensions of domestic politics in a satisfactory

way. One area of research on the United States in which this situation is

particularly visible is that of historical studies of politics in individual

states. While research interest in this field has steadily increased during

the last few decades, scholars who have undertaken this kind of research

seem to be at a loss when it comes to bringing politics regarding differ-

ent levels of government to terms. Lacking a systematic perspective,

many studies simply end up scrambling together two different levels of

politics, one related to the federal government and another related to the

state government, although there are several notable exceptions.12

Figure 1 presents the conventional image of segmented domestic pol-

itics. The base of each cone indicates the territorial (spatial) unit in which

the political process takes place, and its apex represents the government

that corresponds to the unit, making the interior of the cone the political

process (‘political space’) related to the government that unfolds within

the territorial unit. In this image, ‘national’ and ‘local’ politics belong to

different spheres, only inadequately bridged by IGR, because of the con-

ceptual mix-up between the two dimensions of politics, space and gov-

ernment. Other approaches, such as Ordeshook’s and Bulpitt’s, are still

one-dimensional one way or the other, even though they do have the

strength of taking up non-governmental actors. Is there a solution to this

problem?

II. TWO DIMENSIONS, TWO AUTONOMIES: INTRODUCING

INTERPOLITICAL RELATIONS

From the discussion above, it seems that there are two things that need

to be done in order to overcome the limits of the conventional image of

segmented politics. First, each of the two dimensions, those of space and
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government, that have so far been mixed up in one way or the other, must

be singled out as individual dimensions. Second, the research agenda on

segmented politics ought to be stretched out so that not just governments

but the entire political process, including non-governmental actors such

as political parties, interest groups, and ordinary citizens, can be taken

up. To accomplish these two tasks, I will develop an analytical frame-

work based on these findings.

To begin with, I will bring in a set of multi-level politics for each of

two dimensions, space and government, in order to distinguish between

them. As to the spatial dimension, domestic politics can be classified

according to the size of the territorial unit. Politics that involve the whole

nation as a single unit would hereafter be called ‘nationwide’ politics,

whereas politics that take place within a certain subnational regional unit

would be called ‘regionwide’ politics. In regard to the governmental

dimension, politics concerned with the national government would be

called ‘national-level’ politics, making politics related to subnational

government(s), ‘subnational-level’ politics.13

Consequently, the politics of a nation will be treated as a complex in

which different levels of politics in two intersecting dimensions interact

with each other. Since this framework deals with the relationships

between different dimensions and levels of politics, I will call it and its

subject, ‘interpolitical relations,’ or IPR.14 Figure 2 shows the two-
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dimensional political image of IPR. In contrast with Figure 1 that shows

the conventional, dualistic image of domestic politics, here we can see

that different levels of political process are not just closely related but in

fact overlap with each other in both of the two dimensions.

Different from the conventional image of domestic politics that tacit-

ly presupposes the separation of the political process between different

levels and dimensions, in IPR, it is nothing surprising that they are con-

nected with and affect each other. As a result, a single political phe-

nomenon will have different meanings in the two dimensions. In

addition, it would often become difficult to fix the boundary between the

different levels of political process in each political dimension. The

amendment process of the U.S. Constitution that requires both proposal

by Congress and ratification by the states is a good example. On the one

hand, by requiring action of both federal and state governments, it con-

nects state- and federal-level political processes in the governmental

dimension. On the other hand, since the ratification (or its failure) in a

state clearly has a nationwide effect, it cannot take place without more

or less being affected from outside, which results in the interaction of

nationwide and statewide political processes.
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This kind of difficulty of differentiating between multiple levels of

political process in two dimensions may lead one to conclude that IPR

is an approach of little significance. As the above example shows, how-

ever, the connection between different levels of political process is in

itself nothing unusual, and is not caused by the adoption of IPR. What

really is problematic is the fact that the connection has been more or less

unnoticed by those who study segmented politics, due to the predomi-

nance of the dualistic image of domestic politics. IPR, therefore has the

prospect of not only discerning the degree of connection between dif-

ferent levels of political process but also of analyzing its character, since

it grapples with the intricacy that is inherent, but hitherto largely ignored,

in the nature of segmented domestic politics.

In order to achieve these goals, the following two questions must be

answered so that IPR can be applied to the real world. First, what makes

one set of interpolitical relations (of a country, at a certain point in time)

different from another? In other words, how can interpolitical relations

be measured? Second, after having established the form of measurement,

we need to find out on which element of politics we should focus our

attention to determine the state of interpolitical relations.

Conventionally, the measurement most commonly used in under-

standing the state of segmented politics has been the degree of ‘central-

ization’ or, the ‘strength’ of central government, which is the degree of

concentration of political resources in terms of finance, jurisdiction, and

authority in central government. This measurement, however, is unsuit-

able for analyzing interpolitical relations, as it is not only unidimensional

but also concentrates its attention on government, leaving out the non-

public sector.

In place of ‘centralization,’ I will bring in the degree of autonomy of

a lower-level political process in relation to its higher-level counterpart

in each political dimension as the measurement of interpolitical relations.

This measurement pays attention to how much a subordinate-level polit-

ical process in each dimension develops without being influenced or

dominated by its higher-level counterpart. The reason autonomy is cho-

sen instead of integration as the measurement is that we are here inter-

ested in how (much) the institutional segmentation within a national

polity affects its political outcome, not, as in many studies that concen-

trate on public sectors, the level of penetration of the central state.

Note here that this degree of autonomy of a lower-level political

process, especially in the governmental dimension, is different from the
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relative ‘strength’ of a government. Even if its political resource is small,

political process regarding a non-central government can still be strong-

ly autonomous, at least in theory.15

If we draw two vertically intersecting axes, each corresponding to the

degree of autonomy of a subordinate-level political process in a given

dimension, we get a two-dimensional diagram. This can then be inter-

preted as a two-by-two matrix, each quadrant representing a certain type,

or pattern, of interpolitical relations (see Fig. 3). This way, we now have

four types of interpolitical relations, each corresponding to a cell of the

matrix. From here, much of the discussion will be based on this typology.

In order to find out which cell of the matrix a set of interpolitical rela-

tions belongs to, we need to focus on those elements of politics that char-

acterize interpolitical relations. While a countless number of candidates

are available, since IPR covers the entire range of politics, I will con-

centrate here on two systems that play the critical role of organizing and

maintaining modern constitutional democracy.

The first is the constitutional system organized around the national

constitution that formally defines the institutional framework of the pol-

itics of a nation. We are interested here in how the political processes of
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different governmental levels are formally connected (or, separated),

rather than the division of authority between different levels of govern-

ment, which is one of the main subjects for inquiry of IGR. Especially,

the effect of any constitutional rule that requires a combination of the

two levels of politics to generate a single outcome is worth a lot of our

attention.

How the political process actually unfolds, however, depends largely

on political actors. This is why we also need to take up the workings of

party system. Among various political actors, such as interest groups and

the governing elite, particular attention should be paid to political parties,

since they play a constitutional, or constituent function in politics in

most, if not all, modern democracies. To borrow the words of Theodore

Lowi, the political party in a democracy ‘institutionalizes, channels, and
socializes conflict over control of the regime [emphasis in the origi-

nal].’16 Also, by paying attention to the role of political parties, we can

shed light on the electoral and legislative process that has largely been

overlooked under IGR, which is primarily interested in administrative

process. What we need to find out here is how political parties bridge or

divide different levels in the two political dimensions by looking into

their organizational structures and activities. Other political actors will

be taken up as they come politically in touch with political parties.

Once having grasped the essence of the research strategy of IPR, it

might be natural to wonder how this approach is actually different from

the conventional way of comprehending segmented domestic politics,

and how constitutional and party systems form the basic structure of

interpolitical relations. And to these questions we shall now turn in the

next section.

III. THE IMAGINATION OF INTERPOLITICAL RELATIONS

—THE NINETEENTH-CENTURY U.S. AS A TEST CASE

Among the strengths of the IPR, the most notable is its capacity to

identify and analyze diverse structures of segmented domestic politics—

in other words, interpolitical relations, including those hitherto ignored

or unnoticed. In order to demonstrate this point, I will take up the half-

century period in the nineteenth-century United States often called the

‘Partisan era,’ whose politics provides us with a case of type two inter-

political relations, and show how this approach can better get hold of the

institutional features of the politics during the era.17
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But one caveat before we proceed: it is hard, if not impossible, to set

a single, universal standard for measuring the degree of autonomy we

are discussing here. The difference between the four cells mentioned

above is therefore at best a relative one, which means that the same set

of interpolitical relations may fit different parts of the matrix depending

on the set of interpolitical relations it is being compared with. With this

in mind, I will confine the comparison between different sets of inter-

political relations within U.S. political development. This treatment may

not totally solve the problem, but overall stability of the nation’s con-

stitutional and party systems should serve as basic conditions on which

we can make a reasonable comparison of autonomy of lower-level polit-

ical processes between different periods.

The reason I take up type two interpolitical relations is that of the four

types, this particular pattern is the most distant from the traditional treat-

ment(s) of segmented politics. Type two is diametrically opposite from

type four, whose characteristics clearly fit into that of the dualistic polit-

ical image, that of low autonomy of lower-level political process in the

spatial dimension and high autonomy of lower-level political process in

the governmental dimension. This particular type of interpolitical rela-

tions is also different from the other, more familiar, two types. Weak

autonomy of lower-level political process in both dimensions of politics,

the essence of type three, fits well with the traditional image of the pol-

itics of a nation with a ‘strong’ central state. Diagonally across the dia-

gram we find type one with strong autonomy of lower-level political

process in the two dimensions, whose institutional features correspond

well with the political process usually associated with confederations.

Why, then, do we look into this particular era of U.S. political devel-

opment? This is because when compared with other eras, the nineteenth-

century period fits with the characteristics of type two, and this has

something to do with the way the nation’s interpolitical relations were

structured by the constitutional and party systems. On the one hand, the

U.S. constitutional system was established and has functioned under fed-

eral principles that tend to autonomize the lower-level political process

in two dimensions. On the other hand, the U.S. party system has been

doing the exact opposite; since political parties have played a crucial part

in politics, operating throughout the U.S. at every level of government,

they have worked as the ‘solvent of federalism.’18 U.S. interpolitical rela-

tions, therefore can be understood as the outcome of the constant rival-

ry between the constitutional and the party systems.
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The American ‘Partisan era,’ during which it is thought that the nation-

wide two-party system fully developed for the first time and thrived the

most, provides us with a case of tremendous interest in this regard, espe-

cially when compared with the eras that came before and after.

U.S. interpolitical relations of the half-century period immediately fol-

lowing the American Revolution, sometimes referred to as the ‘Pre-par-

tisan era,’ is characterized by high autonomy of subordinate-level

political process in both dimensions, due to the dispersive constitution-

al system and the absence of a fully developed party system. U.S. poli-

tics of this era lacked strong institutional links, formal or informal,

between different levels in the two political dimensions. The result was

a spatial segmentation along state borders and the separation of federal-

and state-level political processes within statewide politics. This situa-

tion is well represented by the presence of a ‘dual party system’ in sev-

eral states, that is, two distinct sets of political parties (factions) each

organized to fight elections at different levels, federal and state.19

Although quasi parties were born inside the federal government

around the turn of the century, the Federalist party had practically dis-

integrated by the 1810s, without being able to infiltrate into state-level

politics. Battles between Republican factions would be the rule for the

next couple of decades. There was little political uniformity among the

states, and statewide politics were fought primarily over state-level

issues. The strong autonomy of state-level political process during this

period is aptly illustrated by the generally higher electoral turnouts for

state-level elections than their federal-level counterparts, including

Presidential elections.20 In the ‘Pre-partisan era,’ therefore, the condition

of both constitutional and party systems pointed towards type one inter-

political relations.

In contrast, the low autonomy of subordinate-level political process

in both dimensions seems to characterize the ‘Post-partisan’ era of the

twentieth century. The most notable change that affected the condition

of U.S. interpolitical relations during this period occurred in the consti-

tutional system in the direction of strengthening the federal government.

The role of the government rapidly increased in both domestic and for-

eign affairs, making the President the focal point of U.S. politics. The

President was no longer the important but nonetheless chiefly symbolic

figure of the ‘Congressional Government’ of the nineteenth century. He

was now expected to demonstrate strong leadership as both chief exec-

utive officer and leader of a major party.21
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Since the major parties were organized around federal-level issues and

connected different levels of political process in two dimensions (as was

also the case in the ‘Partisan era’), this development in the constitution-

al realm resulted in the weakening of autonomy of subordinate-level

political processes in general. Thus, U.S. interpolitical relations shifted

to the lower-left cell of the matrix, that of type three.

In the ‘Pre-partisan’ and ‘Post-partisan’ eras, the autonomy of the sub-

ordinate-level political process was either low or high in two dimensions.

If these two were the only possible patterns of interpolitical relations,

there may be not much need for two dimensions in the analysis of seg-

mented politics. Being sandwiched chronologically between these two

periods, however, the nineteenth-century period occupies a unique place

in the nation’s history, in which the tension between the full-fledged

nationwide party system and the federalist-oriented constitutional sys-

tem created a ‘compromise’ between them. The result was a set of inter-

political relations with strong autonomy in statewide politics and weak

autonomy in state-level political process, that of type two.

How were such interpolitical relations structured? The political par-

ties of the nineteenth century that emerged through conflicts in federal-

level political process linked the politics of different states of the Union

and different governmental levels by extending their organizations

throughout the nation and by fighting elections at all levels of govern-

ment. As we have seen above, such characteristics would be held over

into the twentieth century.

The nineteenth-century parties, however, were different from their

twentieth-century counterparts in an important way. Even though the

parties of this period contributed to making the state-level political

process less autonomous, the autonomy of statewide politics was large-

ly retained throughout this period, due to the high level of independence

of party organizations in each state. The ‘national’ political parties of

this era did not have central organizations, at least none strong enough

to dominate the organization in each state. Also, the leadership of

Presidents in this era was considerably weaker than that in the twentieth

century. Party leaders in each state could act on their own behalf in both

electoral and legislative processes, even in the field of federal-level pol-

itics, regardless of the behavior of their fellow partisans in other states.

As a result, the same party could and often did take different, even oppo-

site, stands on both federal- and state-level political issues in different

states.22

38 HIROSHI OKAYAMA



At the same time, not only federal-level but also many state-level elec-

tions were often fought over federal-level issues. In this era, it was noth-

ing unusual for a gubernatorial or state-legislative election campaign to

be conducted with an emphasis on federal-level issues such as the tariff

or the national banking system, even though the issues were hardly rel-

evant to the constitutional capacity of the offices in question. Members

of state legislatures were divided along party lines, which were based on

federal-level conflicts, and more often than not they behaved as parti-

sans, rather than forming groups based on preferences on state-level

issues.23 The following case of a mid-nineteenth century state-level elec-

tion depicts the nature of the interpolitical relations of this period par-

ticularly well.

It goes without saying that the Illinois state-legislative election of 1858

is one of the most notable state-level elections in American history. This

is because of the public debates involving Abraham Lincoln, future

President of the U.S., and Stephen A. Douglas, an incumbent U.S.

Senator from Illinois, that took place during the campaign. During the

course of seven debates that stretched across two months beginning in

late August, the two argued fiercely against each other over the then burn-

ing issue of slavery, especially on the question of the institution’s exten-

sion into the West. The event received nationwide attention and paved

the way for Lincoln, who proved himself to be a more than worthy oppo-

nent for Douglas, the ‘Little Giant’ of the Democratic party, to be nom-

inated as the Republican Presidential candidate in 1860.24

People with any knowledge of American political history must be

familiar with this episode, the Lincoln-Douglas debates. Not much atten-

tion has been paid, however, to the important and yet somewhat puzzling

(that is, from the perspective of the early twenty-first century) fact that

neither the two rival politicians nor the main subject of the debate seems

to have had any direct connection with the election. After all, neither of

the two politicians was a candidate for state legislator, and the state leg-

islature itself had no constitutional capacity to interfere with the affairs

in the U.S. territory. How, then, was the event related to the campaign,

and what does it tell us about the interpolitical relations of the nineteenth-

century U.S.?

The answer to this important question can be found by looking into

the constitutional and party systems of the day that set the framework of

interpolitical relations. The constitutional system tells us why the two

politicians were campaigning. Until the late nineteenth century, U.S.
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Senators were chosen not by direct elections but by state legislatures.

And in this case, the Illinois state legislators who were about to be elect-

ed were due to select a new U.S. Senator. Douglas was the incumbent

whose term was about to expire and who was fighting for reelection,

while Lincoln was the contender, who had been nominated as a candi-

date by the recently held state Republican convention.25

The constitutional arrangement only, however, cannot cover the whole

question. In order to show why the campaign was organized in such a

manner, we must also turn to the party system, since the institutional fea-

tures of the two major parties defined the style of the campaign. The

state-level electoral campaign was dominated by the question of slavery

in the territory, a federal-level issue, not just because it was a vital polit-

ical issue, but also because the two major parties were organized accord-

ing to preference on federal-level issues. At the same time, the absence

of commanding national party organizations enabled the party leaders in

each state, in this case, those of Illinois, to take any stand of their choice

on political issues, even on those at the federal-level.

This example shows that, in this so-called ‘Partisan era’ of the United

States, the political process of different levels in the governmental

dimension was highly integrated with the predominance of the federal-

level process over its state-level counterpart, while statewide politics

stayed highly autonomous at both state and federal levels. Such a com-

bination of parameters in two political dimensions obviously corre-

sponds well with that of type two of interpolitical relations.

I have already pointed out the problems of the conventional, dualistic

understanding of domestic politics. While the criticism holds true gen-

erally, it becomes particularly persuasive when it comes to this pattern

of interpolitical relations. It seems that researches based on the dualistic

image of domestic politics which have been unable to perceive this pat-

tern of interpolitical relations have missed the critical structural features

of nineteenth-century U.S. interpolitical relations.

Studies on ‘national politics,’ or, the nationwide federal-level politi-

cal process, have most of the time overlooked the fact that statewide pol-

itics of this era had strong autonomy even in the federal-level political

process. This is especially true for the studies that look into the rela-

tionship between political parties and their policy preferences. In many

instances, researchers, especially political scientists studying past poli-

tics, tend to assume that one political party held a single view on a polit-

ical issue throughout the nation, even though it did not, at least in most
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cases. The national party platform, on which they usually rely, must be

considered a compromise between fellow partisans from different states,

at best.26

Unfortunately, works on ‘state politics’ do not fully cover the inter-

political relations of the Partisan era either, for they are usually con-

ducted with interest in the statewide state-level political process.

Although many of them take up the federal-level political process direct-

ly related to the state in question along their way, they tend to overlook

the inherent tension between the two levels of political process in the

governmental dimension. Also, the piling up of case studies of individ-

ual states does not in itself lead to the comprehension of how the auton-

omy of statewide politics systemically affects the nationwide (and

federal-level) electoral and policy outcomes. This can only be achieved

with an approach that fully takes the spatial segmentation of a nation’s

politics into account.

All of this goes to show that the interpolitical relations framework has

not only the strength of untangling the threads of segmented politics by

its two-dimensional approach, but that it has the promise of generating

new models for empirical research that would further broaden our under-

standing of the subject.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, I have tried to demonstrate the limits of unidimension-

al interpretation of segmented domestic politics, and have introduced a

two-dimensional analytical framework, interpolitical relations, to re-

place it. In the process, I have emphasized the importance of including

the non-public sector within the scope of research in order to study

domestic politics at large.

While the notion of interpolitical relations should be applicable to any

polity with more than one subnational territorial unit, the conceptual

framework seems particularly promising for the analysis of U.S. poli-

tics, as was suggested in the preceding section. This is because the lower-

level political process in both of the two dimensions has maintained a

relatively high level of autonomy and also because the non-public sec-

tor has played a critical role throughout the nation’s history.27 It is not

accidental that Stephen Skowronek argues in his monumental work on

the development of modern state in the U.S. that the American state

during the first century after the Revolution was characterized by the
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‘courts and parties,’ the institutions that embody the two systems which

form the structure of interpolitical relations.28

Analytical usefulness alone, however, does not assure the success of

the approach. The framework still needs much more sophistication and

improvement. For instance, standards for comparison between different

sets of interpolitical relations, even between those of different nations,

must be developed. Also, actors of the non-public sector other than polit-

ical parties, such as interest groups, should be further incorporated into

analysis. This would be crucial if we are to apply IPR to contemporary

U.S., for it has been argued that the control by two major parties over

U.S. politics has gradually declined through the last century, especially

during its last four decades.29 It is a cost that naturally arises from ana-

lyzing segmented politics two-dimensionally, but the cost, I believe, is

well worth paying.
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