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Abstract

The effects or indeed impacts of ongoing globalmathave been quite
fundamental in all facets of human endeavours. Whdd has become closely
more interconnected, interdependent within the exdntof a global village.
Consequently, sovereign national borders have lpe@easingly breached with
impunity and in alarming frequencies by events ateg in very remote locations
across the world. There are now obvious constraintthe manner states have to
make and formulate their policy decisions, knowingy well that they could
almost invariably affect trends in far flung locats worldwide. Viewed then
against this backdrop, it is obvious that the bdnge that traditionally separates
domestic from foreign policies now also appear reldrincreasingly by such
intervening influences of globalization. If we thiake this position as given, there
appears to be an urgent need to rethink the bhasmrdtical props utilized over
time in analyzing government policies generallyeThtention here is to devise a
common analytical model that could be readily aggille to both domestic and
foreign policies. This paper examines criticallg $o-called ‘Kitschelt Model’ and

submits that, as an analytical frame, and underitbervening influences of
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ongoing globalization, there is a veritable basmvnto analyze almost any
government policy whether they are oriented towdids domestic or foreign

context from a central point of convergence.

Key words: globalization, foreign policy, domestic policy, myl making,
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Introduction

It is a fact that on®f the principal means by which modern regimes are
known to carry out their daily chores of national/grnance is by use of the
instruments of national policies. These cumulayivedonstitute the
perceptions, programs and master-plans of a regien&ining to how it
intends to conduct itself and the affairs of stat¢h on the domestic and
foreign plane. Thus, on the domestic scene, suograms of actions are
generally called domestic public policies. Wherealsen they relate to the
international scene, they are called a nation’sifpr policy.

However, viewed tentatively, every policy is sandie the product
of an exchange between political actors, instingiand competing strategic
interests in and outside the realm of a nationakgumental structure. And
even in most cases in the recent time, this hasl@en between national
regime actors and other interested actors activiearexternal settings. This
pertains to whether they are in the private semtan the public sector. And
with reference to a nation’s policy, the politiGdtors usually involved in
its making and implementations, actually span feomation’s executive, its
bureaucracy, and in collaboration with the domeptpulation consisting
principally of the politically mobilized public angrivate sector actors
generally. In any case, the array of actors peechitb play roles in that
process, could also depend on the type of operatiagems of government
that is in operation in that given location andaay particular moment in
time. However, the intervening influences of glabaion have also tended
to create ample room for the interests of extemnadiences and other
interested corporate actors to also be accommodaittin any given

policy framework of a nation.
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Consequently, the argument often canvassed inttigges of policy
analyses is the notion that a policy frameworkis product of interactions
between political actors, institutions and compgestrategies, and which is
also tied to “the assumptions that actors arematjand that] they pursue
their interests in a calculated manner within aegisystem of [domestic]
institutional constraints [and for foreign policye could also perceive of a
set of constraints stemming from the internaticyatem in general]*”

Ideally speaking therefore, the preoccupation catianal-actor cum
systemic structural analysis in the process of yamalj a state’s policy
formulation generally, also presupposes four bémoretical standpoints as
Kitschelt posits here in his analysis. These herimg, include the
“sociological theories of policy making, politicabalition theory, domestic
regime structure theory and the international systéheory It is however
argued here that a good mix of these theoretiGindés could readily
embellish an emergimg holistic theoretical frameguised for a more
exhaustive government policy analysis that portandspan far beyond the
traditional strictures preset by the traditionatutictions between domestic
and foreign policy analyses.

To better comprehend this position, there is arrradiag need here
to embark at the onset on an onerous task thairesoa critically review of
the theoretical approaches advanced in the Kitsohedlel. The aim here is
to help us harness an empirical basis to supperténtral argument of this
paper premised on the notion that under curremidgeit does not matter
anymore if government policies are public orieme@xternally oriented in
character. Rather, all government policies in dagliaing new world order
will tend to be invariably aimed at achieving tlzer® goals even if they are
focused primarily on different contexts. And itabvious that they may
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only differ in the light of their specific focus dnn the manners they are
adopted specifically as instruments or means fojepting the capabilities
of a state as well as in achieving a state’s eradsgand objectives within
any relational context. The intervening influencésongoing globalization
that blurs the borders between domestic and therreadt environment and
with its dire implications for government policy jplementations and
analyses, does also readily provides us a comgetason for such a
radical rethinking that ought now to be premisedameed to conflate
domestic and foreign policy analyses from a thecaikpoint of view.
Consequently therefore upon such an analogy,atgeed here that,
the theoretical framework set out in the Kitsclaglalysis, could be applied
blandly in the analysis of both domestic and fameigolicy making
processes of states within the emergent globalizmgtext. However, in
prosecuting such a chore here and from such a genmint of
convergence, one can also identify four aspects rdtion’s generic policy
making process which also provides a good basisidch the movement
towards a general convergence between the twotitnadi analytical
approaches. This position is premised here on ¢thiemthat, every policy

making process will usually consists of the follogs variables:

1) A set ofsocial groups and actorthat mobilize around a [given]
policy — where the focus is primarily beamed oroascious attempt made
to identify the structural positions of each agtoa policy arena as well as
who are the important actors attached to a poisya — which invariably
reflects their personal and group interests,

2) the specific institutionsnvolved in the decision making process —

where the organizational rules of selectivity pdevithe basis and
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benchmark to admit or exclude any given actor at #pecific policy arena
and policy decision making moment

3) the process of decision making where there is an interaction
between resource availability, specific policy rostents needed to be
deployed to implement a given policy proposal, nally,

4) the projectedpolicy outcome- in terms of what impact it may
likely have on its targeted audience. This is aleek process in every
policy making process in turn drives a new deaisiaaking continuum

that would require a review of the other three cpeses aforementioned

here usually leading to new decisions.

Nonetheless, the Kitschelt frame of analysis ptdrfour theoretical
frameworks that largely could facilitate the gemhgratterns for analyzing
the range of policy making processes that couldioegthin a state. The
first of these frames of analysis is known as'sleeiological policy theory’
which — as have been argued elsewhere, is preroiséde notion that the
character of policy issues “in a societal contegtednines the nature of
political actors, decision making structures anacpsses, and policy
outcomes. [And viewed in comparative terms] in famisocieties, we
expect to find similar policies toward the sameuéss across political
systems, varied policies across issues within angessystem?®

But as it were, the notion of social interests, lvimot necessarily
referring to any social class interests, also detezs such policy making
processes and policy outcomes. Here, the interechetween rational costs
and benefits of any given policy option, is largedgponsible for a policy
outcome. The role of actors and their interestslangely relegated to the
background as secondary determinants in every igenational policy

making process and including also their outcomexd #his is even made
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more crucial by the fact that actors do not alwdgfine their interest in
terms of class positions but on costs and benedityaes. Such an assertion
bears heavily on an overt Neo-Marxist determinigritavere. And this is
where - as James Q. Wilson asserts, “political gsou.... organize and
mobilize more or less rigorously depending on tle¥ceived costs or
benefits of a policy” However, the task of analyzing the costs and lisnef
of a policy is usually a volatile one that genesagxtensive deliberations
between the decision making actors in any giventecdn And viewed
generally, it portends also to split actors intffedlent groups or competing
camps and with dire consequences for the outconmanyfpolicy making
process.

As Wilson also adds, “governments can easily agaficies with
concentrated benefits and dispersed costs, bt almost impossible for
them to act on policy issues with the reverse gumétion. Policy with both
distributed costs and benefits can easily be uiginalized, whereas
policies with highly concentrated costs and besefiend to] lead to
protracted and intense conflicts with the affecaetbrs.® And as rightly
argued, the premise of this theory on societal rdetesm of an actor’s
choice is ambiguous since it fails to fully ascertaow an actor’s choice
preference in the cost-benefit continuum gets ehetesin societal
determinism leading to decision making in the poliermulation process.
This leaves us with the second framework of ansliigire which is known
as the ‘domestic theory’. This is premised on tlatiom that, “policy
patterns within countries across policy arenasnaoee similar than those
across countries outside policy arenas.”

Here, the dynamisms of the domestic environmensaie to shape

the attraction of actors, their participation irpalicy arena as well as the
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relevant organizational structures and processaesrgky involved in the
policy making process. As it were, it makes sewsal¢o inform here that
“the specific national ‘policy styles’ that emerfja a state] are based on
complex institutional patterns that govern [thelirenpolitical system?
And this is where such patterns are largely deteechiby “the principles,
norms, rules, and decision making procedures tleate hbeen firmly
institutionalize over time and that survive fludioa of power and
coalitions among political actors in a count®f’also adds to up to the fact
that “these domestic regimes are .......... relatively emppus to sudden
changes on the domestic balance of power.”

Therefore, the character of a state’s domestidipalistructure can
also be perceived from two principal perspectiv@se spectrum relates to
the mutual interaction between state and socigbgaaslly in corporatist
systems where there are possibilities for negagatpolitical interest
aggregation and articulation. In this light, the&sean acknowledgement of
the existence of competing pluralist interests.sehare largely spontaneous
in origin. They provide us with a scenario wherees vie for attention of
policy makers through already established chanpél€ommunications
where they gain unofficial access to participatehmpolicy making process
of a state. Likewise, in a pluralist system, newneo actors are directly
mobilized to participate in the decision makinggass without any need to
pass through such corporatist institutional sciregni

The other spectrum of the domestic scene relatastenario where
a domestic regime operates by imposition. Kitsclaeitines this as a
situation where there is “the territorial and fuantl centralization of the
executive branch, the domination of the executiverothe legislative
control of material and informational resourcestly state, and the ability
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of policy instruments to induce change in civil ispg.”** At the end of the
day, ‘domestic structure’ theorists conclude thsitnilar policy problems
will generate different groups of actors and levels mobilization,
structures of policy arenas, decision making preegsand policy outcomes
contingent upon the predominant type of politicaioountry [whether they
are] (pluralist, corporatists, segmented, or fdatikich expresses [a broad
range of] institutional patterns of interests imediation and state
strength.*?

A third framework Kitschelt utilizes in explainirtge policy making
process is the ‘Coalition theory'. This approachs lrevolved from the
critiques of both the Sociological as well as thari2stic Structure theories.
The grouse against them is premised on the notiat t they are too
deterministic of structural variables in the doreestene and for the fact
that they also grossly seek to explain policy psses and outcomes
without any tangible references to the dynamicsactors’ preferences,
volitions and capabilities.

Coalition theory therefore is premised on the agsion that actors
make conscious choices individually and in conasrgroup members with
common interests and with clearly visible goals aetl objectives which
they canvass and seek to project into the staieypwlaking process. And
in this light, the general assumption is that evpojicy outcome is the
result of a decision taken by a winning coalitionamg the actors acting
individually and possibly in groups as politicaityobilized segments of the
national population. Kitschelt explains this ascarario where, “we expect
coalitions that unite actors with similar resoureesl interests to develop

similar policies. Conversely, differences in poli®sults from differences
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in coalitions. Groups will enter into coalitionscaeding to their interests,
whether defined or by sectoral, regional, and calteriteria.™?

Ideally speaking therefore, coalition theories teadexplore wide
ambits for manifold opportunities for groups actingcoalitions and with a
view to influencing a state’s policy in general. dAhere, what principally
obtains is a scenario where “the image of policykimg espoused in
coalition theory underlies those corporatist [taticy analysis that have
found [themselves or as have been expressed tHrquajhical party
strength and control of government ...[as the] ketgaginants of ...........

[ a state’s] policy.*

On a general note here, if one surmises the positidhe coalition
theory, it becomes obvious that three factors awally interactively at play
in the policy making process of a state. These isbrd identifiable
politically mobilized groups — whether they are wear strong on the
political turf, and the notion of collective intete of these groups;
including also their capabilities to consummate mmg coalitions
favourable for them to have premiere positions he policy making
continuum and its final outcomes.

This takes us to the last framework of analysikl&t in the
Kitschelt model. It is known as the ‘Internatior@ystem’ theory. This
model focuses on the character of the internatisystem as the focal point
for evolving factors that determine a policy makipigpcess of a state in
general. And the central position canvassed heranishored on the
argument that the external setting invariably ingeis on and largely shapes
and determines how a state’s domestic setting tgsergenerally. Under
ongoing globalizing trends, this trend cannot be remcexplicitly
demonstrated as exemplified by current trends. Harestate’s unique
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location in the international system is said totlie major benchmark for
determination of the kinds of policies it may séelpursue generally on the
foreign plane as well as domestically.

Ideally speaking therefore, the Kitschelt modeloaisserts that,
there is an overriding need to treat “countriestates as the elements of the
international system [which] can be treated asractbat is, as entities to
whom volitions can be attributed [and hence] statesself-interested and
seek military and economic power in absolute ad wasglrelative terms
within the system, [and] states follow optional (ar least satisfying)
strategies in pursuit of their objectives and ordéeir objectives
consistently to allow for rational action. ...[andetlieason being] that
international systems tend toward a fairly stabl@labce of power.
[Consequently] actors with similar positions...... [any given power
balance system where there is inter-dependencependence, are obliged
to] select similar strategies while actors withfeliént positions pursue
different strategies'® By implication therefore, the domestic and foreign
policies of most nations could likely achieve comence if such states
occupy relatively similar positions in any givenwer balance system, or
possibly in terms of whether they belong to the saltary or economic
alliance or even the same civilization-wide intéioaal organizations.

However, viewed against this backdrop, it also bee® evident that
in every international power balance system, ttee2no two actors that
could ever be relatively equal in all respectshait national capabilities. It
therefore makes it difficult to always achieve pglconvergence between
states. But this is not to say it is impossiblatbieve. Consequently, since
the much larger states are likely to possess neseurce capabilities than
the smaller ones, the security exigencies of maimg a stable
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international power balance for instance, wouldunegthat the larger states
should continue to constantly mobilize domestic awternal resources to
stabilize the international system obviously initfiavour.

On the other hand, when the smaller states or thneetarger as well
as the medium ones are under any potential extéhmaht from other
malefactor states or organized non-state actogse ils every likelihood that
such emergent threats could become means for aeghletion of domestic
conflicts between the political actors within swgthtes. These actors could
then be compelled to close ranks and collectivalgkie their common
external threats from a bi-partisan point of vidtus in such a manner that
the external setting generally generates intermmdlesion and generally
shapes internal trends most of the time.

And it is a historical fact that nations have b&aown to mobilize
their domestic populations and national resourceszmapidly in times of
national emergencies as occasioned by such pdtemternal threats than
in peace time. And if this position is taken asegiyfrom a realist point of
view which avows that the international systemespgtually anarchical, it
becomes also obvious from this theoretical pointietv how much impact
the external settings can actually exert in shapolicy making trends in
domestic settings generally across the world.

In the light of the foregoing, and having addrestedissue of what
a generic policy making process entails and whab alonstitutes the
theoretical determinants of such a process, itccaldo make sense for one
to also focus attention at this instance on theadyems of the decision
making spectrum of the policy making process. Tikisvith a view to

ascertaining how the various competing decision ingakinits, whether
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acting individually, in coalitions or acting as porate actors, actually could
go about shaping policy outcomes generally.

Speaking from a logical point of view thereforeclsian analytical
chore would require one to clearly ascertain at dheet, who are the
specific political actors involved in this process;luding also what are the
specific processes involved, as well as how aléHactors could invariably
impact on the character of a specific policy outeagenerally on the long
haul. The observable trends in these areas exhibiry close similarity
between domestic and foreign policy focus. And ititention of such an
analysis here is to further buttress the claimbat the traditional lines of
distinction between domestic and foreign policiesvrappear invariably
irrelevant within an increasingly globalizing coxtte

Margaret G. Hermann however echoes a similar positas
espoused in succinct terms in her analy8éfowever, her approach takes
off from the standpoint that, the entire procespafcy making is largely
determined by the competing interests of policy imgkactors within a
government, the intervening influences of instdogl structures and
processes as well as some feedback inputs froneqbenl or anticipating
impact of a proposed policy on a targeted audience.

For instance, she informs that it is true to arthe, “among those
making policy [whether domestic or foreign] are rRi Ministers,
Presidents, Party Secretaries [especially under ndomst systems],
Standing Committees, Military juntas, Cabinets, &wrcracies, Interagency
groups, Legislatures, and loosely structured reimtary coalitions. [In any
case, 4] ....... systemic comparison of governmentabkabecmaking bodies
across and within countries, ....... [would produce a)...number of

possibilities.....[that are] formidable”
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As presented in this framework of analysis, thene three broad
categories into which all these policy decision mglactors could be fitted
into. And this consists of “the powerful leaderg thingle group and the
coalition of autonomous actors [who are largelypooate actors outside the
seat of governancef® And the way it seems, such a classificatory model
presents a veritable standpoint that enables ordetoly ascertain what
structures and processes that are also involveshyatgiven moment in a
state’s policy decision making process and moméntommon strand also
runs through both domestic and foreign policy mglpnocesses generally.

If we then take this position as given, it alsodmes evident that
abstract from the intervening influences of othemote domestic and
external factors, these processes and structuteasathe most veritable
channels through which manifold interests could &ks channelled into the
decision making and implementation process. Lobyjicgleaking therefore,
the decision makers and the decision making preseasd structures are
cumulatively those apparatus of government thatroise the legal and
sovereign authority to make irreversible decisiomgtually binding on a
state and for example, also on its foreign partagke.

A policy analysis therefore from a theoretical gaoh view and as
this paper argues, could entail an analysis of @so® making process
involving authoritative decision making actors, ahdw their personal
volitions and group interests invariably shape anel shaped in turn by
other intervening extra-governmental, social-domestd external factors
that generally result in a coherent policy framewan the long haul.

Viewed cumulatively, this analytical model is cdllehe Decision
Units Approach’to policy analysis. And as Hermann rightly posits,
focuses “on bureaucratic politics, group dynamiesesidential advisory
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systems, [inter-agency] governmental politics, &alip, coalition politics,

and the strategies for dealing with domestic opjursi™®

Again, the
decision unit approach is premised on three hypictile assumptions
consisting of the followings: first, is the notidhat inter-agency decision
units usually compete among themselves to projketnative options of
policy choices. Second, is the assumption that egmdcialist unit is
structurally constrained in the scope of policyiaps it could canvass.

This position is valid if viewed against the baakaliof the fact that
since these units are composed of experts in speéssue areas, they can
only speak authoritatively on such specialized st@aly when such areas
become the subjects of policy decision making. Amdd, Hermann also
informs that there is also a preference for a coatp@e approach as the
most veritable means to establish cross-culturalilaiities on policy
making processes generally even if states differgh in their unique
characters, especially across the internationaésyS

In essence, what one should be looking for hereois to assess
under what prevailing conditions one unit couldvaieover others. In any
case, all two previous positions highlighted pregiy are held valid under
propositions of the comparative approach. Howeweapplying the central
focus of its hypothesis to the analysis here,sbdlecomes evident that a
general benchmark for achieving any cross-cultaaaielation could then
be tied dialectically to the notion that decisiorakimg processes are
generally determined by the unique nature, strecimd characteristics of a
nation’s political system. This adds up to a stgtehique position and
standings in the international system. Such anrié@sédears largely on the
earlier domestic regime theory espoused in theepliag sections of this
paper.
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From a logical point of view therefore, one couldert make
distinctions between pluralistic processes esfgciah Western
democracies. There are also hierarchical and grassitary processes
especially in the so-called Third World states —-iclhinvariably shape a
leader’s predispositions to act either impulsively in non-democratic
settings. In other instances, they could also atit vestraints in settings
where the ideals of Western liberal democracy halveady taken firm
roots. Thus, since nations also vary in terms @irtispecific operating
systems of governance, the specific characters cyméhmics of their
operating systems of decision making would alsackdly vary sharply too
across a wide spectrum.

Therefore, from a comparative standpoint there liysage manifold
varieties of potential policy outcomes that mayuensit the end of the
decision making process. This is most obvious atfital implementation
stages. And as Hermann also adds, “our point lethat a comparative
explanation of [....] policy needs to recognize tlagcision making
dynamics do not have a direct, singular impadRather, they can produce
various results from consensus to deadlock, frommpromise to
domination by one individual or faction. Our ex@#ions need to account
for both ‘push’ and ‘pull’ of these decision makidgnamics — for whom
they are likely to moderate or diminish the natof@ proposed response as
well as when they will exacerbate the situation @gmdduce a stronger
action than might otherwise have been chosen ....rdte therefore an
elaborate] ....... linkage between decision units andstten outcomes [and
these ideally also pertain to both domestic andeifor policies

generally].””*
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Consequently therefore, what the comparative masksks to
achieve here, is a cross-cultural scenario whereetls “the likelihood that
a decision unit: a) adequately recognizes stimudimf its [specialized]
environment, and, b) [it also] achieves timely abdration among its
members so that they can reach agreement and engageaningful
action.””?

The general aim being proposed here in the analigsiged to the

dire need to avoid such “presumptions that certifects (or virtues) are
inherent in particular political structures or @isibphies — for example [in
the notion] that democratic decision making is aisvanore reactive and
incoherent than decision making in authoritativgimees, or that the actions
of [for example of the so-called] rogue states [atenecessarily] reckless
and out of touch with any kind of reality [or a senof basic minimum

internationally acceptable civilized conduct$].”

Viewed structurally therefore, the comparative maaesents the
decision making framework as one consisting ofdlsegments consisting
of: first, the decision making inputs segment; se;dhe decision making
actors segment; and third, the policy output segmdmnch ideally should
tee-off with a feedback mechanism that propels t@rotound of policy
reviews and possibly new decision making momentspfaicy making
actors generally.

However, the notion of @olicy input segment intended here by
the comparativists to embrace the notion of an gergrand identifiable
foreign policy problem which acts as the primaingder needed to jump-
start the entire policy making process. This alsostst of the notion of an
auspicious occasion for making a decision base@ @nocess of making
rational choices between available policy optiond the internal dynamics
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of the authoritative decision unit required to warkt a decision outcome
generally.

On the other hand, the notion décision making actors segment
refers to the legally empowered decision makingractwho invariably
sanction such policy outcomes. These groups ofr@actoas Hermann
expatiates further, consists of the notion of ae@minant leader’; ‘the
Single group’; and ‘the Winning coalition’. Exampl¢hat readily come to
mind here about types of these ‘single group’ desisnaking actors for
instance, include trends for instance in Castroiba and much of the
erstwhile Soviet bloc where there have been precaleof dominant
leaders; the British system — which operates orb#ses of single (political
party) groups and where the Cabinet Office as vesll the Standing
Committee of the Chinese Communist Party all casistd the ‘single
group’ models of decision makers. And for the ‘win coalition model’,
one could also make references to Khatami’s Irargeli Knesset (most
times), and the Indonesian system where leadeiishghared at the top
between the ruling and the opposition parties. [Aesegment refers the
output stage— where there is an emergent final policy outcothat
invariably leads to concrete policy action or impéntatior*

In conclusion here, one can say in earnest thdiast been made
abundantly evident here in the foregoing analybasg the glaring realities
presented by an increasingly globalizing new wastder does presents
mankind and indeed statesmen across the world aititany of new
challenges. In most times, these have been quiewbtelming and with
far-reaching implications that have often breactietierstwhile sacrosanct
walls of national sovereignty. And it is only logldhat if local trends could
now readily impact radically on trends in far fluhgcations across the
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world and if such trends could also act vice veasd with equally dire
consequences for local trends, then there is therein urgent need to also
radically blur the lines that traditionally sepa&athat constitutes domestic
and foreign policies of states. In the same veialso makes common sense
to at this instance find veritable ways and meanisarmonize the existing
analytical approaches in the study of both domestitforeign policy. This
is premised on the logic that the same actors ancepses most times are
involved and the outcomes of these policies are tewding towards a
convergence under the intervening trends of glababn. The Kitschelt
model as critically highlighted here in the foragpianalyses, does presents
us with a veritable benchmark for such a much ddsanalytical frame that
is urgently needed to achieve some form of empidoavergence in policy

analyses generally.
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