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In the age of post-neoliberal globalization, complex interdependence has resulted in the integration of many economies and the
industries within them and led to varied national and subnational political and economic responses. These forces have enabled the
rise of a new political economy that requires the contextualized comparative sector approach (CCSA). This article advances a
research agenda that contends theoretical and empirical leverage for explaining heterogeneity and assessing generalizability is gained
by taking contextualized comparisons to the sector level of analysis. The CCSA identifies the multidimensional effects of sectors,
uncovering new sites of inquiry connected to sectoral structural attributes, context-specific sectoral organization of institutions,
and social and political constructions of sectors. Sectors are thus contexts that are embedded in multilevel contexts involving state
and nonstate actors alike. Scholarship on industrial policy, technology and innovation, environmental transition, and regulation
and governance demonstrates the analytical power and theoretical value of combining contextualized comparisons and sectoral
analysis, which have been overlooked by the overly macro- or micro-level studies dominant in international and comparative
political economy. The various strategies of the approach and a stepwise discussion of a research design underscore the possibilities
for theory development and testing, adjudication of competing explanations, and case-specific discoveries.
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W
e are in the age of post-neoliberal globalization,
in which complex interdependence has resulted
in the integration of many economies, as well as

the industries within them, and has elicited varied national
and subnational political and economic responses.

International and comparative political economy scholars
distinguish the new global context as a departure from
postwar “institutionalized multilateralism” (Keohane
2020). The decentralization of production, finance, and
the internet in open markets, as well as neoliberal condi-
tionalities of privatization, austerity, and financial stabili-
zation, characterized the “golden age” of globalization. In
contrast, domestic governments and economic actors
today engage in “weaponized interdependence” (Farrell
and Newman 2019). In their economic coercion, protec-
tionism, and decoupling of economies, they inhabit a
much more complex macro-system (Blyth and Matthijs
2017; Oatley 2011; 2019; Rho and Tomz 2017). Parallel-
ling its break from the Washington Consensus, China has
strategically combined centralized and decentralized reg-
ulation in the introduction of markets, which varies by
sector (Hsueh 2011; 2022). This has given rise to a new
dependency (Stallings 2020) and a renewed focus on
domestic systems of control (Weiss and Wallace 2021).
In the context of neoliberal ascendance and open

economy politics (Frieden, Lake, and Schultz 2009; Lake
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and Powell 1999), it has become apparent that reactive
forces, which often are neither liberal economically nor
politically, have given rise to a new political economy
(NPE). Less studied in the overall literature, which has
focused on macro-structural and national-level factors, as
well as behavioral micro-foundations, are the nuanced
interconnections between domestic governments and eco-
nomic sectors uncovered by scholarship conducting inves-
tigations at the sector level. Earlier work observed sectoral
dynamics and shed light on the extent and scope of
national variation in the distinct development trajectories
and varying government–business relations of the newly
industrialized countries of East Asia, Latin America, and
the Global South (Amsden 1989; Evans 1979; 1995;
Haggard 1990; Haggard and Cheng 1987; Kohli 2004;
Wade 1990; Woo-Cumings 1991;1999). More recent
scholarship shows that the rise of neoliberalism has led
to modes of global economic integration (Cammett 2007;
Doner 2009; Hsueh 2011; Kurtz and Brooks 2008; Post
2014; Snyder 2001)—including the diverging globaliza-
tions of China (Eaton 2015; Hsueh 2011; 2022; Yasuda
2017), India (Mukherji 2014; Sinha 2016), and Russia
(Hsueh 2022;Wengle 2015) that differ greatly from those
in the Cold War era—and corresponding responses to
such multifaceted challenges (e.g., Doner, Noble, and
Ravenhill 2021; Evans and Sil 2020; Gonzalez and Snyder
2023; Kaplan 2021).
Rising to the forefront are the politics of industrial

policy, global supply chains, and trade agreements; state
and private choices andmarket governance and regulation;
sector coalitions and global production networks; and
natural resource management and environmental transi-
tions. To tackle such inquiries with empirical clarity and
analytical rigor, this article proposes a new research agenda
to study the multidimensionality of sectors and advances
the contextualized comparative sector approach (CCSA).
This approach recognizes sectoral structural attributes,
context-specific sectoral organization of institutions, and
social and political construction of sectors as important
contexts that are ripe for systematic inquiry and that are
also embedded in multilevel contexts. The CCSA lever-
ages investigation of the structural, institutional, and
value-laden dimensions of sectors through controlled
and contextualized comparisons at different levels of anal-
ysis. The multilevel contextualized sector and subsector
comparisons made possible by the approach broaden and
deepen analysis of contextual specificities, identify new
sites of inquiry at the sector level for theory development
and testing, clarify effects of other variables, and adjudicate
competing explanations.
The agenda to promote the CCSA builds on and

departs from the tradition of “bringing the state back in”
by eminent political scientists and sociologists Peter Evans,
Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol (1985).
Their seminal scholarship, which centered on the state,

sought to understand the reconstruction of Europe fol-
lowing Keynesianism in the post–World War II period,
the diverging development trajectories of the newly indus-
trialized countries of East Asia and Latin America, and
important changes brewing in the communist world in the
waning days of the Cold War and the dawn of globaliza-
tion. Today, several scholastic generations later and in a
shifting time, “bringing the sector back in” recognizes the
role of the state and the impacts, across issue areas and
regions of the world, of the multidimensionality of sectors
in the new political economy.

Studying Sectors as Contexts and as
Embedded in Multilevel Contexts
The CCSA centers sectors—whether industrial or human
and natural resources—as a basis for new theorizing to
better understand the new complex independence and
alternatives to the neoliberal paradigm. Contextualized
controlled comparisons and mid-range theorizing of a
limited range of complex political and economic interde-
pendencies unified at the sector level are particularly
critical for examining the domestic backlash and global
tensions of the new political economy (NPE). The inves-
tigation of multidimensional sectoral contexts, as detailed
in the next section, discovers and uncovers heretofore less
explored politics in the NPE when dominant perspectives
debate macro-level national and subnational geographic
characteristics or micro-level economic preferences.

Although some studies in international and compara-
tive political economy have incorporated sectors in their
research designs, dominant perspectives have privileged
national-level characteristics (Garrett 1995; Garrett and
Lange 1995; Gourevitch 1978; Katzenstein 1978; Levy
1999; 2006; Rodrik 1999; 2007; Vogel 1996; 2006;
Zysman 1994). In contrast, the political economy of
development scholarship disaggregates the national and
examines the impacts of local and regional state–business
relations, institutions, and historical legacies (e.g., Gir-
audy, Moncada, and Snyder 2019; Hurst 2009; Sinha
2005; Snyder 2001; Tsai 2002). Subnational studies have
identified bureaucratic and firm-level characteristics as key
for understanding policy outcomes and industrialization
trajectories (e.g., Ang 2016; Mertha 2008; Naseemullah
2016; Ong 2012; Post 2014). Other studies have uncov-
ered local institutional and firm-level connections to the
global economy (e.g., Tan 2021; Ye 2020; Zweig 2002).

Studying sectors as contexts that are embedded in
multilevel contexts, researchers have identified rejoinders,
which have occurred at the sector and subsector levels and
shaped firm-level interactions that intersect national pol-
itics and global economics in the aftermath of the Soviet
collapse, the Big Bang liberalization in India, and China’s
accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO; e.g.,
Doner 2009; Doner, Noble, and Ravenhill 2021; Eaton
2015; Evans and Sil 2020; González and Snyder 2023;
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Hsueh 2011; 2022; Sinha 2016; Wengle 2015; Yasuda
2017). The focused analysis of sector-level norms, values,
and ideas and of technological structures and institu-
tional arrangements in a single country and in multi-
country sectoral-level comparisons reveals the ways in
which sectoral characteristics interact and shape the role
of state and economic actors in industrial and political
development.
Representative studies, surveyed in the latter part of the

next section, show that CCSA strategies vary in the types
of inquiries solved, the strength of their internal and
external validity, and their ability to maximize the deep
contextualized knowledge offered by the approach. Com-
parative and multilevel sectoral analysis as a method, if
thoughtfully situated in existing debates and when scope
conditions are clearly delineated and claims are unambig-
uously defined, can theoretically and substantively further
our understanding of individual and collective cases
(Ahram, Köllner, and Sil 2018; 2025; Mahoney 2000;
Seawright and Gerring 2008). Comparing national and
sectoral contexts, as well as specifying where one context
ends and where another begins, empowers the analyst to
effectively define and recognize scope conditions and
bolster internal and external validity (Falleti and Lynch
2009; Locke and Thelen 1995; Slater and Ziblatt 2013).
This recognizes the contingent generalizability and there-
fore the power and limits of sectors as new sites for mid-
range theorizing (Brady and Collier 2010; Collier and
Elman 2008).
In the section “TheCCSA andComparative Capitalism,”

the multilevel comparative case research design (country,
sector, subsector, and time), as used to develop the unified
Strategic Value Framework to study newmarket governance
in Hsueh (2022), demonstrates the value of the CCSA. The
final section reiterates how the various strategies embodied in
the CCSA reinforce the value of multilevel contextualized
sectoral comparisons to develop theory, adjudicate dominate
debates, explain heterogeneity, and generate case-specific
findings. The approach also facilitates the discovery of new
inquiries and explanations grounded in recognizing the
multidimensionality of sectors. The article concludes by
showing how the CCSA offers opportunities and encourages
collaborations for combining methods to examine the struc-
tural, institutional, and value-laden dimensions of sectors in
the NPE.

Multidimensionality of Sectors and
Contextualized Comparisons
In the context of neoliberal ascendance and open economy
politics, it is through the economic sector that countries
and regions today are exposed to the global economy.
Important studies conducting sectoral analysis at the inter-
section of international and comparative political econ-
omy have relied on macroeconomic and pluralist models
of preference formation centered on material conditions,

production profile, and position in the international econ-
omy (on pluralist models see Frieden 1991; Frieden and
Rogowski 1996; Hiscox 2001; Magee 1980; and Midford
1994; for an emphasis on mediating institutions, see
Aggarwal 1985; Aggarwal, Keohane, and Yoffie 1987;
and Garrett and Lange 1995).
Dominant perspectives have also emphasized the struc-

turing effects of national domestic institutions (on the
impact of national-level domestic structures, see Garrett
1995; Garrett and Lange 1995; Gourevitch 1978; Katzen-
stein 1978; Levy 1999, 2006; Rodrik 1999, 2007; Vogel
1996, 2006; Zysman 1994; on varieties of capitalism, see
Hall and Soskice 2001; Lake 2009b; Nölke 2023; Schnei-
der 2013; Streeck and Thelen 2005; and on democratiza-
tion and economic policy, see Milner and Kubota 2005;
Milner andMurkerjee 2009). The open economy politics-
based explanations are also criticized for not recognizing
the complex macro-system that domestic governments
and economic actors inhabit (Blyth and Matthijs 2017;
Goodman and Pauly 1993; Lake 2009a; Oatley 2011,
2019; Rho and Tomz 2017; Solingen 1993).
Understudied in the overall literature is how and to

what extent context-specific sectoral characteristics
(institutions, values, identities, and norms at the sector
level) interact with sectoral structural attributes to deter-
mine political economic outcomes and how they vary by
sector. By uncovering how sectoral structural, institu-
tional, and sociopolitical characteristics shape political
economic outcomes, the CCSA shows the limits of sector
studies based on pluralist models of preference formation
that do not consider the mediating effects of context-
specific global, national, and subnational characteristics;
it also shows the limitations of those studies that focus only
on the global system or national and subnational institu-
tions without rigorously investigating sector-level charac-
teristics. The CCSA strategies discussed later in this
section reveal how contextualized investigation of different
levels of analysis centered on the industrial or human and
natural resources sector enables the development and
refinement of theory, in addition to delineating scope
conditions.

Sectors as Contexts: Structures, Institutions, and
Values, Identities, and Norms

Sectoral Structural Attributes. Sectoral structural attributes
are measured by the technological properties of sectors,
forms of industrial organization, and the global division of
labor and global value chains. The CCSA posits that the
nature of technological properties and the core competen-
cies of sectors influence the choice and efficiency of
governance structures and innovation strategies that, once
established, are predisposed to solve certain types of
technologically complex problems (Kitschelt 1991; Shafer
1994). The type of commodity chain dominant in a sector
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or the spatial and organizational nature of production in
the expanding scope of global production networks, which
incorporates capital intensity, asset specificity, and global
learning, additionally shapes how governance structures
vary (Gereffi 2001; Gereffi, Humphrey, and Sturgeon
2005; Schrank and Whitford 2009; Thun et al. 2022;
Yeung 2016).
Related key questions include the following: What are

the purposes and who are the users of services and prod-
ucts? Is the service or product also an infrastructure? Does
it operate on or plug into the infrastructure? Is the user a
consumer or enterprise/industry? Thus, complex versus
linear technology, low- versus high-asset specificity, labor
versus capital intensity, knowledge- and skill-
intensiveness, tangible versus intangible assets, and the
nature of commodity chains are salient sources of change
in this dimension of sectoral analysis. Contextualized
comparisons of sectors (such as in Doner, Noble, and
Ravenhill 2021, which is discussed later) show how the
knowledge and technological requirements of sectors are
salient in determining the ways in which the state and
private actors employ finite resources and capacity.

Sectoral Organization of Institutions. The approach also
incorporates the analysis of the relative political weight of
preexisting sectoral bureaucratic and corporate stake-
holders that comprise the sectoral organization of institu-
tions. The existing sectoral-level organization of political
economic relationships creates political interests,
embodies complex motivations and interdependencies,
and produces qualitatively different types of transactions
(Atkinson and Coleman 1989; Campbell and Lindberg
1990; Hollingsworth, Schmitter, and Streeck 1994; Kurth
1979). Specifically, existing sectoral institutions and atten-
dant political struggles for strategic control and power
within economic exchange (and not necessarily the search
for efficiency) affect the political choices of state elites who
manipulate property rights and ratify or select market
governance structures.
This organizational conception of the sectoral organi-

zation of institutions captures land, labor, and capital
endowments and their implications for sectoral gover-
nance and development (Gaddy 1996; Gregg 2015). It
also captures variation in national versus local forms of
capitalist organization from craft manufacturing and mass
production to high-tech services and manufacturing
(Crouch, Schroeder, and Voelzkow 2009). Furthermore,
the arena of actors and the transmission mechanisms that
power global value chains are the state, firms, and non-
governmental stakeholders and their standards, norms,
and conventions at the sector level (Dallas, Ponte, and
Sturgeon 2019).
Variation in state capacity and in societal mobilization

reflected in bureaucratic arrangements and relationships
with key societal actors at the sector level (whether within a

country or across countries) affects the degree and scope of
the state’s ability to intervene in the economy and to
implement industrial policy, as shown in Hsueh (2011).
Sector-specific challenges are bounded by, as well as shape,
global, national, and localized institutional arrangements.
Comparative sector analysis, as revealed in Shadlen
(2017), teases out the ways in which interest groups or
coalitional dynamics at the sector level in government
bureaucracies or in civil society structure variation in the
content and impact of policies and government–business
relations.

Social and Political Construction of Sectors. Contextualiz-
ing sectors uncovers the ideas, values, and identities that
state and nonstate economic actors hold about the signif-
icance of sectors and their effects (Hsueh 2011; 2022;
Ziegler 1997). An intersubjective understanding of the role
of sectoral structural attributes and the sectoral organiza-
tion of institutions becomes salient when noneconomic
factors at the sector level shape political action. This
understanding follows bounded rationality approaches in
economics and political science, which show that values
and perceptions structure rational decision making
(Bendor 2010; Krauss and Reich 1992; Simon 1985;
Vogel 2006; Weyland 2006).

The sociopolitical construction of sectors builds on the
understanding that objective political and economic con-
ditions are interpreted intersubjectively by state and mar-
ket actors as a function of the process of cognition, which is
influenced by historical experience, institutional context,
and local interpretation (Abdelal 2001; Herrera 2004;
2010; Katzenstein 1996; 1998). Importantly, the legacies
of extinct political orders have compound effects on
contemporary decision making (Simpser, Slater, and Wit-
tenberg 2018). The leverage of the CCSA in identifying
and testing the intersubjective assessments of “objective”
economic and political indicators of sectoral impacts is
shown in the section, “The CCSA and Comparative
Capitalism,” which explores my concept of the perceived
strategic value of sectors and interactions with sectoral
structural attributes and sectoral organization of institu-
tions. Table 1 outlines the multidimensionality of sectors
as conceptualized in this section.

Contextualized Sectors and Strategies of
Contextualized Comparisons
The focus on sectors as structures, institutions, and values
and identities embedded in global, national, and subna-
tional contexts avoids the “apolitical and ahistorical” reifi-
cation of the political economy as neutral and natural
institutions (Chaudhry 1993, 246). The focused compar-
ison of the multidimensional effects of sectors in the
approach maximizes analytical and empirical leverage,
whether in single-sector studies or multisector comparisons
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within and across countries and regions. The CCSA inves-
tigates both how industrial, human, and natural resources
sectors and subsectors operate within and respond to the
global economy and how global and domestic interests are
refracted by context-specific ideas and institutions at the
sector level.
The growing literature on the contextualized and com-

parative sector level of analysis examines the role of the
state in market governance and regulation; sector coali-
tions and policy networks; state choices and industrial
development, environmental management and transi-
tions, and industrial upgrading and technology transfers;
and natural resources and political economic impacts. The
rest of this section reviews primarily studies from 2010
onward to understand the various strategies used in the
CCSA. These studies shed light on the multidimension-
ality of sectors and the relative impacts of competing
explanations of open economy politics, global markets
and institutions, subnational geography, and regime
type. They probe and compare manufacturing to services,
labor-intensive sectors to capital-intensive emerging tech-
nologies, and extractive sectors to renewable energy.
Within-country, across-country, and transregional com-
parisons at the sector level address developed and devel-
oping democracies and autocracies in Africa, East Asia,
Eurasia, Latin America, Southeast Asia, and South Asia.
Incorporating contextualized sectoral analysis at differ-

ent levels of comparison serves different purposes, under-
scoring the causal importance of one or more dimensions
of sectoral characteristics as outlined earlier or their inter-
active or relative effects. The approach can also serve as
controls or leverage for identifying other political variables.
Single (Mukherji 2014) or analytically equivalent sector
studies (Eaton 2015) either in one country or across
countries (e.g., Evans and Sil 2020) uncover political
processes otherwise missed without disaggregation to the
industry level. In contrast, comparing different sectors
within a country (e.g., Fairfield 2015) or across countries

(includingHochstetler 2020) shows the relative impacts of
one or more dimensions of sectoral characteristics vis-à-vis
country-level factors. Furthermore, comparing disparate
sectors within a country (for example, Hsueh 2011) can
shed light on within-country sectoral variation and the
relative impacts of subnational geographical factors.
Table 2 highlights the various strategies, controls adopted,
types of problems solved, and possible generalizability of
representative studies.

Within-Country, Single-, or Analytically Equivalent Sector
Studies. Incorporating sectoral analysis in single-country
and cross-regional comparative country studies yields
contextualized controlled comparisons in a variety of ways.
Contextualized single-sector studies or the comparison of
analytically equivalent sector studies within one country
can illuminate political processes and identify contingent
factors that are otherwise obscured or muted. Such
research designs have demystified the actual extent, scope,
and domestic or global origins of the casual mechanisms of
neoliberal reform, for example. The cross-time single-
sector examination or analytically equivalent sector com-
parison supports the study’s internal validity. Process-
tracing a single sector, Rahul Mukherji (2014) examined
telecommunications policy making in India from prior
decades to identify the “tipping point” when ideas and
interests converged to introduce competition during Big
Bang liberalization. Controlling for analytically equivalent
sectors embedded in their nation-specific sectoral organi-
zation, Aseema Sinha (2016) underscored how Indian
bureaucrats are influenced by international norms in her
study of the liberalization of pharmaceuticals and textiles.
The in-depth study of one industry empowered Sus-

anneWengle (2015) to identify the centralizing role of the
state in the liberalization and privatization of Russia’s
electricity sector; her study challenged conventional wis-
dom on shock therapy reforms and weak state capacity in
the wake of the Soviet collapse. Unraveling how Russia has

Table 1
Multidimensionality of Sectors: Structures, Institutions, and Intersubjective Values

Sectoral structural attributes • Nature of technological properties and knowledge and skill require-
ments

• Nature of core competencies
• Type of commodity and value chain and domestic sector’s competitive
position

Sectoral organization of institutions
(context-specific)

• Preexisting sector-level bureaucratic and corporate stakeholders,
coalitions, state–society relations

• Land, labor, and capital endowments reflecting as factor/asset flexibility

Social and political construction of sectors
(context-specific)

• Intersubjective perceptions versus objective material circumstances
• Values, ideas, and identities concerning sectors
• Historical legacies-bounded cognitions

Source: Adapted from Hsueh (2022, 43–50).
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transformed from an importer to exporter of agriculture
and food, Wengle (2022) in a later study traced political
policies, daily cultural practices, and technological
improvements from the Bolshevik Revolution to Vladimir
Putin’s presidency. She uncovered the effects of sectoral
structural attributes and the nation-specific organization
of institutions, in addition to changes across political
regimes; her findings have informed the geopolitics of
agriculture in the post-Ukraine intervention.

Within-Country, Cross-Sector, and Subnational Geography
Studies. Comparing different sectors within a country can
tease out sectoral differences (e.g., structural sectoral attri-
butes) and other political variables, including subnational
characteristics such as the geographic-specific organization
of institutions, while controlling for national ones like
regime type. Intranational cross-sector and cross-locality
studies maximize internal validity when subnational and
sectoral findings—for example, sectoral patterns based on
the sociopolitical construction of sectors by state elites—
verify national-level arguments. Such studies maximize
external validity when sectoral and subnational-level argu-
ments are verified across sectors or regions within country
(e.g., sectoral or subnational patterns based on structural
sectoral attributes and context-specific sectoral organiza-
tion of institutions, respectively).
Among contextualized sectoral studies of market reform

in Latin America are works that leverage controlled sec-
toral comparisons to show subnational regional or firm-
level agency. Richard Snyder’s 2001 controlled compari-
son of the coffee sector across states in Mexico identified
subnational divergence in how political entrepreneurs and

societal groups created and responded to economic pol-
icies. Examining the development of infrastructural sec-
tors (water and sanitation) across municipalities in
Argentina, Alison Post (2014) controlled for national
and sectoral characteristics to underscore the role of
foreign versus domestic firms in volatile environments.
A statistical analysis of sector trends in low- and middle-
income countries validated her findings. To show how
the instrumental or structural power of business shapes
the state’s ability to pursue tax policies, Tasha Fairfield
(2015) conducted a nested comparison of tax politics in
agriculture and finance in Argentina in her cross-country
study of structural adjustment and economic liberaliza-
tion. Underlining the impacts of clientelism motivated
by electoral incentives, Veronica Herrera (2017) investi-
gated public service provision and reform in water pro-
vision across Mexico.

In my 2011 study of the Chinese political economy, the
contextualized comparison of labor-intensive, less value-
added sectors such as textiles with capital- and knowledge-
intensive, value-added sectors, including telecommunica-
tions, showed how China’s emergent regulatory state
introduced economy-wide competition after WTO acces-
sion, only to follow it with sectoral-level reregulation in a
“liberalization two-step.” The study further exposed the
match between industrial sectors and subnational- versus
national-level regulation based on the strategic value of
labor-intensive versus capital-intensive value-added sec-
tors for Chinese state imperatives. In paying close atten-
tion to the interplay between state goals and sectoral
contexts, my study unraveled the causal mechanisms
linking authoritarianism and economic liberalization in

Table 2
Sectors and Comparative Strategies: Controls, Problems Solved, and Generalizability

Contextualized
comparisons

Within- country,
single-sector, or
analytically
equivalent sector
studies

Within- country,
single- or cross-sector,
and subnational
geography studies

Cross-country,
single-, or
analytically
equivalent sector
studies

Cross-country,
within- country, and
cross-sector studies

Controls Sectoral
characteristics

Sectoral characteristics;
national
characteristics

Sectoral
characteristics

Sectoral
characteristics;
national
characteristics

Problems
solved

National
characteristics
and/or temporal
variation

Sectoral characteristics
and/or subnational
characteristics

National
characteristics

National
characteristics
and/or sectoral
characteristics

Explanatory
power

Internal validity Internal validity, external
validity

External validity Internal validity,
external validity

Representative
recent
studies

Mukherji (2014);
Eaton (2015);
Wengle (2015);
Sinha (2016);
Liu (2024)

Snyder (2001); Hsueh
(2011); Fairfield
(2015); Post (2014);
Yasuda (2017); Van
der Kamp (2023)

Saylor (2014);
Shadlen (2017);
Evans and Sil
(2020); Doner,
Noble, and
Ravenhill (2021)

Doner (2009); Hsueh
(2011); Post (2014);
Hochstetler (2020);
Hsueh (2022); Ding
(2024)
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China—at a time when conventional wisdom posited that
economic competition would lead to a great political open-
ing. In adjudicating bureaucratic fragmentation and inter-
national norms and markets arguments, I revealed the
relationship between China’s globalization strategy and
industrial policy, shedding light on state capacity, authori-
tarian resilience, and indigenous technological development.
Recent China studies also have leveraged contextual-

ized sectoral comparisons to uncover protracted state
intervention based on sectors’ political and economic
significance and the causal effects of sectoral structural,
institutional, and ideational characteristics. Comparing
state-owned enterprises in analytically equivalent strategic
sectors, Sarah Eaton (2015) shed light on the ideological
underpinnings of market reform in telecommunications
and aviation. Highlighting sectoral structural attributes,
John D. Minnich’s (2023) mixed-methods study of for-
eign technology transfers in technologically advanced
sectors showed how market structure and bargaining
power along the value chain determine clustering effects
in downstream versus intermediate products. Further-
more, using structural topical modeling that interacts
region and sector, Ling Chen (2024) highlighted the
active manipulation of institutional reforms in state-
owned enterprises by leaders and party cadres in strategic
sectors and the performative resistance by lower-level
workers in nonstrategic sectors. Lizhi Liu (2024)’s study
of the predominantly privately owned electronic com-
merce sector, which operates on top of the state-owned
telecommunications infrastructure, characterized the
dynamics of context-specific sectoral organization of insti-
tutions created by the Chinese state.
Scholars of China in the post-WTO era have conducted

within-country sector studies to shed light on the effects of
sectoral attributes versus subnational geographical charac-
teristics. Adam Segal and Eric Thun’s (2001) comparison
of the development of Chinese automobile and informa-
tion technology examined subnational governments and
how the sectors are organized. Also ascribing more causal
agency to regional institutional factors, John Yasuda
(2017) argued that geographical scale shapes the dynamics
of multilevel governance in the foodstuff sectors. Denise
van der Kamp’s (2023) quantitative analysis showed that
local bureaucracies take shortcuts in their regulatory
implementation across decentralized sectors. Scholars,
such as Douglas Fuller (2016) examining semiconductors,
Jonas Nahm (2021) on renewable energy, and Xiao Ma
(2022) and Karl Yan (2023) on high-speed rail, demon-
strated that intergovernmental relations and economic
coalitions affect variation in industrial growth and devel-
opment. Jean Hong and Wenhui Yang (2024)’s quanti-
tative study tested the effects of oil, natural gas, and coal
production on local corruption levels, finding sectoral
variation a function of local regulatory environment and
labor intensity.

Cross-Country, Single-, or Analytically Equivalent Sector
Studies. Systematic cross-national comparisons of single
or analytically equivalent sectors control for sectoral struc-
tural and/or institutional characteristics to understand
how theorized causal mechanisms shape and refract open
economy politics. These studies maximize the external
validity of the identified national patterns. Investigating
the role of the state vis-à-vis business by comparing the
textile trade in Morocco and Tunisia, Melani Cammett
(2007) showed the balance of power between them before
economic opening and that the preexisting business class
structure shapes national variation in industrial upgrading.
Examining policy making in the utilities and telecommu-
nications sectors in transitioning democracies in Latin
America, Maria Victoria Murillo (2009) revealed how
electoral competition and reformers’ partisan orientation
mediate the impacts of open economy politics in the
context of capital scarcity.
Examining national variation in responses to resource

booms, Ryan Saylor (2014) highlighted the importance
of export-oriented coalitions in the development of
commodity sectors in countries across Africa and Latin
America. Ken Shadlen (2017) characterized national
variation in coalitional dynamics among transnational
firms, domestic industry, and the state in intellectual
property rights policy making in pharmaceuticals in
Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico. In contrast, comparing
single or analytically equivalent sectors across countries
can tease out similar political effects of sectors, despite
national differences. Highlighting the structural charac-
teristics of extractive sectors, Allison Evans and Rudra Sil
(2020) showed how fixed sites, volatile prices, and
shareholder pressures led to similar labor militancy in
Kazakhstan’s oil fields and South Africa’s platinum
mines.

Cross-Country, Within-Country, and Cross-Sector Studies.
Scholars have combined contextualized controlled com-
parisons at the national and sectoral levels to distinguish
the functions of sectoral structural attributes from those of
national institutional characteristics, as well as highlight-
ing the sociopolitical construction of sectors. The multi-
level sectoral comparisons support internal validity when
country-level arguments are confirmed by within-country
sectoral findings that reflect national characteristics or
nation-specific sectoral organization of institutions. In
contrast, sector-level arguments are confirmed when the
sectoral findings match sector developments across coun-
tries. Moreover, the external validity of national-level
arguments is checked by cross-country comparisons, and
sector-level arguments can be evaluated by the findings of
sectors across countries.
A comparative study in Thailand (Doner 2009) of

textiles, sugar, and automobiles, which have different
entry barriers to upgrading, showed that national-level
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characteristics impeded development across the board in
one level of analysis. In another level of analysis, which
compared the Thai sectors to counterparts in Korea,
Brazil, and the Philippines, the study uncovered the
importance of institutional capacity and pressures on elites
to promote industrial capacities. The country-sector case
studies of telecommunications and textiles in Japan, South
Korea, and Taiwan—nested in Hsueh (2011)’s investiga-
tion of China’s strategic use of inward FDI in industrial
policy—revealed national-level variation in the context of
sectoral variation. Kathryn Hochstetler (2020)’s compar-
ative study of environmental transition in Brazil and
South Africa similarly found evidence of national-level
variation. How sector-level bureaucratic politics threaten
existing interests in solar versus wind power in these
countries emphasizes the ways in which the sectoral
organization of institutions affects the national adoption
of renewables.
In a recent study, Doner and his coauthors Gregory

Noble and John Ravenhill (2021) investigated automotive
value chain development across East and Southeast Asia by
validating the match between national institutional capac-
ities and technological requirements. Nation-specific sec-
toral organization of institutions and subsector-level
linkages to global production networks shaped national
differences in the extent and scope of automotive indus-
trialization. Examining great power transitions, Jeffrey
Ding (2024) attributed the rise of Great Britain, the
United States, and Japan in successive industrial revolu-
tions to each country’s skill and knowledge infrastruc-
ture and the structural attributes of general-purpose
technologies.
Integrating the sociopolitical construction of sectors

with the institutional and structural attributes of sectors
in a two-step unified theory, my study (Hsueh 2022)
extended the Strategic Value Framework developed in
research on China to understand the role of the state in
market coordination and the dominant property rights
arrangements in globalizing India and Russia— countries
of comparable size, federal structure, timing of market
reform, and geopolitical significance. I showed that how
economic and political elites perceive the strategic value of
sectors and subsectors shapes the “national configurations
of sectoral models.” The study’s multilevel comparative
case research design—country, sector and subsector, and
time—identified the multidimensional effects of sectors
and uncovered causal mechanisms through within- and
across-country comparisons and process-tracing of the
services and manufacturing of textiles and telecommuni-
cations from their sectoral origins. In doing so, the study
maximized internal and external validity, assessed the
relative effects of competing explanations such as regime
type and open economy politics, and informed the eco-
nomic–security nexus in market governance in emergent
new capitalisms.

The CCSA and Comparative Capitalism
As elaborated in the various strategies, the CCSA offers
opportunities for developing grounded explanations, test-
ing generalizability, and establishing boundary/scope con-
ditions. This section evaluates the multilevel comparative
case research design used in Hsueh (2022) to study the
nature and scope of sectoral variation in institutional
foundations of capitalism in late development. The cross-
regional country comparisons, within-country compara-
tive sectoral analysis, and process-tracing from industrial
origins and in the neoliberal era test the theorized national
and sectoral factors, as well as competing explanations.
The stepwise discussion of case selection and operationa-
lization of hypotheses show the approach’s utility in
developing and refining theory and concepts for general-
izability, identifying causal mechanisms, and generating
case-specific knowledge.

Puzzles and Debates
The CCSA guided my analysis of empirical puzzles and
existing debates on the institutional foundations linking
development and globalization after the onset of economic
liberalization. Economic and political retrenchment in
China in the decades after its accession to the WTO
in 2001 has paralleled other global departures from the
neoliberal model. What is the relationship between inter-
nal development and global economic integration in
developing countries? How and why do state–market
relations differ? And do these differences matter in the
post–Cold War neoliberal era of global conflict and coop-
eration? Extant studies have shownGlobal South countries
have departed from the path taken by the developmental
states of East Asia, which strictly regulated foreign direct
investment (Haggard 1990; Hsueh 2011; Johnson 1987;
Woo-Cumings 1999). They also eschewed the historical
experience of Latin American countries in a similar stage of
development (Evans 1979; 1995; Kurtz and Brooks 2008;
Schneider 2004; 2013). There, liberalization facilitated
the exploitation of physical and natural resources by
coalitions of foreign investors, the state, and local busi-
nesses.

Developing countries and their businesses today oper-
ate in the context of neoliberal policies advocated by the
Washington Consensus, the influence of economic groups
vis-à-vis the state during the rapid disintegration of the
Soviet Union, and the related dismantling of the commu-
nist state, and relatively high growth rates in China and
India. Recent studies debate state capacity and policies to
upgrade human capital and innovation and coalitional
dynamics (Doner 2009; Doner and Schneider 2016),
resource endowments (Smith 2007; Dunning 2008),
and the role of regime type (Luo and Przeworski 2019;
Przeworski et al. 2000). Varieties of capitalism perspec-
tives emphasize strategic interactions between the state,
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multinationals, and domestic firms as distinct path-
dependent units with institutional effects (see Schneider
2013 on dominant family groups vis-à-vis the state and
foreign firms). Another thread in the literature centers the
role of subnational institutional arrangements and how
they adapt and transform (Ang 2016; Ong 2012; Sinha
2005; Tan 2021; Tsai 2002).

Theory and Hypotheses
These dominant perspectives, however, pay less attention
to the constellation of path-dependent values and institu-
tions at the sector level. They are less informative about
sectoral structural conditions that are less malleable and
produce variable effects on or state agency concerning
specific sectors. Sector-level structures, institutions, and
ideas and values—negotiated by political economic elites
during significant moments in countries’ attempts at
national consolidation—have profound impacts on gov-
ernance models in today’s NPE. I developed the two-step
unified Strategic Value Framework (SVF) in China-sector
cases (Hsueh 2011) and tested it by incorporating India-
sector cases (Hsueh 2012) and Russia-sector cases (Hsueh
2022). In the first step, the SVF contends that state elite
decision makers, socialized over time with values and
identities deriving from significant phases of institution-
alization, respond to internal domestic and external pres-
sures to globalize. The resultant dominant patterns of
market governance are a function of how state elites
perceive the strategic value of sectors for social and political
stability, regime legitimacy, and external security and
geopolitics, on the one hand, and economic growth and
the development and global competitiveness of domestic
business, on the other. Objective economic and political
measures of strategic value are important, but equally
significant are how state elites intersubjectively perceive
the strategic importance of sectors during critical episodes
of national consolidation (see table 1).
Market governance structures, which I first conceptu-

alized in Hsueh (2016), comprise two related but separate
dimensions of the imperfect coordination mechanisms as
they occur in practice: (1) the level and scope of the state in
market coordination and (2) the dominant distribution of
property rights arrangements. This conceptualization
develops a taxonomy of market governance that recognizes
the role of various state and market authorities in coordi-
nationmechanisms and broadensmeasures of institutional
quality beyond de jure private property rights and credible
commitment. Thus, the perceived strategic value of a
sector shapes how the state formulates goals and methods,
who controls industrial policy, and what kinds of measures
are used. The higher the perceived strategic value of a
sector, the more likely state elites will take purposive and
deliberate action to regulate market entry, business scope,
and ownership to achieve state goals. In contrast, the lower

the perceived strategic value of a sector, the more likely the
state will relinquish its control to decentralized and non-
state actors and use incidental control to coordinate
markets and regulate market entry and business scope.
The sectoral strategic value logic thus predicts how
national level versus subnational geographical governance
varies by sector.
Beyond that, in the second step, the SVF contends that

sectoral structural attributes and nation-specific organization
of institutions of sectors are expected to have the following
impacts on how government goals associated with per-
ceived strategic value are implemented and on what kinds
of measures are used. When a service or product entails
complex technology and knowledge intensity, which
requires a large investment to learn by trial and error,
the state is more likely to exert deliberate market coordi-
nation and enhance regulatory authority (table 1). It is also
more likely to mobilize investment and coordinate indus-
trial activities to maximize domestic exposure to research
and development (R&D) when the drivers of producer-
driven commodity chains are industrial capital, when
R&D and production are core competencies, and when
main network links are investment based. These measures
and their implementation are observed in centralized
governance or regulated governance.
Conversely, for products or services comprising linear

technology, the state is more likely to exert incidental
coordination because of the lower investment required in
the incremental and programmed learning of less ambig-
uous technological structures. Likewise, the state is less
likely to mobilize investment and coordinate industrial
activities when the drivers of buyer-driven commodity
chains are commercial capital, the core competencies are
design and marketing, and main network links are trade
based. These measures and their implementation are
observed in decentralized governance or private gover-
nance.

Country and Sector Comparisons: Case Selection and
the Contextualization of Hypotheses
To test and operationalize the study’s hypotheses, I
selected cases at different levels of analysis (table 3). The
iterative inductive and deductive analyses evaluated the
theorized extent and scope of the interplay between gov-
ernmental and sectoral levels within globalizing political
economies. The selected cases also test alternative expla-
nations about open economy politics, resource endow-
ments, and regime type. The country cases (China, India,
and Russia) control for the similar timing of market
reform, existing industrial bases, country size and federal
structure, and geopolitical significance historically and in
the neoliberal era.
As rising powers and the world’s largest and fastest-

growing developing countries, China, India, and Russia
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introduced market competition and administrative and
corporate restructuring in the late 1980s and into the
1990s. Macro-liberalization coincided with the height of
the global neoliberal movement, the end of the Cold War,
and the transformation of socialist economic policies.
Although Russia is most often compared with countries
in post-Soviet Eurasia, and China with East Asian coun-
tries, incorporating China and Russia in the research
design controls for the combination of capitalism and
political authoritarianism, in addition to regime type.
Comparing India with the two countries and controlling
for similarities, such as scope and timing in market reform,
provide further leverage for evaluating regime type delim-
ited within the cases (Read 2021).
From there, the systematic cross-national and within-

country comparisons of the services and manufacturing of
telecommunications and textiles investigate how and to
what extent sectoral structural, institutional, and value-
laden attributes shape variation in market governance
details. The distinct industries comprise manufacturing
and service subsectors, which produce goods and services
that differ in use and purpose and are characterized by
discrete institutional arrangements, legacies, and structural
attributes at varying degrees of technological and labor
intensity. Telecommunications is a technologically
advanced and knowledge-intensive industry with new
political stakeholders, whereas textiles is a labor-intensive
and politically and developmentally established industry.
Comparing the same industries across countries controls
for sectoral characteristics, leading to an understanding of
national variation in the perceived strategic value of sec-
tors, which enhances the study’s external validity. Com-
paring sectors and subsectors within a country tests the
effects of sector- versus country-specific characteristics,

including how the extent and scope of perceived strategic
value varies by sector and the structuring effects of sectoral
organization of institutions, in addition to strengthening
internal validity.

Cross-Time Comparisons: Causal Mechanisms and
Dose Effects
Addition of temporal levels of comparison in the country
and within-country sector cases enables the identification
of causal mechanisms and approximates a natural experi-
ment to strengthen internal validity. Cross-time compar-
isons uncover how the perceived strategic value of sectors is
rooted in state elite responses to successive national epi-
sodes of internal and external pressures, thereby unraveling
the significance of periods of time or important social and
political outcomes (Pierson 2004). Longitudinal process-
tracing from sectoral origins (historically and from 1980 to
2021) facilitates the periodization of significant internal
and external pressures (table 4). Historical andmore recent
key episodes of global economic integration include the
Multifiber Agreement, General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade, and WTO accession. Economic and political
reverberations include debt and economic crises, trade
wars, and pandemics, as well as the Emergency in India
in the late 1970s, the Tiananmen Square incident in
China, and the collapse of the Soviet Union.

Importantly, starting a national-level analysis at its
sectoral origins allows past events and experiences in
history to assign scores for the extent and scope of the
perceived strategic value of sectors. This creates an “as if”
randomization of the within-country sector and subsector
cases to account for possible selection bias and increases
the internal validity of the strategic value logic. Comparing

Table 3
Multilevel Case Selection: Sectoral Characteristics and Regime Type

Regime type

Perceived
strategic value of
sectors (high)

Perceived strategic value
of sectors (low)

Sectoral structural attributes and
sectoral organization of institutions

Authoritarian China Telecoms China Textiles China Fixed-Line and Mobile Services vs.
Value-Added Services
China Apparel and Clothing vs. Technical
Textiles (high-tech, defense
applications)

Hybrid Regime Russia Telecoms Russia Textiles Russia Fixed-Line Services vs. Mobile and
Value-Added Services
Russia Apparel and Clothing vs.
Technical Textiles

Democracy India Textiles India Telecoms India Fixed-Line Services vs. Mobile and
Value-Added Services
India Apparel and Clothing (rural, small-
scale, labor-intensive) vs. Technical
Textiles

Source: Adapted from Hsueh (2022, 52–54).
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sectoral origins allows for the evaluation of the impacts of
boom–bust cycles and financial crises and reveals “dose
effects” of theorized causes (Barnes andWeller 2017). The
historical process-tracing unravels case-specific findings on
national differences in the ways in which historically
rooted values and institutions at the sector level replicate,
reinforce, and transform over time. The combined cross-
country and within-country cross-time and cross-sector
analyses implement the “parallel demonstration of theory”
and “the contrast of contexts” (Skocpol and Somers 1980,
175), in addition to concretizing mid-range theorizing
(Thelen 1999).

Cross- andWithin-Case Comparisons: Increase of Cases
and Triangulation
Using cross- and within-case national, sector, and tempo-
ral comparisons with different scores on the hypothesized
independent variables increases the number of cases under
causal examination (Goertz and Haggard 2023). In addi-
tion to enhancing the internal and external validity of the
SVF, the CCSA strategy adjudicates the relative impor-
tance of alternative explanations (Levi-Faur 2006). Relat-
edly, the different levels of comparisons generate
triangulation opportunities (Sil 2018). Table 4 distin-
guishes the levels of variation and types of cases that test
the study’s expectations and show the increase in cases in
the research design.
For example, study of the service subsectors of telecom-

munications in China shows how the authoritarian state
prioritizes and balances indigenous technological develop-
ment versus national security imperatives (see table 3).
The Chinese state more strictly regulates the ownership
structure and FDI level of basic service (fixed-line and
mobile) providers that operate backbone infrastructure
with high asset specificity. In contrast, value-added service

providers with lower asset specificity and that operate on
top of wireline and wireless network infrastructure con-
nected by cellphone towers enjoy hands-off state control
until political imperatives lead to protracted corporate
governance intervention.
Examining the role of the state in market coordination

and the dominant distribution of property rights arrange-
ments in the context of the structural and organizational
attributes of telecommunications services reveals that the
Chinese government has retained state ownership of basic
infrastructure but liberalized the market entry and own-
ership of the value-added services operating on top. The
introduction of competition has enhanced knowledge and
technology transfers, but the authoritarian state is able to
control information transmission and dissemination and
manage communications infrastructure through rules and
regulations that calibrate market entry, level of invest-
ment, ownership arrangement, and business scope of
FDI across subsectors.

Multimethod Data Collection and Illustrative Findings
The study’s (Hsueh 2022) multilevel comparative case
studies harness data from (1) in-depth, semi-structured
interviews conducted between 2012 and 2021 across
sectors, subsectors, and geographical regions in China,
India, and Russia, as well as in New York City, Silicon
Valley, Taipei, and Washington, DC; and (2) published
and unpublished documentary evidence and descriptive
statistics by national and subnational governments, busi-
ness and industry associations, foreign delegations, and
international organizations collected during international
fieldwork and through archival research. Interviews with
more than 200 central state and subnational government,
industry, company, and civil society stakeholders, includ-
ing bureaucrats, executives, managers, and rank-and-file

Table 4
Comparative Case Research Design in Hsueh (2022): Cases and Levels of Analysis

Within-country comparisons: cross-sector, subsector, and cross-time comparisons

Type of cases Description of cases Number Cumulative

Sector cases Four primary sectors: telecoms services, telecoms equipment
manufacturing, textiles manufacturing, textile trade and
distribution

4 4

Subsector cases Eight secondary subsectors: telecoms basic services, telecoms
value-added services, telecoms terminal equipment, telecoms
consumer equipment, and apparel and clothing, technical
textiles, textiles internal trade, and textiles external trade

8 12

Country case One country after initial liberalization 1 13
Temporal sectoral cases From 1980 to 2020 in four primary and eight secondary sectors 12 25
Temporal country case One country before initial liberalization 1 26
Sectoral origins cases From origins in four primary and eight secondary sectors 12 38
Country total 38
Cross-country comparisons: composites
Country composite total 3 composites (38 country-sectors-time) 114
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technical and service workers, substantiate and triangulate
the qualitative and quantitative data collected for the
study.
The counterintuitive and divergent market governance

of textile subsectors in authoritarian China, democratic
India, and electoral authoritarian Russia shows the
CCSA’s theoretical and empirical leverage in comparing
countries and sectors within countries across time and
political regimes. Regime insecurities and performance-
legitimacy imperatives in China beginning in Republican
rule and continuing through the Cultural Revolution, its
Open Door Policy, and the Tiananmen Square incident
have undergirded “techno-security developmentalism,”
which shapes the country’s “bifurcated capitalism.” To
promote the development of markets, the Chinese state
dismantled the Ministry of Textiles Industry in 1993,
shortly after Deng Xiaoping’s Southern Tour and nearly
a decade before China joined the WTO in 2001. Market
coordination and property rights arrangements, however,
vary between the more centralized governance of capital-
intensive, value-added technical textiles and the decentra-
lized governance of labor-intensive, less value-added
apparel and clothing.
On the one hand, Chinese central-level science and

technology bureaucracies subsidize research and develop-
ment at the local level in technical textiles, which contrib-
utes to the national technology base and has applications for
national security. Rules and regulations governing foreign-
invested joint ventures and technology transfers in key areas
bolster the manufacturing of technical textiles, which are
used to build roads, outfit Chinese astronauts in space, and
have defense applications (Hsueh 2022, 137–47). On the
other hand, throughout the 1997 East Asian financial crisis
and the 2008 global financial crisis, decentralized gover-
nance directed investment and interpreted and improvised
state-sector reforms and central policies designed to stem
overexpansion. Such central–local linkages have not chan-
ged despite the anticorruption campaign, political central-
ization under Xi Jinping since 2013, the COVID
pandemic, and the ongoing US-China trade war.
Adding India-technical textiles to the analysis illumi-

nates sectoral strategic value, the internal and external
pressures undergirding it, and the path dependency of
the nation-specific sectoral organization of institutions.
Influenced by the political mobilization around Gandhian
swadeshi self-reliance and cotton nationalism in response
to colonial-era British mercantilism, “neoliberal self-
reliance” shapes the dominant “bifurcated liberalism” of
sectoral patterns of market governance in India. The
importance of textiles, dominated by rural, small-scale,
low-tech enterprises, in the nationalist imagination led to
the establishment of a sector-specific, federal-level Minis-
try of Textiles at independence. The Indian state so
deprioritized large-scale, high-tech producers of technical
textiles that the federal government negotiated in the

Multifiber Agreement to exclusively protect handlooms
and cotton industry products from the 1970s through the
mid-1990s (Hsueh 2022, 216).

Since Big Bang liberalization was launched by the
Bharatiya Janata Party in the early 1990s and maintained
by successive governments through the election of Nar-
endra Modi in 2014, the economy-wide introduction of
competition has combined with fiscal policies and tariff
exemptions to protect artisan handlooms and permit
highly polluting power looms. The “organized sector,”
comprised mainly of large-scale producers, has for decades
invested in the “unorganized sector” to take advantage of
such tax incentives (Hsueh 2022, 228–32). In addition to
implementing industrial-upgrading policies, a new
federal-level ministry was established to serve small-scale,
labor-intensive sectors and integrate micro, small, and
medium enterprises. This further underscores the per-
ceived strategic value and sectoral logics, regardless of
regime type and open economy politics.

The inclusion of the Russian cases shows that structural
attributes of sectors are generalizable across countries, the
nation-specific organization of industries have strong
path-dependent effects, and regime type matters. Before
the Soviet collapse, perestroika policies implemented dur-
ing the Gorbachev era in the 1980s deregulated and
decentralized nondefense textiles and other labor-intensive
and light industries that made a minimal contribution to
the national technology base and had few security appli-
cations. The production of technical textiles, situated
within the military-industrial complex, in contrast,
remained under government ownership and control until
the Soviet collapse.

Decades after privatization in the post–Cold War
period, textile manufacturing is relatively underdeveloped
in Russia and lacks national-level policy support. The
political centralization by Vladimir Putin since 1998,
however, has enhanced the perceived strategic value of
technical textiles for national security imperatives. Leading
up to and after Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014,
perceived resource scarcity and security vulnerabilities
became priority concerns under an increasingly authori-
tarian regime. Strengthened by the lobbying of regional
governments and oligarchs, import-substitution industri-
alization policies at the federal and oblast levels have
sought to develop technical textiles for defense applica-
tions (Hsueh 2022, 313–23). The sectoral strategic value
thus explains how “resource security nationalism” has
shaped the “bifurcated oligarchy” of the dominant sectoral
patterns of market governance in Russia.

Bringing the Sector Back in and Real-
World Problems
The contextualized comparative sector approach (CCSA)
is a new research agenda to study the new political
economy (NPE). The varied responses to the complex
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interdependence created by neoliberalism and the
Washington Consensus, as well as the rise of China and
return of Russia in its near abroad, necessitates mid-range
investigations of sectors and subsectors. The in-depth
study and comparison of sectors in a contextualized man-
ner embrace the call “to recognize the importance of
context, place, and time” in the name of solving real-
world problems (Gallagher 2024). Focusing on sectors as
contexts that are embedded in multilevel contexts allows
analysts to examine the dimensions of structural sectoral
attributes, sectoral institutional arrangements, and the
values, identities, and norms attached to how sectors are
perceived in the new political economy.
In addition, contextualizing sectors exposes their inter-

connectedness to global, national, firm, and individual
levels, even while disaggregating the national to study
internal state dynamics. New technological advances and
emergent, context-specific organizational structures have
shaped and reshaped the NPE. The CCSA thus provides
analytical and theoretical leverage over extant dominant
perspectives on national-level and subnational geographi-
cal trajectories and on overly structural or micro-level
studies. Finally, it departs frommainstream political econ-
omy with its focus on decontextualized large-N analysis or
micro-level behavioral economics disconnected from con-
textual circumstances.

Explanatory Power of Contextualized Sectoral
Comparisons
By systematically thinking about how to conduct contex-
tualized comparative sectoral analyses, this article centers a
powerful approach to studying the NPE that offers various
strategies for what kinds of contextualized sectoral com-
parisons might be possible, why they are useful, and how
to execute them. Emphasis on the different levels of
analysis and dimensions of sectoral characteristics returns
the political economy of development, at the inter-
section of international and comparative political econ-
omy, to the heart of contextualized comparisons. The
empirical strategies process-trace single sectors and com-
pare sectors within countries and across countries and in
regional contexts. Such strategies build checks for internal
and external validity, making generalizability possible, in
addition to understanding causal mechanisms and explain-
ing heterogeneity.
The various strategies of the CCSA thus inform issues of

scope conditions and generalizability, concerns of the
credibility revolution that question the rigor of area studies
research but that tend to result in narrow and focused
studies of a single place and a single point in time
motivated by establishing causal inference. The analytical
and empirical leverage of the approach empowers under-
standing particularity and the possibility of attaining
generalizability. Sectors have structural attributes that are

unchangeable; yet there are also context-specific sectoral
organization of institutions and social and political con-
structions of how sectors are assessed intersubjectively.
The attention to sectoral structural attributes empowers
the understanding of what might be generalizable. The
attention to history and context in analyzing sectoral
institutions and the social and political value of industries
reveals how they are shaped by what are particularities.
The approach also studies the substantive political phe-
nomena that single-country, micro-level studies may not
be able to address (Pepinsky 2019).

New Inquiries, New Discoveries
The contextualized and multilevel sectoral comparisons
provide leverage to answer new questions from energy
transitions to industrial policy and political economy of
identity. These inquires range from understanding modes
of natural resource extraction—as a function of the inter-
actions between multinational companies, subnational
governments, and local communities in Latin America
(González and Snyder 2023)—and green industrial policy
making for emerging low-carbon industries shaped by
respective domestic industries’ position in global supply
chains (Allan and Nahm 2025) to studying finance sectors
and how context-specific assumptions of the irrationality
of the investor motivate the ideational foundations of the
“East Asian regulator” (Yasuda 2023) and the ways in
which India’s strategic linkages to the global economy
reflect political networks across industries (Echeverri-Gent
and Sinha 2025). The market reform of agribusiness and
apparel subsectors in Chile and Peru reveals technocrats’
beliefs about the strategic importance of specific sectors
influenced by prior development trajectories, as well as the
power of sectoral interest groups (Hsueh and Puemape
2024). Studying the multidimensionality of sectors has
also uncovered sectoral politics in the mass nationalist
mobilization in Ukraine in opposition to economic inte-
gration with Russia in 2014 and beyond.
Contextualized sectoral investigations have also been

used to problematize China’s external relations in the
NPE. Original research identifies political versus market-
and resource-seeking motivations in the relationship
between Chinese outbound FDI and the technological
intensity of trade and regional patterns across sectors
(Frick and Hsueh 2023). The performative activities of
Chinese state-owned enterprises in high-value sectors use
China’s Belt and Road Initiative and Go Global policy to
access global markets (Leutert and Coplin 2025). Research
shows that the institutional and structural attributes of
software development affect how US-China economic
interdependence has become open sourced, rather than
decreasing (Ding 2025). Recent public opinion studies
examine the perceived strategic value of agriculture versus
semiconductors and China’s economic coercion toward
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Taiwan and effects on Taiwanese national identity
(Hsueh, Liou, and Ye 2025), and the relationship between
economic nationalism and consumer behavior in products
associated with US-China technological competition,
such as electric vehicles, versus low-tech, less value-added
apparel and clothing (Hsueh and Nappen 2025).
Various strategies of implementing CCSA and the

focused attention on the structural, institutional, and
constructivist dimensions of sectors have also proven
useful for understanding structural transformation in
advanced industrialized economies. Past scholarship on
US trade policy across industries shows that whether a
sector is characterized as high-tech and competitive shapes
the degree and type of executive response (Krauss and
Reich 1992). Steven K. Vogel’s (1996) cross-country and
within-country sectoral comparisons of Japan and the
United Kingdom (and France and the United States)
examine whether national regulatory patterns hold across
industries. Regulatory fault lines in telecommunications,
finance, and other sectors reveal protracted changes and
continuities in the Japanese model of capitalism (Vogel
2006). Differences in business models have led to the
unique global production network positions of Ireland,
Israel, and Taiwan in information communications tech-
nology (Breznitz (2007). More recent work includes how
assumed tacit allegiance granted by consumers to technol-
ogy firms in the platform economy affects their regulation
and governance (Culpepper and Thelen 2020) and how
policy makers’ educational backgrounds influence upgrad-
ing strategies that have prioritized knowledge- and skill-
intensive services and manufacturing in Spain and Korea,
respectively (Calvo 2021).

Methods Pluralism and Interdisciplinary
Synergies
The CCSA bridges the gap between qualitative and quan-
titative scholars by acknowledging the importance of
deeply grounded historical and cultural knowledge of the
places and locales in which sectoral structures, sectoral
organization of institutions, and political and social con-
structions of sectors reside. It uses qualitative and quanti-
tative methods either separately or together to examine
sectoral dimensions. Cross-country, cross-region, and
cross-sector investigations can be time consuming and
labor intensive but are feasible with collaborative work
and institutional investments in the in-depth and multi-
disciplinary study of places, cultures, and languages that
has been long embraced by traditional area studies.
Gaining in-depth knowledge of the functioning of

sectoral institutions and an understanding of the structure
and basis of competition across complex industries,
whether intranational or across countries and world
regions, may require archival research of primary docu-
ments, in-depth semi-structured interviews, or the sha-
dowing of key political and economic actors from the

highest echelons to the shop floor (Bussell 2020). Quan-
titative or experimental studies or combined methods at
the firm or individual level—if they are attuned to con-
textual and interdisciplinary knowledge about people and
places—can assess how sectoral structural attributes, insti-
tutions, and strategic value are changing or being perceived
by economic and political actors. The CCSA’s cross-
national and within-country sectoral comparisons are
compatible with coordinated field experiments, such as
those led by Thad Dunning and colleagues (2019), that
assess contextual particularities for internal validity and
external validity.

Interdisciplinary, multimethod collaborations to
understand the social and political construction of sectors
have proven fruitful. They include the contextualized
analysis of conjoint experiments and open-ended survey
responses, which reveals “a contested moral field” of
advocacy frames and corporate assurances that legitimatize
state intervention in global supply chains across sectors on
issues concerning labor exploitation and environmental
damage (Amengual and Bartley 2021). The CCSA can
also solve real-world NPE questions when used by city
planners, environmental economists, and energy scientists
in leveraging the industrial sector to study how planning
models and the role of global finance, increasingly influ-
enced by Chinese capital, shape the built environment in
the developing world.

Acknowledgments

I would like to thank the three anonymous reviewers;
Melissa Brookes, Angela Calvo, Eileen Doherty-Sil, Rich-
ard Doner, Thad Dunning, Tasha Fairfield, Kathryn
Hochstetler, Patrick Köllner, Andreas Nölke, Paul Pier-
son, Ryan Saylor, Ben Ross Schneider, Rudra Sil, Erica
Simmons, Aseema Sinha, Eric Thun, Steven Vogel, Sus-
anne Wengle, and John Yasuda; and participants in work-
shops held at the German Institute of Global and Area
Studies and UC Berkeley, panels at the annual conferences
of the American Political Science Association and Society
for the Advancement of Socio-Economics, and a Com-
parative Politics Colloquium of the UC Berkeley Political
Science department, for their valuable comments on
previous versions of this article.

References
Abdelal, Rawi. 2001. National Purpose in the World

Economy: Post-Soviet States in Comparative Perspective.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Aggarwal, Vinod K. 1985. Liberal Protectionism: The
International Politics of Organized Textile Trade.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Aggarwal, Vinod K., Robert B. Keohane, and David O.
Yoffie. 1987. “The Dynamics of Negotiated

14 Perspectives on Politics

Reflection | Bringing the Sector Back In and the New Political Economy

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989


Protectionism.” American Political Science Review 81
(2): 345–366.

Ahram, Ariel, Patrick Köllner, and Rudra Sil, eds. 2018.
Comparative Area Studies: Methodological Rationales and
Cross-Regional Applications. New York: Oxford
University Press.

——. 2025. Advancing Comparative Area Studies:
Analytical Heterogeneity and Organizational Challenges.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Allan, Bentley and Jonas Nahm. 2025. “Strategies of
Green Industrial Policy: How States Position Firms in
Global Supply Chains.” American Political Science
Review 119 (1): 420–34.

Amengual, Matthew, and Tim Bartley. 2021. “Global
Markets, Corporate Assurances, and the Legitimacy of
State Intervention: Perceptions of Distant Labor and
Environmental Problems.” American Sociological
Review 87 (3): 383–414.

Amsden, Alice. 1989. Asia’s Next Giant: South Korea and
Late Industrialization. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Ang, Yuen Yuen. 2016. How China Escaped the Poverty
Trap. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Atkinson, Michael M., and William D. Coleman. 1989.
“Strong States and Weak States: Sectoral Policy
Networks in Advanced Capitalist Economies.” British
Journal of Political Science 19 (1): 47–67.

Barnes, Jeb, andNicholasWeller. 2017. “Case Studies and
Analytic Transparency in Causal-Oriented Mixed-
Methods Research.” PS: Political Science & Politics 50
(4): 1019–22.

Bendor, Jonathan. 2010. Bounded Rationality and Politics.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Blyth, Mark, and Matthias Mattijis. 2017. “Black Swans,
Lame Ducks, and the Mystery of IPE’s Missing
Macroeconomy.” Review of International Political
Economy 24 (2): 203–31.

Brady, Henry E. and David Collier. 2010. Rethinking
Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards.
Plymouth, UK: Rowman & Littlefield.

Breznitz, Dan. 2007. Innovation and the State: Political
Choice and Strategies for Growth in Israel, Taiwan, and
Ireland. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Bussell, Jennifer. 2020. “Shadowing as a Tool for Studying
Political Elites.” Political Analysis 28 (4): 469–86.

Calvo, Angela. 2021. State-Firm Coordination and
Upgrading: Reaching the Efficiency Frontier in Skill-,
Capital-, and Knowledge-Intensive Industries in Spain
and South Korea. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cammett, Melani. 2007. Globalization and Business
Politics in Arab North Africa: A Comparative Perspective.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Campbell, John L., and Leon N. Lindberg. 1990.
“Property Rights and the Organization of Economic

Activity by the State.” American Sociological Review 55
(5): 634–47.

Chaudhry, Kiren. 1993. “The Myths of the Market and
the Common History of Late Developers.” Politics &
Society 21 (3): 245–74.

Chen, Ling. 2024. “Institutional Rebound: Why
Reforming China’s State-Owned Enterprises Is so
Difficult.”Comparative Political Studies 56 (2): 173–95.

Collier, David, and Colin Elman. 2008. “Qualitative and
Multimethod Research: Organizations, Publication,
and Reflections on Integration.” InOxford Handbook of
Political Methodology, eds. Janet M. Box-Steffensmeier,
Henry E. Brady, and David Collier, 779–95. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Crouch, Colin, Martin Schroeder, andHelmut Voelzkow.
2009. “Regional and Sectoral Varieties of Capitalism.”
Economy and Society 38 (4): 654–78.

Culpepper, Pepper D., and Kathleen Thelen. 2020. “Are
We All Amazon Primed? Consumers and the Politics of
Platform Power.” Comparative Political Studies 53 (2):
288–318

Dallas, Mark, Stefano Ponte, and Timothy J. Sturgeon.
2019. “Power in Global Value Chains.” Review in
International Political Economy 26 (4): 666–94.

Ding, Jeffrey. 2024. Technology and the Rise of Great
Powers: How Diffusion Shapes Economic Competition.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

——. 2025. “U.S.-China Economic Interdependence
Hasn’t Declined—It Has Open-Sourced!” Paper
presented at the “Bringing the Sector Back In:
Multidimensionality of Sectors in the New Political
Economy” workshop, University of California,
Berkeley.

Doner, Richard. 2009. The Politics of Uneven
Development: Thailand’s Economic Growth in
Comparative Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Doner, Richard, Gregory Noble, and John Ravenhill.
2021. The Political Economy of Automobile
Industrialization in East Asia. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Doner, Richard, and Ben Ross Schneider. 2016. “The
Middle-Income Trap: More Politics than Economics.”
World Politics 68 (4): 608–44.

Dunning, Thad. 2008. Crude Democracy: Natural
Resource Wealth and Political Regimes. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Dunning, Thad, Guy Grossman, Macartan Humphreys,
Susan D. Hyde, Craig McIntosh, and Gareth Nellis,
eds. 2019. Information, Accountability, and
Cumulative Learning: Lessons from Metaketa I.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Eaton, Sarah. 2015. The Advance of the State in
Contemporary China: State–Market Relations in

15

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989


the Reform Era. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Echeverri-Gent, John, and Aseema Sinha. 2025.
“Analyzing the Diversity of a Large Emerging Market:
Sectoral Politics in India’s Multi-Level Political
Economy.” Studies in Comparative International
Development. DOI:10.1007/s12116-025-09464-4.

Evans, Allison and Rudra Sil. 2020. “The Dynamics of
Labor Militancy in the Extractive Sector: Kazakhstan’s
Oilfields and South Africa’s Platinum Mines in
Comparative Perspective.”Comparative Political Studies
53 (6): 992–1024.

Evans, Peter B. 1979. Dependent Development: The
Alliance of Multinational, State, and Local Capital in
Brazil. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

——. 1995. Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial
Transformation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Evans, Peter, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol,
eds. 1985. Bringing the State Back In. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Fairfield, Tasha. 2015. Private Wealth and Public Revenue
in Latin America: Business Power and Tax Politics.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Falleti, Tulia G., and Julia F. Lynch. 2009. “Context and
Causal Mechanisms in Political Analysis.” Comparative
Political Studies 42 (9): 1143–66.

Farrell, Henry, and Abraham Newman. 2019.
“Weaponized Interdependence: How Global
Economic Networks Shape State Coercion.”
International Security 44 (1): 42–79.

Frieden, Jeffry. 1991. “Invested Interests: The Politics of
National Economic Policies in a World of Global
Finance.” International Organization 45 (4): 425–51.

Frieden, Jeffry, David A. Lake, and Kenneth A. Schultz.
2009. World Politics: Interests, Interactions, and
Institutions. New York: W. W. Norton.

Frieden, Jeffry, and Ronald Rogowski. 1996. “The Impact
of International Economy on Domestic Politics: An
Analytical Overview.” In Internationalization and
Domestic Politics, eds. Robert Keohane and Helen
Milner, 25–47. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Frick, James, and Roselyn Hsueh. 2023. “Outward
Foreign Direct Investment: A Chinese Foreign Policy
Tool.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Los Angeles.

Fuller, Douglas. 2016. Paper Tigers, Hidden Dragons:
Firms and the Political Economy. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Gaddy, Clifford. 1996. The Price of the Past: Russia’s
Struggle with the Legacy of a Militarized Economy.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Gallagher, Mary. 2024. “Area Studies 2.0: Embracing and
Explaining Heterogeneity to Help Solve Real-World
Problems.” APSA Comparative Politics
Section Newsletter, June 2024.

Garrett, Geoffrey. 1995. “Capital Mobility Trade and the
Domestic Politics of Economic Policy.” International
Organization 49 (4): 657–87.

Garrett, Geoffrey, and Peter Lange. 1995.
“Internationalization, Institutions, and Political
Change.” International Organization 49 (4): 627–55.

Gereffi, Gary. 2001. “Shifting Governance Structures in
Global Commodity Chains.” American Behavioral
Scientist 44 (10): 1616–36.

Gereffi, Gary, John Humphrey, and Timothy J. Sturgeon.
2005. “The Governance of Global Value Chains.”
Review of International Political Economy 12 (1):
78–104.

Giraudy, Agustina, Eduardo Moncada, and Richard
Snyder, eds. 2019. Inside Countries: Subnational
Research in Comparative Politics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Goertz, Gary, and Stephan Haggard. 2023. “Large-N
Qualitative Analysis (LNQA): Causal Generalization in
Case Study and Multimethod Research.” Perspective on
Politics 21 (4): 1221–39.

González, Lucas, and Richard Snyder. 2023. “Modes of
Extraction in Latin America’s Lithium Triangle:
Explaining Negotiated, Unnegotiated, and Aborted
Mining Projects.” Latin American Politics and Society 65
(1): 47–73.

Goodman, John B., and Louis W. Pauly. 1993. “The
Obsolescence of Capital Controls? Economic
Management in an Age of Global Markets.” World
Politics 46 (1): 50–82.

Gourevitch, Peter. 1978. “The Second Image Reversed:
The International Sources of Domestic Politics.”
International Organization 32 (4): 881–912.

Gregg, Amanda Grace. 2015. “Factory Productivity,
Firm Organization, and Corporation Reform in the
Russian Empire, 1894–1908.” PhD diss., Yale
University.

Haggard, Stephan. 1990. Pathways from the Periphery:
Politics of Growth in the Newly Industrializing Countries.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Haggard, Stephan, and Tun-jen Cheng. 1987. “State and
Foreign Capital in the East Asian NICs.” In The
Political Economy of the New Asian Industrialism,
ed. Frederic Deyo, 84–135. Ithaca: Cornell University
Press.

Hall, Peter, and David Soskice. 2001. Varieties of
Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of
Comparative Advantage. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

16 Perspectives on Politics

Reflection | Bringing the Sector Back In and the New Political Economy

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12116-025-09464-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989


Herrera, Veronica. 2017. Water and Politics: Clientelism
and Reform in Urban Mexico. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press.

Herrera, Yoshiko M. 2004. Imagined Economies: The
Sources of Russian Regionalism. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

——. 2010. “Imagined Economies: Constructivist
Political Economy, Nationalism, and Economic-Based
Sovereignty Movements in Russia.” In Constructing the
International Economy, eds. Rawi Abdelal, Mark Blyth,
and Craig Parsons, 114–33. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Hiscox, Michael J. 2001. “Inter-Industry Factor Mobility
and the Politics of Trade.” International Organization
55 (1): 1–46.

Hochstetler, Kathryn. 2020. Political Economies of
Energy Transition: Wind and Solar Power in Brazil and
South Africa. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hollingsworth, J. Rogers, Philippe C. Schmitter, and
Wolfgang Streeck. 1994. Governing Capitalist
Economies: Performance and Control of Economic Sectors.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Hong, Ji Yeon, and Wenhui Yang. 2024. “How Natural
Resources Affect Corruption in China.” World
Development 175 (7): 106471.

Hsueh, Roselyn. 2011. China’s Regulatory State: A New
Strategy for Globalization. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

——. 2012. “China and India in the Age of Globalization:
Sectoral Variation in Postliberalization Reregulation.”
Comparative Political Studies 45 (1): 32–61.

——. 2016. “State Capitalism, Chinese-Style: Strategic
Value of Sectors, Sectoral Characteristics, and
Globalization.” Governance 29 (1): 85–102.

——. 2022.Micro-Institutional Foundations of Capitalism:
Sectoral Pathways to Globalization in China, India, and
Russia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hsueh, Roselyn, Ryan Liou, and Huei-Jyun Ye. 2025.
“Rationale of Seeming Irrationality: Sectoral Responses
to Chinese Economic Coercion.” Paper accepted for
presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American
Political Science Association, Vancouver.

Hsueh, Roselyn. and Wesley Nappen. 2025. “How
Economic Nationalism Impacts Consumption of
China-Made Goods across Sectors.” Paper accepted for
presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American
Political Science Association, Vancouver.

Hsueh, Roselyn, and Felix Puemape. 2024. “Technocratic
Mindsets and Sectoral Strategic Value in Peru and
Chile’s Market Reform.” Paper presented at the Annual
Convention of the International Studies Association,
San Francisco.

Hurst, William. 2009. The Chinese Worker after Socialism.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Johnson, Chalmers. 1987. “Political Institutions and
Economic Performance: The Government–Business
Relationship in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.” In
The Political Economy of the New East Asian
Industrialization, ed. Frederic C. Deyo, 136–64. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press.

Kaplan, Stephen. 2021. Globalizing Patient Capital: The
Political Economy of Chinese Finance in the Americas.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Katzenstein, Peter. 1978. Between Power and Plenty:
Foreign Economic Policies of Advanced Industrialized
States. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

——. 1996. The Culture of National Security: Norms and
Identity in World Politics. New York: Columbia
University Press.

——. 1998. Cultural Norms and National Security: Police
and Military in Postwar Japan. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Keohane, Robert. 2020. “Understanding Multilateral
Institutions in Easy andHard Times.” Annual Review of
Political Science 23 (1): 1–18.

Kitschelt, Herbert. 1991. “Industrial Governance
Structures, Innovation Strategies, and the Case of
Japan: Sectoral or Cross-National Comparative
Analysis?” International Organization 45 (4): 453–93.

Kohli, Atul. 2004. State-Directed Development: Political
Power and Industrialization in the Global Periphery.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Krauss, Ellis, and Simon Reich. 1992. “Ideology, Interests,
and the American Executive: Toward a Theory of
Foreign Competition and Manufacturing Trade
Policy.” International Organization 46 (4): 857–97.

Kurth, James. 1979. “The Political Consequences of the
Product Cycle.” International Organization 33 (1):
1–34.

Kurtz, Marcus, and Sarah Brooks. 2008. “Embedding
Neoliberal Reform in Latin America.”World Politics 60
(2): 231–80.

Lake, David A. 2009a. “Open Economy Politics: A
Critical Review.” Review of International Organizations
4 (3): 219–44.

——. 2009b. Hierarchy in International Relations. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press.

Lake, David A., and Robert Powell, eds. 1999. Strategic
Choice and International Relations. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Leutert, Wendy, and Abigail Coplin. 2025. “Performing
Participation: Rethinking China’s Belt and Road
Initiative from a Firm-Level Perspective.” Paper
presented at the Annual Convention of the International
Studies Association, Chicago.

Levi-Faur, David. 2006. “Varieties of Regulatory
Capitalism: Getting the Most of the Comparative
Method.” Governance 19 (3): 367–82.

17

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989


Levy, Jonah. 1999. Tocqueville’s Revenge: State, Society,
and Economy in Contemporary France. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

——. 2006. The State after Statism: New State Activities in
the Age of Liberalization. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Liu, Lizhi. 2024. From Click to Boom: The Political
Economy of E-Commerce in China. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Locke, Richard, and Kathleen Thelen. 1995. “Apples and
Oranges: Contextualized Comparisons and the Study
of Comparative Labor Politics.” Politics & Society 23
(3): 337–67.

Luo, Zhaotian, and Adam Przeworski. 2019. “Why Are
the Fastest Growing Economies Autocracies?” Journal of
Politics 81 (2): 663–69.

Ma, Xiao. 2022. Localized Bargaining: The Political
Economy of China’s High-Speed Railway Program.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Magee, Stephen P. 1980. International Trade. Reading,
MA: Addison-Wesley.

Mahoney, James. 2000. “Strategies of Causal Inference in
Small-N Analysis.” Sociological Methods & Research 28
(4): 387–424.

Mertha, Andrew. 2008. China’s Water Warriors: Citizen
Action and Policy Change. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Midford, Paul. 1994. “International Trade and Domestic
Politics: Improving on Rogowski’s Model of Political
Alignments.” International Organization 47 (4): 535–64.

Milner, Helen, and Keiko Kubota. 2005. “Why the Move
to Free Trade? Democracy and Trade Policy in the
Developing Countries.” International Organization 59
(1): 107–43.

Milner, Helen, and Bumba Mukherjee. 2009.
“Democratization and Economic Globalization.”
Annual Review of Political Science 12: 163–81.

Minnich, John D. 2023. “Re-Innovation Nation: The
Strategic and Political Logic of Technology Transfer
Policy in Rising China.” PhD diss., Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.

Mukherji, Rahul. 2014. Globalization and Deregulation:
Ideas, Interests, and Institutional Change in India.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Murillo, Maria Victoria. 2009. Political Competition,
Partisanship, and Policymaking in the Reform of Latin
American Public Utilities. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Nahm, Jonas. 2021. Collaborative Advantage: Forging
Green Industries in the New Global Economy. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Naseemullah, Adnan. 2016. Development after Statism:
Industrial Firms and the Political Economy of South Asia.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nölke, Andreas. 2023. Second Image IPE: Bridging the Gap
between Comparative and International Political
Economy. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Oatley, Thomas. 2011. “The Reductionist Gamble: Open
Economy Politics in the Global Economy.”
International Organization 65 (2): 311–41.

——. 2019. “Toward a Political Economy of Complex
Interdependence.” European Journal of International
Relations 25 (4): 957–78.

Ong, Lynette. 2012. Prosper or Perish: Credit and Fiscal
Systems in Rural China. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Pepinsky, Thomas B. 2019. “The Return of the Single-
Country Study.” Annual Review of Political Science 22:
187–203. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-
051017-113314.

Pierson, Paul. 2004. Politics in Time: History, Institutions,
and Social Analysis. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Post, Alison. 2014. Foreign and Domestic Investment in
Argentina: The Politics of Privatized Infrastructure.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Przeworski, Adam, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio
Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi. 2000.Democracy and
Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the
World, 1950–1990. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Read, Benjamin. 2021. “Problems and possibilities of
Comparison across Regime Types: Examples Involving
China.” In Rethinking Comparison: Innovative Methods
for Qualitative Political Inquiry, eds. Erica Simmons and
Nicholas Smith, 208–30. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Rodrik, Dani. 1999. Making Openness Work: The New
Global Economy and the Developing Countries.
Washington, DC: Overseas Development Council.

——. 2007. One Economics, Many Recipes: Globalization,
Institutions, and Economic Growth. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Rho, Sungmin, and Michael Tomz. 2017. “Why Don’t
Trade Preferences Reflect Economic Self-
Interest?” International Organization 71 (S1): S85–108.

Saylor, Ryan. 2014. State Building in Boom Times:
Commodities and Coalitions in Latin America and Africa.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Schrank, Andrew, and Josh Whitford. 2009. “Industrial
Policy in the United States: A Neo-Polanyian
Interpretation.” Politics & Society 37 (4) 521–53.

Schneider, Ben Ross. 2004. Business Politics and the State
in 20th Century Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

——. 2013. Hierarchical Capitalism in Latin America:
Business, Labor, and the Challenges of Equitable
Development. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

18 Perspectives on Politics

Reflection | Bringing the Sector Back In and the New Political Economy

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051017-113314
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051017-113314
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989


Seawright, Jason, and John Gerring. 2008. “Case
Selection Techniques in Case Study Research: A Menu
of Qualitative and Quantitative Options.” Political
Research Quarterly 61 (2): 294–308.

Segal, Adam, and Eric Thun. 2001. “Thinking Globally,
Acting Locally: Local Governments, Industrial Sectors,
and Development in China.” Politics and Society 29 (4):
557–88.

Shadlen, Kenneth. 2017. Coalitions and Compliance: The
Political Economy of Pharmaceutical Patents in Latin
America. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Shafer, Michael. 1994. Winners and Losers: How Sectors
Shape the Developmental Prospects of States. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Sil, Rudra. 2018. “Triangulating Area Studies, Not just
Methods.” In Comparative Area Studies: Methodological
Rationales and Cross-Regional Applications, eds. Ariel I.
Ahram, Patrick Köllner, and Rudra Sil, 225–46.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Simon, Herbert A. 1985. “Human Nature in Politics:
The Dialogue of Psychology within Political
Science.” American Political Science Review 79 (2):
2093–304.

Simpser, Alberto, Dan Slater, and Jason Wittenberg.
2018. “Dead but Not Gone: Contemporary Legacies of
Communism, Imperialism, and Authoritarianism.”
Annual Review of Political Science 21 (1): 419–39.

Sinha, Aseema. 2005. The Regional Roots of Developmental
Politics in India: A Divided Leviathan. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press.

——. 2016. Globalizing India: How Global Rules and
Markets Are Shaping India’s Rise to Power. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Skocpol, Theda, and Margaret Somers. 1980. “The Uses
of Comparative History in Macrosocial History.”
Comparative Studies in Society and History 22 (2):
174–97.

Slater, Dan, and Daniel Ziblatt. 2013. “The Enduring
Indispensability of the Controlled Comparison.”
Comparative Political Studies 46 (10): 1301–27.

Smith, Benjamin. 2007.Hard Times in the Lands of Plenty:
Oil Politics in Iran and Indonesia. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Snyder, Richard. 2001. Politics after Neoliberalism:
Reregulation after Mexico. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Solingen, Etel. 1993. “Macropolitical Consensus and
Lateral Autonomy in Industrial Policy: Nuclear
Industries in Brazil and Argentina.” International
Organization 47 (2): 263–98.

Stallings, Barbara. 2020. Dependency in the 21st Century.
Cambridge Elements in Politics and Society in
Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Streeck, Wolfgang, and Kathleen Thelen, eds. 2005.
Beyond Continuity: Institutional Change in Advanced
Political Economies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tan, Yeling. 2021. Disaggregating China, Inc. State
Strategies in the Liberal Economic Order. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Thelen, Kathleen. 1999. “Historical Institutionalism in
Comparative Politics.” Annual Review of Political
Science 2: 369–404.

Thun, Eric, Dara Taglioni, Timothy J. Sturgeon, and
Mark P. Dallas. 2022. “Massive Modularity:
Understanding Industry Organization in the Digital
Age—The Case of Mobile Phone Handsets.” Policy
Research Working Paper No. 10164. Washington,
DC: World Bank.

Tsai, Kellee. 2002. Back-Alley Banking: Private
Entrepreneurs in China. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Van der Kamp, Denise. 2023. Clean Air at What Cost? The
Rise of Blunt-Force Regulation in China. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Vogel, Steven K. 1996. Free Markets, More Rules:
Regulatory Reform in Advanced Industrialized Countries.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

——. 2006. Japan Remodeled: How Government and
Industry Are Reforming Japanese Capitalism. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Wade, Robert. 1990. Governing the Market: Economic
Theory and the Role of Government in East Asian
Industrialization. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Weiss, Jessica Chen, and Jeremy L. Wallace. 2021.
“Domestic Politics, China’s Rise, and the Future of the
Liberal International Order.” International
Organization 75 (2): 635–64.

Wengle, Susanne. 2015. Post-Soviet Power: State-Led
Development and Russia’s Marketization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

——. 2022. Black Earth, White Bread: A Technopolitical
History of Russian Agriculture and Food. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press.

Weyland, Kurt. 2006. Bounded Rationality and Policy
Diffusion. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Woo-Cumings, Meredith. 1991. Race to the Swift: State
and Finance in Korean Industrialization. New York:
Columbia University Press.

——. ed. 1999. The Developmental State. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Yan, Karl. 2023. “Market-Creating States: Rethinking
China’s High-Speed Rail Development.” Review of
International Political Economy 30 (4): 1220–37.

Yasuda, John. 2017.On Feeding the Masses: An Anatomy of
Regulatory Failure in China. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

19

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989


——. 2023. “Regulatory Visions and the State in E. Asia:
The Irrational Investor Problem in the Comparative
Politics of Finance.” Comparative Political Studies
56 (13): 2066–98.

Ye, Min. 2020. The Belt Road and Beyond: State-Mobilized
Globalization in China: 1998–2018. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Yeung, Henry Wai-Chung. 2016. Strategic Coupling:
East Asian Industrial Transformation in the New Global
Economy. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Ziegler, Nicholas. 1997. Governing Ideas: Strategies for
Innovation in France and Germany. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Zweig, David. 2002. Internationalizing China: Domestic
Interests and Global Linkages. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Zysman, John. 1994. “How Institutions
Create Historically Rooted Trajectories of
Growth.” Industrial and Corporate Change 3 (1):
244–83.

20 Perspectives on Politics

Reflection | Bringing the Sector Back In and the New Political Economy

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592725101989

	Bringing the Sector Back In and the New Political Economy: The Contextualized Comparative Sector Approach
	Studying Sectors as Contexts and as Embedded in Multilevel Contexts
	Multidimensionality of Sectors and Contextualized Comparisons
	Sectors as Contexts: Structures, Institutions, and Values, Identities, and Norms
	Sectoral Structural Attributes
	Sectoral Organization of Institutions
	Social and Political Construction of Sectors

	Contextualized Sectors and Strategies of Contextualized Comparisons
	Within-Country, Single-, or Analytically Equivalent Sector Studies
	Within-Country, Cross-Sector, and Subnational Geography Studies
	Cross-Country, Single-, or Analytically Equivalent Sector Studies
	Cross-Country, Within-Country, and Cross-Sector Studies


	The CCSA and Comparative Capitalism
	Puzzles and Debates
	Theory and Hypotheses
	Country and Sector Comparisons: Case Selection and the Contextualization of Hypotheses
	Cross-Time Comparisons: Causal Mechanisms and Dose Effects
	Cross- and Within-Case Comparisons: Increase of Cases and Triangulation
	Multimethod Data Collection and Illustrative Findings

	Bringing the Sector Back in and Real-World Problems
	Explanatory Power of Contextualized Sectoral Comparisons
	New Inquiries, New Discoveries

	Methods Pluralism and Interdisciplinary Synergies
	Acknowledgments


