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Preface

Politics has always been a key dimension of
human life. Politics affects everyone, just as the
weather does, and since the time of the Greek clas-
sics, humankind has attempted to come to grips
with its empirical and normative implications.
Politics and political science have changed over
time and have been even more deeply transformed
during the past decades in every part of an ever-
smaller world. Empirical research and theoretical
reflections on politics and its multiple connections
with all other aspects of human life have devel-
oped enormously during the second half of the
past century and now cover virtually all parts of
the world, with their growing interdependence.
These studies concern, for example, basic issues
such as war and peace, prosperity, welfare, and a
sustainable environment, as well as issues of free-
dom, justice, gender, and democracy under chang-
ing cultural perspectives.

At this point, one feels the need for an
exhaustive overview of the empirical findings
and the reflections on politics. The International
Encyclopedia of Political Science caters to that
need in many different kinds of readers, includ-
ing undergraduate or graduate students who
like to be informed effectively and quickly on
their field of study; scholars who seek informa-
tion on the relevant empirical findings in their
area of specialization or in related fields; and
lay readers, who may not have a formal back-
ground in political science but are attracted to,
and interested in, politics. Thus, the encyclope-
dia can serve both the diffusion of knowledge
about politics and the further development of
the field.

The encyclopedia is the result of collaborative
work by leading international scholars from all
over the world. This team ensured the widest pos-
sible coverage of key areas, both regionally and
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globally. In this sense, this is the first truly interna-
tional encyclopedia of its kind. It aims to give a
comprehensive picture of all aspects of political
life, recognizing the theoretical and cultural plural-
ism of the approaches and including findings from
all parts of the world. The eight volumes of the
encyclopedia cover every field of politics, from
political theory and methodology to political soci-
ology, comparative politics, public policies, and
international relations.

The entries are arranged in alphabetical order,
and a list of entries by subject area appears in the
front of each volume. The entries are organized in
three major categories, according to their substan-
tive relevance, of roughly 1,800, 3,600, and 8,000
words. In addition, longer entries of 12,000 words
cover the major subdisciplines and the state of the
art in each field. The encyclopedia contains a
detailed index as well as extensive bibliographical
references. Thus, it can provide an essential and
authoritative guide to the state of political science
at the beginning of the 21st century for decades to
come. It will be an invaluable resource for a global
readership, including researchers, students, and
policymakers.

The editors wish to acknowledge the invalu-
able assistance and advice of many colleagues
and friends, including the members of the
Executive Committee of the International
Political Science Association (IPSA) and its presi-
dents during this period, Max Kaase and Lourdes
Sola. Bertrand Badie wishes to thank Sciences Po,
Paris, and particularly Delphine Placidi, who
assisted him in the first steps of the work. Dirk
Berg-Schlosser gladly acknowledges the assis-
tance from Diana Mai and Joris-Johann Krapp at
the Institute of Political Science, Philipps-
University, Marburg, Germany, in the initial
phases of the project. Leonardo Morlino would
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Introduction to Political Science

Cet ouvrage produira siirement avec le
temps une révolution dans les esprits, et
jespere que les tyrans, les oppresseurs,
les fanatiques et les intolérants n’y
gagneront pas. Nous aurons servi
Phumanité. [Over time, this work will
surely produce an intellectual revolution,
and I hope that the tyrants, oppressors,
fanatics, and those without tolerance
will not benefit from it. We will have
served humanity.]

—Letter from Diderot to Sophie
Volland, September 26, 1762

Political science, paradoxically, is both a very old
and relatively recent discipline. Its origins go back
to antiquity in classic European or Asian thought
as far as recorded history goes. As an independent
and respected academic field, however, it came
into being in most countries only after World War
II. This is due in part to the fact that its subject
matter had been addressed by neighboring disci-
plines like philosophy, history, and public law, but
also because it requires, more than others, a
“breathing space” of freedom of thought and
expression that is not voluntarily granted by most
authoritarian regimes and that has developed
worldwide only with decolonization and recent
waves of democratization.

This introduction surveys the discipline of
political science, beginning with an analysis of
politics itself. Two important definitions of politics
are discussed in detail here. First, politics can be
viewed as a means, either for maintaining social
harmony or for achieving a supreme good, as in
some religious conceptions of the state. Second,
politics has been understood as an instrument by
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which a central institution or a legitimate author-
ity exercises power. The next section of the intro-
duction examines the epistemological foundations
of the discipline of political science. The third sec-
tion traces the growth of political science during
the 20th century and examines its evolving rela-
tionships to other social sciences and to other
fields, most notably law and philosophy. The final
section of the introduction describes more recent
developments and perspectives in political science,
as it has become a dynamic discipline with its own
identity and with participation from political sci-
entists around the globe.

Politics
Politics as a Special Sphere

The concept of politics carries different mean-
ings. It can be considered to be an art (scholars are
“studying politics”); an activity (one can “play
politics” in one’s office, in one’s club, even in one’s
family); a profession (some “go into politics”); or
a function (“local politics,” “national politics™).
Most political scientists consider the first meanings
as derived from the last one, even as metaphoric,
while some others have a wider and more abstract
conception that is broader than that of function.
Politics also has been understood as both to polity,
which refers to an organization (a state, a regime
and its constitution) and to policy, which refers to
a system of political decisions and specific sub-
fields (like health, education, foreign relations)
through organizations act to carry out their func-
tions. In a comprehensive perspective, politics is
thus considered to be linked to a function, a
system, an action, and a behavior.

All of them are, however, connected to a special
dimension of the history of humankind. Even if
some scholars object that some societies ignored
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politics (Clastres, 1975), most anthropologists
consider politics as a constant of the human condi-
tion. In the first part of this entry, this constant will
be grasped in its various definitions, and then it
will be inserted into the general social order. The
following sections examine definitions of this con-
stant as a function and as an instrument.

Politics as a Function

Politics can be conceived as a contribution to
the social adventure, as a function of the social
order, or, quite differently, as a distinctive instru-
ment, a special way of action. The first approach
is more classic and deeply rooted in the various
philosophical traditions that were elaborated
around the world, while the second one is modern,
related to the rise of positivist theory in the social
sciences. In this section, we consider two ways in
which politics can be seen as a function.

Politics as a Function: Promoting Social
Harmony or Supreme Good?

Many philosophers have located politics in the
art of coexistence. If human beings are selfish by
nature, as they are often conceived, but must live
and grow up together, to create peaceful coexis-
tence is obviously one of the main functions of the
polis. As such, politics should be considered as the
permanent invention of the polis (city), as the con-
struction of each social unit that aims to keep peo-
ple together on a permanent basis. This point was
already made by Plato, who considered politics as
the art of organizing social harmony. We also find
it in other traditions. Islam conceives of politics as
a weakly differentiated function that aims to over-
come tribal fragmentation through the principle of
unity (tawhbid). As such, tawhid will be achieved
through the absolute Unity of God, and so politics
cannot be entirely accomplished without religion:
Politics cannot be conceived as a differentiated struc-
ture, but it is obviously a social function. The same
principle can be found in Hindu writings. The
Arthasastra (3rd century BC) and the Manusmriti
(2nd century BC) were written during periods of
decay and so-called evil, which implied starvation,
violence, and chaos, while the Mababarata covered
a much longer period (from 1st millennium BCE to
the 5th century BCE). Here, politics is presented as
an absolute requisite for keeping peace and order,

even if the tradition oscillates between divine
invention in politics (Manusmriti) and its contrac-
tual origin (Mahabarata). In its turn, the Buddhist
vision stresses the entropy of the world that leads
to inequality, sexual division, property, and thus to
conflicts and lack of safety. The orientation of this
reform of Hinduism prompts human beings to
choose a king as a guarantor of the social order.
Similarly, Confucius pointed out that men need a
ruler for preventing disorder, disturbance, and
confusion.

This first function, promoting social harmony,
obviously shaped political philosophy to a large
extent up to the present day. Social contract theory
clearly emanated from this postulate, in the Islamic
tradition (mithaq, baya) as well as during the
European Enlightenment. The Arthasastra antici-
pated Thomas Hobbes’s vision of the state of
nature, when it described the lack of politics as
resulting in evil and vices, or when it mentioned the
fable of the big fish that will eat the small one
(Matsyanyaya). The functional dimension of poli-
tics, as the art of coexistence and “maintaining
harmony,” can, therefore, be considered as really
transcultural and common to the humanity’s differ-
ent histories. Here, we can probably locate the roots
of a pluralist vision of politics, as this first definition
paves the way for a plural conception of the city
(polis) where people do not necessarily share the
same interests, the same beliefs, or the same ethnic
characteristics. Quite the opposite, in this perspec-
tive, diversity is the real raison d’étre of politics.

However, politics also claims a second function,
which is more demanding and sophisticated. Some
philosophers and thinkers are going further,
beyond the invention of the city, pointing to
another purpose: Politics is supposed to lead to the
path of righteousness, to promote virtue, and to
enable humans to achieve the Supreme Good.
Thus, Aristotle conceived of politics as referring to
welfare and virtue. The city must be constructed as
the good city: Political science is elevated then to
something much more demanding, namely, the
“science of the good politics” or the “science of
good government.” This vision can be found in
Islam through the commitment to divine law
(sharia); when taken to its extreme, this concep-
tion even becomes a way of challenging power
holders and leads to a political inversion in which
protest is a more important political activity even
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than governing. In the same way, the Arthasastra
describes politics as promoting peace and prosper-
ity, while Buddhism produces an ethic of human
behavior. Confucianism also gives the central role
to the virtue that humans naturally possesses, but
that is achieved through the ruler and his norms.

These two functions of politics convey the two
faces of political theory, one of which is positivist,
the other normative. If politics is only the science
of the city, it is first of all a bebavioralist science. If
it is the science of the Supreme Good, its normative
orientation is dominant. This tension has partly
been overcome by an instrumentalist approach to
politics, according to which the distinguishing
nature of politics has to be found in the instru-
ments used for running the city instead of its ulti-
mate goals.

Politics as an Instrument: The Science of Power?

Power—in Max Weber’s sense as the ability to
achieve your interests even against someone else’s
will, that is, as coercion—is understood here as the
first instrument through which politics operates.
All major thinkers claim that the city cannot exist
without power, no matter how it is structured.
There is thus a long tradition of connecting power
and politics, in which political science is assigned
to study how power is formed, structured, and
shared (Lasswell & Kaplan, 1950). However, the
science of politics and a science of power are not
synonymous: Is every kind of power necessarily
political, for example, in a firm or a club? In a
broader sense, some authors state that politics can
be played in an office or inside a family, but this
expression is merely a metaphor when conceived
in a micro-social order. Conversely, if we consider
power as the essence of politics, we have to opt for
a wide definition of power that includes ideology,
social control, and even social structures, and thus
deviates from a vision of power as purely coercive.

For this reason, politics is commonly defined as
a specific kind of power; either it is held by a cen-
tral institution, such as a state, a government, a
ruling class, or it is used by a power holder who is
considered to be legitimate. The first perspective
approaches politics as the science of the state and
implies that traditional and weakly institutional-
ized societies lack the centralized power that is
necessary for politics to exist. The second promotes

the concept of legitimate authority as the real
essence of politics and suggests that in this sense
politics is more evident in democracies than in
than authoritarian or totalitarian systems.

Some visions also link power and norms.
Pushing the Aristotelian definition further, they
define politics as the set of norms that lead to the
City of Good—either the City of God or the City
of the Philosopher. This radical conception is to be
found in several traditions: that of Augustine,
rather than Thomas Aquinas, in the Christian cul-
ture; Puritanism with the Reformation and
Calvinism; radical Islam in the perspective of Ibn
Taimyya. This conception, however, runs the risk
of drifting into totalitarianism or at the very least
depreciating the political debate, as it make any
kind of political choice impossible.

The connection with zerritory is also frequently
used as an instrumental approach to politics. The
Greek tradition paved the way when Aristotle
stressed the difference between politics, ethnos,
and oikos (household). If politics is conceived as
the coexistence of diverse peoples, it denies that
there is such a thing as “natural territory” and
implies a socially constructed territory as its
required arena. That is why Max Weber makes
territory a key element of his definition of politics.
For Weber, a community has a political quality
only if its rules are granted inside a given territory:
this territorial invention hardly fits nomadic societ-
ies or even a number of traditional ones (Evans-
Pritchard, 1940). But even if it gets close to a state
vision of politics, it emphasizes the role of plural-
ism and diversity inside the political order. In a
more extensive conception of the spatial dimen-
sion of politics, public and private spheres are
opposed: the former is seen as the natural back-
ground of political debate, while the latter is con-
ceived as a resistance against political power and
its penetrations (Habermas, 1975). We also find
again the possible opposition between religious
and secular spheres (other-worldly/this-worldly),
and even the disenchantment with the world as
one of the possible sources of politics.

After going through all these definitions, the
criterion of social coexistence seems to be the most
extensive one, and probably the least questionable.
If politics is everywhere around the world consid-
ered more or less as managing social harmony, it
can clearly be conceived as the opposite of some
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other classical spheres of social action (politics vs.
social life, military, administration, etc.). As such,
it is part of the general social arena, as an ordinary
social fact, but a very specific one.

Politics in the Social Division of Labor

Here we face a contradiction that is shaping a
serious debate among political scientists. If the
conception of politics as an ordinary social fact
tends to prevail, political science merges with
political sociology (see below). In the opposite ver-
sion, the latter would be defined as a part of
political science, sometimes with ambiguous bor-
derlines. The vagueness and the mobility of the
borderline stem from different factors: the diver-
sity of the great theories in the social sciences,
which do not reflect the same visions of politics
and which are torn between power and integra-
tion; the historical and cultural background of
politics, which is shaping different kinds of lin-
eages; and the present impact of globalization,
which is probably fueling a new definition of poli-
tics that is increasingly detached from concepts of
ethnicity and territoriality.

Two Traditions: Power Versus Integration

Max Weber is obviously considered as a “found-
ing father” by both sociologists and political scien-
tists. He clearly promoted a political vision of
sociology when he developed his two major con-
cepts of Macht (power as coercion) and Herrschaft
(power as authority). Both of them can be found in
the very first steps of his sociology where he
defines power as the ability of one actor in a social
relationship to modify the behavior of another,
through pressure, force, or other forms of domina-
tion. From a Hobbesian perspective, power plays
the major role in structuring social relationships,
while the social actors strive to give meaning to
this asymmetrical relationship in order to make it
just and acceptable, thus establishing the legiti-
macy of those with power.

In modern society, the state plays an important
role and politics has an exceptional status, as it is
theoretically conceived as the main basis of social
order. This conception is also strongly rooted in
the Marxist vision, where the state is considered
the instrument by which the ruling class maintains

its domination, as the bourgeoisie does in the
capitalist mode of production. Carl Schmitt also
starts from a Weberian presupposition in linking
politics to enmity. By contrast, in a Durkheimian
vision, integration is substituted for power as the
key concept. Politics is conceived neither as an
instrument of domination nor as a way of produc-
ing social order; rather, it is a function by which
the social system is performing its integration.
Obviously, this function implies institutions and
then a political sphere, including state and govern-
ment, but it is considerably more diffuse and
appears to be produced by the social community
and its collective consciousness. From this perspec-
tive, a political society is made up of social groups
coming together under the same authority. Such an
authority derives from the social community and
the collective consciousness; it is constituted by
rules, norms, and collective beliefs, which are
assimilated through socialization processes. As
such, politics is closely related to social integration
and is supposed to strengthen it further. That is
why there is a strong correlation between a grow-
ing division of labor, from the increasing political
functions, and their differentiation from the social
structures. “The greater the development of soci-
ety, the greater the development of the state”
(Durkheim, 1975, 3, p. 170). Durkheim contrasted
“mechanical solidarity” arising because of per-
ceived similarities among people (e.g., in work or
education) from “organic solidarity” arising when
people are doing different things but see them-
selves as part of an interdependent web of coop-
erative associations. This Durkheimian vision is to
be found later in the functionalist and systemic
concepts of political science as elaborated by
Talcott Parsons, David Easton, Gabriel Almond
and others, but also in the socio-historical tradi-
tions, which attempted to link the invention of
politics to the sociology of social changes, as in the
work of Charles Tilly or Stein Rokkan. It is also
congruent with the social psychological paradigm,
which tries to capture politics through its social
roots, such as socialization, mobilization, and
behavioral analysis.

By contrast, state and power are the real sources
of a Weberian political science. Politics is no longer
a function of the division of labor, but has defi-
nitely its own determinants. Quite the opposite,
social history is considering the transformations in
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the mode of government and more precisely the
mode of domination. Power is thus conceived as
an explanatory variable of the transformation of
societies and political orders. Such a vision is com-
mon among those approaches of political science
that are centered on power politics, the role of the
state, or the nature of political regimes or that are
focusing on political institutions and the condi-
tions of their legitimization.

The Diversified Lineages of Politics

Politics is thus approached in different ways,
but is also intrinsically plural. During the 1970s,
when globalization began to shape the world and
when decolonization was completed, both history
and anthropology incorporated the perspective of
politics with respect to plurality. This perspective
on plurality also challenged the mono-dimensional
vision that had been promoted by developmental-
ism a decade earlier. In anthropology, Geertz
(1973) pointed out that politics covered several
meanings that are changing along historical lines
and according to specific cultures. These meanings
are socially constructed as human actors encounter
different kinds of events, challenges, or goals and
as they are rooted or embedded in different sorts
of economic and social structures. Politics is
understood as achieving the will of God and his
law in Islam, while it aims to manage the human
city in this world according to the Roman Christian
culture. The first conception was fueled by
Muhammad’s hijra when the Prophet left Mecca
because of opposition to his teaching and went to
Medina to build up the City of God. The second
conception was shaped by the Roman experience
of religion, which survived during the centuries of
the Empire and had again to survive when the lat-
ter collapsed during the fifth century. In this dra-
matic contrast, politics does not cover the same
meaning, as it is differentiated from the public
sphere and oriented toward individuals in the
Roman tradition, while it was more globally con-
structed in the Muslim tradition. In both cultures,
this diversification continued; as Geertz mentions,
politics does not have the same meaning in
Indonesia and in Morocco, two Muslim societies
that experienced greatly different histories.

For that reason, politics can be properly defined
only when the definition includes the meaning that

the social actors usually give to it. This cultural
background implies a huge empirical investigation,
which is all the more difficult since the observer
tends to view things through his or her own con-
cepts, which are obviously culturally oriented. The
risk, therefore, is high to consider as universal a
cultural vision of politics, which shapes the para-
digm of empirical political science. Translations
can be particularly misleading and even fanciful.
For instance, the Arabic word dawla is often trans-
lated as “state,” whereas their meanings are hardly
equivalent. It is quite impossible to convey, through
translation, the deep cultural gap that really
implies two competing visions of politics. The only
way of going ahead is to deepen the anthropologi-
cal and the linguistic investigations in order to
identify distinctive features of each conceptualiza-
tion of politics, following the “thick description
method” recommended by Geertz. But is there any
end to this “individualization” of politics? To be
operative, research must postulate a minimal uni-
versality of its own concepts and contain the risks
of “culturalism”: It has to keep the connection
with history and anthropology while remaining in
a universalist framework.

A Politics of Globalization

This dilemma is revived and even stimulated by
the globalization of the world. In the new global
order, politics is no longer limited or contained by
the territoriality principle. It becomes reinvented
beyond the classical coexistence of sovereign cities.
Politics cannot be conceived as a simple addition
of social contracts, as it was in the Westphalian
paradigm. This challenge is first posed to the “real-
ist” theory of international relations, questioning
the absolute opposition between “inside” and
“outside,” or “domestic politics” and “interna-
tional politics.” The latter is no longer confined to
the dialogue of sovereigns and has destroyed the
traditional categories and criteria of politics. After
all, is there a “global covenant,” as Robert Jackson
(2000) argues, that totally reshapes the construc-
tion of politics?

The hypothesis that competition among nation-
states can be understood as parallel to that within
nation-states supported the extension of the con-
cept of politics to the international sphere. The
idea of power politics was projected into the
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international arena in order to stress that interna-
tional politics referred to the classical grammar:
States, like political actors, were competing
according to their own interests and were primar-
ily concerned with their ability to dominate other
states, or, at least, to contain the power of the oth-
ers. Morgenthau (1948) defined international
politics as the “struggle for power,” power as “the
control over the minds and actions of other men,”
and political power as “the mutual relations of
control among the holders of public authority and
between the latter and the people at large” (p. 27).

Although this conception is clearly rooted in a
Weberian approach to politics, it does not belong
only to the past. But it neither covers nor exhausts
all the political issues at stake in the new configu-
ration of the international arena. First of all, as
sovereignty is fading, the proliferation of transna-
tional actors no longer restricts international poli-
tics to a juxtaposition of territorial nation-states.
Second, power and coercion are losing their effi-
ciency as influence and social relationships are
getting more and more performance oriented.
Third, globalization and the growing international
social community are shaping common goods,
creating a kind of community of humankind;
human beings are then creating “a political dia-
logue that can bridge their differences . . . without
having to suppress them or obliterate them”
(Jackson, 2000, p. 16). We are here rediscovering
Aristotle when he claimed that men need each
other for their own survival.

Nevertheless, no one would assert as yet the
complete achievement of an international society
or an international community. International poli-
tics remains an unstable combination of references
to power politics and to international social inte-
gration: It then confronts the vision of politics as
coexistence among diversity. It goes back to the
idea of harmony, but without a completed con-
tract, to the hypothesis of a global city without a
central government, to the assertion of common
norms without binding measures. This combination
is at the core of the English School of international
relations that refers to the “anarchical society.”
But it is also close to the French vision of an inter-
national solidarity. In the end, politics gets closer
and closer to a functional vision of managing
social diversity in order to make it compatible with
the need for survival.

Epistemological Building
Blocks of Political Science

Some major building blocks of political science can
be identified that help characterize some common
elements in existing approaches, but also, and per-
haps more important, enable us to locate these
positions and their differences more precisely with
regard to the major epistemological foundations.
The first of these building blocks concerns the mul-
tidimensionality of our subject matter; the second,
its plastic and malleable character and the result-
ing self-referential problems; the third refers to a
systems perspective of politics; and the fourth to
the linkages between different levels (micro-,
meso-, macro-) of political (and more generally
social) analysis.

Multi-Dimensionality

The most basic distinctions of our discipline,
which distinguish it in some important respects
from the “natural” sciences, concern the dimen-
sions of its subject matter. As in nature, there are
certain hard “objects” such as political institutions
and social structures, which can be identified and
which are “tangible” and observable in certain
ways. In addition, however, there is a “subjective”
dimension in which such objects are perceived by
individuals and groups and translated into concrete
actions. Such perceptions themselves are shaped by
a number of psychological, social, or other factors.
This distinction is commonly accepted and runs
through the history of philosophy from antiquity to
the present day and concerns all sciences of human-
kind, including medicine. There, distinctions
between body and mind (or consciousness) and the
subsequent divisions into subdisciplines such as
anatomy and psychology are commonplace. Sim-
ilarly, the fact that there are possible interactions
between these dimensions is well accepted, even
though in medicine some of these psychosomatic
relationships are still not well researched. The third
dimension, the “normative” one that concerns
ethical judgments of “good” or “bad” actions and
behavior, is more problematic. In medicine, again,
some ethical norms have been generally accepted
since the time of Hippocrates, but debates continue
about, for example, when exactly human life
begins or ends, and what the respective theologi-
cal or philosophical justifications are for such
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positions. In philosophy, this “three-dimensional-
ity” of human existence has also been elaborated
by Immanuel Kant, for example, in his Critique of
Pure Reason (1787/1956, p. 748 ff.).

A graphical representation of these dimensions
can be rendered in the following Figure 1 (where
the dotted line represents a “holistic” position):
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Figure | Dimensions of Human Existence

Source: Dirk Berg-Schlosser.

The crux of the matter really concerns problems
of distinguishing such dimensions and their interac-
tions not only analytically but also in actual prac-
tice, and controversies about normative, ontologi-
cally based justifications and their respective episte-
mological and methodological consequences per-
sist. Here, we cannot go into these debates in any
detail, but we find it useful to locate the major
emphases of the current meta-theoretical positions
in political science with the help of such distinc-
tions. Thus, the major ontological approaches have
their basis in the normative dimension ranging from
Plato to Eric Voegelin or Leo Strauss, but also con-
cern attempts in linguistic analysis (e.g., Lorenzen,
1978), or communications theory (Habermas,
1981). This also applies to non-Western traditions
such as Confucian (Shin, 1999), Indian (Madan,
1992), or sub-Saharan African (Mbiti, 1969) ones.

Sharply opposed to such foundations of politi-
cal theory are critical-dialectical or historical-
materialist positions in the tradition of Karl Marx
and his followers. There, the object dimension of
the modes of production and re-production of
human existence is the basic one from which the
others are derived. Thus, the objective social exist-
ence determines the subjective consciousness and

the political and normative superstructures. On
this position, the teleological theory of history of
Marx and his followers from the early beginning
until the classless society and its peaceful end is
based as well.

The third major meta-theoretical position, a
behavioral or behavioralist one, takes the subjec-
tive dimension as its starting point, expressing a
position of methodological or phenomenological
individualism (for the use of these terms, see
Goodin & Tilly, 2006, p. 10ff.). Then subjective
perceptions and subsequent actions of human
beings are what really matters. These shape social
and political life. This position has been most
influential in election studies, for example, but also
concerning some aspects of political culture
research. In a somewhat broader perception, both
subjective and objective dimensions and their
interactions are considered by empirical-analytical
approaches, but, from a positivistic point of view,
no normative judgments can be made on this basis.
Long-lasting controversies concerning this position
go back to Max Weber and his followers but are
also reflected in more recent debates between Karl
Popper and Jiirgen Habermas, for example (see
Adorno et al., 1969).

These basic meta-theoretical positions and their
variations remain incompatible. Similarly, whether
these dimensions can in actual fact be separated or,
by necessity, always go together from a holistic
perspective remains controversial. The latter posi-
tion, in contrast to Kant, is, for example, repre-
sented by G. W. F. Hegel, but also by Marx and
some of his followers (e.g., Lukdcs, 1967). In the
same way, epistemological positions based on reli-
gion, including Buddhism and Confucianism, per-
ceive these dimensions in a holistic manner. From
a more pragmatic perspective, it seems that the
fundamentalist debates about such matters have
subsided in the last few decades and most political
or social scientists just agree to disagree about such
basic ontological or religious positions and their
respective justifications. Nevertheless, Figure 1
may help better locate such positions and to put
some conceptual order into these controversies.

The Plastic Matter of Political Science

As a result of the change from Newtonian phys-
ics with its deterministic relationships to quantum
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theory and probabilistic relations in nuclear phys-
ics, Popper (1972) has coined the metaphor of
“clouds and clocks.” Clocks represent Isaac
Newton’s deterministic world, as in astronomy, for
example, where the movements of stars and plan-
ets or the next solar eclipse can be predicted (or
retro-dicted) with clocklike precision. Clouds, by
contrast, constitute a very elusive substance, the
structures and regularities of which cannot easily
be grasped over a somewhat longer period even
today by the most advanced computers of meteor-
ologists and their satellite-based data. Between
these two extremes, however, which should be
perceived as the opposite poles of a continuum
rather than mutually exclusive positions, there is a
plastic matter that is malleable in the course of
time and that is neither perfectly determined nor
subject to pure chance.

In an important essay, Gabriel Almond and
Stephen Genco (1977) have transferred this con-
cept to the social sciences and politics. They state
that

the implication of these complexities of human
and social reality is that the explanatory strategy
of the hard sciences has only a limited application
to the social sciences. . . . Thus, a simple search
for regularities and lawful relationships among
variables—a strategy that has led to tremendous
success in the physical sciences—will not explain
social outcomes, but only some of the conditions
affecting those outcomes. (p. 493, emphasis

added)

The deductive subsumption of individual events
under “covering laws” in Carl Hempel’s (1965)
sense, according to which claims about individual
events can be derived deductively from premises that
include a scientific law, thus is not possible for the
most part. In addition, factors of human choice and
action plus, possibly, some elements of pure chance
in certain conjunctures also have to be considered.
As a consequence, we have to be more modest
in our claims about the precision of causal rela-
tionships, the generalizability of regularities, and
the universality of theories. At best, therefore, only
theories located more precisely in time and space—
what Robert K. Merton called “medium-range
theories”—seem to be possible for most practical
purposes. Such a view also corresponds with a

position already expressed by Aristotle, who
located politics in an intermediate sphere between
the necessary, where strict science can be applied,
and the realm of pure chance, which is not acces-
sible for scientific explanations.

Such distinctions are illustrated in Figure 2:

Subject Matter of Social Sciences

/ “plastic matter” \

“clocks” “clouds”

Figure 2 Degree of Determination of Theories

Source: Dirk Berg-Schlosser.

Again, the full implications of such a perspec-
tive cannot be discussed here, but this figure
should be helpful, once more, to locate some of the
“harder” and some of the “softer” approaches in
our discipline along this spectrum. On the whole,
we would agree with Almond and Genco’s conclu-
sion that

the essence of political science . . . is the analysis
of choice in the context of constraints. That
would place the search for regularities, the search
for solutions to problems, and the evaluation of
these problems on the same level. They would all
be parts of a common effort to confront man’s
political fate with rigor, with the necessary
objectivity, and with an inescapable sense of
identification with the subject matter which the
political scientist studies. (p. 522)

The last point also leads to the next differentia
specifica of the social sciences as compared to the
naturalist sciences and their distinct epistemology.

Self-Referential Aspects

This sense of identification also can be seen in
different ways. First of all, it means that as human
and social beings we are inevitably part of the sub-
ject matter we are studying. Even if we attempt to
detach ourselves as much as possible from the object
under consideration some subjective influences on
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our perception remain. These can be analyzed by
psychology, the sociology of knowledge to discern
our (conscious or unconscious) “interests” in such
matters, and so on, but some individual “coloring”
of our lenses seems inevitable. Therefore, a certain
“hermeneutic circle,” which should be made con-
scious and explicit in the interactions with others,
remains (Moses & Knutsen, 2007, Chapter 7).

However, this limitation can, again in contrast
to naturalist perceptions of science, be turned to
one’s advantage. As human beings we can empa-
thize with each other and can intersubjectively, if
not objectively, understand and interpret the mean-
ing of each other’s thoughts and actions. This is
even more the case when we are trained as social
scientists in a common methodology and scientific
language. This latter point also distinguishes the
perception, level of information, and theoretical
interpretation of a political scientist from the
“man (or woman) in the street” talking politics, in
the same way that a meteorologist has a different
knowledge of what is happening in the atmosphere
compared to the daily small talk about the weather.
Nevertheless, such inevitable subjectivity, which is
also historically and culturally conditioned, opens
the way to more pluralist interpretations and
meanings. Constructivist approaches, as contrasted
to naturalist ones, can dig deeper in certain ways
into this subjectivity and the plurality of meanings
(cf., e.g., Foucault, 1970).

Two more points concerning our identification
with the subject matter and our self-referential
position within it must be mentioned. Being part of
the substance, we can also, consciously or uncon-
sciously, act upon it. Thus, self-fulfilling or self-
defeating prophecies become possible as feedbacks
between the interpretation or even just personal
opinion of an important actor or social scientist
whose authority in a certain sphere has become
acknowledged in the matter he is dealing with.
This frequently occurs when some “analysts” give
their opinion on probable developments of the
stock exchange or currency rates and many people
follow suit. This also applies to electoral predic-
tions with respective bandwagon and underdog
effects.

Finally, being part of our world and being able,
to some extent, to act on it, also raises the question
of social and political responsibility. This brings us
back to the normative side of politics with which

we inevitably have to deal, self-consciously and
being aware of possible consequences. In this
respect, too, a recent constructivist turn in the
theory of international politics, in a somewhat
more specific sense of the term, has led to the
broader discussion and possible acceptance of
more universal norms.

A Systems Perspective

Within this multidimensional, malleable, and
dynamic universe more specific political elements
can be identified. One difficulty in this respect,
again, lies in the contrasting meta-theoretical posi-
tions and their perspectives on politics (see the first
section above). In a more abstract way, politics can
also be conceived as the regulating mechanism in
large-scale modern societies. Easton (1965) thus
defines politics as “the authoritative allocation of
values” in society and the forces shaping these pro-
cedures. In this process, different elements interact in
a systemic way regulating conflicts. This mechanism
can be conceived like a thermostat with the respec-
tive inputs and outputs connected by an effective
feedback procedure in a cybernetic sense (see also
Deutsch, 1963). Such relationships can be illustrated
in a simplified system model (see Figure 3).

This system model should not, however, be
equated with systems theory in a more demanding
sense (e.g., Luhmann, 1984). Thus, such systems
need not necessarily be in equilibrium and they
may also explode or implode as, in fact, they did
in Communist Eastern Europe.

Nevertheless, such a model is again helpful
to locate the major subdivisions of politics (and
political science), which also constitute the major
subsections of this encyclopedia and, in fact, many
political science departments or national associa-
tions. The bottom square includes, in a broader
sense, the fields of political sociology and, when this
is treated separately, political economy. The square
on the left-hand side represents political sociology in
a narrower sense of the term (organized interest
groups, political parties, etc.). The top square
reflects the institutional side (involving a possible
separation of powers, etc.) but also questions
of governance often including the realm of public
policies and public administration on the right-hand
side. All this is embedded in the international
system concerning interactions with the outside
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Figure 3 Simplified System Model

Source: Dirk Berg-Schlosser.

world both of state and society as the field of inter-
national politics and, in a more limited sense,
international political economy. The arrows of
such interactions can go in both directions. The
systematic comparison of such systems or some
subfields is the realm of comparative government.
Overall theoretical (and philosophical) implica-
tions are the concern of political theory, and the
respective methods and analytic techniques applied
constitute the subfield of political methodology.

Linkages Between Levels of Analysis

A final building block to be considered here
concerns the links between macro-aspects of entire
political systems and their relationship with the
micro-world of individual citizens and the meso-
level of organisations in between. For this purpose,
what has been dubbed “Coleman’s bathtub”
(Coleman, 1990, p. 8) is most helpful. Here, a
given objective (structural) situation at the macro-
level (on the upper-left-hand side in Figure 4) can
be linked to the micro-level of individual subjective
perceptions and values, which are then translated
into concrete actions, possibly aggregated on the
meso-level, and then leading to the outcome on the
macro-level to be explained (upper-right-hand
side). This relationship is illustrated in Figure 4.

It is important to note at this place that we do
not imply for the individual actors, as is done for
example in economics and rational choice theory, a
specific logic of selection, as, for example, maxi-
mizing a person’s material well-being. Such very
restrictive assumptions of “homo oeconomicus” or
even “homo sociologicus” (Dahrendorf, 1977)
only rarely apply in political science, where usually
a much wider range of choices exists, even if some
of which may appear as “irrational” to others (for
example, strongly felt ethnic or religious identities).

The purpose here, again, rather lies in the pos-
sibility to locate various approaches and their
respective assumptions in such a scheme and to
show the plurality of concepts that can be integrated
here, but keeping them in a coherent relationship.
Hartmut Esser (1993, p. 23 ff.), for example, has
extended possible assumptions at the micro-level
to include “restricted, resourceful, evaluating,
expecting, maximing men” (RREEMM) or women,
and even further assumptions about conflicting
“identifying” (with some collective entities) or
“individualizing” attitudes (RREEIIMM) or simi-
lar ones may be added. For the logic of the situa-
tion also framing procedures play a role where
individual perceptions are shaped by the social
milieus of one’s childhood and later environment
(see also D’Andrade, 1995). The point here is to
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Linking Levels of Analysis

show that in this way given historical and tradi-
tional constraints at the macro-level terms can be
meaningfully linked to individual and, at the
aggregated level, collective political action. Which
particular historical, cultural, or other factors
condition these choices in any given situation can
be left open at this place, leaving room, again, for
a plurality of cultural and theoretical perspectives.

The Need for a Reflective Pluralism

As this overview has shown, there are some
basic building blocks, which can be usefully
employed in a variety of ways for locating differ-
ent epistemological positions and historical-
cultural traditions in political science and similar
fields. In this way, it at least becomes clearer
where (and perhaps also why) certain contending
positions actually differ. We do not intend to “har-
monize” these positions. They all have, to varying
degrees, their respective strengths and weaknesses,
and no coherent, well-integrated theoretical build-
ing is constructed here with these blocks. That
may even not be desirable, leaving some room to
agree to disagree about some basic issues and per-
spectives. What is desirable instead is to elevate
our consciousness and our way to deal with such
controversies to a level of reflective pluralism,
where not just anything goes, but where contend-
ing epistemologies and approaches can be brought

into a fruitful interdisciplinary, intercultural, and,
possibly even, meta-theoretical dialogue.

As already mentioned, political science has
always been characterized by a diversity of con-
tending meta-theoretical positions, paradigms, and
approaches. In Europe, in the last century various
strands of normative-ontological, Marxist, and
empirical-analytical persuasions have been at the
forefront (for such and similar terms see, e.g.,
Easton, Gunnell, & Graziano, 1991; Quermonne,
1996). For several decades in the United States,
“behavioralist” positions and, more recently,
“rational” and “public choice” approaches have
dominated (cf. the influential volumes by King,
Keohane, & Verba, 1994, and Brady & Collier,
2004). In other parts of the world, different theo-
logical, philosophical, and epistemological tradi-
tions have influenced the (more recent) emergence
of political science there. Altogether, thus a great
variety of contending positions, which have been
summarized as “naturalist,” “constructivist,” and
“realist,” can be observed (Moses & Knutsen,
2007).

Relations With Other Social Sciences

Pluralism and different traditions in political sci-
ence also emerge when we change perspective and
focus more precisely on its relationships with other
social sciences. This section explores three sources
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of political science as it differentiated itself from
other disciplines.

Evolution of Political Science

When looking at the period after World War II,
the basic difference in the traditions of different
countries and areas of the world is between a plu-
ral form (political sciences) that is more common
in Europe and encompasses the singular (political
science). Conversely, in the tradition of United
States the singular form (political science) includes
the plural (political sciences). In the singular, there
is a pluralist political science where empirical
analysis is dominant, but also other perspectives
(law, history, philosophy) are present. However, be
it plural or singular, during the last decades empir-
ical political science has increasingly differentiated
itself from sociology, and above all from political
sociology, public law, political philosophy, and
contemporary history. Actually, in these develop-
ments we can see differences among disciplines or,
more precisely, among specific groups of scholars
in specific countries, but also overlapping and
mutual influences with ever stronger interactions
among scholars who are able to cross borders from
Europe to North and South America, and to Africa
and Asia, with a strong British tradition still pres-
ent in Australia.

When we trace the original development of
empirical political science, we can see that in a
large number of European and American coun-
tries, political science is the result of empirical
developments in public law. Consequently, the first
difference concerns the difference between the per-
spective of law, which deals with “what ought to
be”—with norms and the institutions that seek to
embody them, and that of political science as
transformed by behavioralism into an empirical
social science, which is focused on “what is”—on
the reality and on the explanations of it.

In Europe as well as in North and South
America, there are other strong traditions that
make contemporary history a parent of the new,
post—-World War II empirical political science.
Here, despite all its ambiguities, the criterion of
differentiation is between historical idiographic
research, focused on the analysis of specific
unique events, and a political science character-
ized by epistemological and methodological

assumptions of other social sciences such as eco-
nomics, sociology, and psychology, at least in
terms of expectations of empirical findings (nomo-
thetic) with a more general scope (regularities,
patterns, laws). Social history and historical soci-
ology as in the works of Reinhard Bendix,
Barrington Moore, Stein Rokkan, Charles Tilly,
and others have also greatly contributed to our
understanding of long-term political processes at
the macro-level. In this respect historical studies
and political analysis can nicely supplement each
other, as in the adage “Political science without
history has no root, history without political sci-
ence bears no fruit.”

Within the European and North American tra-
ditions, sociology is the third parent of the new
empirical science. Here, in addition to the com-
mon epistemology and possibly methodology of
research, the overlapping of the contents, when
political sociology is considered, makes the dif-
ferentiation more difficult. Such a criterion was
set up by two famous sociologists of the 1950s,
Bendix and Seymour Lipset, when they stated that
political science starts from the state and analyzes
how it influences society, whereas political sociol-
ogy starts from the society and analyzes how it
influences the state (Bendix & Lipset, 1957, p.
87). In other words, the independent variables of
a sociologist are the dependent variables of a
political scientist: The arrows of explanation are
going in opposite directions. Such a distinction
sounds artificial and unrealistic when the inner
logic of research is taken into account—if we
decide in advance what is/are the independent
variable/s, how can we stop when no salient
results come out and declare that from now on
one becomes a sociologist or economist or else?
Nevertheless, for years such a distinction was the
rule of thumb used to stress the difference between
political sociology and political science. However,
such a rule was responding more to the necessities
of differentiation between academic communities
than to the needs of developments in empirical
research. It must also be noted that political soci-
ology can be understood in both a broad and a
narrow sense. In the former, it covers the broad
social-structural and political-cultural bases of
politics and their long-term developments over
time at the macro level. In the latter, the interme-
diate and input structures of politics like interest
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groups, parties, social movements and other
aspects of civil society are dealt with. These,
undoubtedly, belong more to the realm of political
science proper and have continued to flourish. In
the former sense, closer to historical sociology, a
certain slackening can be observed. This is due to
the fact that the consideration of long-term social-
structural developments had rigidified to some
extent in the 1970s and 1980s in variants of
orthodox Marxism, or the political element had
largely disappeared in the analysis of finer social
distinctions in Pierre Bourdieu’s sense.

Last but not least, the development of differ-
ences between political philosophy and political
science should be recalled. Again, there is much
overlapping of contents, but epistemology and
methods are different and easy to distinguish. As
recalled by Giovanni Sartori (1984) with regard to
the “language watershed,” first of all, the language
is different: The words and the related empirical
concepts of political science are operationalized,
that is, translated into indicators and, when pos-
sible, in measures, whereas the language of politi-
cal philosophy is not necessarily so; it usually
adopts meta-observed concepts, that is, concepts
that are not empirically translated.

As discussed in the next section, this apparently
simple differentiation covers possible commonali-
ties, but leaves unsolved how the two different
disciplinary perspectives deal with normative
issues. Norberto Bobbio (1971, pp. 367, 370)
made a relevant contribution in this direction
when he emphasized that political philosophy
focuses mainly on

o the search for the best government;

e the search for the foundations of the state or the
justification of political obligations;

¢ the search for the ‘nature’ of politics or of
‘politicness’; and

o the analysis of political language.

All four topics have an ethical, normative content,
which is a characterizing feature of each political
philosophical activity. At the same time, Bobbio
recalls that an empirical analysis of political
phenomena that are the objects of political science
should satisfy three conditions:

o the principle of empirical control as the main
criterion of validity;

¢ explanation as the main goal; and

o Wertfreibeit, or freedom from values, as the
main virtue of a political scientist.

As noted in the discussion of epistemology above,
the key element is in differentiating the speculative,
ethically bound activity of a philosopher from the
empirical analysis, even of phenomena that are
influenced by the values of the actors.

The Influences of Other Disciplines

The obvious conclusion of the previous subsec-
tion is that there are different ways of analyzing
political phenomena that correspond to different
traditions and come from different cultural influ-
ences. Moreover, the discussion of those differ-
ences may help in developing a negative identity
of political science. This is the very first meaning
of the actual pluralism we have in this domain of
knowledge: Pluralism only means that politics can
be legitimately studied in different ways and with
different goals that belong, at least, also to law,
history, sociology, and economics. Pluralism in
this sense challenges the autonomy of political sci-
ence and even, in a radical version, has led to a
denial that it constitutes a specific science. This
view, however, no longer corresponds to the inter-
nal differentiation of the discipline, its specific
achievements, and its more general institutional-
ization as an academic field. In addition, a second
sort of pluralism inside political science proper
reveals the overlapping and the influences of other
disciplines in empirical political science. In this
vein, when again considering the period starting
after World War II, a main hypothesis can be pro-
posed: Political science is influenced by the disci-
pline or the other social science that in the imme-
diately previous years has developed new salient
knowledge. This is so for sociology, as can be seen
in the analysis of Lipset and Bendix and other
important authors since the end of World War II,
who developed the work of classic sociologists,
from Weber and Durkheim to Parsons and others.
This is so for the influence of general systems
theory, coming from cybernetics, and translated
meaningfully into the analysis of political systems
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so that since the mid-1950s, it has become a major
approach in political science. The same applies to
the influence of functionalism, born with the
developments of anthropology, and to rational
choice or more specifically game theory, coming
from economics and becoming more and more
influential with several adaptations since the end
of the 1950s. This is so, finally, for cognitive psy-
chology that became very important in economics
and at the same time in political science with the
development of new ways of studying electoral
behavior.

Moreover, when we consider more closely some
of the subsectors of political science we can see
more specific influences. For example, in the field
of international relations, we can see the influence
of international law. The public policies sector of
political science has been influenced by sociology,
economics, and constitutional and administrative
law. Sociology has shaped the development of
research on political communication. The influ-
ence of history can be seen in the selection of spe-
cific topics in comparative politics. Thus, we see
that political science not only embodies a highly
developed pluralism of the two kinds mentioned
above, but also requires the integration of knowl-
edge from other disciplines. Political scientists
therefore also need an educational background
that enables them to draw on these interdisciplin-
ary sources of the field.

Recent Developments and Perspectives

As the International Political Science Association
notes on its website,

it is hard today for political scientists of 2011 to
imagine the very different status their discipline
in the world under reconstruction of 1949. In
place of the familiar, well-structured web of
national associations we know today, there were
associations only in the United States (founded in
1903), Canada (1913), Finland (1935), India
(1938), China (1932), and Japan (1948). (http:/
www.ipsa.org/history/prologue)

Founders of the International Political Science
Association met in 1948 to plan for a new interna-
tional organization that would establish dialogue
among political scientists throughout the world.

Taking into account the views of political science
as variously defined in different countries, they
identified four fields as constituting the discipline,
acknowledging “the influence of the philosophers
with ‘political theory,” the jurists with ‘govern-
ment,” the internationalists with ‘international
relations,” and the fledgling behaviorist school of
American political science with ‘parties, groups
and political opinion.”” Today IPSA serves as the
primary international organization in the field,
with individual and institutional members as well
as affiliations with national political science mem-
berships across the globe.

With respect to the ways that pluralism and
interdisciplinary developments have taken place in
political science, the North American influence has
been paramount. The so-called Americanization
affected all of Europe as well as other areas of the
world where native scholars, educated in North
American universities, went back to conduct
research and to teach, bringing a new empirical
conception of the discipline that significantly con-
tributed to create new communities of political
scientists (Favre, 1985). Moreover, American foun-
dations and research centers gave support for
research in Europe, Latin America, Asia, and
Africa. While there are differences in political sci-
ence as it exists today on different continents in
this domain of knowledge—and actually also in
most other scientific research domains—the North
American universities, as well as the American
research centers and the scholars associated with
them, had a great influence that can be compared
only to the intellectual German influence during
the 50 years between the end of the 19th century
and the first 3 decades of the 20th century. Thus,
at the end of the 1960s, Mackenzie (1969, p. 59)
suggested that in this period 90% of political sci-
entists worked in North America, and Klaus von
Beyme noted that the Department of Political
Science at the University of California, Berkeley
had more professors in this field than all German
universities combined. Moreover, in those years
and earlier in the 1950s in all European countries
and in Japan, the American influence had been
very strong in all social sciences, with some excep-
tions such as anthropology, which had a specific
French presence. Forty years later, 70% of all
political scientists are almost equally present in
North America and Western Europe and the other
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30% are spread throughout the rest of world,
again with a relatively strong presence in Japan.

To better understand the development of the
discipline all over the world with its specific con-
tents, approaches, and methods, we should note
that the American influence has been supple-
mented by the great increase of faculty members in
all universities of the world since the 1960s.
During this period, especially in Europe, there was
the so-called transition from elite universities to
mass universities; that is, there was a significant
growth in the number of university students,
which required the recruitment of a large number
of new faculty members in all disciplines, political
science included. This growth of the discipline
allowed the creation of academic groups who
absorbed and translated the American influence in
different ways. Without that internal growth, there
would not have been even the possibility of such a
widespread influence.

This penetrating influence had a different impact
in the various countries also in connection with
their respective traditions. More precisely, on the
one hand, the influence of the way empirical
research is developed through quantitative statisti-
cal analysis and qualitative research is general and
fairly homogeneously widespread; on the other
hand, some approaches that have a stronger cor-
respondence or congruence in the European and
Japanese traditions, such as the different neo-
institutionalist approaches, have had more success
than other approaches, such as the rational choice
approach. That latter has become very strong in
North American political science, where it has its
roots in economics, but it has remained much
weaker among political scientists in other areas of
the world. By its very nature, political science in
other regions of the world also has been more spe-
cifically historical and comparative rather than
just focusing (mostly) on a single case, the United
States. Moreover, the legal traditions of several
European countries especially influenced research
in the subfield of public policies. At the same time,
traditions in political philosophy and contempo-
rary history maintained some influence on research
that was predominantly qualitative rather than
quantitative. Finally, and more specifically in
Europe, research funding from the European
Union led to the development of a number of
works focused on topics related to the Union.

In the most recent developments, the impact of
a more continuous and effective communication
among scholars through different modalities, such
as domestic and international collective associa-
tions, research networks, and initiatives of private
and public institutions, affected the discipline as a
whole mainly in three directions. The first one is a
growing trend toward blurring national differ-
ences and a consequent convergence between
North America, or between North and South
America, and Europe. The second is an increased
blurring of subdisciplinary divides. This is so espe-
cially between comparative politics and interna-
tional relations, traditionally two separate fields in
the past. Such a trend is particularly evident in the
European studies. Third, research in political sci-
ence more and more focuses on relevant, contem-
porary realities rather than confining itself to an
ivory tower, which made it distant and largely
irrelevant and, consequently, created that “tragedy
of political science” Ricci singled out years ago
(1987). Contemporary political science thus has
developed into a multi-faceted, well-established
discipline that is concerned with the pressing prob-
lems of our times and provides sound empirical
analyses and meaningful orientation in the ever
more integrated and complex world of the
21st century.
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ACCOUNTABILITY

Accountability has become a key concept in both
public administration and democratic theory. Its
meaning is contested, but the general definition
“obligation to answer for the performance of
duties” would fit most versions. In this sense,
accountability is a relationship between two par-
ties—the person or organization answering or
being held to account (the accountor or agent) and
the person or organization to whom the account is
owed (the account holder or principal). Analysis
of accountability therefore begins with the double
question: Who is accountable to whom?
Accountability obligations depend on the terms of
the relationship and on its institutional context,
leading to two more key questions: (1) For what is
the accountor accountable and (2) how? This
entry covers the following topics: defining account-
ability, typologies of accountability, mechanisms of
public sector accountability, democratic account-
ability, accountability in international relations,
single versus multiple accountability, accountabil -
ity in networks, and accountability and the new
public management (NPM).

Though the English word accountability has a
respectable historical pedigree (the Oxford English
Dictionary records its use from the late 18th cen-
tury), its prominence in political science dates only
from the 1980s, before which time the cognate
term responsibility was preferred. (Indeed, linguis-
tic equivalents of “responsibility” are still domi-
nant in other European languages that lack a direct

parallel for “accountability.”) The rapid rise of
“accountability” can be traced to its adoption by
public choice theory, particularly principal-agent
theory, and by management theory, which in turn
greatly influenced democratic theory and public
administration. However, the relative lack of intel-
lectual history and of cross-disciplinary seminal
texts has meant that academic analysis of account-
ability has proceeded in a haphazard, fragmented,
and repetitive fashion. Different subdisciplines,
including comparative politics, international rela-
tions, deliberative democracy, constitutional law,
and public management (further subdivided into
U.S. and European versions) have each been devel-
oping their own parallel theories of accountability,
with little cross-fertilization or sense of common
purpose.

Defining Accountability

Though the core sense of accountability, the obliga-
tion of the accountor to answer for the performance
of duties, is uncontroversial, disagreement occurs
over what should be added to that core. Most
analyses also include the capacity of the account
holder to impose sanctions or other remedies on the
accountor as a necessary complement to full
accountability. However, some versions confine
accountability to the initial informing and discuss-
ing stages, omitting the requirement for any rectifi-
cation. In effect, they equate accountability with
transparency, another popular term with which
accountability is frequently linked. Certainly, in
complex modern systems of public accountability,
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some accountability mechanisms, such as parlia-
mentary inquiry or media investigation, can pro-
vide transparency but lack the capacity for
imposing sanctions, leaving that function to other
agencies such as courts or the executive. But
transparency on its own, with no prospect of cor-
rection or other adverse consequences, falls short
of full accountability.

In its core sense, accountability, like accounting
itself, is essentially retrospective or ex post, in that
it is concerned with information and explanation
about past actions of the accountor. Discussion
about future actions is, therefore, not, strictly
speaking, an exercise in accountability. However,
in a continuing relationship between principal and
agent, ex post can easily overlap with ex ante, as
in election campaigns when incumbent representa-
tives not only defend their past actions but also
outline their future plans. Indeed, some theorists
have wanted to distinguish two types or aspects of
accountability, ex post (retrospective) and ex ante
(prospective) accountability, while others have
included all communication between political lead-
ers and the public as part of an ongoing account-
ability dialogue. Such usage, while understandable
because of the obligations of democratic govern-
ments to engage in continuing discussion with
their citizens, extends accountability beyond its
normal focus of answering for past actions.
Similarly, government consultation with stake-
holders about future policy certainly helps keep
politicians and bureaucrats in touch with relevant
sections of public opinion, but it does not necessar-
ily imply accountability in the strict sense of
accounting for previous decisions.

Accountability is also sometimes taken beyond
its retrospective core when it is equated with insti-
tutional devices for limiting or constraining power.
For instance, constitutional checks and balances,
such as federalism and the separation of powers,
are sometimes described as mechanisms of account-
ability because they limit the legal power of gov-
ernments and prevent them from abusing the
rights of citizen. Such constraints may certainly
involve accountability mechanisms, for instance,
when a government oversteps its legal powers and
is called to account by the courts. However, con-
stitutional laws and regulations themselves are
essentially prospective in focus, seeking to limit
and control future actions of governments. The

mere fact that laws and regulation constrain the
power of governments need not in itself imply that
they are instruments of accountability.

Significant disagreement also surrounds how far
accountability is to be distinguished from other,
closely related concepts, namely, responsibility and
responsiveness. “Responsibility” and “account-
ability” share parallel conceptual histories, both
originating in the notion of answering (“respond-
ing,” “giving an account to”) to someone.
“Accountability,” as the obligation to answer for
the performance of duties, generally implies a rela-
tionship between two or more parties, in which
one party is subject to external scrutiny from oth-
ers. “Responsibility,” on the other hand, typically
refers to the internal deliberations and actions of a
single person or organization.

This division of conceptual labor is by no means
universally observed. “Responsibility” sometimes
includes answering to others as well as making indi-
vidual choices, as, for instance, in the classic British
conventions of “responsible government” and
“ministerial responsibility.” Indeed, before the rise
of the term accountability, responsibility regularly
covered both external and internal aspects (as its
equivalents still do in other European languages).

The popularity of “accountability” has seen it
extended in a similar fashion, but in the opposite
direction, to include not only external scrutiny but
also the internal capacity for considered and con-
scientious action usually described as acting
“responsibly.” For instance, where members of
caring professions, such as social workers and
health professionals, have a strong vocational com-
mitment to serving the interests of the community,
this concern is sometimes identified as in itself
constituting accountability to the community,
regardless of whether members of the community
actually have any rights of scrutiny or complaint.
Similarly, members of the nonprofit charitable sec-
tor commonly see themselves as accountable to the
recipients of charity even though they are not,
strictly speaking, answerable to them. Particularly
where professional standards or values are publicly
articulated, voluntary adherence to such standards
can be seen as a form of accountability without
any requirement to report externally or without
external any mechanism for others to demand
compliance. The accountability has become inter-
nalized, as though the conscientious professional is
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in an imaginary dialogue with his or her clients
and answering to them.

The question of whether an internalized sense
of service should be accepted as a form of account-
ability recalls the perennial debate over the relative
merits of professional discretion compared with
external scrutiny as a means of securing public
service in the public interest. The issue was classi-
cally discussed by Carl Friedrich and Herman
Finer in the 1940s as a debate over two contrasting
types of responsibility but is now typically described
as a clash between two types of accountability.
Conceptual clarity might be better served if
accountability were reserved for external scrutiny
and rectification, recasting the Friedrich—Finer
debate as being between the respective merits of
(internal) responsibility and (external) account-
ability. However, the emotive pull of “account-
ability,” like that of “democracy,” makes support-
ers of professional discretion unwilling to accept
what would amount to an accountability deficit.
Instead, they prefer to see themselves as embracing
a special form of accountability.

Similar extensions beyond the core meaning of
accountability derive from the connection between
accountability and responsiveness. Accountability,
as the obligation to answer to external scrutiny,
derives its main justification from its contribution
to responsiveness, understood as the readiness of
institutions and officials to respond to the needs
and interests of those whom they serve. In public
administration, for instance, responsiveness, the
alignment between official action and public pref-
erences, is the goal to which the accountability of
governments is a key means. However, account-
ability procedures of external scrutiny, such as
review and audit, are not the only mechanisms for
making governments responsive. For instance,
changing the organizational culture of a public
agency toward a greater client focus and concern
for service quality can make the agency more
responsive to the public but need not involve addi-
tional accountability procedures of scrutiny or
inquiry. Yet many in such an agency would typi-
cally claim that it had become both more respon-
sive and more accountable, in effect identifying
accountability with responsiveness.

The link between accountability and responsive-
ness also arises with market mechanisms. Markets
are unquestionably instruments of responsiveness.

They find their main rationale in their capacity to
align the provision of goods and services with the
preferences of consumers and citizens. But are they
therefore instruments of accountability? According
to a strict understanding, organizations operating
in a market, particularly private companies, are
accountable primarily to their owners and share-
holders, not to their customers. They may be
accountable to individual consumers who have
purchased goods or services, and they may also be
publicly accountable in the sense of being liable to
scrutiny for complying with any relevant law and
regulations. But overall responsiveness to con-
sumer preferences comes from the consumers’
capacity to choose between alternative suppliers in
a competitive market. Suppliers adjust to consumer
demand not because of any complaints or scrutiny
from potential customers, who have no such rights
against a supplier, but because they will go out of
business if they have no customers.

Markets are thus primarily “exit” mechanisms
for securing responsiveness. Dissatisfied customers
vote with their feet. Accountability, on the other
hand, as normally understood, is a “voice” mecha-
nism, allowing dissatisfied members of the public
to complain and to seek information and rectifica-
tion from an organization. In this case, markets do
not count as accountability mechanisms.
Nonetheless, because competitive markets have
the capacity to force service providers to take note
of consumer preferences and, in some sense, to
“answer” to expressed demand, to describe them
as instruments of accountability can have a certain
plausibility.

In the same way, organizations that respond to
peer or public opinion through concern for their
corporate reputations are sometimes said to be
exhibiting “reputational” accountability. Again,
there is no direct connection or dialogue between
the supposed “accountor” and the “account
holder,” no right of the public or the organiza-
tion’s peers to call the organization to account,
and no formal obligation of the accountor to
accept sanctions or redirections from others.
Again, however, the emotive force of the term
accountability leads sympathetic observers to clas-
sify such responsiveness as instances of account-
ability. Moreover, in modern democratic societies,
reputational effects are often the result of media
publicity and scrutiny. There are good grounds for
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seeing the media as agents of accountability, hold-
ing public figures and organizations up to scrutiny,
even though the media may have no formal rights
to demand information or to impose sanctions. As
with transparency in general, however, such
accountability without rectification is inchoate and
incomplete.

Accountability is thus a chameleon-like concept
that readily takes on new, additional senses from
the different contexts in which it is used. Because
external scrutiny and sanctions, the core of account-
ability, are so central to checking abuses of power
and to the processes of representative democracy,
the term itself is easily extended to other mecha-
nisms and processes that secure the same overall
objectives, including legal and regulatory con-
straints, market competition, and public service
professionalism and commitment to the public
interest. These extensions and variations have been
driven by the emotive power of the term combined
with the lack of widely recognized academic
authorities on the topic. To expect agreement on a
single concept of accountability is unrealistic. But,
at least, analysts of accountability could become
more aware of the well-established variations in
usage and more willing to place their own versions
within that larger conceptual context.

Typologies of Accountability

Most analyses of accountability divide it into dif-
ferent types, though, as with the definition of
accountability, there is no agreement on a typol-
ogy or even on the meaning of some of the labels.
Some typologies are based on distinctions in the
subject matter of accountability (for what), for
instance, between accountability for contestable
outcomes (“political”) or for agreed tasks (“man-
agerial”) and accountability for different types of
activity, such as finances, processes, and perfor-
mance. Other typologies focus more on the insti-
tutions and mechanisms of accountability, for
instance, “political,” “legal,” “bureaucratic,” and
“professional.”

Several classifications are built on distinctions in
the direction of accountability, such as “vertical,”
which can include “upward” accountability within
a structured hierarchy as well as downward to citi-
zens and customers, and “horizontal” and “out-
ward,” which refers to accountability to institutions

orindividual of roughly equalstatus. A “360-degree”
accountability implies accountability in all direc-
tions: upward, outward, and horizontal. “Internal”
versus “external” accountability can refer to the
difference in fo whom an organization is account-
able, internal referring to those who exercise clear
ownership or delegation rights while “external”
refers to those who have no such rights but are nev-
ertheless affected.

Typologies tend to be context dependent. For
instance, writers on developmental politics and
democratization have employed the contrast
between “horizontal” and “vertical” accountabil-
ity to stress the importance of having executive
governments accountable (horizontally) to other
coequal institutions, such as courts, legislatures,
and auditors. Horizontal accountability has
become equated with the rule of law and constitu-
tional government, seen as prerequisites for suc-
cessful representative democracy. In international
politics, on the other hand, types of accountability
identified in one influential study (hierarchical,
supervisory, fiscal, legal, market, peer, and repu-
tational) reflect the political realities of interna-
tional relations and the absence of some of the
more robust accountability mechanisms, such as
elections and legal sanctions, available within
nation-states.

In the public administration literature, the struc-
ture of accountability typologies tends to follow
constitutional structure, with a sharp division
between the approach in the United States and that
in the parliamentary systems of the United Kingdom
(UK); other Westminster systems such as Canada,
Australia, and New Zealand; and Western Europe.
In the United States, the separation of powers,
along with federalism, makes bureaucrats indepen-
dently accountable to a range of institutions,
including the president, Congress, and the courts,
forcing them to juggle between competing account-
ability demands. Analyses of accountability tend to
stress the discretionary role of bureaucrats and the
varied types of accountability forum—hierarchical,
political, legal, and professional—in which they
operate.

In parliamentary systems, by contrast, bureau-
cratic accountability centers on the hierarchical
chain of accountability through ministers to par-
liament and the public, associated with the tradi-
tional conventions of ministerial responsibility
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and described variously as “parliamentary” or
“political.” To this have been added other, supple-
mentary types, such as “legal,” “judicial” (to cover
accountability through courts and tribunals), or
“managerial,” referring specifically to the output-
focused accountability emphasized in the NPM.
Not only do different typologies contain differ-
ent sets and combinations of individual types of
accountability but particular individual types also
vary in meaning between different typologies.
Political accountability, for instance, is sometimes
confined to politicians and to processes involving
politicians while at other times it refers, more
broadly, to contestable outcomes involving non-
elected officials as well as elected politicians. Legal
and judicial accountability typically imply the
processes of courts and the legal system. But they
vary as to whether they are confined to the judi-
cial branch of government or also include quasi-
judicial tribunals or other executive-based institu-
tions such as ombudsmen and freedom of infor-
mation rules. Legal accountability has also been
defined even more broadly to cover external
monitoring for compliance with legally estab-
lished rules, which therefore implies that legisla-
tures scrutinizing compliance with their own leg-
islation are engaging in legal accountability.
Finally, professional accountability also has no
settled meaning. Sometimes it refers to the account-
ability that members of an expert profession owe to
each other (peer accountability). For example,
some professionals, such as doctors and lawyers,
can be held to account by disciplinary bodies
drawn from the profession itself. Less formally,
members of a profession, including public servants,
may be monitored and called to account through
shared networks and collegial relationships.
However, professional accountability has also been
applied to the independent exercise of ethical
norms of a particular profession, which have been
internalized through socialization into the profes-
sion. In this case, professional accountability is
being identified as a sense of professional responsi-
bility, quite detached from any external scrutiny.

Mechanisms of Public Sector Accountability

The complex accountability structures surround-
ing modern governments involve a wide range of
institutional mechanisms, which vary according to

the section of government on which they focus
(who?), the type of issue that they investigate (for
what?), and the procedures they follow (how?).

Elections

In a representative democracy, the basic
accountability mechanism is the general election
at which incumbent executive leaders present
themselves to the voters and seek a renewal of
their mandate to govern. Elections compel elected
politicians to explain and justify their actions and
give the citizens the opportunity to listen and
impose a verdict. Elections legitimize the control
exercised by political leaders over the executive
bureaucracy and thus underpin the accountability
of agency heads to ministers and of junior officials
to their superiors through the hierarchical chain of
command. Though elections may be held at infre-
quent intervals, their indirect influence on govern-
ment accountability is immense, through the
threat of future of retribution imposed on unpop-
ular governments.

Elections may be powerful but they are also
blunt. Their effectiveness as accountability instru-
ments can be compromised by their forward-looking
function of selecting an incoming government.
Voters may be deflected from sanctioning an
unpopular government by the perception that the
alternative leadership is even less palatable.
Accountability is also denied where incumbent
leaders do not stand for reelection (most notably in
the case of second-term United States presidents).
Moreover, because elections require a general
judgment over a whole regime and its overall pro-
gram, they do not allow for more fine-grained
accountability on particular issues or decisions.
Electioneering is dominated by general slogans and
misleading rhetoric and does not offer much scope
for accurate information or serious discussion.

Elections therefore need to be supplemented by
a range of other accountability mechanisms and
should not be seen as the sole instruments of
democratic accountability, as is the tendency in
theories of democracy built around the single act
of voting and electoral choice. Conversely, regimes
that lack elections, though undemocratic, may still
offer citizens opportunities to hold their govern-
ments to account, for instance, through legal pro-
cesses or complaints procedures.
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Legislative Scrutiny

Between elections, the major institution of
accountability is the legislature. Though primarily
defined in terms of their lawmaking functions,
modern legislatures have ceded much of their leg-
islative initiative and discretion to the executive
branch, especially in parliamentary democracies
where the main legislative chamber is typically
under the control of the ruling party. In compensa-
tion, legislatures have increasingly emphasized
their accountability role as the main forum where
the executive is required to answer to the public.

Legislatures hold executives to account through
a variety of avenues. One is the requirement for
regular reporting on executive activities. All gov-
ernment agencies and statutory officials are obliged
to report periodically (usually annually) to the
legislature on their general performance.
Information provided to the legislature thereby
enters the public realm and is available for general
debate and discussion.

Legislatures also have the right to question
members of the executive and subject them to pub-
lic scrutiny. In Westminster-based democracies,
conventions of ministerial responsibility require
ministers to answer to parliament for the conduct
of their departments, to provide information about
decisions, and, where necessary, to impose reme-
dies. Similar conventions exist in most parliamen-
tary democracies where ministers are accountable
to parliament. Ministerial responsibility has been a
topic of perennial controversy, mainly because of
a widespread but erroneous belief that it requires
ministers to take personal responsibility for the
actions of subordinates and resign when major
mistakes are discovered to have been made within
their departments. Such “sacrificial” resignation is
rarely, if ever, undertaken and the doctrine of
“vicarious” responsibility on which it is based
(that ministers are personally responsible for the
acts of subordinates) does not accord with prac-
tice. When ministers resign, they do so because of
personal faults of their own making, such as mis-
leading parliament or engaging in improper or
corrupt conduct, and the decision is usually politi-
cally determined in terms of minimizing damage to
the government’s popularity.

Ministerial resignation is a side issue in assess-
ing the role of ministers’ responsibility in govern-
ment accountability. Much more important, and

the basis of the effectiveness of ministerial respon-
sibility as an accountability mechanism, are the
obligations it imposes on ministers to answer to
the public on matters of public concern, either in
parliament or directly through the media. Though
ministers are not required to take personal respon-
sibility for all actions of their subordinates, they
must provide information and justification when
asked. Refusal to respond publicly, which is com-
mon among leaders of private organizations, is
politically unacceptable for elected politicians. At
the same time, however, while avoiding outright
deceit (which remains a strong ground for forced
resignation), ministers can readily prevaricate and
avoid disclosure of embarrassing information.
Moreover, their monopoly of the right of public
response can carry the corollary that departmental
officials remain out of the public eye, which can
shield them from legitimate public scrutiny.

To circumvent the problem of bureaucratic ano-
nymity, legislatures also question public officials
directly, usually through a system of legislative
committees. The practice of committee scrutiny is
most highly developed in the U.S. Congress, which,
through the separation of powers, is an active part-
ner in shaping government policy and has a legiti-
mate interest in overseeing the whole conduct of
government business. In parliamentary systems,
the scope of questioning is somewhat more con-
fined, exempting appointed officials from answer-
ing on issues of government policy, out of defer-
ence to the democratic mandate of the elected
leaders. Even so, restricting questions to adminis-
trative matters for which officials are more imme-
diately responsible still allows considerable oppor-
tunity for holding the bureaucracy to account.

Courts

All governments are subject to legal account-
ability through the courts because courts determine
whether the government has acted within the law.
The operation and effect of this power vary with a
country’s legal and constitutional structure. One
contrast is between Anglo-American countries,
where cases involving the government are heard in
the same courts as civil cases, and some European
countries, notably France, where a completely
separate court structure is reserved for cases
involving the state. Another contrast concerns the
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scope of judicial review. Where the constitution, as
in the United States, defines and limits the powers
of both Congress and the president, the courts
become a forum for holding the government gener-
ally accountable across a wide range of substantial
policy issues. On the other hand, in parliamentary
democracies such as the UK, where few constitu-
tional limits are placed on legislative power,
opportunities for challenging policies through the
courts are much more limited.

Most legal cases involving the government are
brought by individual citizens and deal with par-
ticular decisions affecting them that have been
made by government agencies. It is open to the
court to rule whether a decision was taken within
the powers legally conferred on the government
agency; whether the citizen received natural jus-
tice, in terms of fair procedure and due process;
and whether the decision itself was reasonable.
Whether courts can decide on the actual substance
and merits of a decision varies according to the
provisions of the individual legal system. Some
systems make use of quasi-judicial tribunals, which
operate like courts though with a generally more
relaxed approach to procedure and which, being
technically part of the executive branch, are
empowered to amend executive decisions.

Legal accountability, like litigation generally,
suffers from being slow and expensive and is
beyond the reach of most people for most issues.
However, its availability as a last resort is crucial
to the public’s capacity to hold governments to
account. Like the rule of law itself, of which it is a
key element, accountability through an indepen-
dent and honest judiciary is the foundation of all
public accountability.

Auditors and Other Monitoring Agencies

Governments are overseen and investigated by a
range of special-purpose accountability agencies.
Of these agencies, the most long-standing are the
offices of government auditors (variously described
as “auditors general” and/or “comptrollers gen-
eral”). Their traditional function has been the
monitoring of government finances on behalf of
the legislature to see whether public revenue and
expenditure have been managed according to legis-
lative authorization and according to standards of
public probity and propriety. The historic function

of “regularity auditing” for financial compliance
has more recently been supplemented by “perfor-
mance” (“value for money,” “efficiency,” “com-
prehensive”) auditing that extends to assessing the
efficiency and effectiveness of government pro-
grams. Performance audits usually take a pro-
gram’s objectives as given and then examine
whether these objectives have been achieved and at
what cost. In performance auditing, as distinct
from regularity auditing, auditors typically lack
any powers of sanction or rectification and can
simply recommend changes and improvement.

In general, government auditors have proved
essential in maintaining financial integrity in gov-
ernments. Conversely, the absence of effective audit
is a key indicator of weak and corrupt government
systems. They have also been very successful in
exposing bureaucratic waste and inefficiency. Even
though they cannot mandate any remedies, the
authority of their recommendations and the
adverse publicity attached to the exposure of seri-
ous waste and inefficiency are often sufficient to
prompt governments to follow their recommenda-
tions voluntarily.

Besides auditors, other investigating bodies
include government inspectors and ombudsmen.
Inspectors are officials established within particu-
lar government departments and agencies with the
function of improving efficiency and effectiveness.
Inspectors have been employed to monitor school
and prison systems as well as government depart-
ments in areas such as taxation, defense, and secu-
rity where bureaucratic performance is a matter of
particular concern. The position of ombudsman,
first introduced in Scandinavia, has been adopted
worldwide as an avenue of complaint for individ-
ual citizens seeking redress in connection with
particular decisions. Ombudsmen usually have the
power to investigate and recommend but not to
impose remedies. In spite of this limitation, how-
ever, they have proved an effective accountability
mechanism midway between individual complaint
and full legal proceedings.

Recent decades have witnessed an “audit explo-
sion” as governments and government agencies
become subject to increasing supervision by regula-
tory agencies. With the transfer of responsibility for
providing public goods and services away from
government departments under political direction to
various forms of arm’s-length providers, regulation
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has tended to replace political and bureaucratic
direction as the means of making public service
providers publicly accountable. A plethora of reg-
ulatory agencies now monitor different areas of
public service provision, such as health and educa-
tion, or different aspects of government activity,
such as occupational health and safety or human
rights. While most regulatory bodies are public
bodies, some are privately established but have
been granted legal powers—for instance, some
consumers’ associations and animal protection
societies. Other private monitoring bodies have no
legal mandate but operate more informally as
observers and critics of government activities.
These include a number of private international
watchdogs, such as Greenpeace and Amnesty
International and the financial ratings agencies,
Standard and Poor’s and Moody’s, which have a
great impact on economic policy because of the
impact of their ratings decisions.

Freedom of Information and the Media

The public availability of information held by
governments may be only the initial stage of a full
accountability process and needs to be followed up
by discussion and then, if necessary, by rectifica-
tion. However, once such information is released
into the public realm it can readily be used to
spark a political reaction and force governments
into remedies. Public access to government infor-
mation is therefore an essential component of
government accountability and is provided by a
number of channels.

One such channel is the right of the general
citizen to seek access to information, both personal
information held about them as individual citizens
and general information about government policy.
Rights of freedom of information are found in
most established democracies, with the United
States having led the way and the UK being a
reluctant latecomer. Certain exemptions usually
apply, on grounds such as national security, cabi-
net confidentiality, commercial confidentiality,
and protection of legal proceedings. Financial
charges can also be imposed, especially on matters
of general interest, with the result that information
is generally sought by well-resourced journalists or
by organized groups with political interests rather
than by individual citizens.

The various media outlets, both print and elec-
tronic, also help spread information and stimulate
debate. In part, their function is strictly intermedi-
ary, relaying to a wider public news items and
arguments supplied by others. However, they also
play an independent role in instigating inquiries
and conducting investigations. Though, for the
most part, privately owned and not formally part
of the machinery of government, the media are
essential to effective accountability in large-scale
modern states. Indeed, a free press, along with
elections and an independent judiciary, has been
acknowledged as one of the key institutions in
securing an accountable government.

Intra-Organizational Accountability

In addition to being externally accountable,
government agencies, like all organizations, also
exhibit internal structures of accountability
whereby different members or sections are account-
able to others within the organization. Indeed,
from the perspective of individual officials, organi-
zational accountability upward through the chain
of bureaucratic command is often the most imme-
diate and salient form of accountability in their
daily activities. To assist in reinforcing upward
accountability, organizations often impose their
own in-house versions of independent scrutiny,
such as internal audit or inspection, which mirrors
and anticipates the financial monitoring of exter-
nal auditors and inspectors.

Accountability of individual officials to their
superiors is an essential element in the overall
democratic accountability of executive govern-
ment. If elected leaders are to be accountable for
the actions of bureaucrats, then they must be able
to rely on their bureaucrats’ willingness to take
direction and answer for their actions.
Accountability upward is thus a corollary of con-
trol downward. Conversely, any slippage in con-
trol from above is typically reflected in lack of
accountability upward.

Weakness in upward accountability may be
symptomatic of the well-known propensity of
bureaucrats to pursue their own policy agendas
and apply their own judgment against the wishes
of their superiors. It may also come from contrary
accountability pressures. “Bottom-up” views of
administration legitimate the direct accountability
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of street-level bureaucrats to their clients among
the public and undermine the authority of organi-
zational superiors. From this perspective, account-
ability through the “top-down” chain of bureau-
cratic command becomes an unwelcome constraint
to be managed rather than a mandate to be
respected. Bottom-up versions of accountability
can claim their own democratic legitimacy through
answerability directly to the members of the public
rather than indirectly through the public’s elected
representatives.

Systems of Democratic Accountability

Democratic accountability can be viewed from
various perspectives, from that of the citizen wish-
ing to hold his or her government to account, from
that of the elected politicians responding to the vot-
ers, or from that of the government official answer-
ing to political masters and to the public. Depending
on one’s position and interests, different account-
ability mechanisms claim the most attention.
Politicians are focused primarily on elections and
the media, whereas public servants are more con-
cerned with accountability to superiors in the hier-
archy. Citizens in strife with government agencies
will be looking to grievance procedures and
ombudsmen. In all cases, the structure of available
accountability mechanisms appears complex and
untidy, incapable of being reduced to tidy diagrams
or flowcharts without oversimplification. Structures
of accountability are inherently pluralistic and are
better described as “webs,” or possibly “systems,”
to indicate their complexity and fluidity.

The various accountability agencies and pro-
cesses in webs of democratic accountability exhibit
widely different functions. Some accountability
processes, such as elections, focus on overall per-
formance of government, while others, such as
financial audit, concentrate on details of adminis-
tration. Politicians and the media home in on
politically controversial and sensational issues.
Auditors and inspectors, by contrast, tend to delib-
erately steer clear of political controversy and
instead concentrate on more humdrum areas of
administration, which may appear dull but are
often the site of major inefficiencies.

Some agencies, such as courts, exercise the full
range of accountability functions, including
information, discussion, and rectification, while

others, such as the media, are limited to the
transparency functions of information and dis-
cussion. It is for this reason that democratic
accountability cannot be accurately represented
by a chain of principal-agent relationships, given
such relationships always imply the principal’s
right to impose sanctions. Standard structures of
democratic accountability certainly involve
account holders with the power to impose reme-
dies and sanctions. This power may be located
with a number of different actors. The basic right
of rectification lies with citizens as voters who
have the capacity to remove their elected repre-
sentatives. But other public officers and institu-
tions can also compel compliance on those
accountable to them. Elected political leaders can
direct their departments and agency heads in
relation to their subordinates. Courts and tribu-
nals can issue binding decisions.

However, not all agencies of accountability pos-
sess the power of rectification. Indeed, many of the
most effective accountability agencies, including
legislative committees, auditors, ombudsmen, and
the media, can only investigate and recommend.
Their effectiveness depends on their capacity to
exert pressure on account holders with rectificatory
powers, particularly executive leaders, to impose
remedies in response to adverse publicity, backed
by the ultimate electoral sanction. Democratic
accountability can thus operate as an interlocking
system with some institutions specializing in infor-
mation and investigation while others are relied on
for rectification. While there may be grounds for
identifying elections as the defining accountability
mechanism in representative democracies, they are
far from being the only such mechanism.

A key factor in any web of accountability is
whether each accountability agency charged with
holding the government to account is itself publicly
accountable for performing its accountability func-
tions. Legislators, judges, auditors, ombudsmen,
regulators, and so on need to be subjected to scru-
tiny themselves to prevent them from becoming lax
or corrupt. Most officials in such scrutinizing posi-
tions are granted a degree of statutory autonomy
to help them maintain an independent stance
against the executive power that they must call to
account. At the same time, however, this indepen-
dence is itself open to abuse. Transparency, media
scrutiny, and the ultimate power of arraignment
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and dismissal are essential buttresses of profes-
sional integrity. The guardians must be guarded.

Accountability in International Relations

Most analysis of government accountability has
taken place within the context of nation-states,
where the defining element of legal and political
sovereignty provides a framework of effective
sanctions to support other accountability mecha-
nisms and where elections provide the people with
the ultimate sanction. In the international sphere,
however, the absence of effective sovereign power
and elections raises the specter of an accountability
vacuum. How can international organizations
such as the United Nations (UN) or the World
Bank be held accountable for serving the interests
of the international community if that community
is not capable of enforcing sanctions on them?

In practice, accountability in the international
sphere, though weaker than in many nation-states,
is far from nonexistent. In some areas such as trade
policy and criminal behavior, international law
can offer effective remedies backed up by the coer-
cive power of nation-states. International organi-
zations are subject to accountability mechanisms,
such as audit, review, and media scrutiny, as well
as being answerable to the national governments
that underwrite them. The UN bureaucracy,
though often incompetent and corrupt, can be
exposed to detailed investigation, as over its han-
dling of the Oil-for-Food Programme, and can be
pressured to institute reforms. Rectification tends
to be ineffective, because of the apathy and dis-
unity among leading members of the Security
Council, the body to which the bureaucracy is
accountable. But, with more determination from
member states, the accountability deficit could be
significantly reduced. As it stands, the accountabil-
ity deficit in the UN bureaucracy is probably no
greater than that found in the national bureaucra-
cies of most of the member states themselves.

The inherent contrast between accountability in
nation-states and in the international arena should
therefore not be overstated. Both are pluralistic in
structure and involve a range of accountability
mechanisms, many of which, such as the media and
NGO (nongovernmental organization) watchdogs,
operate at both levels. The significant lack of effec-
tive legal and political sanctions at the international

level must be conceded. But so too must the poten-
tial for improved international accountability short
of a united system of world government.

Single Versus Multiple Accountability

Should the duties of public accountability, whether
for government as a whole or for particular gov-
ernment agencies, be concentrated in a single per-
son or dispersed among a number of different
people? The main argument for concentration lies
in the value of having a designated person, usually
the leader or agency head, who is obliged to take
collective responsibility and to answer to the pub-
lic, particularly in times of crisis or government
failure. Where responsibility and accountability
are dispersed between members of a group or
between different agencies, officials and politicians
can easily shift the blame to others, with the result
that no one accepts an obligation to answer to the
public. A single point of accountability, by con-
trast, makes buck passing much more difficult.

On the other hand, multiple avenue of account-
ability can provide the public with greater opportu-
nities for extracting information from government
and for holding government officials up to scrutiny.
A leader exercising sole powers of accountability,
while less open to buck passing, is better able to
resist embarrassing inquiry into the actions of sub-
ordinates and to cover up mistakes. In practice,
most collective actions involve the responsibility of
many individuals (“the problem of many hands”),
and the attempt to hold only one person responsi-
ble and accountable obscures the reality of how
bureaucracies operate.

In general, multiple avenues of accountability
appear superior for the initial stages of account-
ability, for revealing information, and for encour-
aging the scrutiny of government. Single points of
accountability, however, are more effective for
taking charge and imposing remedies. The differ-
ing U.S. and UK constitutions illustrate the con-
trast. The United States, with its separation of
powers and multiple points of authority, provides
a very open and transparent system of government
but one where solutions are hard to impose. The
United Kingdom, on the other hand, concentrates
power in the prime minister and cabinet under
tight conventions of ministerial responsibility,
which have preserved executive secrecy but allowed
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effective rectification when problems come to
light. A similar contrast can be found in the
accountability of federal systems compared with
that of unitary systems. Federations provide more
avenues for inquiry but lack a single point of
responsibility and are prone to blame shifting.

These dilemmas remain intractable. The best
solution is to try to combine multiple avenues for
scrutiny with a single authority for rectification,
thus drawing on the virtues of each approach.
Indeed, pluralistic democratic systems of account-
ability can be viewed in this light. Ideally, they
combine many different, complementary mecha-
nisms of scrutiny with a few clear points of unam-
biguous control and direction.

Accountability in Networks

“Networks” are an increasingly important feature
of modern government posing particular problems
of accountability. Networks may be understood as
structures of collective action and decision making
in which formally independent groups or individu-
als cooperate for shared purposes. They are com-
monly contrasted both with hierarchies, where the
members are linked by formal control structures
and in superior-subordinate relationships, and
with markets, where self-interested parties are
linked through formal agreements and contracts.
Network members share the formal independence
of market players while cooperating in shared val-
ues and objectives over a substantial period of time.

The concept of network has come to promi-
nence in the analysis of modern systems of gover-
nance (to use a closely associated term) for various
reasons. First, it signifies in part the long-standing
aspects of all political systems, particularly the
more informal cross-institutional relationships,
which tended to be overlooked in more traditional
institutional analysis and which now appear wor-
thy of much more careful study. For instance,
relationships between different levels of govern-
ment, central and local, federal and state, have
always relied heavily on informal partnerships and
negotiation. Second, government systems are mak-
ing more use of arms-length institutions, such as
executive agencies and private organizations, for
the delivery of public services. Relations between
the purchasing government and the provider orga-
nizations are neither hierarchical nor market based

but instead depend more on network characteris-
tics of partnerships, trust, and agreed values.

Networks cause accountability problems
because responsibility for collective action is shared
between a number of different parties, giving rise
to the classic buck passing associated with multiple
accountability. Within the network itself, admit-
tedly, relationships of trust and common interest
may lead to mutual accountability and responsive-
ness. But for outsiders wishing to hold the network
to account for its actions, the blurring of responsi-
bility is problematic. Particularly when mistakes
are made, interested members of the public are
often unable to gain satisfactory answers because
the various members of the network can shift the
blame to each other.

Outsourcing of public services to stand-alone
agencies has been bedeviled by accountability dif-
ficulties as politicians blame providers for perfor-
mance failures and providers respond that the
government has given them insufficient resources.
The accountability deficit often increases if the pro-
viders are in the private sector and not accustomed
to the level of public scrutiny applied to the public
sector. Commercial contractors plead commercial
confidentiality as a reason for concealing their
internal operations and are often exempt from
investigation by legislative committees or ombuds-
men. Nonprofit organizations rely heavily on the
conscientiousness of their staff, many of whom are
volunteers, and are particularly reluctant to face
demands for information and rectification.

Accountability and the
New Public Management

The international public sector reform movement
of the 1980s and 1990s, known as “the new public
management,” though primarily aimed at improv-
ing public sector efficiency and effectiveness, also
included an accountability agenda. The move-
ment’s main assumption was that the public sector
was less efficient than the commercial private sec-
tor and needed to move closer to private sector
management methods. With respect to account-
ability, the most serious deficiency of the public
sector compared with the commercial private sec-
tor is perceived to be its lack of clear objectives.
Private companies have a clear and quantifiable
“bottom line,” the maximizing of shareholder
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value, which provides a clear focus for the perfor-
mance and accountability of managers. Government
agencies, by contrast, often have little sense of
their objectives and lack clear criteria for judging
the performance of officials and their agencies and
for holding them to account.

Another deficiency noted in public sector account-
ability is bureaucrats’ comparative lack of concern
for serving the members of the public with whom
they have direct dealings. In contrast to those offer-
ing goods and services for sale in a competitive
market—who must focus on their customers’
preferences—bureaucrats can exploit their monop-
oly position and remain largely unaccountable to the
members of the public they are supposed to serve.

In other respects, however, the public sector is
seen as laboring under excessive accountability
burdens. For instance, lack of accountability for
results is typically balanced by much more account-
ability for following set procedures than is found
in the private sector. This accountability for pro-
cess encourages red tape and discourages manage-
rial initiative. At the same time, the managerial
efficiency of public sector managers is also stifled
by the constant threat of interference in their deci-
sions by their political masters who are themselves
responding to the accountability demands of the
general public. Because political leaders can be
held publicly accountable for any action taken by
their departmental officials, the first imperative on
all loyal bureaucrats is to save their masters from
political embarrassment, even if organizational
efficiency is compromised thereby.

The managerial accountability agenda of the
NPM reformers therefore includes a number of
interlocking strategies. First, objectives are to be
clarified, and managers are to be held accountable
in terms of achieving measurable outputs. Second,
political accountability through elected political
leaders is to be confined to the setting of broad
objectives and outcomes, leaving responsibility
and accountability for outputs with arms-length
managers who are quarantined from day-to-day
political interference and are accountable to inde-
pendent regulators rather than to politicians.
Third, service providers are to be made more
directly accountable to individual citizens, viewed
as clients or customers.

The reform agenda has had considerable
impact on systems of bureaucratic accountability.

Most government agencies now report perfor-
mance in terms of objectives, including outcomes
and outputs, and much effort has been directed
toward designing performance measures, partic-
ularly in service agencies and in public health and
education. The widespread decoupling of service
provision from direct political control, through
executive agencies and outsourcing, has raised
the accountability profile of many agency heads
and nongovernment service providers, while
removing some internal organizational matters
from, public scrutiny. The “audit explosion,”
signified by the creation of new monitoring and
regulatory bodies, reflects the move away from
political accountability to independent regula-
tion. Moves toward greater client focus, includ-
ing the service charter initiatives, pioneered in
the UK, have done much to reorient frontline
bureaucrats toward a more user-friendly service
culture.

At the same time, however, traditional public
sector accountability practices have proved much
more resistant to change than the reformers had
hoped, largely because of entrenched public expec-
tations about accountability. The managerialist
injunction to restrict the politicians’ accountability
for general objectives and to delegate accountabil-
ity for implementation to agency heads and man-
agers has proved politically unworkable. Members
of the public and the media will not readily accept
what they see as unjustifiable blame shifting from
leaders to subordinates or contractors. Leaders
become inevitably drawn into discussion of admin-
istrative details: making bureaucrats, correspond-
ingly, remain highly sensitive to political direction.
Private contractors become similarly adept at
anticipating political pressures if they want their
contracts renewed. Hopes that public servants
would be less process driven have not been ful-
filled. In particular, the continuing role of courts
and quasi-judicial tribunals in reviewing adminis-
trative decisions has maintained a strong demand
for due process. The public sector continues to be
held to higher procedural standards through the
principles of natural justice, which are jealously
protected by the courts.

Richard Mulgan
Australian National University
Canberra, Australia
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ACCOUNTABILITY, ELECTORAL

Electoral accountability is best interpreted as a
three-phase process and a feedback. Political
actors looking for election will first try to take
into account the preferences of the voters. If
elected, they will then keep into account what
they have heard and learned during the electoral
campaign. Returning to the voters, they will give
an account of their behavior and their perfor-
mance. Even those representatives who do not run
again will retain some electoral accountability,
because none of them would want to ruin the elec-
toral chances of his or her party and successor.

Electoral accountability lies at the heart of all
processes of democratic representation. It is a com-
plex, multilayered phenomenon entailing three
quite distinct, though interrelated, phases and sev-
eral individual and collective actors. It is signifi-
cantly affected and, in some ways, shaped by the
electoral system and, more generally, by the insti-
tutional arrangements.

Accountability During
the Electoral Campaign

Electoral accountability begins when a relation-
ship is established between the voters and their
potential representatives, candidates, and parties.
During the electoral campaign, the candidates and
the parties have an interest in getting to know
what the voters need and want, which preferences
and values they have, and which ideals they would
promote. In this phase, accountability manifests
itself as the most conscious effort by candidates
and parties to learn, that is, to take into account
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what the voters communicate to them. Obviously,
there are two limits to this process. First, the voters
may not have a very precise idea about their prefer-
ences and interests and may not know exactly how
to communicate them to the candidates and the
parties. Second, the candidates and the parties may
discount the preferences and the values of some or
several groups of voters or may be unable to intro-
duce them into their predisposed programmatic
package and, to a much lesser extent, to their ideo-
logical views. On the whole, however, an effort
will certainly be made by them to take into account
what they have heard and have come to know.
Usually, a difference is drawn between a pro-
portional electoral system used in relatively large
constituencies with no possibility of casting a pref-
erence vote and plurality-majority electoral sys-
tems applied in single-member constituencies.
Understandably, in the first case, much or most of
the electoral accountability depends on the ability
and the willingness of the political parties to take
into account what they have heard during the elec-
toral campaign, and much of the electoral account-
ability will then be projected to the national level.
When plurality-majority systems operate in single-
member constituencies, individual candidates are
the protagonists of electoral accountability (Bruce
Cain, John Ferejohn, & Morris Fiorina, 1987). It
is up to them to interact with the voters, to learn
as well as to explain, to take into account what
they have been communicated by the voters, and
also to carry that knowledge into the representa-
tive assembly. The candidates’ ability to learn
about the preferences of the voters and to shape
them may make a difference in the outcome of the
electoral processes and, possibly, in the type of
politics and policies proposed and later imple-
mented by their party or governmental coalition.

Accountability in the
Implementation of Policies

Electoral accountability does not end with the
holding of the elections and their outcomes. Once
installed inside the representative assembly at any
level of the political system, elected representatives
and their parties must try to translate their propos-
als into policies. Again, there is a difference in the
approach taken by representatives elected through
a proportional system in large constituencies, even

more so when there is no preference vote, and rep-
resentatives elected in single-member constituencies
through a plurality-majority electoral system. In
the first case, party leaders will decide which poli-
cies to implement, usually claiming to have received
a mandate and remaining somewhat indifferent to
positions articulated by their individual representa-
tives. Party leaders will keep into account what
they believe has been the response of the voters to
their overall programmatic offer. As to representa-
tives elected in single-member constituencies, no
doubt quite a number of them will certainly sup-
port their party’s policies. However, not a small
number of those elected representatives will indeed
attempt to introduce into the political discourse
and the policy debate what they have learned from
the/their voters. In addition to some general prefer-
ences and interests expressed by their voters and
largely compatible with their party’s program/
manifesto, elected representatives will seriously
attempt to keep into account specific preferences
and interests concerning their single-member con-
stituencies and their voters, or all of them. Indeed,
the working of a specific representative assembly
will be significantly affected by the degree of polit-
ical discretionality and electoral power of its indi-
vidual members, especially those elected in single-
member constituencies (Heinz Eulau, 1986).

Accountability and Reelection

Neither political debates nor electoral accountabil-
ity comes to an end in a representative assembly.
All party leaders and elected representatives, gov-
ernmental office holders, and oppositionists are
fully aware that public opinion has its (more or
less open and informed) eyes on them, that it scru-
tinizes their behavior, its conformity to the prom-
ises and the programs, and its consequences. One
way or another, all the protagonists, voters
included, know perfectly well that in democratic
regimes the voters will periodically pass judgment
on the policies that they have approved or opposed
and on their behavior while in office. Hence, when
the time comes for new elections, elected represen-
tatives and party leaders cannot escape from per-
forming another task fully belonging to account-
ability. They will have to explain to the voters
what they have done, not done, or poorly done.
They will be obliged to give an account of their
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performance in their roles. It is of decisive impor-
tance that elected representatives and party leaders
accept full responsibility for their performance or
lack of it. Indeed, often, but inadequately, electoral
accountability is considered mechanically limited
only to this specific phase: reward (reelection) and
punishment (defeat). No doubt, depending on the
strength and the independence of the mass media
and on the degree of vibrancy and robustness of
civil society, the politicians in office aiming at reac-
quiring their positions will be held accountable.
Technically, the process through which representa-
tives and party leaders launch their reelection bid
is called feedback. It introduces old and new
issues, renewing the circuit of accountability that
depends on what was done and has to be reformed,
and what was set aside but must be taken again
into account.

Seen from this perspective—that is, focused on
the activities, the perceptions, the performance
of parties as well as individual representatives—
electoral accountability is a never-ending game.
However, it is true that from time to time indi-
vidual representatives do voluntarily retire. It is
also true that in some political systems for some
political offices, there are term limits that oblige
those office holders to exit from politics. One may
conjecture that “lame duck” politicians will feel
less inclined to take electoral accountability into
account in their behavior. They will not be asked
by the voters to explain their behavior. Hence, at
least in theory, they will run few risks if and when
they behave in an irresponsible way. What is miss-
ing in all the statements concerning the potential
irresponsibility of office holders who are not con-
strained by the imperatives of reelection is the
relationship between those representatives and
their corresponding parties. Though there is no
specific research on the motivations of the outgo-
ing representatives or on the ability of party lead-
ers to enforce on them the “ethics” of accountabil-
ity, it does not seem farfetched to suggest that
something of the kind is and always has been at
work in most cases. That is, practically no outgo-
ing representative has deliberately chosen to behave
in an indifferent manner—more precisely, not car-
ing at all about the relationship between his or her
promises and his or her behavior, thus negatively
affecting the chances of election of his or her
party’s candidates.

Accountability in Proportional Versus
Majoritarian Electoral Systems

A larger issue looms with regard to electoral
accountability, though to be more precise, perhaps
one ought to speak of political representation.
Though the comparative study by G. Bingham
Powell (2000) is excellent, unfortunately it does
not tackle the various processes, phases, and inter-
pretations of electoral accountability. Rather, it
refers to what kind of representation is overall
provided by proportional systems (in which a
party’s share of seats is determined by its share of
votes) versus majoritarian electoral systems (in
which a candidate must win a plurality or an abso-
lute majority of votes to be elected). Assemblies
elected through proportional electoral systems and
coalition governments may provide for the repre-
sentation of a wider spectrum of opinions, inter-
ests, and preferences. Using the terminology above,
they have the possibility of taking into account a
greater number of opinions, interests, and prefer-
ences in the first phase of the electoral process.
Statically, they may almost come to “mirror”
them. Not much is learned, however, when it
comes to the phase in which those opinions, inter-
ests, and preferences will have to be kept into
account. The representatives of the various parties
and their leaders will attempt to have their way,
and the ensuing bargaining process does not at all
guarantee better accountability, in terms of trans-
parent and responsible processes of decision mak-
ing. Also, when returning to the voters to give
them an account of what has been done or not
done, it is likely that the politics of buck passing
will defeat the politics of personal and party
accountability. It is also likely that some represen-
tatives and several party leaders might enact the
politics of outbidding if they believe that they will
not be asked to take on governing duties.

On the contrary, in single-member constituen-
cies and in one-party governments, one can legiti-
mately hypothesize that two likely processes will
be at work. All representatives elected in single-
member constituencies will feel the need to avoid
relying exclusively on their “initial” voters. Some
of those voters will inevitably be dissatisfied with
the performance of their specific representative.
Thus, the representative will attempt to increase
the number of his or her voters by taking into
account a larger set of preferences and by keeping
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them into account in his or her representational
and governing activities in order to be reelected. A
similar process will take place where there is sin-
gle-party government. In their governing activities,
all one-party governments are bound to lose some
of their initial supporters. Hence, party leaders will
launch their representational net beyond the initial
borders of their electoral consensus. By so doing,
they will attempt to take into account more inter-
ests, more preferences, and more opinions than
simply those of the people who had voted their
party into office. The process of widening the
perimeter of their support seems much more diffi-
cult for representatives elected on party lines and
for multiparty governments. Each party represen-
tative will have to toe the party line lest he or she
jeopardizes his or her reselection. Hence, they will
all stick to a static interpretation of their account-
ability: taking and keeping into account exclu-
sively what was learned and promised through
party channels. No party belonging to the govern-
mental coalition will be likely to afford looking for
additional outside support lest the political jeal-
ousy and envy of the other parties making up the
governmental coalition lead to its breakup.

All these, admittedly, though indispensably,
hypothetical, considerations are not necessarily
meant to prove that majoritarian electoral systems
applied in single-member constituencies are abso-
lutely preferable to proportional electoral systems
from the point of view of accountability, not the
reverse. What they suggest is that no final conclu-
sion concerning the superiority of proportional sys-
tems in terms of accountability seems justified. Only
empirical research done countrywide and based on
different electoral systems will offer sufficient and
satisfactory material to understand and assess the
quantity and quality of electoral accountability.

Gianfranco Pasquino
University of Bologna
Bologna, Italy
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ACCOUNTABILITY,
INTERINSTITUTIONAL

Interinstitutional accountability is a form of hori-
zontal accountability in which the different insti-
tutions provide a check on one another’s behavior.
The legislature is supposed to check the actions of
the executive branch of government. The judi-
ciary, especially constitutional courts, oversees
the behavior of governing and representative
institutions. Independent authorities—that is, all
those agencies with power of oversight on spe-
cifically relevant aspects, such as central banks,
regulatory agencies, and ombudspersons, or those
authorities who oversee the regulation of media
and communication or of competition—indi-
rectly check the government and can be con-
trolled by it in their actual working. Party
government remains the best “mechanism” for
interinstitutional accountability when party
appointees and party representatives are account-
able horizontally to their leaders and vertically to
the voters.

This entry first discusses the definition of inter-
institutional accountability and its evolution in
Europe and the United States. It then considers
ways in which such accountability has been
expanded in recent decades to include the roles of
institutions such as central banks, regulatory
agencies, and ombudspersons.

The Nature of Interinstitutional
Accountability

Institutions may be accountable vertically and
horizontally. Vertical accountability, that is, elec-
toral accountability, exists when institutions are
exposed to the control of the voters and the citi-
zens. Technically, the voters and the citizens are
the principals and the institutions are the agents.
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The citizen/voters delegate some representatives in
institutions such as government and parliament to
perform some tasks. They retain the capacity and
the power to reward or punish a government and/
or a parliament/congress. In this situation, vertical
accountability is said to be at work. This type of
accountability is the hallmark of democratic
regimes. Where vertical accountability does not
exist, there is no democracy, though, of course, a
democratic regime requires and provides much
more than just “vertical accountability.” On the
other hand, horizontal accountability is a relation-
ship established among institutions: the executive,
the legislative (parliament or congress), the bureau-
cracy, the military organization, the judiciary, and
independent authorities. It occurs when the various
institutions in different ways are in a position to
control the activities of another specific institution.
This type of control can be reciprocal and balanced,
one-sided and skewed, formal and informal, accom-
panied by predefined sanctions, or largely symbolic.
Notwithstanding their often very significant
differences, all these relationships can be legiti-
mately assigned to the area of what is called
“interinstitutional accountability.” In a way, hor-
izontal-interinstitutional accountability is a much
more complex relationship to be studied, first of
all, because it is not dyadic (voters—leaders) and
may entail the activities of more than two institu-
tions. Second, not only is it less transparent than
any electoral process, but it is also less stream-
lined. Interinstitutional accountability is also
made more complicated by the sheer fact that it is
the product of a fair amount of reciprocal interac-
tion and mutual influence. For this reason, its full
understanding requires a profound knowledge of
the dynamics of the entire political-institutional
system. Finally, the study of horizontal-inter-
institutional accountability is also more likely to
be influenced by the values of the scholars, who
may prefer the stability to the instability of the
policy process and the concentration of political
decision-making power to its diffusion, or, more
rarely, vice versa. In different periods of time,
some of these preferences, and values, advocated
and shared by scholars and power holders, have
been translated into concrete institutional arrange-
ments. Indeed, a short exploration of selected
constitutional outcomes is a good introduction to
the analysis of interinstitutional accountability.

According to Aristotle, mixed regimes are the
preferred form of government. If one political
actor prevails over all the others, it results in tyr-
anny. If few actors prevail over all the others, the
regime is an oligarchy. When many actors have
unbridled power, the regime runs the risk of
degenerating into what Aristotle called democracy,
the positive definition of a well-functioning and
balanced regime being politeia. When power is
highly concentrated in the hands of just one, a few,
or many actors, it is impossible to control the exer-
cise of that power and to impose accountability on
the power holders. On the contrary, when it
became possible to allocate power to different
institutions, through the appearance, for instance,
of constitutional monarchies, the seeds of interin-
stitutional accountability were sown.

Evolution of Interinstitutional Accountability

Most scholars would concur that the famous book
by Charles-Louis de Secondat, Baron de La Brede
et de Montesquieu, De Pesprit des lois (1748),
represents the first attempt to suggest the division
of institutional power, though not yet the creation
of mechanisms capable of producing interinstitu-
tional accountability. At the time, the problem to
be solved was how to take away from the king the
power to legislate and the power to adjudicate and
give them to two specialized institutions: parlia-
ment and the judiciary. In practice, the king
retained some legislative and judicial powers, but
the very existence of two institutions enjoying
most of those powers meant the first appearance of
some relatively simple tripartite interinstitutional
accountability. The separation of institutional
powers created a situation in which different insti-
tutions were in a position to control each other,
giving birth to the circuit of accountability among
the three most important institutions.

The next, highly significant and quite deliber-
ate, attempt to construct a web of interinstitutional
accountability—the drafting of the Constitution of
the Republic of the United States of America—
constituted a response to practical problems more
than a full-blown theoretical formulation. In all
likelihood, James Madison and Alexander
Hamilton thought that they were going to substan-
tially imitate the institutional edifice existing in
Great Britain. But they were also aware of the need
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to decisively innovate and improve on it.
Montesquieu had fundamentally aimed at subtract-
ing the legislative and the judicial power from the
executive power (the king). The three powers could
then act autonomously and independently, giving
birth to a situation of positive institutional plural-
ism. However, neither autonomy nor independence
was in itself leading to interinstitutional account-
ability. On the contrary, in Montesquieu’s view,
the institutional separation of the three “powers”
was positive in itself. It was on the other side of the
English Channel that a somewhat different interin-
stitutional formula made its appearance: “the king
in parliament,” meaning a close relationship and
some reciprocal accountability between the chief
executive and the representative assembly. The
king could prevent parliament from passing unde-
sired laws, and in its turn, parliament could oppose
bills and, above all, taxes desired by the king. The
product of a prolonged and even bloody confronta-
tion, this apparently healthy situation represented a
most prominent instance of “checks and balances.”

At the time the U.S. Founding Fathers were
drafting, defending, and promoting their constitu-
tional package, Madison and Hamilton shared the
view that in the English case one could find some
separation of the institutions combined with some
interaction among them. Both of them, but espe-
cially Madison, argued that the separation of the
institutions was a good formula to prevent the
accumulation and concentration of power in one
specific institution. Though Hamilton wanted
more power to be given to the presidency, in the
end Congress, being more representative of the
American people, received more and more impor-
tant powers. And the U.S. political system parted
forever from the institutional architecture of the
British constitutional monarchy.

Great Britain

The development of the political and institu-
tional dynamics of Britain led to the fusion of pow-
ers, the secret of the English Constitution’s effi-
ciency, according to Walter Bagehot (1867). That
is, the relationship between the English cabinet and
parliament is clearly skewed in favor of the prime
minister, who obtains and retains his or her office
because he or she is the leader of the parliamentary
party that owns the absolute majority of seats. As

Max Weber correctly wrote, the English prime
minister is “the dictator of the parliamentary bat-
tle field.” Hence, the separation does not run
neatly between the prime minister with the cabinet
and the parliament, between 10 Downing Street
and Westminster, but between the prime minister
together with his or her parliamentary majority
and the opposition led by its shadow government.
In a way, Winston Churchill was wrong: It is not
parliament that is fully sovereign and omnipotent,
but the parliamentary majority led by its prime
minister. As a consequence, the English cabinet is
accountable not to parliament as such but above
all to its own parliamentary majority. The rela-
tionship of accountability does not occur between,
on one side, government and, on the other, parlia-
ment, but between the governmental majority and
the opposition. Still, under some exceptional cir-
cumstances, when party discipline breaks down,
parliament may and will revive the circuit of inter-
institutional accountability with Her Majesty’s
government. A similar situation holds in those
parliamentary democracies that have imported the
British model, for example, Australia, Canada,
and, until 1993, New Zealand, plus some former
British colonies in the Caribbean and Africa. In all
these cases, an effective two-party system seems to
be the necessary condition for interinstitutional
accountability following the English style.

United States

Notwithstanding the oscillations between con-
gressional government and the Imperial presidency,
the definition that best characterizes the function-
ing of the U.S. political system was formulated by
Richard Neustadt (1960): “separate institutions
sharing powers.” This widely accepted interpreta-
tion depicts a reality that is quite different from,
one might even say almost the opposite of, the
English institutional arrangement. In the United
States, the executive and the legislative powers, the
president and Congress, are the product of distinct
electoral processes. The president does not have the
power to dissolve Congress, while Congress cannot
dismiss the president except through the very
extraordinary procedure of impeachment, which,
incidentally, does represent an extreme instance of
interinstitutional accountability. Congress and the
president are obliged to live and work together lest
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a paralysis of the political system follows. They are
both endowed with quite powerful instruments to
check their respective activities and behavior that,
in some exceptional instances, for example, when
they disagree on the federal budget, may lead to
decision-making paralysis or a stalemate.

Including the judiciary, especially, the Supreme
Court, in the overall framework, the situation of
“separate institutions sharing powers” is com-
plete. The president holds the power to appoint the
justices (as well as several other federal judges),
but the Senate retains the power to reject those
appointments (“advice and consent”). The Senate
has even the power to block the appointment of all
the secretaries nominated by the president. In both
instances, interinstitutional accountability may
also be at work in a rather subtle way: deterrence
and anticipated reactions. Fearing the opposition
of the Senate, the president will avoid nominating
someone who is likely to be rejected. On its part,
the Senate will refrain from challenging the presi-
dent on all nominations. Once appointed, the
Supreme Court justices will hold office for life,
which allows them to behave with absolute free-
dom, not being subject to any kind of retaliation.
In a way, their accountability stops, but they are in
a position to impose a lot of accountability both
on Congress and on the president. The members of
the European constitutional courts are not
appointed for life but for fixed terms. Many of
them have a career of their own after their experi-
ence in the constitutional court. It is not rare for
them, as in the case of Italy, to position themselves,
in some cases at the expense of interinstitutional
accountability, to obtain other offices.

As to the interinstitutional accountability occur-
ring between the U.S. president and Congress,
though Congress enjoys the power to initiate legis-
lation, it is exposed to presidential vetoes, which
are often threatened and applied and which, for
want of a three-fifth majority, are rarely overrid-
den. A president’s agenda can generally be achieved
only in those infrequent cases in which the presi-
dent’s party has majorities in both branches of
Congress that are solid and disciplined. Even the
formation of the presidential team of secretaries,
the so-called administration, needs the approval
of—that is, confirmation by—the Senate. All these
complex processes justify Neustadt’s definition
and evaluation. Indeed, U.S. institutions, though

separate, share powers and compete for the exer-
cise of those powers, making space for many
opportunities of interinstitutional accountability.
This is even truer when the president’s party does
not have a majority in one or both branches of
Congress. A divided government may entail not
just more interinstitutional accountability but also
political and institutional confusion, stalemate in
decision making, and pork barrel policies. It is not
at all farfetched to hypothesize that confusion in
the interinstitutional accountability process will
negatively affect the possibility of vertical account-
ability as well. A number of principals (the citizen-
voters) will find it difficult to identify which agents
(the president or the members of Congress) to
punish or reward. At this point, a classic institu-
tional problem emerges: How much are we willing
to sacrifice in terms of decision-making efficacy in
order to obtain and maintain democratic control?

France

The quite different institutional arrangement of
the Fifth French Republic, and more generally of
semipresidential systems, entails different conse-
quences in terms of interinstitutional accountability.
In the French case, interinstitutional accountability
is a more complicated phenomenon because it
depends also on the changing allocation of political
power between the president and the Assemblée
Nationale (and, eventually, the leader of its parlia-
mentary majority). Reacting against the institu-
tional weakness of the Fourth Republic, Charles De
Gaulle favored the concentration of much power in
the hands of the president and the president’s gov-
ernment. Semipresidentialism was meant to give
more, and, in a way, “shielded” power to the chief
executive, in order to endow the chief executive
with a lot of (popular) legitimacy, certainly not to
establish a circuit of interinstitutional accountabil-
ity. De Gaulle never envisaged the likelihood of
cohabitation, that is, of a president having to live
with a party of the opposite political alignment that
has the parliamentary majority and a prime minis-
ter who belongs to that party. Cohabitation intro-
duces a significant amount of interinstitutional
accountability, though at a price. Unlike the U.S.
president (and all chief executives in presidential
systems), the French president has the option of dis-
solving parliament in the hope that the voters will
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return the majority he or she likes. The president
can dissolve parliament only after it has been in
office for at least a year. However, no president
can risk tarnishing his or her image by having the
party with the opposite political alignment repeat-
edly returned by the voters. Hence, the network of
interinstitutional accountability is enriched by the
“interference” or the calling of the voters into the
picture rather than by staying within the limits of
interinstitutional relationships. A prime minister
who belongs to a political alignment opposed to
the president will avoid deliberately challenging
the president, because such a move would risk the
early dissolution of a parliament in which the
prime minister’s party is in the majority. This
potential for the dissolution of parliament thus
obliges both the president and the prime minister
to behave accountably and, on the whole, predict-
ably. Though both may engage in buck passing,
the citizen-voters are in a position to evaluate spe-
cific responsibilities and to punish either the presi-
dent for exaggeratedly interfering or the prime
minister and his or her majority for their (lack of)
performance. Finally, there is another important
structure enforcing some interinstitutional account-
ability: the Constitutional Council, which can be
activated by just 10% of the members of the
Assemblée Nationale to challenge the bills approved
by the majority.

Germany

All parliamentary governments are built on more
or less complex and explicit webs of interinstitu-
tional accountability. All governments must have
and maintain a relationship of confidence with
parliament, otherwise they will be replaced more or
less smoothly. The German constructive vote of no
confidence represents a specific mechanism of this
type of accountability. A parliament that is unable
to support its government or unwilling to enact its
policies can be dissolved either by the head of the
government or by the head of the state following a
request by the head of the government.

German constitution makers also wanted to pre-
vent the concentration of power. The semifederal
system, based on the autonomy of the Lander, was
the answer, especially strengthened by the many
and important legislative and representative powers
given to the second chamber: the Bundesrat.

Though not involved in the procedure of voting
confidence in the chancellor and withdrawing it,
the Bundesrat is an important actor in the circuit of
interinstitutional accountability. It has significant
powers in all legislation concerning even marginally
the policies considered in the domain of the Lander.
Its power to prevent the passing of legislation
approved by the Bundestag compels this assembly
to be accountable. More generally, all types of fed-
eralism and all forms of political and administrative
decentralization translate themselves into some
interinstitutional accountability between the federal
government and local governments.

Emerging Roles of Other
Agents of Accountability

When speaking of interinstitutional accountability
one must consider another, relatively recent phe-
nomenon that identifies other authorities and
agencies that can be instruments of accountability,
such as central banks, regulatory agencies, and
ombudspersons.

First, many countries have granted full indepen-
dence to their central banks. The U.S. Federal
Reserve has enjoyed such independence for some
time, while the British Central Bank acquired it in
1997. With several other countries following suit,
this trend means that one can find many instances
in which interinstitutional accountability between
the treasury and the central banks is at work.

Second, several countries have created indepen-
dent authorities and agencies charged with tasks
once performed by the executive or, at least, sup-
posed to be in its domain or that of the legislature.
In the second case, these agencies may complement
legislative oversight. Examples are agencies that
address areas such as consumer protection, food
and drug safety, communications, and privacy
issues raised by the news media; enforce regula-
tions intended to ensure a competitive market; and
oversee evolving energy technologies. In many
cases, those agencies and authorities, whose chairs
and boards are appointed either by government or
by parliament, report directly to parliament.

Finally, in many countries and even in the
European Union (EU) there is an ombudsperson
who deals with the complaints of the citizens
against their state and its bureaucracy as well as
the very decisions of the institutions of the EU



Accountability, Interinstitutional 21

itself. Also, within the EU, interinstitutional
accountability is present in its complex circuit
going from the European Council to the European
Commission to the European Parliament, but it
also plays a role in the relationships between the
institutions of the EU and the member states.

It is unclear whether the proliferation of author-
ities and agencies has actually improved the work-
ing and quality of interinstitutional accountability.
When dealing with complex processes whose com-
ponents, antecedents, and consequences are not and
cannot be crystal clear, no attempt at evaluation is
bound to be satisfactory. One may want to point to
the perils of too dense and wide a network of inter-
institutional accountability. The first peril has cer-
tainly to do with the (im)precise definition of the
spheres of action of several institutions. In too
many instances, tensions and conflicts may appear
between the executive and the legislative, between
the federal government and local governments, or,
quite often, between the executive and the judiciary.
It will then be the constitutional court that decides
where the respective spheres of action begin and,
above all, end. But there will always remain a gray
area. Some institutional actors will try to take
advantage of this gray area and engage in the poli-
tics of buck passing, that is, attempting to put the
blame for what is done, not done, or poorly done
on other institutions. In addition to tensions and
conflicts, confusion will follow. The perils of inter-
institutional accountability will affect the demo-
cratic framework itself. Though by definition the
citizens are not directly involved in this kind of
accountability, still they are more or less informed
spectators who can look at what goes on and who
can form their own opinion. Not being directly in
the position to provide rewards or punishments,
they are likely to reach a negative judgment on all
the institutions involved in this exercise of political
and bureaucratic buck passing. If and when all the
institutions are considered equally responsible for
the conflict and for the confusion, some political
apathy or even alienation cannot be written off.

Technically, the mass media are not considered
to be fully a component of the network of interin-
stitutional accountability. Nevertheless, they are
often called the fourth power. But are they account-
able to other institutions? Leaving aside their
somewhat peculiar accountability to their readers
and public opinion at large, at the most the mass

media are accountable to the law, hence indirectly
to the judiciary. They do play a political role that
most certainly affects the way interinstitutional
accountability is performed and evaluated, but the
mass media themselves are external to that circuit.

Conclusion

In sum, there is a vibrant paradox in all discussions
of interinstitutional accountability. Most scholars
have maintained that this kind of accountability is
quite positive for the working of democratic
regimes. It seems to be less positive for the power
of the people. Political power should not be con-
centrated but distributed among several institu-
tions and shared by them. Checks and balances
must be devised in such a way as to put a limit on
the exercise of power by all institutions. Some
activities are so important that they have to be con-
trolled by special bodies: independent authorities
and agencies. Recently, doubts have been raised
concerning not only the effectiveness of interinsti-
tutional accountability but also, inevitably, whether
a dense network of interinstitutional accountability
may in practice conspicuously trim all the occur-
rences of political accountability in which the citi-
zens are the principals. When accountability escapes
evaluation by the citizens because some policy
areas are insulated and not exposed to their con-
trol, the quality of democracy may significantly
suffer. Some nostalgia has made its appearance for
the period and the situations in which the party
government and a partisan opposition faced each
other in a visible and transparent competition
decided by the voters. There is more than a kernel
of truth in the statement that such competition in
contexts in which governing parties do not delegate
power to outside agencies and authorities does pro-
vide for better accountability. When the parties in
government are many, the voters will still encoun-
ter problems in their attempt to punish and reward
their “agents.” But most of the time it will be clear
that parties and their leaders are accountable for
the positive and negative functioning of the govern-
ing, representative, and bureaucratic institutions.
The extension of instances of interinstitutional
accountability may have been fueled and nour-
ished by distrust toward parties and party politi-
cians. It may have had as a goal the containment
and the reduction of party power. But in many
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cases, politicians seem to have reacquired their
power working within and through the institu-
tions, thus avoiding electoral accountability. When
necessary, party leaders have learned to practice
and implement a shrewd politics of appointments
of loyal, even subservient, collaborators, in all
nongovernmental bodies and agencies, guiding
them to enact unpopular policies. The prolifera-
tion of institutions endowed with some decision-
making power in technical areas or with the power
to check the activities of other institutions has
seemed to some a democratic conquest, to others
an expropriation of the voters. Most of the time, it
is still party politicians who control the exercise of
political power by and within the institutions,
while it is appointed technocrats and career
bureaucrats who come to bear the brunt of the
blame in the interinstitutional web of accountabil-
ity. Not all that glitters is gold (democratic) in the
circuit of interinstitutional accountability.

Gianfranco Pasquino
University of Bologna
Bologna, Italy
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ADMINISTRATION

Governments in many Western countries decided
in the 1980s that traditional administration was

no longer up to the task of modern government.
They looked to the private sector to define a
new management approach. Management intro-
duces a new vocabulary, mindset, and culture to
government bureaucracies. The purpose is to
force the hand of bureaucrats to become more
dynamic and better managers. A debate has
raged in the political science and public admin-
istration literature on the merits of the new pub-
lic management (NPM) in relation to traditional
public administration for the past 25 years. A
number of politicians in the 1980s decided that
the machinery of government was in an urgent
need of repair. The old ways were no longer up
to the task, and they packaged a series of reform
measures that in time would become known as
NPM. Proponents of NPM deliberately set high
standards with goals to “reinvent government,”
“get government right,” and designate those
that would “steer” government from those that
would be doing the “rowing.”

The word management in NPM implies a deci-
siveness, a bias for action, and a dynamic mindset.
Traditional public administration, meanwhile,
conjures up images of rules, regulations, and
lethargic decision-making processes. Presidents
and prime ministers who came to power in the
1980s concluded that the problem was with
bureaucracy, not political institutions. They
accused bureaucracy of being bloated, expensive,
unresponsive, a creation of routine deliberately
resistant to change, and essentially incapable of
dealing with new challenges.

It is one thing to diagnose the patient, but it is
quite another to come up with the remedy. Initially,
at least, political leaders were left to try this or that
to see what would work with varying degrees of
success. In time, a new approach, anchored in pri-
vate sector management practices, began to take
shape and a label was attached to it—NPM.

The goal was nothing short of introducing a
new culture in government departments and agen-
cies. The old culture was found wanting on many
fronts. It attached too much importance to due
process, prudence, probity, and centrally pre-
scribed administrative rules and regulations. It also
encouraged senior civil servants to focus on policy
issues rather than on management. The old cul-
ture, associated with traditional public administra-
tion, was considered not only outdated but also
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counterproductive. Public administration became
synonymous with the old culture.

NPM would introduce a new vocabulary, a new
way of thinking, and a new culture. It would also
give rise to a proliferation of management tech-
niques to force government operations to become
more efficient. The purpose was to force the hand of
senior government officials to become better man-
agers and to learn to make tough management deci-
sions. Taken at face value, the political rhetoric that
accompanied the arrival of NPM to government
meant setting the civil service at its own throat.

The Canadian government published a report
(see Table 1) designed to contrast the old culture
(public administration) with the new culture
(NPM).

NPM holds important advantages for politi-
cians. In forcing the hand of senior civil servants to
become better managers, politicians would gain
the upper hand in shaping policy initiatives. The
thinking was that civil servants had too much

Table | Old Culture (Traditional Public
Administration) Versus New Culture (New

Public Management)

Old Culture

New Culture

Controlling Empowering
Rigid Flexible
Suspicious Trusting
Administrative Managerial
Secret Open

Power based Task based

Input/process oriented ~ Results oriented

Preprogrammed and Capable of purposeful

repetitive action
Risk averse Willing to take intelligent
risks
Mandatory Optional
Communicating poorly ~ Communicating well
Centralized Decentralized
Uniform Diverse

Stifling creativity Encouraging innovation

Reactive Proactive

Source: Government of Canada, Public Service 2000
Secretariat, Ottawa, Canada.

influence on policy at the expense of politicians.
The message from politicians to senior civil ser-
vants could not be clearer under NPM—you worry
about managing government operations better,
and we will worry about setting policy priorities.

How then would civil servants become better
managers? NPM encompasses a number of broad
strategies to promote cultural change in govern-
ment: decentralization of decision making, empow-
erment, a reduction on controls on managers,
more flexible organizational structures, upgrading
the skills of government managers, and a stronger
sense of service to the public. Government depart-
ments and agencies were also encouraged to
launch review exercises to identify “useless” red
tape and “delayer” management levels.

In time, NPM became the fashion in much of
the Western world. Margaret Thatcher in the
United Kingdom (UK) showed the way with
numerous measures designed to overhaul govern-
ment operations. She cut the size of the civil service
(from 733,000 strong to 569,000), restructured
government operations by creating executive agen-
cies and gave them a narrow mandate to deliver
public services, privatized state corporations, del-
egated more authority to frontline managers,
and overhauled the government’s financial man-
agement system. This and other private sector
management—inspired measures gave life to NPM
in the UK. Before long, Australia, New Zealand,
the United States, and Canada, among others, also
introduced numerous NPM-type measures with
varying degrees of success. Countries that did not
pursue NPM with any enthusiasm, such as France,
were regarded as being out of step with modern
management strategies.

The contrast between the old (public administra-
tion) and the new (NPM) is striking and instructive.
However, it probably came as a surprise for retired
civil servants to discover that their culture was
“rigid” and gave rise to “suspicious” and “secre-
tive” behavior, which in turn served to “stifle cre-
ativity,” which led them to “communicate poorly.”

Old cultures die hard, if they die at all. NPM
has met some successes but also failures. Graham
Allison (1987) went to the heart of the matter
when he wrote,

The perception that government performance
lags behind private business performance is
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correct. But the notion that there is any significant
body of private management practices and skills
that can be transferred directly to public
management tasks in a way that produces
significant improvements is wrong. (p. 525)

The sharp differences between the public and
private sectors make it difficult for a number of
NPM measures. The public sector does not have
a clear bottom line and has legislative require-
ments of reviewing the work of government man-
agers. Indeed, public sector managers depend on
political bodies both for their authority and for
their budgets, and they are subject to far greater
public scrutiny of their actions. They are directly
accountable to their political masters, and no
matter what form of government organization is
in place it can only enjoy legitimacy through the
political process. Although it can take various
forms, governments must have an accountability
process to make the exercise of power responsi-
ble. This speaks of the merits of traditional public
administration.

Traditional public administration has short-
comings, but it is directly tied to national political
institutions and their accountability requirements.
Hierarchy, command and control, and centrally
prescribed rules and regulations enable political
leaders to reach down to all departments and agen-
cies and determine who did what and why things
went wrong.

NPM had to compensate somehow for its call
to empower managers, to flatten organizations,
and to import numerous private sector manage-
ment practices to government. An emphasis on
measuring performance became another defining
characteristic of NPM. Nothing is left in govern-
ment that is not up for measurement from the
performance of senior civil servants to program
activities in all sectors whether economic or social.
The thinking is that establishing performance
standards will provide for more effective account-
ability and also enable both politicians and citi-
zens to see how well civil servants and programs
perform.

The demand for information to fuel perfor-
mance measurement and evaluation initiatives by
central agency and senior departmental officials
has increased substantially in recent years through-
out the Western world. It seems that everything in

government now needs to be measured to have any
standing in the expenditure budget process. This
squares with NPM’s emphasis on outputs, on good
management, and on evaluating how well indi-
vidual civil servants and programs perform. This
too is in contrast to traditional public administra-
tion with its emphasis on controlling input costs
and holding civil servants accountable for their
administrative decisions.

Proponents of traditional public administration
insist that politics and the public sector do not
lend themselves to big answers. Public administra-
tion operates in a political environment that is
always on the lookout for “errors” and that exhib-
its an extremely low tolerance for mistakes. The
attention of the national media and political oppo-
nents are sufficient to explain why civil servants
are cautious and why they strive to operate in an
error-free environment. One would have to let the
imagination run wild to visualize a headline in the
media applauding the fine work of “empowered”
civil servants. Supporters of traditional public
administration insist that it is unwise to think that
one can import private sector management strate-
gies to government. They point out that in busi-
ness it does not much matter if you get it wrong
10% of the time as long as you turn a profit at the
end of the year. In government, it does not much
matter if you get it right 90% of the time because
the focus will be on the 10% of the time you get it
wrong.

In the end, the debate that truly matters between
the two camps centers on accountability. Both sides
insist that their approach holds greater merit in
ensuring that politicians and civil servants are
accountable for policies and the delivery of govern-
ment programs. For politicians and civil servants,
both approaches have strengths and drawbacks—
traditional public administration provides more
stability and predictability while NPM provides
greater flexibility and a capacity to measure the per-
formance of both senior civil servants and programs.

Donald J. Savoie
Université de Moncton
Moncton, New Brunswick, Canada
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Administrative; Civil Service; Development
Administration; Performance Management
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ADMINISTRATION THEORY

There is no single theory of public administration.
Rather, public administration theory contains a
complex of statements regarding what administra-
tion is, the meaning of public, who creates public
administration, what the goals of public adminis-
tration are, and how public administration should
fulfill its tasks. Therefore, administration theories
have always been and continue to be interdisci-
plinary, influenced by concepts from history, law,
sociology, political science, management, and
even psychology. Public administration theory
also applies to a distinction between an academic
discipline and a profession and contains approaches
from organization theory, politics, governance,
and law. This entry provides an overview of the
development of administrative theories for the
public sector and also examines some contempo-
rary challenges in this area. It begins with early
theories that sought to distinguish between poli-
tics, which dealt with the choice of the values
underlying public policy as articulated through
the political process, and administration, which
implemented those policies in an efficient way

similar to the way that businesses operate. It then
considers the impact of theories of scientific man-
agement on the development of administrative
theory. Last, it examines more recent thought that
sees the influence of values on administrative deci-
sions and proposes that the distinction between
politics and administration is not as clear as it has
been considered in the past.

Development of Administrative Theories

The European tradition of public administrative
theory was based on Max Weber’s conception of
bureaucracy as a formal-legal institution responsi-
ble for implementing public law. This model was
an ideal type that represented the highest form of
rational-legal development for the state.
Furthermore, it was designed to ensure equal treat-
ment of clients through formal rules and through
careful maintenance of files. While bureaucracy is
generally a negative term in ordinary usage, its
original intentions were more positive. In particu-
lar, the bureaucracy concept includes

1. division of labor and division of authorities,
2. hierarchy of administrative bodies, and

3. career system as the basis for the organization.

Public administration in the European tradition
has been based on law, with the emphasis on the
legal foundations of all public actions. Furthermore,
executing public duties defined by law is incorpo-
rated into constitutional formula of executive
authorities (in countries that have a written consti-
tution), among legislative and judicature. As David
Rosenbloom and Robert Kravchuk (2005) note,
negatively defining administration emphasizes the
autonomy of administrative agencies from legisla-
tive and judicature, also indicating that adminis-
trative actions affect rights and duties of private
subjects. A legal approach to public administra-
tion, defined by lawyers, brings out the legal limits
of administration and its executive nature; how-
ever, as some scientists rightfully state, public
administration cannot consist solely of executing
legal acts—similarly, it cannot be simple execution
of policies, created without its involvement.

The American tradition in public administra-
tion has been based more on the work of Woodrow
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Wilson and his concern with the relationship
between administration and politics. Wilson’s
famous essay, titled The Study of Administration
(1887), concentrated on organization and methods
of activity of administrative agencies, particularly
emphasizing how administrative tasks could be
performed to achieve the highest possible effi-
ciency. Wilson also clearly distinguished spheres of
politics and administration and initiated the
so-called politico-administrative dichotomy. He
argued that what distinguishes politics from
administration is that administration executes the
will of the state as identified through the political
process. Numerous scholars such as Frank J.
Goodnow, William F. Willoughby, and Leonard
White built on Wilson’s work to form the begin-
ning of modern administrative theory.

Following Wilson’s so-called classic contribu-
tion, public administration authorities attempted
to develop basic principles of public administra-
tion. The classic doctrine assumed that democracy
and efficient administration were compatible and
that the implementation activities of government
could be analyzed scientifically. The early theorists
of management have emphasized that organization
and control can be recognized almost as synonyms,
because almost at the same time the other trend of
public administration patterns named scientific
management was developing.

Wilson was interested in management science,
and Frederick W. Taylor, recognized as the father
of management science, began research that
resulted in The Principles of Scientific Management
(1911). The assumption of this work was that
there is a single best way to achieve any assigned
aim, whereas management science was supposed
to help achieve the increase of efficiency by invent-
ing the fastest, the most efficient, and the least
“tiresome” production methods. This emphasis on
management led to an identification of adminis-
trative science with bureaucratic forms of organi-
zation. The essential scopes of interests of academ-
ics and practitioners in the area of public adminis-
tration have become division of work, the scope of
control, hierarchy of organization, the chain of
official internal instructions, the reporting system,
departmentalization, development of standards,
politics, and activity procedures.

The French engineer Henri Fayol was another
significant influence on administrative theory and

scientific management. Fayol studied company
management seeking to enhance efficiency.
According to his theory, administration is recog-
nized as the social science ruled by similar rules to
natural sciences. Fayol analyzed administration in
terms of the functions of industrial organizations,
which he classified as planning, organizing, com-
manding, coordinating, and controlling. Fayol was
a rationalist who understood management of both
private sector (companies) and public sector (e.g.,
public administration) organizations to be exactly
the same thing. These rules, which he identified for
the private sector, apply to the public one as well.

Classical administrative theory was developed
further during the 1930s. This period particularly
emphasized the inside aspects of public adminis-
tration: management methods and problems,
structures and activities of organizations, budget
procedures, and staff problems. Luther Gulick’s
approach was contained in an abbreviation—
POSDCORB, which management should meet as
follows:

Planning—planning, elaborating the direction and
methods of planned actions

Organizing—creating formal structure of power,
division into organizational units, which cooperate
for an assigned aim

Staffing—locating, improving, and developing staff

Directing—ordering, decision-making process, and
handling instructions

COordinating—combining separate parts of the
same action

Reporting—informing all actors in the process of
accomplishing a plan

Budgeting—financial planning, accountancy control

The classical theory was challenged through
decision-making approaches, notably those associ-
ated with Herbert Simon and bounded rationality.
His 1947 book, Administrative Behavior, served
as the foundation for the development of the
so-called Carnegie School that emphasized the lim-
its on rationality and the organizational basis of
decisions. This school then served as the founda-
tion for the rebirth of institutional analysis in
political science and public administration.
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Simon declared that making administrative
decisions lies at the heart of public administration,
emphasizing the feasibility of using scientific meth-
ods to study public administration; he argued that
logical positivism was the right approach in terms
of creating administrative policies. He sought to
develop a social scientific approach to administra-
tion rather than the principles associated with the
then conventional wisdom of “principles of admin-
istration.” Simon disapproved Gulick’s approach
and his POSDCORB, claiming it to be inappropri-
ate for many situations that civil servants face. He
created the idea of limited rationality in the deci-
sion making, recognizing that people are rational
in making decisions, but only to a certain extent.
Simon acknowledged that decisions made by civil
servants are rational in their view, but at the same
time he pointed to many alternative variants that
lead to achieving the most rational decision.
According to Simon, the new paradigm for the
study of public administration means that there
should exist two trends in the discipline, harmo-
nizing and mutually, intellectually stimulating:

1. One trend concentrated on progress of pure
administrative science, strongly based on
fundamentals of social psychology to
understand decision making more effectively.

2. Another, more representative trend, aimed at
creating guidelines of public policies that could
guide decisions, albeit without the
understanding of decision-making theory
implied in the first principle.

Robert A. Dahl (1947), one of the most impor-
tant early behaviorists of political science, ana-
lyzed “state of the art” of administrative science.
According to him, administrative science should

1. recognize the complexity of human behavior,

2. relate to the problems of values eligible in
administrative situations, and

3. consider the connections between public
administration and surrounding environment.

Critics of Simon’s fundamentals of public ad-
ministration and political-administrative dichot-
omy were also supported by another scientist,
Dwight Waldo, who defined public administration

from the perspective of the surrounding environ-
ment, emphasizing the importance of comparative
administration. From Waldo’s point of view, pub-
lic administration should be a branch of political
science.

The more political approach to public adminis-
tration has led to the conclusion that public
administration is not only accountable to elected
public officials (members of parliament and execu-
tive authorities) but also responds to their needs, in
other words, being an instrument in politicians’
hands. The importance of public administration
from this perspective is stressed by the fact that it
has the discretional authority. B. Guy Peters con-
siders public administration to have a broader
scope than a typical bureaucracy (in terms of ran-
dom organization of administrative character) and
emphasizes that it is an integral part of decisive
processes of executive authorities.

Contemporary Challenges

Public administration today tends to equate public
administration and governance. Etymologically,
the term governance derives from the Greek word
kuberndn (piloting, steering) and was used by
Plato to describe the creation of systems of rules.
The Greek source gave birth to the Latin guber-
nare, with a similar meaning (piloting, making
rules, steering). Governing, as we make a reference
to it here, is close to the term of managing (lead-
ing), conducted by governments and their adminis-
tration. Governing in this approach is connected to
the new forms of actions of public administration,
which are difficult to classify strictly as executing
the law. For example, the World Bank created a
definition of “governance” meaning the traditions
and institutions by which authority is exercised for
the common good. This approach, portraying
“different” governing (with regard to traditional
administration), is close to the new public manage-
ment (NPM) conception and forms the base for
further analysis of public administration and mak-
ing new trends, such as new public service (NPS).

The NPM has been a recent and pervasive coun-
terpoise to the emphasis on law in most continen-
tal (and Latin American) administrative systems.
This approach to public administration empha-
sizes the economic foundations of governing and
argues that public and private management are
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essentially the same. Therefore, this theory of
administration in the public sector separates poli-
tics and administration even more than in the tra-
ditional Wilsonian and Weberian formulations.
The NPM approach represents a recent theory for
public administration, but as its influence wanes at
the beginning of the 21st century, there is as yet no
clear replacement. That said, the political and
managerial weaknesses inherent in NPM have pro-
duced a number of important reactions in practice,
if not in theory.

Patrycja J. Suwaj
University of Bialystok
Bialystok, Poland
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ADVOCACY

Advocacy is a kind of political action addressed to
a governing body with the aim of influencing pub-
lic policy outputs. Though advocacy is often
equated with lobbying, it is in fact an umbrella
term for organized activism related to a particular
set of issues. Lobbying, meanwhile, is the practice
of influencing a governing body through direct
communication with legislators. Advocacy groups
strive to change public policy according to their
interests without seeking political mandates. The

definition emphasizes the existence of some kind
of organization, ranging from loosely coupled
networks to highly formalized nonmembership
organizations. It includes social movements, vol-
untary associations, or membership groups as well
as institutions such as corporations, universities,
cities, or foundations. This entry discusses the
major actors, targets, and strategies, and their
respective impacts.

Actors

The increase in the number of advocacy groups is
one of the most striking and still ongoing trends in
Western societies. The number of citizens willing
to join an interest group has increased over many
decades. In the United States, which has been in
the vanguard, this so-called advocacy explosion
started around 1960. Whereas between 1920 and
1960 the number of interest groups represented in
Washington merely doubled, it quadrupled within
the following 20 years. Similarly, at the end of the
1980s, the number of interest groups represented
at the European Union (EU) in Brussels was
10 times higher than it was at the beginning of the
1970s, and it quadrupled between 1985 and 1991.
The rapid growth in number was accompanied by
a structural change with respect to the scope,
intensity, and shape of advocacy. Today, advocacy
is more diverse and much more professional than
it was a few decades ago, including an increase in
staff acting as in-house lobbyists, a growth of dif-
ferent kinds of lobbying firms performing surro-
gate representation, and the development of more
and more forms of direct and indirect lobbying.
In the first half of the 20th century, the universe
of advocacy groups in the Western world was
dominated by trade, professional, and labor orga-
nizations. For example, before 1950 in the United
States, these three types of groups accounted for
over three quarters of all organized interests active
in politics. Beginning in the 1960s, however, we
can find a significant decline in the rate of union-
ization, first of all in the United States, and, since
the 1980s, also in most Western European coun-
tries. Although the number of the other types of
established groups continued to increase even in
the second half of the century, their share of the
group universe declined due to an even more rapid
growth of various types of organizations from the
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nonprofit sector concerned with health, social wel-
fare, culture, education, public affairs, consumers,
senior citizens, taxpayers, civil rights, women’s
rights, human rights, the environment, religion,
and other areas. Many of these groups originated
in the social movements of the 1960s and 1970s,
which mobilized their constituencies to turn the
public’s attention to new interests and new politi-
cal problems. Parts of these movements turned
into associations that would allow the groups to
maintain their capacity to advocate even in times
of declining mobilization.

The change in the composition of the group
universe was paralleled by a process of differentia-
tion in the mode of organization. The advocacy
explosion resulted not only from a rise in the num-
ber of voluntary associations but also—and per-
haps even more—from the fact that more and
more institutions, such as corporations, govern-
mental entities, universities, hospitals, and think
tanks, have begun to act as interest groups. Many
advocacy groups thus no longer represent the
aggregate interests of individual group members
but are lobbying on behalf of corporate actors,
which do not have any members at all. Today, we
find a highly differentiated pattern of advocacy in
almost all Western countries consisting of a great
variety of types of organizations, including broad-
based membership groups such as labor unions,
professional groups, and citizen groups, as well as
institutions and groups with corporate members,
such as trade associations and complex umbrella
associations.

The different developments in the group universe
were induced by several factors. First of all, the
rapid social and economic changes in Western
countries have created rising numbers of potential
members and an overall growth in organizational
resources. As people have become more educated,
more articulate, and wealthier, and as knowledge
and information have become more widespread,
new interests have emerged, and traditional ones
have been redefined. Accelerated by advanced com-
munication technologies, the translation of interests
into formal group organizations became a cumula-
tive process, stimulating other constituencies to
organize or to amplify political activities. Recently,
another determinant of the expansion of the advo-
cacy group system has come to the fore: govern-
ment activity. Whenever government activity is

expanded to new issues or existing government
bodies gain new jurisdictions, new groups will
form or existing ones will focus their activities on
these new political areas. In spite of these driving
forces, advocacy growth may slow down or reach
a limit in the future, as it will become increasingly
difficult for organizers to find interests not yet
politically represented by any group or to mobilize
for advocacy in view of scarce resources.

Levels and Targets

The targets of advocacy differ depending on the
institutional settings and the decision-making pro-
cedures of the political system. Specific structures
such as the separation of powers or the formal and
informal rules of policy making are critical to
advocacy groups’ decisions as to whom to lobby
and where to try to gain access. Whereas in cen-
tralized systems advocacy will be focused on actors
and institutions of the central authority, multilevel
or federated systems show a much more differenti-
ated pattern of advocacy. For example, despite
Germany being a federal state, advocacy groups in
Germany focus on the federal level, particularly on
the ministries and on leading parliamentarians,
such as the chairs of committees, due to the strong
and centralized party system. In contrast, the
American federal system, even at the local level
with its more than 80,000 governments, forms a
significant political target since legislators are
heavily dependent on the financial and political
support of local coalitions. Finally, in the highly
differentiated multilevel system of the EU, advo-
cacy groups find many points of access and several
veto points, offering a variety of opportunities to
exert influence on policy outcomes.

The choice of political targets also depends on
the character and type of the advocacy group.
While traditional interest groups are apt to focus
their activities on the national level, nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs), most of them repre-
senting the interests of disadvantaged groups,
focus on the international level, where their con-
cerns have a better chance of being accepted than
at the national level. Thus, Eurogroups tend to be
experts in multilevel strategies, acting at the
European as well as on the respective national lev-
els, depending on which of the two is most critical
for the decision-making process in which they
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engage. Legislators and governing boards, how-
ever, not only are passive targets of advocacy
groups, but they often have an impact on group
structures and resources as well. The most com-
mon instrument is the financial support given to
groups, which otherwise would not be able to
organize. Such support is intended to create coun-
tervailing forces to the powerful interest groups
that tend to dominate the political process or to
help form coalitions of advocacy groups that will
improve the legislators’ chances of getting reelected
or foster their political plans.

Social change and changes in technology, insti-
tutional settings, and decision-making procedures
will often prompt advocacy groups to address new
targets and different levels of the political system.
As the European Parliament has gained increasing
power and responsibilities, it has increasingly
become a target of lobbying activity. Similarly,
globalization and denationalization have created
new opportunity structures for social movement
organizations and NGOs. Relying on new com-
munication technologies, they have developed
transnational ties and coordination mechanisms
that enable them to organize protest on the inter-
national level and to develop countervailing power
to the policies of international institutions such as
the World Trade Organization or the International
Monetary Fund. But these processes of adaptation
may fail if the characteristics of the advocacy
groups do not correspond to the institutional con-
text in which a group wishes to act. For instance,
the lack of a genuine European public sphere and
the specific decision-making style of the European
institutions involve high transaction costs for the
mobilization of mass protest in Brussels. Therefore,
the activities of social movements have remained
predominantly national up to now.

Strategies and Tactics

To begin with, advocacy includes many activities
that seem to have little to do with lobbying at all,
such as gathering information, monitoring the
political process, and conducting research.
Nevertheless, today we find a great variety of tac-
tics and strategies applied by advocacy groups and
lobbyists to make decision makers willing to pro-
duce policy outputs consistent with their interests.
The single group, however, has to decide which

tools to apply and which not, since resources are
limited. As a rule, advocacy is focused on a small
number of subjects. Lobbyists spend most of their
time on only a few critical issues, whereas they
spend little time on many others.

For a long time, scholars have agreed that one
should distinguish between inside strategies (based
on personal contacts between lobbyists and policy-
makers) and outside strategies (public relations
and grassroots contacts). This distinction has been
useful for finding correlations between group char-
acteristics or other factors and the selection of
tools and for describing shifts in the strategic ori-
entations of advocacy groups. There is a lot of
evidence demonstrating that citizen groups will
prefer outside strategies while established groups,
mainly business, rely heavily on direct lobbying.
Recently, however, the overall picture has become
more multifaceted. While business groups tend to
apply multivoice strategies that give them the
chance to be present wherever a channel of influ-
ence opens up, social movements and citizen
groups have also tried to apply inside strategies.
Considering the growing variety of strategies and
tactics, the distinction between inside and outside
strategies seems to become obsolete and should be
replaced by a more differentiated typology as sug-
gested by Jeffrey Berry, who identifies four differ-
ent advocacy group strategies, namely,

1. litigation and administrative intervention,

2. confrontation (protest, whistle-blowing, public
relations, etc.),

3. information (making personal representations to
government, releasing research results), and

4. constituency influence.

One of the major factors that has accounted for
an expansion of lobbying activities is advocacy
explosion. The rise of countervailing power has
strengthened competition between new and estab-
lished groups, forcing the latter to spend more on
lobbying and to expand their action repertory.
Furthermore, technological innovation in informa-
tion processing has created new opportunities for
lobbyists to gain access to policymakers and to
apply new forms of lobbying, particularly those
that address the general public, such as media- or
issue-based campaigns. These trends have made it



Advocacy 31

necessary for advocacy groups to acquire new
skills and more professional knowledge, required
to apply the new tools in an efficient and effective
way. The rising demand for advocacy advice, in
turn, is the main reason why direct representation
by in-house lobbyists has increasingly been supple-
mented by surrogate representation through lob-
bying firms. Acting in the name of advocacy
groups, such firms can help manage the problems
posed by new developments in politics and com-
munication technology. Lobbying firms are com-
mon primarily in the United States, where they
account for about 20% of all lobbyists present in
the capital and where they form a special sector
with different types of businesses. In the past 2
decades, we have also seen a rapid growth of lob-
bying firms in the EU. The increasing scope and
density of EU regulations have created a rapidly
rising demand for professional advice on how to
effectively lobby the European institutions.

Structures

Advocacy not only involves unilateral political
activities by single groups or their agents but usu-
ally results in more or less intensive and stable
relationships with other groups and with the
groups’ counterparts in the legislative and execu-
tive branches of government. These relationships
come about if advocacy groups have at their dis-
posal certain resources—be it power based on the
control of their membership or information that
their counterparts are interested in—and, in turn,
if other groups or policymakers can offer them
valuable information or give them the opportunity
to get directly involved in the formulation and
implementation of policies. One basic element of
the structure of advocacy is thus an exchange rela-
tion between private and state actors. In a given
policy sector, all the actors that are connected in
this way form a specific policy network character-
ized by the number and type of its members, its
stability, and its structure. Basic elements of a
political system, such as the characteristics of gov-
ernment and the mode of interest group participa-
tion in decision making, form a framework that
promotes the development of certain types of
networks and helps them persist. By contrast, as
competition between groups has increased, the
established actors have been forced to open up

policy networks and to integrate new advocacy
groups in the policy-making process.

Since decision making in contemporary poli-
tics is a very complex process, the scope and
density of policy networks vary to a considerable
extent, making it an empirical question how sta-
ble the relationships between actors are and how
power resources are distributed. Most scholars
distinguish between several types of networks
that can be arranged in a continuum ranging
from very open to rather closed patterns of inter-
action. Whereas in the American context scholars
tend to distinguish between “iron triangles” or
subgovernments at the one extreme and issue
networks at the other, the European debate on
policy networks is shaped by the opposition of
corporatism and pluralism. In spite of these dif-
ferences in terminology, descriptions of the two
extreme types are similar. While the former is
characterized by highly restricted participation,
stability of interactions, and centralized decision
making, the main features of the latter are decen-
tralization, a high level of conflict, dynamism,
and broad participation.

The academic discourse on pluralism and cor-
poratism is characterized by a typical asymmetry.
As Grant Jordan stated, pluralism is ultimately no
more than an antitheory, which is marked by what
it excludes rather than by what it establishes. First
of all, it describes a complex and confusing con-
figuration of political actors that is open for new
advocacy groups and where power is widely dis-
persed. Its core element is open competition
between advocacy groups for political influence,
which prevents any single group from dominating
the political process. Since pluralism involves a
great variety of single acts of exchange between
private groups and legislators, the results of politi-
cal decision making are highly unpredictable. In
the corporatist pattern, however, a small number
of advocacy groups have considerable resources at
their disposal, in particular technical information
on the implementation process that makes them
essential partners of the legislators, with whom
they work in close coordination. Corporatist
arrangements consist of stable sets of actors in
which the privileged advocacy groups get the
chance to considerably influence policy outcomes
in return for their cooperation in the implementa-
tion of a policy. As less resourceful societal actors
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are excluded, corporatism tends to subdivide the
group universe into insiders and outsiders.
Whether corporatist arrangements have a chance
to develop depends on the institutional, political,
and social context. In political systems with a
strong central state and encompassing umbrella
organizations, as in several European countries,
policy processes have been dominated for decades
by interelite relations often based, as in Germany,
on the public status of the major private actors. By
contrast, in the United States, the fragmentation of
economic interest groups and the division of
American government has prevented corporatist
patterns from developing. Since labor unions have
always been weak, there was no strong stimulus for
business organizations to develop powerful peak
associations. So competition between groups of
labor and capital has remained high and discour-
aged single groups from becoming privileged part-
ners of the legislators. Besides, the American politi-
cal system offers little opportunity to channel
advocacy group activities in a way that would
favor the development of corporatist arrangements.
Federalism, the separation of powers, the fragmen-
tation of power within both Congress and the
executive, and the lack of a strong system of party
discipline are factors that favor pluralist rather
than corporatist patterns of interest intermediation.

Impact

In the modern world of politics, the political activ-
ity of advocacy groups is only one of a multiplicity
of factors having an impact on public policy deci-
sions. Therefore, methodological approaches that
attempt to isolate this factor from the institutional
and situational context in which it is embedded
have produced unsatisfactory results. Research on
advocacy group influence came up with better
results when it stopped asking whether or to what
extent advocacy groups are powerful at all and
instead turned to the less fundamental question of
under which circumstances they have an impact on
policy outcomes. Today we are able to identify the
structural and situational factors that help explain
why advocacy is successful in some cases but in oth-
ers has no impact at all. The five determinants are
as follows:

1. group-related characteristics such as size and
type of membership; resource endowment,

particularly with regard to money; and the
tactical and strategic repertory;

2. the features of the group universe, that is, the
number of groups in a policy sector and the
degree of cooperation and conflict;

3. legislators’ demand for group resources such as
information and political support;

4. the institutional framework as a channel for the
distribution of opportunities to gain access to
decision makers or to gain legal privileges; and

5. issue characteristics, such as policy type, degree
of technicality, and public salience.

At first, it seems reasonable to assume that,
other factors being equal, advocacy groups that are
well endowed with different resources will be more
influential than groups that are less endowed. The
former will be able to employ more staff and pur-
sue more multifaceted tactics and strategies than
the latter. Furthermore, it is often suggested that an
imbalance of influence is due to the unequal distri-
bution of money. Indeed, there are many examples
of rich groups, particularly corporations and trade
associations, gaining easier access to decision mak-
ers, being present at more levels of government,
and supplying decision makers with more valuable
expertise than poorer groups are able to do. But
there are only few academic studies that would
confirm the assumption that political outcomes are
skewed toward the interests of the advocacy groups
that spend the most on lobbying. Money has only
a limited effect, since there are other resources,
such as public support, a large number of members,
or political credibility, that may outweigh material
affluence and, still more important, that cannot be
bought on the political market. Moreover, recent
research results suggest that group-related factors,
such as money and membership and also tactics
and strategies, all in all may have only a limited
impact on political outcomes.

Keeping the other factors in mind, these find-
ings do not come as a surprise. First of all, in a
competitive group universe most attempts by
advocacy groups to exert influence evoke counter-
acting activities by rival groups. For example, a
sector such as business is, in most cases, unable to
act as a unit for it is divided by too many conflict-
ing interests. Furthermore, the advocacy explosion
has intensified competition by creating more and
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more countervailing pressures. Second, advocacy
success is determined by the behavior of legisla-
tors. Whereas legislators are often considered as
passive targets, in fact they are active players shap-
ing their relationship with advocacy groups accord-
ing to their interests. Whether a decision maker is
influenced by a certain group depends on his or
her political goals, strategies, and demand for
resources. Third, in any political system, institu-
tions form a screen that is beneficial to some advo-
cacy groups and discriminates against others.
Generally, institutional mechanisms may preclude
advocacy groups from converting resources into
power. If the structures and strategies of a group
do not match up with the political institutions, as
is the case with social movements on the EU level,
even resourceful groups may remain politically
ineffective. Fourth, the likelihood of an advocate
prevailing in a political conflict also depends on
the issue at stake, that is, on the constellation of
actors interested in the issue and their positions on
the subject. The more groups that are involved in
the issue and the higher the level of conflict, the
more interests legislators have to take into account.
So big issues have an adverse effect on lobbying
success.

As a result, the impact of advocacy is limited,
depending on factors such as the scope of the pol-
icy network, the level of conflict, the number of
allies and opponents, and so on. Since every policy
process is characterized by a specific, if not unique,
constellation of structural and situational ele-
ments, the effect of group tactics and strategies is
highly uncertain. Provided that the combination of
factors in a certain policy arena is constantly
changing, as is often the case, the results of public
policy decisions are highly unpredictable, making
it extremely unlikely for single groups to dominate
the political process over time. But we will also
find political contexts with a smaller number of
actors and more stable patterns of participation
where policy outcomes are less indeterminate.
Advocacy groups that are formally included in
policy-making processes, that deal with an issue
that does not attract the interest of the media, and
that act in a political niche where countervailing
pressures are low will have a much better chance
to influence policy outcomes than groups that act
under largely varying conditions. As structural and
situational factors can be considered as variables,
the level of uncertainty is a variable too, featuring

different contexts that are sometimes favorable to
some groups and sometimes to others.
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University of Potsdam
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AbpvocAacy COALITION
FRAMEWORK

The advocacy coalition framework (ACF) was
originally designed by Paul Sabatier and Hank
Jenkins-Smith in the late 1980s to explain the
political behavior of actors in the policy process.
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The ACF provides researchers a theoretical lens
for organizing actors into coalitions by offering a
set of hypotheses for explaining coalition struc-
ture and behavior, the role of science and technol-
ogy in the policy process, and the factors condu-
cive to learning and policy change. For more than
2 decades, the ACF has been applied in Europe,
Canada, the United States, and developing coun-
tries to a range of topics including health policy,
environmental/energy policy, economic policy,
disaster policy, and education policy.

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith created the ACF in
response to what they saw as three shortcomings
in the policy process literature. The first was their
interpretation of the stages heuristic as both an
inadequate causal theory and an inaccurate por-
trayal of the policy process. The second was a lack
of progress to resolve the debate about top-down
and bottom-up approaches to implementation
research and a need for system-based theories of
policy making. The third was the apparent lack of
theory about the role of scientific and technical
information in the policy process. In response, the
ACF was created as a system-based model, inte-
grating most of the policy stages, incorporating the
best aspects of the top-down and bottom-up
approaches to implementation, and creating
hypotheses that involve the role of scientific and
technical information in learning and policy
change. This entry provides a broad overview of
the assumptions, concepts, and hypotheses in the
ACF and ends with directions for future research.

Foundation

The structural underpinnings that the ACF begins
with are a set of assumptions involving a central
role for scientific and technical information in
policy processes, a time perspective of 10 years or
more to understand policy change, and the assign-
ment of policy subsystems as the primary unit of
analysis. Policy subsystems are subunits of politi-
cal systems, focused on a topical area and involv-
ing specialized actors. The ACF guides researchers
to study a broad set of subsystem actors including
officials from all levels of government, nongovern-
ment actors, consultants, scientists, and members
of the media. For these subsystem actors, the ACF
assumes a mental model based on limited abilities
to process stimuli, a tendency to remember losses

more than gains, and a need to rely on beliefs as
the principal heuristic to simplify, filter, and some-
times distort stimuli.

The ACF assumes that actors are politically
driven by their beliefs and that their policies and
programs are best thought of as translations of
those beliefs. A three-tiered model of a belief sys-
tem for its actors is depicted. Within the belief-
systems model, the broadest, most rigid, and pre-
dominately normative are deep core beliefs, such as
liberal and conservative beliefs or the relative con-
cern for the welfare of present versus future gen-
erations. Of moderate scope and spanning the
substantive and geographic breadth of a policy
subsystem are policy core beliefs. Policy core
beliefs are rigid but are more adaptive in response
to new experiences and information than deep core
beliefs. The most substantively and geographically
narrow and the most empirical are secondary
beliefs. Compared with deep core and policy core
beliefs, secondary beliefs are more likely to change.

At the heart of the ACF is the coalition concept.
Coalitions consist of actors with shared policy core
beliefs who engage in nontrivial degree of coordi-
nation, ranging from developing joint plans to
sharing information. The goal of a coalition is the
attainment of policy objectives, meaning the pro-
tection or change in government policies. The
behavior of a coalition toward the achievement of
their policy objectives varies considerably and
depends on their resources and on the resources of
their opponents, all of which is constrained by
external subsystem affairs. Common coalition
strategies include (a) maintaining a long-term per-
spective and involvement in a policy subsystem,
(b) seeking to maintain membership and mobilizing
new members, (c) attempting to shape policies indi-
rectly through public opinion campaigns and
through supporting scientific and technical informa-
tion that reinforces their beliefs, and (d) attempting
to shape policies directly by shopping their ideas to
venues controlled by actors with authority to
change policies, such as the courts, executives, agen-
cies, and legislatures. The behavior of coalitions is
fundamentally connected to the level of conflict in
the policy subsystem. In some subsystems, rivals are
not actively present, and a dominant coalition
maintains a monopoly over policy affairs. In more
adversarial subsystems, coalitions behave causti-
cally toward their rivals, limiting learning between
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coalitions. In more collaborative subsystems, coali-
tions cooperate, share information, and engage in
cross-coalition learning.

While coalition members share policy core
beliefs and coordinate their behavior, not all coali-
tion members need to be directly tied to their allies.
Some members are principal members, who remain
active within the coalition for extended periods of
time and are well connected with most allies.
Principal members anchor the coalition by bearing
the cost of coordination and by maintaining con-
nections with—and hence the involvement of—
more auxiliary members, whose involvement tends
to be more temporally sporadic.

A flow diagram of the ACF is shown in Figure 1.
On the right is a policy subsystem, within which
coalitions strive to attain their policy objectives
through various strategies. Subsystems operate

within a broader political environment defined by
relatively stable parameters and external events
along with long-term coalition opportunity struc-
tures and short-term constraints and resources of
subsystem actors.

To ease the application across political systems,
the flow diagram in Figure 1 depicts three sets of
variables as important long-term opportunity
structures. The first is the degree of consensus
needed for major policy change, which shapes
coalition strategies in reaching agreements. The
second is the degree of openness of political sys-
tems. For example, federalism and checks and bal-
ances in the United States create decentralized
processes with many venues and encourage entry
participation whereas corporatist systems are less
open and more centralized and restrict participa-
tion. The third is overlapping societal cleavages.

Relatively Stable Parameters

1. Basic attributes of the
problem area and
distribution of natural
resources

2. Fundamental sociocultural
values and social structure

3. Basic constitutional
structure

system

Long-Term Coalition
Opportunity Structures

1. Degree of consensus
needed for major
policy change

2. Openness of political

3. Overlapping societal
cleavages

Policy Subsystem

Coalition A

Beliefs
Resources

Coalition B

Beliefs
Resources

Strategies Strategies

Decisions by
government authorities

External Subsystem Events

1. Changes in socioeconomic
conditions

Short-Term Constraints
and Resources of
Subsystem Actors

Institutional rules

2. Changes in public opinion

3. Changes in systemic
governing coalition

4. Changes in other policy
subsystems

<—— Policy outputs —>

<«<—— Policy impacts —>

Figure |

A Flow Diagram for the Advocacy Coalition Framework

Source: Adapted from Sabatier, P. A., & Weible, C. M. (2007). The advocacy coalition framework: Innovations and
clarifications. In P. A. Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the policy process (2nd ed., pp. 189-222). Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
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Paths to Major Policy Change

An explanatory focus of the ACF is to help under-
stand and explain major policy change. Four paths
to major policy change have been posited. The first
is shocks that occur external to a subsystem,
including broad changes in socioeconomic condi-
tions, public opinion, governing coalitions, and
other subsystems. Among the factors linking an
external shock to major policy change are shifting
coalition resources and changing beliefs among
coalition actors.

The second path to policy change is shocks
within a policy subsystem. An example might
include a catastrophic fire in a forest management
policy subsystem. The ACF distinguishes between
external shocks and internal shocks because the
latter are predicted to underscore the failures in
current subsystem practices and possibly weaken-
ing a dominant coalition.

The third path to policy change is policy-oriented
learning. Policy-oriented learning involves relatively
enduring changes in beliefs and strategies resulting
from experience and/or new information as related
to the attainment, and possibly the modifications,
of policy objectives. As coalition members learn
over time, they may develop new ways to overcome
a rival coalition or refine their policy objectives,
both of which may lead to major changes in subsys-
tem policies. Since belief systems are rigid and resis-
tant to change, policy-oriented learning primarily
shapes secondary beliefs or secondary aspects of the
policy subsystem over extended periods of time.

The fourth path to policy change occurs through
negotiated agreements among competing coalitions.
Probably, the most important condition enabling
coalitions to negotiate is a hurting stalemate, which
occurs when members of rival coalitions view the
status quo as unacceptable and perceive no other
venues to achieve their policy objectives other than
direct negotiations. Additional conditions enabling
negotiated agreements include effective leadership,
consensus-based decision rules, diverse funding,
duration of process and commitment of members, a
focus on empirical issues, an emphasis on building
trust, and lack of alternative venues.

Hypotheses

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith provide a dozen hypoth-
eses on topics ranging from belief and policy

change to coalition stability. The five most fre-
quently tested hypotheses are the following:

1. Significant perturbations external to the
subsystem (e.g., changes in socioeconomic
conditions, public opinion, systemwide
governing coalitions, or policy outputs from
other subsystems) are a necessary, but not
sufficient, cause of change in the policy core
attributes of a governmental program.

2. On major controversies within a policy sub-
system when policy core beliefs are in dispute,
the lineup of allies and opponents tends to be
rather stable over periods of a decade or so.

3. Policy-oriented learning across belief systems is
most likely when there is an intermediate level
of informed conflict between the two coalitions.
This requires that (a) each has the technical
resources to engage in such a debate and (b) the
conflict be between secondary aspects of one
belief system and core elements of the other or,
alternatively, between important secondary
aspects of the two belief systems.

4. Policy-oriented learning across belief systems is
most likely when there exists a forum that is
(a) prestigious enough to force professionals
from different coalitions to participate and
(b) dominated by professional norms.

5. The policy core attributes of a governmental
program in a specific jurisdiction will not be
significantly revised as long as the subsystem
advocacy coalition that instituted the program
remains in power within that jurisdiction—
except when the change is imposed by a
hierarchically superior jurisdiction.

Further Development and Applications

The scope of the ACF continues to diversify in top-
ics and theoretical focus. Areas ripe for future
research include (a) explaining coalition structure
and behavior, especially factors explaining defec-
tion and stability of members and choice of politi-
cal strategy; (b) developing a theory of policy
subsystem interdependencies; (c) explaining the
effects of scientific and technical information on
learning within and between coalitions; and
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(d) investigating how biased assimilation shapes
coalition behavior.

Christopher M. Weible
University of Colorado Denver
Denver, Colorado, United States

Paul A. Sabatier
University of California, Davis
Davis, California, United States
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AbpvocAacYy NETWORKS,
TRANSNATIONAL

Transnational advocacy networks (TANs) are forms
of collective action that cross national borders and
are made up of collaborative connections among a
myriad of actors who engage in joint initiatives on

the basis of common goals and shared values.
These networks seek to change states’ and/or inter-
national organizations’ policies and/or public
opinion, at both a domestic and an international
scale. TANs form around areas of specific issues,
but these vary considerably, ranging from human
rights, environmental protection, poverty, gender
equality, and labor rights to networks that seek to
change the agendas and policies of international
organizations such as the World Bank or the
International Monetary Fund. Their initiatives
usually have a limited life span. Its promoters do
not seek to build long-term coalitions; rather,
TANs emerge and die as new issues come to the
fore or as their demands gain attention.

The concept of TANs thus describes a different
form of organized collective action from the more
institutionalized international nongovernmental
organizations or global social movements.
Although some kind of internal division of labor
and communication structure is in place, TANs
most often do not have headquarters or paid staff.
Furthermore, rules for affiliation tend to be loose.
However, the internal functioning of TANs varies
considerably, and it changes through time and
across issue areas.

The literature on TANs is quite recent. It flour-
ished in the 1990s, as part of a broader effort to
understand the roles of nonstate actors in interna-
tional relations. Ever since the publication of the
pioneering analyses on transnational relations,
around the end of the 1960s and the beginning of
the 1970s, its study has gained increased promi-
nence. What began as an attempt to incorporate
the study of nonstate actors—at the time, mainly
multinational corporations—into the research
agenda of international relations scholars has
become a vast literature that takes into consider-
ation an increasingly heterogeneous set of actors
and phenomena. The literature on TANs has con-
tributed to moving the debate from the question of
whether nonstate actors are relevant in interna-
tional relations to understanding how they are
relevant and how to evaluate their impacts.

Studies about TANs are often multidisciplinary.
More specifically, this is a literature that has stimu-
lated a fruitful dialogue between international rela-
tions and social movement theories. Although most
authors will deny the existence of a simple causal
link between globalization and transnational
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collective action, the constitution of international
regimes and the augmented power of international
organizations provide a common political back-
ground for TANs. These are understood best by
considering the contributions made by interna-
tional relations theorists. In turn, many of the chal-
lenges that social movements face at the domestic
level, in terms of coalition building, for example,
are also present in the international arena. Most
important, social movement theorists help in iden-
tifying the mechanisms by which actors are able
(or unable) to overcome their differences and con-
struct common purpose.

Studies about TANs also seek to go beyond
local-global dichotomies. Thus, rather than speak
of the emergence or existence of a “global civil
society,” scholars refer to a plurality of TANs
springing up intermittently across a wide-ranging
set of issues. These networks are made up of vari-
ous combinations in terms of participants’ national
origins and the pathways to transnationality cho-
sen by them. While many actors remain rooted at
the local or national scale, others may be part of
global social movements or international nongov-
ernmental organizations.

At least two issues remain as key challenges for
the TAN literature. First, it is not always clear as
to how to set the boundaries of TANSs, that is, how
to identify participants and differentiate among
actors, given the internal asymmetry of power rela-
tions. Second, although there has been a concerted
effort to evaluate the impacts of these collective
action forms, we still know little about their longer
term effects.

Relationships Among Actors in TANs

TANs are sponsored by a wide variety of actors
located in different social positions and geographi-
cal locations, so much so that it is often hard to
draw their boundaries. There is no consensus in the
literature on this topic. For some scholars, TANs
are not necessarily limited to nonstate agents but
may include sympathetic government officials as
well as international organization officials. Among
nonstate actors, these may include nongovernmen-
tal organizations (NGOs), grassroots organiza-
tions, foundations, business organizations, the
media, churches, and various other types of asso-
ciations as well as individuals. For other authors, it

is best to define TANs, more restrictively, as
including only domestic and international nonstate
actors, and among these mostly NGOs and social
movements. A clearer definition of the boundaries
of TANs remains an open challenge.

Whether the definition of participants is more or
less restricted, in both cases, there is evidence that
actors have very different approaches in terms of
targets chosen and strategies used. As sets of inter-
connected nodes, networks cannot be aprioristically
defined as formed by horizontal or homogeneous
ties. Nevertheless, this use of the concept of “net-
works” has been common among activists and
scholars alike. It has helped emphasize the novelty
of these forms of collaboration with respect to more
hierarchical and centralized initiatives of the past.
However, recent scholarly efforts have focused on
trying to specify better the embeddedness of net-
works in power relations as spaces of negotiation
(and contention) affected by asymmetrical rela-
tions among participants. These efforts have led to
a more detailed analysis about the internal func-
tioning of TANs, which focus, for example, on
questions of accountability, transparency, and
decision-making processes. Asymmetries may fol-
low North-South lines, but this is only one possi-
ble aspect. Other sources of tension within TANs
refer to different political cultures (among coun-
tries and also among sectoral domains) and differ-
ent visions in terms of tactics, both of which can be
found within and across the South and the North.

Impacts of TANs

To understand under what domestic and interna-
tional circumstances do TANs succeed or fail to
achieve their goals, a long series of case studies and
comparisons among them have been undertaken.
Scholars have focused on the abilities of networks
not only to influence political actors and policies at
the domestic and international scales but also to
bring about shifts in public opinion on given issues.
Research has been done on campaigns oriented
toward particular political problems (e.g., debt
relief, use of land mines) and policy domains (e.g.,
the environment, trade negotiations, gender equal-
ity). While there are numerous case studies showing
that TANs did have a positive impact, this is often
not the case. Independent variables that explain
these different outcomes in the literature include
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characteristics of the networks themselves (e.g., the
strength of local grassroots members or the density
of ties), characteristics of the issue chosen (e.g., its
resonance with existing norms), characteristics of
the target (e.g., the vulnerability of states to lever-
age politics or the access of activists to the state),
and the strategies of the networks (e.g., their capac-
ity to generate reliable information quickly).

Margaret Keck and Kathryn Sikkink pioneered
the efforts to understand the impacts of TANSs in
their 1998 book, Activists Beyond Borders:
Advocacy Networks in International Politics, in
which they propose the “boomerang pattern” as a
common and effective tactic used by TANs to
enhance their influence. Most especially in cases of
closure of the domestic political system, nonstate
actors seek allies in other countries (or are sought
by them) to apply pressure on other states and/or
international organizations. These, in turn, will be
able to use their leverage on the original target and
thus help bring about the change demanded by
domestic activists. Examples of the successful
throwing of “boomerangs” include the well-
known case of the Brazilian rubber tappers who,
in the 1980s, allied with U.S. environmental
NGOs to pressure the U.S. Congress to use its
leverage on the World Bank. The World Bank, in
turn, helped bring about changes in the projects
they helped sponsor in the Amazon region and
thus bring about changes in the Brazilian state’s
policies vis-a-vis environmental protection and the
rubber tappers.

Special emphasis has been given by TAN schol-
ars to impacts that are not easily measurable, such
as the effects of transnational activism on interna-
tional norms. This is certainly true in the case of
scholars who adhere to a constructivist theoretical
approach to the study of transnationalism. The
argument is that TANs do contribute to change by
shifting the norm structure of global governance.
Norms, understood broadly as shared expecta-
tions held by actors about what is their appropri-
ate behavior, are affected by the actions of TANs
in at least two important ways: (1) as references by
which TANs hold states and other actors account-
able and (2) by the creation of new norms or the
initiation of norm shifting. Either by upholding
existing norms or by proposing new ones, TANs
have an impact on how people in general think
about the world.

Notwithstanding various successful examples of
norm and policy shifting, evidence of the impacts
of the campaigns launched by TANs is mixed and
remains an important topic for future research.
More specifically, longer term studies are needed
to understand whether these changes are sustained
through time.

Marisa von Biilow
Universidade de Brasilia
Brasilia—DF, Brazil
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AFRICAN PoLiTicAL THOUGHT

The expression “African political thought” can be
considered a prima facie misunderstanding in that
it oversimplifies the pluralism of thoughts that has
always existed in Africa. Deep divergences charac-
terize the African ideological landscape. While
Jomo Kenyatta, the Kenyan political thinker who
was the first prime minister of Kenya and its
president from 1964 to 1978, positioned precolo-
nial Africa as the reference for the rebuilding of
independent Africa; Léopold Sédar Senghor, presi-
dent of Senegal from 1960 to 1980, idealized the



40 African Political Thought

encounter between Africa and Europe as the start-
ing point of any modernity in Africa. In the same
way, the call for the immediate building of a
United States of Africa was contradicted by the
advocacy of a step-by-step process of regional
integration.

Pluralism of political thoughts is not the lone
obstacle besetting the emergence of a unified
school; alongside it, there is also the issue of plu-
ralism in meaning. As the matter of fact, the
notion of “African political thought” is influ-
enced by several dialectics, including those
between the African continent and the diaspora,
between North Africa and sub-Saharan Africa,
and between tradition and modernity. This entry
first examines each of these dialectics. It then
describes the substance of African political
thought through two main categories: (1) “again-
stism” and (2) “renaissance.”

Dialectics Influencing African
Political Thought

The African Continent and the Black Diaspora

The first dialectic is that between the African
continent and the Black diaspora. For instance,
without reference to the Jamaican thinker Marcus
Garvey or the American thinker William Edward
Burghardt Du Bois, it is impossible to understand
the genealogy of Pan-Africanism; the Pan-
Africanism that constitutes the main paradigm of
African political thought is initially a Diaspora
idea. As strongly contesting colonization and
neocolonialism, African radicalism has been elab-
orated mainly by the French citizen of Martinique
Frantz Fanon. The relationship between these
icons of African political thought and the African
continent is linked to the color of their skin.
African political thought is to some extent a
Black political thought. It therefore appears that
the idea of African political thought is linked to
that of Black political thought. The debate among
the diaspora in the United States, in the Americas,
and in the modern world has never been consid-
ered by the continental African thinkers as for-
eign to their concern. Senghor and Kwame
Nkrumah were always in conversation with Black
American thinkers such as Du Bois and Martin
Luther King Jr.

The Relationship Between Sub-Saharan
Africa and North Africa

The second dialectic is that between sub-Saha-
ran Africa and North Africa. This one concerns the
racial divide between “Blacks” and “Arabs.”
Africa is not a continent with ethnic or racial
homogeneity. The impact of this on African politi-
cal thought is the cohabitation of “Pan-Africanism”
and “Pan-Arabism” in the continent. Even if
Pan-Africanism is unification’s ideology, some of
its authors restricted Pan-Africanism to “Black
Africa.” The Afrocentric Senegalese thinker Cheik
Anta Diop established the cultural foundations of
a Black African federal state. In practical terms, this
idea was reformulated by President Mobutu Sese
Seko of Zaire as a replacement of the Organisation
of African Unity by a league of Black people and
states. Seko’s proposal was clearly directed against
the Arabs of the continent, who were accused of
being oriented more toward Middle East through
the Arab League. At the same time that Nkrumah of
Ghana was advocating Pan-Africanism from Cape
Town to Cairo, Gamal Nasser of Egypt was defend-
ing Pan-Arabism from Rabbat to Damascus. The
dialectic of the African attachment to the continent
and their attraction to what is going on in Asia indi-
cates the variable geometry of Pan-Africanism. It is
worth noting that whereas Pan-Africanism and
blackness are intertwined, the interaction between
Pan-Arabism and Pan-Africanism is still appre-
hended under the prism of antagonism, instead of
complementarities. The presence of Arabs in
Northern Africa and the role played by Arab states
such as Egypt, Algeria, and Morocco in the libera-
tion of the continent seem to contradict the ongo-
ing misconception of Africa as a Black continent.
At this stage, South Africa’s episteme of represent-
ing an African rainbow identity is a revolution.
Despite the influence of African radicalism that
structured the African National Congress, post-
apartheid South Africa, under the leadership of
Nelson Mandela, transcends racial cleavages: To
be an African becomes a cosmopolitan idea that
can accommodate Indians, Whites, and Blacks. It
is the advent of a postracial African that was envis-
aged by Mandela’s thought.

Tradition and Modernity

The third dialectic that operates in the realm of
African political thought is that between tradition
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and modernity. Traditional African political
thought is perceived as political thought based on
what is authentic to Africa through a precolonial
reference (Basil Davidson, 1998; Jomo Kenyatta,
1938). Modern African political thought is politi-
cal thought generated by the colonial and postco-
lonial eras. From this artificial dichotomy, tradi-
tion-generated political thought is given the label
of authentic African political thought. At the
same time, modern political thought is stigma-
tized for being Westernized. This is a false opposi-
tion, because tradition and modernity are relative
notions and represent intertwined realties. The
search for an authentic African political thought
is an impediment to the understanding of the
dynamics of Africa’s ideological landscape.
Instead of initiating a futile debate on the criteria
of authenticity, it is better to note what works as
an African political thought, be it modern or tra-
ditional, Afrocentrist or influenced by “Western”
ideologies.

African Political Thought as “Againstism”

Modern African political thought is to be under-
stood through the mediation of the relation with
the “intimate enemy,” that is, the Western world
made up of colonial powers. That is why African
political thought focuses on accusation. In this
regard, the radical discourse dominates the ideo-
logical landscape. The Western world is presented
as the enemy on the basis of the experiences of
slavery and colonialism. These two experiences
are seen as part of the same trend of African
humiliation in the modern world. If one agrees
with Carl Schmitt that the designation of the
enemy is the starting point of politics, then African
thought is political and unified when African
thinkers define a common enemy as in the follow-
ing examples:

In the 1930s, Kenyatta accused the “Europeans” of
having destroyed the human dignity of the African,
denigrated his culture and religion, and stolen his
land (Kenyatta, 1938). This discourse on
colonization as a brutalization process is shared by
the main radical thinkers.

Nkrumah’s opposition to the Western world
concerned its colonial and postcolonial faces. In his

analysis of the European domination of Africa,
Nkrumah (1961) asserts,

The white man arrogated to himself the right to
rule and to be obeyed by the non white . . . Under
this cloak, the Europeans robbed the continent of
vast riches and inflicted unimaginable suffering
of the African people. (p. xi)

Despite the independence of African states,
Nkrumah identified neocolonialism as “the last
stage of imperialism.” Neocolonialism is the
continuity of other forms of Western domination:

In place of colonialism . .. we have today neo-
colonialism. . . . The essence of neo-colonialism
is that the State which is subject to it is, in theory,
independent. . . . In reality its economic system
and thus its political policy is directed from
outside. (Nkrumah, 19635, p. 30)

Amilcar Cabral’s (1970) denunciation of colonial-
ism is based on the fact that the Western colonial
powers had taken “up arms to destroy or at least
to paralyze (the) cultural life (of Africans)”: Foreign
domination can be maintained “only by the
permanent, organized repression of the cultural life
of the people concerned.” Colonization and neo-
colonialism are explained as negations of the
history and culture of African peoples.

Fanon, in his writings, formulated an absolute
clash between Africa and Europe: Colonialism is
presented as “fundamentally unforgivable” (Fanon,
2006, p. 118) and Europe as having proceeded
with cynicism and violence against Africa.

These categories and representations with their
Marxist background have exercised a real ideo-
logical hegemony in Africa and still do so today. In
the intellectual domain, the conservative trend of
African political thought constituted a minority.
The denunciation of Europe is common to both
radical and conservative African political thought.
Disunity appears at the level of the relationship
with the colonial power: When a conservative
African political thinker such as Senghor forgives
the former colonial power and regards it as a
friend and partner, radical thinkers envisage strug-
gle. The synthesis of this historic cleavage has been
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made in postcolonial South Africa through the
“truth and reconciliation” process under which a
radical liberation movement, African National
Congress, accepted to cooperate with apartheid
elites.

African Political Thought as a
Renaissance Political Thought

African political thought is dominated by the idea
of renaissance. It is a normative political thought
generated by the traumatism of slavery, colonial-
ism, and underdevelopment. These historical
events constitute the implicit or explicit back-
ground of African political thought.

The renaissance from the colonial or neocolonial
domination is to be obtained through struggle for
national liberation. It is a cultural struggle. The
liberation movement defends the culture of the
people (Cabral, 1970). The struggle is also a
military one implying the use of revolutionary
violence (Fanon, 2002).

The renaissance following the colonial divide of
Africa and its underdevelopment is to be made
through the creation of United States of Africa.
Despite its practical failure, this ideal still dominates
African political thought (Nkrumah, 1963).

The renaissance is a terrain in which several
national ideologies situated between Marxism and
liberalism, such as “African socialism” or
“communal liberalism” flourished.

The renaissance political thought is also a thought
of liberty and equality. Under the condemnation of
colonialism, apartheid, and authoritarianism, what
are at stake are liberty and equality (Mandela,
1995). African political thought then appears in its
universality. However, as elsewhere, African
political thought is also made up of exclusion of
the other. The light of renaissance is contradicted
by the darkness of discourses full of hate. Ethnic
exclusion and genocide in Africa have always been
justified “ideologically.”

Luc Sindjoun
University of Yaoundé I1
Yaoundé, Cameroon

See also Colonialism

Further Readings

Cabral, A. (1970, February 20). National liberation and
culture. Paper presented as part of the Eduardo
Mondlane Lecture Series at Syracuse University, New
York.

Davidson, B. (1998). African civilization. Trenton, NJ:
Africa World Press.

Du Bois, W. E. B. (2007). Les dmes du peuple noir [The
souls of Black folk]. Paris: La Découverte.

Fanon, F. (2002). Les damnés de la terre [Wretched of
the earth]. Paris: La Découverte.

Fanon, F. (2006). Pour la révolution africaine [Toward
the African revolution]. Paris: La Découverte.

Kenyatta, J. (1938). Facing Mount Kenya. London:
Martin Secker & Warburg.

Mandela, N. (1995). Un long chemin vers la liberté
[Long walk to freedom]. Paris: Fayard.

Nkrumah, K. (1961). I speak of freedom: A statement of
African ideology. London: Heinemann.

Nkrumah, K. (1963). Africa must unite. London:
Heineman.

Nkrumah, K. (1965). Neo-colonialism, the last stage of
imperialism. London: Thomas Nelson & Sons.

Senghor, L. S. (1988). Ce que je crois: Négritude, francité
et civilisation de 'universel [What I believe: Négritude,
Frenchness, and universal civilization]. Paris: Grasset.

AGENCIES

In this entry, the concept of “agencies” is defined,
and a short review of its history and relevance for
public administration practice is provided. Finally,
some key issues that have emerged from the ever-
growing literature on this topic will be discussed.

Definition

Agencies are the organizational emanation of
administrative decentralization in the public sector
by which large monolithic core departmental
bureaucracies are “unbundled” into smaller execu-
tive organizations that operate at a distance from
the center of government. There are many descrip-
tions of the administrative species “agency” in the
international literature, such as “nondepartmental
public bodies,” “quangos,” “nonmajoritarian
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institutions,” “quasi-autonomous public bodies,”
and “arm’s-length agencies,” only to name some.
For reasons of clarity, the term agency will be used
throughout this entry. There is, however, a varia-
tion in the interpretation of the concept “agency”
in different countries. Some argue that what an
agency is, and what functions it does, may vary
considerably across national cultures, legal sys-
tems, and political systems.

Although the definition of an agency, or the
way in which “agencies” are conceptualized,
may differ from country to country, there are
some common features by which agencies can be
characterized:

First, in most cases, agencies are public law bodies.
This means that they are subject to at least some
public law procedures.

Second, agencies have some capacity for
autonomous decision making with respect to their
internal management and/or policies.

Third, agencies are structurally disaggregated from
the center of the governmental apparatus (core
ministry). This means that in most cases, agencies
are not directly subordinate hierarchically to the
oversight authorities, such as the central
administration of government or the minister.

Still, fourth, agencies are formally under at least
some control of ministers and governmental
departments, as there often is a (larger or smaller)
degree of political responsibility for what the
agency does.

Fifth, in most cases, agencies are (at least partly)
staffed with civil servants and (at least partly)
financed by the state budget.

In the literature, the distinction is made between
internally autonomous agencies and externally
autonomous agencies. Internally autonomous
agencies have a quasi-autonomous status within
the central governmental department. These agen-
cies are often labeled as “ministerial agencies,” as
they do not have a legal personality of their own
(they are part of the legal person of the govern-
ment, the ministry, or the department). This
implies that the hierarchical relationship with the
minister remains unchanged and that the minister
remains responsible for the organization. Internally

autonomous agencies do have extended manage-
rial flexibilities, however, compared with the core
governmental organizations (from which their
“autonomous” status is derived). Examples of
internally autonomized agencies are the Next Steps
Agencies  (United Kingdom [UK]), the
Agentschappen (the Netherlands), or many federal
agencies in the United States. Externally autono-
mous agencies are often labeled as “nonministerial
agencies” because of their own legal personality
and the fact that they are structurally detached
from the core of the governmental apparatus. In
most cases, the legal personality implies that agen-
cies are controlled and steered by an intermediary
body (like a board of governors). The existence of
a board implies that the ministerial responsibility
toward the agency decreases and often is only
political in nature. Examples of externally autono-
mous agencies are the so-called nondepartmental
public bodies (UK), the zelfstandige bestuursor-
ganen (ZBOs; the Netherlands), or the indepen-
dent administrative institutions (Japan).

Historical, Theoretical,
and Empirical Context

Agencies: Not Something New at All

With the rise of new public management (NPM)
as one of the dominant administrative doctrines of
the past decades, many countries began reorganiz-
ing their administrative apparatus. One particular
reform that could be observed in many countries
was the so-called unbundling of the traditional
large monolithic bureaucracies. For example, in
the UK under Margaret Thatcher, the Next Steps
Program dissolved the central bureaucracy in doz-
ens of smaller executive agencies that were respon-
sible for the implementation of public policies.
This example was followed by similar initiatives in
other countries such as the Netherlands or, more
recently, Belgium (Flanders). However, this kind
of public sector reform can be observed not only in
the heartland of NPM (including many English-
speaking countries) and in the broader Western
world but also elsewhere. Agencification programs
in developing countries (e.g., Tanzania, Jamaica),
in East Asian countries (e.g., Thailand), and in
Central and Eastern European countries (e.g.,
Latvia) have been documented extensively in the
literature. Notwithstanding the fact that the 1980s



44 Agencies

and the 1990s were characterized in many coun-
tries by the establishment of many arm’s-length
agencies, the existence of agency-type administra-
tive entities is not new at all. For example, for
centuries the central government in Sweden has
consisted of a small core bureaucracy, responsible
for policy making, and many executive agencies at
arm’s length, responsible for implementing poli-
cies. As a second example, in the 1970s (so before
NPM came into its heyday), Hong Kong’s central
government was unbundled into a lot of small
arm’s-length executive agencies. Also, the federal
government of the United States has a long tradi-
tion of working with agency-like public organiza-
tions that are structurally disaggregated from the
core of government.

Why Agencies?

The popularity of the agency-like administrative
species in many governmental reforms is the result
of the normative NPM-driven belief that this type
of public organization is better suited to deliver
public services in an efficient and effective way. As
such, establishing agencies was considered by
many governments as part of the solution in search
of an answer to the crisis of the state in the 1970s
and 1980s. Agencies are presumed, according to
NPM advocates, to be better performers than tra-
ditional bureaucratic organizations because
(a) they operate closer to the citizen/client and
hence are more responsive to the client’s need,
(b) they are more flexible because of their high
levels of managerial discretion, and (c) their
(quasi-) independent status encourages them to
behave more efficiently. The theoretical justifica-
tion behind this—often normative—point of view
can be found in rational economic theories such as
property rights theory and principal-agent theory.
Agencies, according to these lines of reasoning, are
assumed to operate more efficiently and effectively
compared with core departmental bureaucracies,
because their autonomous status enables them to
make their own managerial choices. The fact that
agencies have the discretionary power to handle to
a certain extent their own resources (personnel,
finance, etc.) creates an incentive to use these
resources efficiently and effectively (“let the man-
ager manage”). On the other hand, the enlarged
discretionary managerial competences on behalf of

the agencies create a need to control these agencies
by their principals, that is, the political and admin-
istrative oversight authorities (“make the manager
manage”).

In sum, according to NPM advocates, the cre-
ation of agencies is something rational, under-
pinned by rational-economic theories, as agencies
are presumed (due to their quasi-autonomous sta-
tus) to be better deliverers of public services than
large, core-departmental bureaucracies. Recently,
however, some scholars have argued that the
agency phenomenon is more than an answer in the
search for better public service delivery. These
scholars argue that the agency phenomenon is a
trend, a practice that is copied. There is a growing
body of literature that shows that the creation of
agencies, as part of public sector reform processes,
is not always a rational decision. In many coun-
tries, the creation of agencies on a large scale is the
result of processes of mimetic, normative, or even
coercive isomorphism. In the past decades, public
sector reforms that included some kind of “agenci-
fication” were considered as a best practice.
Governments often tend to copy best practices
from each other. Beside that many international
institutions (e.g., World Bank, International
Monetary Fund [IMF], and Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development
[OECD]) and multinational consulting firms have
been very active in promoting NPM-like public
sector reforms, including agencification programs.

Diversity

Despite the often argued fact that one is “con-
verging” toward the agency form all over the
world, which is also true to a certain extent, one
should recognize that the agency form may not be
that homogeneous as one might sometimes think.
It can be argued that although the numerous simi-
larities among these organizations have been cre-
ated all over the world, there is also a great deal of
variation, mainly due to differences in national
cultures, legal systems, and political systems. The
variation occurs along a number of dimensions,
such as their governance structure and their rela-
tion with ministerial authorities, their degree
of autonomy, and the variety of tasks they per-
form. In some models, agencies are organizations
that are more or less directly linked to the core of
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government (central ministries). In English-
speaking countries, such as the UK, the chief
executive of the agency is responsible for an
administrative oversight (a ministerial department)
rather than a corporate body such as a board. This
implies that the hierarchical bonds between agency
and oversight are much stronger compared with
the Scandinavian model, for example. In the
United States, the typical agency is a public law
legal person of its own, but it is still subordinate to
the department within which it is located. Besides
such agencies, established by a congressional act,
there are also agencies that are established by and
within a department. In other models, though the
bonds of agencies with ministries may be weak, yet
they have strong autonomy and independence. In
Scandinavian countries (e.g., Sweden), agencies are
responsible for implementing policies that are
issued by small ministries responsible for policy
formulation, although the agencies are also active
in policy making themselves through their own
corporate body, which has a lot of autonomy vis-
a-vis the political and administrative oversight
authorities. Also, in some cases, private organiza-
tions performing public tasks are considered as
agencies. Governments may move some functions
out of their control (e.g., through privatization),
but they are still ultimately responsible for provid-
ing basic services to the public (e.g., the privatiza-
tion and breakup of British Rail).

Key Issues
Roles and Functions

Agencies typically implement policies. They
are, in most cases, responsible for delivering pub-
lic services and public goods, such as public trans-
port, public infrastructure, public security, and so
on. This means that the role of agencies can be
observed in virtually all policy fields or areas for
which government is responsible. The observation
that many agencies deliver public goods and ser-
vices is in line with some NPM-like doctrines that
advocate a so-called primacy of politics. According
to such doctrines, politicians are democratically
legitimized to decide on (the content and scope of)
policy, while the main role of administrative
actors (e.g., agencies) is to implement these poli-
cies. This strict dichotomy between policy (politi-
cians) and operations (administrative actors)

should be nuanced on at least two points. First, in
reality, we can often observe in many countries
that agencies have a large role to play in regula-
tory policy. In the policy domains of many coun-
tries, it is agencies that are the responsible actors
to regulate the market in important policy fields
such as energy supply, telecommunications, and
postal services. These “regulatory agencies” have
thus a strong policy element in their task and role
(setting standards and norms, controlling market
players, [helping in] defining the regulatory frame-
work in the policy field, etc.). Second, recent
research shows that agencies that are mainly
involved in implementing policies (delivering pub-
lic goods and services) often have a large role to
play in policy making too.

Key Variables: Autonomy and Control

Agencies are generally characterized by two key
variables: (1) their autonomy vis-a-vis the political
and administrative oversight authorities and (2) the
way in, and the extent to, which they are steered
and controlled by these oversight authorities.

Autonomy

Autonomy of agencies refers to the discretion
these agencies have to make decisions of their own
or the extent to which the agency can decide itself
about issues it finds important. In this sense, mak-
ing an agency more autonomous involves the shift-
ing of decision-making competences from external
actors (e.g., the oversight authorities) to the agency
itself. The level of organizational autonomy of
agencies (or the extent to which the agency can
make decisions of its own) is determined by the
scope and the extent of these decision-making
competences. Two different scopes can be dis-
cerned. First, agencies may have decision-making
competences that are delegated to them from the
oversight authorities concerning the choice and use
of inputs or organizational resources. This is the
managerial autonomy of agencies. An agency can
have managerial autonomy with respect to several
types of organizational inputs, resources such as
financial resources and human resources, or other
production factors such as logistics, organization,
and housing and infrastructure. The second scope
of organizational autonomy refers to decision-
making competences of the agency in policy issues
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or the policy autonomy of the agency. The extent
to which an agency enjoys policy autonomy will
depend on the extent to which the agency is steered
by its oversight authorities on processes, outputs,
or effects. Having policy autonomy means that the
agency can make decisions about the choice of
policy instruments, the outputs that should be
delivered by the policy, and the desirable societal
effects of the policy. According to NPM-like doc-
trines, the ideal-typical agency has a lot of manage-
rial autonomy, to fulfill the promise of “let the
managers manage” and to ensure that the first part
of the equation (more managerial competences =
better organizational performance) is guaranteed.
Policy autonomy, however, is low in an ideal-typi-
cal agency. As already suggested above, according
to NPM, agencies are mostly expected to imple-
ment policies, not to design them (the exception may
be regulatory agencies, cf. supra). In reality, how-
ever, many agencies that primarily implement poli-
cies also have a large influence in designing and
evaluating policy. This may not be surprising given
the fact that many agencies, as day-to-day policy-
implementing actors in the policy field, are experts in
their field and have a clear vision on what is happen-
ing in the policy field. A final issue concerning the
autonomy of agencies is the difference between
formal (legal) and real (empirical) autonomy.
Formal or legal autonomy is the level of autonomy
the agencies enjoy according to the laws, executive
decisions, and decrees that deal with the establish-
ment of these agencies. In these (legal) documents,
it is formally described to what extent and under
what circumstances agencies enjoy their own deci-
sion-making competences. In reality, however,
many agencies enjoy more or less autonomy than is
formally described. Research has shown that this
may be due to the (political) salience of the task
that the agency performs. In a politically sensitive
policy field, agencies may be scrutinized more
intensely by politicians compared with agencies in
a politically less salient policy field.

Control

The other side of the coin is the extent to, and
the way in, which agencies are controlled by their
oversight authorities (which may be political—e.g.,
ministers—or administrative—e.g., ministries).
The ways in which agencies are controlled/steered

by the oversight authorities can be very diverse.
First, agencies may be controlled ex ante (“before
the facts”). Ex ante control is the formulation of
rules and standards that give direction to the actor
so that the desired output (from the viewpoint of
the oversight authority) will be achieved. Oversight
authorities thus control the agency beforehand.
They can do so by setting general or detailed rules
that constrain the autonomy of the agency in using
the inputs. In this sense, ex ante controls take the
form of authoritative mandates, rules, or regula-
tions that specify what the agency can do. Or the
oversight authority can control the agency by tak-
ing the major decisions itself or by making the
decisions of the agency subject to approval by the
oversight authorities (e.g., nullification rights or
vetoes). Second, ex post control or results control
is in essence checking whether the intended organi-
zational goals have been achieved by the agency
(and whether there is a need for corrective future
actions). Result control involves the setting of the
desired organizational results (norms), checking
whether or not the organizational results meet this
norm, and eventually the adaptation or continua-
tion of the organizational practice. The intention
of these “after-the-fact controls™ is to motivate the
agency to perform well and to make good deci-
sions. As such, agencies are made responsible for
the consequences of their decisions (“let the man-
agers manage”). Some argue that result control
can be regarded as a cycle that consists of interre-
lated subsystems: a planning system (setting orga-
nizational goals and norms for the agency), a
monitoring system (to measure the organizational
results ex post), and an evaluation and feedback
system. The past decades, alongside the rise of the
NPM, a shift toward contractualization in the con-
trolling of agencies by their oversight authorities
can be observed. In many instances, newly estab-
lished agencies have performance contracts or
management contracts with their oversight author-
ities in which the rights and duties of both parties
are agreed on. Generally, the commitment of the
agency is to deliver goods and services, on behalf
of the oversight authorities, with a high level of
efficiency, quality, and customer friendliness.
Indicators are developed to be able to measure the
results achieved by the agencies. The commitment
of the oversight authorities generally has to do
with ensuring that the agency has the necessary
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means (financial, personnel, infrastructural) to be
able to achieve good results. Also agencies that
have existed for a longer time often see their con-
trol regime shifting from ex ante control on inputs
to ex post control on results and have to agree on
performance or management contracts with their
oversight authorities too.

Accountability and Performance

Earlier in this entry, a rather normative justifi-
cation for the trend toward agencification in the
public sector was discussed. NPM advocates often
argue that smaller, single-task executive agencies
are better vehicles to deliver effective and efficient
public services and have better chances to behave
innovatively and in a customer-friendly way com-
pared with large monolithic bureaucratic organi-
zations. The practice of performance contracts, it
is often argued, also enables one to really assess
whether or not agencies are performing well.
However, it is not certain whether the promise of
better performance has been fulfilled. Scientific
evidence is at least inconclusive. One question is
what “performance” is. In a public sector context,
performance is a broader concept than just (eco-
nomical) efficiency. No doubt that in many agen-
cies, financial efficiency may have increased due
to, among others, a better focus on the job. But
other values that are of importance in a public sec-
tor context such as equal treatment and impartial-
ity in service delivery are much harder to grasp in
indicators, hence to measure for performance. The
point is that increased efficiency does not always
have to result automatically in increased perfor-
mance on other aspects of the job that the agencies
perform. Second, it is—from a methodological
point of view—extremely difficult to compare per-
formance of agencies with performance of other
governmental organizations (e.g., bureaucracies).
This is due to, among others, the scarcity of public
functions/tasks that are in reality performed by
organizations of different types in the same coun-
try (the exceptions are schools, public and private).
Or the lack of null measurement of the perfor-
mance of the function before it was shifted to a
new organizational form (e.g., postal services
before and after privatization). In sum, most com-
mentators agree that some economical gains may
be observed with agencies but that it does not

necessarily imply that gains can be observed in
other aspects of performance such as democracy,
quality, and impartiality (which are important too,
especially in the public sector).

This brings us to a final key issue to be dis-
cussed here. Performance of an organization also
has to do with the accountability of that organiza-
tion toward its key stakeholders. The issue of
accountability is an important one because one has
to be aware that in the search for the economic
gains of working with agencies (efficiency; this is
why they are created), there is also consideration
of the possible political or societal costs because of
the lack of control of these arm’s-length agencies.
In the case of agencies, the key stakeholders are the
oversight authorities, the citizens who receive pub-
lic services and goods of the agency, and ulti-
mately, the general public or the society as a
whole. Agencies are put at arm’s length of the
government, which makes control of the agency by
government (the oversight authority) more diffi-
cult. Some authors therefore argue that the so-
called vertical or upward accountability (toward
the oversight authorities) may be weakened. In
turn, it can be argued that agencies develop mech-
anisms of so-called horizontal or downward
accountability, which is directed to the citizen/cli-
ent of the agency (e.g., customer surveys, reporting
on results, ombudspersons). Whether or not down-
ward accountability can replace upward account-
ability remains a point of debate. Other observers
argue that vertical accountability is large, given the
fact that many agencies are subject to a multitude
of control practice (nullification rights, perfor-
mance contracts, audits, parliamentary hearings,
etc.). In such cases, lack of accountability seems to
be a lesser problem.

Bram Verschuere
University College Ghent & Ghent University
Ghent, Belgium
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AGENDA SETTING

For any decisions to be made in the political sys-
tem, an issue must be placed on the active agenda
of government. In political science, agenda setting
is an important topic for the analysis of collective
outcomes, in particular for the evaluation of their
democratic nature. Agenda setting concerns the
strategic choice or selection of policy alternatives
from a set of all possible outcomes on which indi-
vidual, corporate, and collective actors finally
decide. This entry discusses two alternative con-
ceptions of agenda setting. One focuses more on
the politics of getting an issue to the agenda. The
other body of literature focuses on the impact of
agendas on the outcomes of the process and on the
power of agenda setters in determining outcomes.

These two bodies of literature are complementary
and together provide a full understanding of the
role of agendas in shaping policy choices.

The Politics of Agenda Setting

In recent years, agenda-setting theory has also
become a prominent approach in political com-
munication research, which describes the transfer
of important topics to the public sector for resolu-
tion, as discussed extensively by Frank Baumgartner
and Bryan Jones. This portion of the literature
discussing agenda setting considers the political
and social mechanisms through which problems
are identified and then politicized. This literature
reflects the strong political role of agendas in mak-
ing policy.

The agenda-setting literature also has pointed to
the varieties of different agendas that exist in the
public sector and the manner in which issues are
moved on and off these agendas. The systemic
agenda represents all those issues that are deemed
appropriate for the public sector to take into
account, whether or not they are being actively
considered. The institutional agendas are those
that are being acted on, or at least actively consid-
ered, at any point of time. Furthermore, there are
important political considerations concerning
which institutions constitute the foci for the politi-
cal activity around any issue. Some political sys-
tems, for example, federal systems and those with
active court systems, provide would-be agenda
setters greater opportunities than do those with
fewer points of access.

For an issue to become public policy, it must
pass through several different institutions. In most
democratic systems, issues must go through the
legislature, and often committees within the legis-
lature, although the source of the idea may have
been the bureaucracy or the political executive, or
perhaps interest groups. Then the issue, once acted
on, will have to go to the bureaucracy for imple-
mentation and then perhaps to the courts for adju-
dication. These movements may occur as a normal
part of political life but generally require some
forms of political impetus for them to occur.

The agenda-setting literature has also focused
on the roles of policy entrepreneurs in the process
of making policy. Issues do not move on and off
agendas on their own but require individual actors
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who foster their development and their adoption.
These entrepreneurs have to be prepared when
“windows of opportunity” open that permit issues
that might otherwise be excluded to come to the
active political agenda.

Analytic Models of Agenda
Setting and Agenda Control

The second approach to agendas and agenda set-
ting has focused on the influence that agendas and
the manipulation of agendas have on the outcomes
of deliberative processes. Traditionally, agendas
and agenda formation have played a prominent
role since the 20th century in analytical political
science, which investigates the power of agenda
setters in the collective decision-making process.
For democratic governance, agenda-setting power
can undermine the democratic process when the
agenda setter has dictatorial power in manipulat-
ing the aggregation of individual preferences to
collective outcomes. According to the social choice
and legislative analysis literatures, a major precon-
dition for this threat of dictatorial agenda-setting
power is the instability of collective outcomes
under specific democratic voting rules, which may
allow an agenda setter to manipulate (or hinder
from manipulating) them. Irrespective of the insta-
bility of collective outcomes, bargaining theories
and logrolling approaches also emphasize the
importance of agenda setting when it creates a
bargaining advantage for the first mover. In other
words, actors who can make the first moves in
bargaining are often the ones who are able to
shape the final outcomes of the process.

According to Donald Schon and Martin Rein
(1994), a more optimistic interpretation comes
from the deliberative literature, which stresses the
framing of problems to find (stable) solutions.
According to John Dryzek and Christian List
(2003), deliberation has been argued to assist in
aggregating individual preferences by subdividing
or ordering issues in a way that induces stability of
outcomes. The discussions involved in deliberative
decision making enable the participants to reach
solutions that are stable and reflect the underlying
preferences of those participants.

According to Kenneth Joseph Arrow (1951),
most theoretical work on agenda-setting power
originates in social choice theory that focuses on

the (in)stability of collective outcomes in demo-
cratic systems, which results from the aggregation
of actors’ individual preferences under specific
democratic voting rules. With regard to the para-
dox of voting, Duncan Black (1948) and others,
such as William Riker, have found that collective
outcomes result from the interaction preferences of
the actors involved in decision making and the
structure of the agenda, that is, how policy alterna-
tives are ordered in the collective decision-making
process of democracies. This has important impli-
cations for the democratic nature of collective
outcomes and the power of the agenda setter who
controls the decision-making process and the vot-
ing sequence of the actors involved. Under major-
ity rule, this power is restricted only when a
median voter guarantees the stability of collective
outcomes in the aggregation of actors’ individual
preferences.

In many decision-making situations, however,
the median voter hardly exists. The existence of a
median voter requires that actors with single-
peaked preferences vote sincerely on an ordered
single dimension. Put differently, the existence of a
median voter is unlikely when preferences are not
single peaked, when more than one dimension
exists, or when actors vote strategically. From
these restrictive conditions, under which alone the
median voter theorem holds, early studies such as
Black (1948) show that an agenda setter is able to
achieve any outcome under majority rule. This
insight on the dictatorial power of agenda setters
applies more generally to all minimally democratic
voting rules. Another insight from research on
the (in)stability of collective outcomes is that—in
policy spaces with more than one dimension—
outcomes are almost always influenced by the char-
acteristics of the decision-making processes. When
instability of the collective outcome is common
among the participants, democratic governance is
highly threatened by dictatorial agenda setting.

This skeptical view on democratic governance
has stimulated further discussion and research on
the power of the agenda setters in collective deci-
sion making. More specifically, the crucial question
has turned toward the extent to which an agenda
setter can select and perhaps manipulate the deci-
sion-making process and, if so, what implications
follow from this manipulation for collective out-
comes. Some of the most influential developments
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in this vein of research come from studies of deci-
sion making in democratic legislatures. In these
analyses, the focus is on who is able to draft and
to amend legislative proposals that are finally
adopted by the floor. On the most general level,
this literature distinguishes between different legis-
lative procedures by the level of institutional
restrictions that define the power relationship
between an agenda setter and the floor. More pre-
cisely, they find that two provisions often restrict
the power of the agenda setter in democratic legis-
latures, the competitive right to initiate proposals
and the amendment right on the floor of the legis-
lature. In many democratic legislatures, every
(individual, collective, or corporate) legislator has
the right to draft a proposal, which can be adopted
by the floor under either closed or open rule, the
latter allowing for making amendments.

With regard to the findings in social choice the-
ory, the power of the agenda setter is highest in
legislatures without the competitive right of initia-
tive, henceforth referred to as operating under
closed rule. Under this condition, the agenda setter
has complete control over drafting legislative pro-
posals, and generally, there are limited options for
amendment. The sole right of initiative is particu-
larly decisive when the agenda setter can “keep the
gate closed,” that is, he or she can also ignore
requests for drafting proposals or possibly for
amendments. However, in some legislatures, the
right of initiative is indeed in the hands of a single
institutional actor to increase accountability for tak-
ing legislative action. For example, in the European
Union (EU), the European Commission has the
exclusive right to initiate legislation. However,
scholars debate whether the Commission is capable
of keeping the gates of initiative closed when the
member states or the European parliaments request
the European Commission to take legislative action.
But regardless of the answer to this debate, the pro-
vision of an exclusive right of initiative suggests that
there is a trade-off between the accountability for
the decision and the level of agenda-setting power,
which is sometimes minimized by distributing
agenda-setting power across specialized commit-
tees. Kenneth Shepsle and Barry Weingast (1984)
show that specialized committees can influence the
outcome on the floor by drafting proposals. Hence,
the competitive right to initiate proposals may open
the gates for alternative proposals and thus reduce

not only agenda-setting power but also account-
ability for taking action.

Another institutional provision to reduce
agenda-setting power concerns the amendment
right on the floor of the legislature. Under closed
rules, the floor can only adopt or reject a proposal,
while under open rules, it can amend the propos-
als. Therefore, the fundamental question is whether
making amendments is subject to (additional)
restrictions coming from internal legislative rules.
For example, the proposals of the European
Commission can formally be amended by the
European Council and sometimes by the European
Parliament in the following stages of the legislative
process, which would suggest a lower agenda-
setting power for the European Commission.
However, since making amendments requires an
absolute majority in the Council, and sometimes
the additional bicameral consent of the European
Parliament, the European Commission can exploit
these higher voting hurdles in a way that makes
amendments unlikely. To the extent that the
European Commission is able to exploit this
(bicameral) restriction, the agenda setter remains
de facto powerful and can shape the final outcome.

In powerful, transformative legislatures, such as
the U.S. Congress, the floor retains a substantial
capacity to amend proposals coming from an
agenda setter or from committees that have been
preparing the legislation for consideration by the
plenary body. These processes tend to minimize
the powers of agenda setters and make the deci-
sion-making process less predictable than if there
were greater control exercised through some
agenda setter. That said, such an open-rule system
may have more positive democratic effects than
the more constrained agenda-setting processes.

Another feature of the amendment process is
that legislators often face the problem of selecting
among several amendments. As Bjorn Rasch
(2000) notes, theoretically, a large number of vot-
ing procedures exist for selecting among several
amendments, but legislatures conventionally use
two procedures: the successive procedure and the
elimination procedure. In the successive procedure,
legislators vote successively on each amendment
and decide whether or not it should be adopted. If
an amendment is adopted, the process ends; if it is
rejected, the legislators vote on the next amend-
ment in the specified order. In the elimination
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procedure, the legislators pairwisely compare and
vote on amendments. The rejected amendment is
dropped, and the remaining is matched against the
next amendment for a vote, and so on. Under both
procedures, legislators can make amendments, but
the sequence of voting (and the control thereof)
can highly influence the collective outcome. As
under closed rule, an agenda setter can manipulate
the collective outcome by determining the voting
sequence when legislators vote sincerely. In gen-
eral, amendments that are introduced late on the
agenda have a higher probability of adoption.
However, when legislators vote strategically and
anticipate the outcome, the reverse is also possible.

Although this research commonly finds that
agenda setters remain powerful actors in demo-
cratic legislatures, some additional insights into the
collective instability of outcomes in legislatures
warrant greater empirical attention. Theoretically,
the agenda setter can produce any collective out-
come when legislators vote sincerely, but the scope
of manipulation is often restricted when extreme
outcomes are much more difficult to achieve. A
major reason for this difficulty is that the voting
sequence usually becomes very long and compli-
cated when collective outcomes hardly match with
the preferences of the legislative majority. In prac-
tice, as Rasch (2000) notes, such complicated
sequences are hardly observed in legislatures.
Another argument against the importance of the
instability of collective outcomes and the resulting
dictatorial power of the agenda setter criticizes the
different level of behavioral assumptions that are
made for the agenda setter and the legislators, that
is, when the former is assumed to behave strategi-
cally while the latter is expected to vote sincerely.
When the same behavioral assumption is made
and legislators also behave strategically, they can
anticipate an outcome from the decision-making
process, which means that agenda manipulation
becomes much more difficult. Under these condi-
tions, collective outcomes are located in the uncov-
ered set, which generally corresponds to the prefer-
ences of legislators more closely.

According to Rasch (2000), in most (democratic)
legislatures the structure of the agenda and the
sequence of voting are not controlled by a single
actor. The responsibility for formulating the agenda
is often delegated to the government of the day or to
the speaker, but proposals can usually be amended

by the parliament or the floor. Hence, when agenda
formation is de facto made under open rules, the
power of the agenda setter shrinks, and the set of
feasible outcomes is restricted to the uncovered set.
Given that result, most empirical research suggests
that democratic institutions are designed in a way
that restricts the power of the agenda setter. For
example, the rules can make it possible for legisla-
tors to gather more information on their preferences
in the decision-making process and thereby induce
more stability by providing information. As with the
deliberative processes mentioned above, the involve-
ment of more potential decision makers can pro-
duce more stable outcomes than more hierarchically
determined outcomes in legislatures.

A highly effective (but rarely observed) method
of agenda setting in legislatures is to employ pro-
cedures in which the intensity of individual prefer-
ences is expressed by the number of votes assigned
to an alternative (e.g., border count voting).
Another way to restrict the power of the agenda
setter would be the application of “backward-
moving” instead of “forward-moving” agendas. In
forward-moving agendas, legislators first take a
vote between the status quo and a single alterna-
tive, while backward-moving agendas reverse this
sequence and place the vote on the status quo on
the final stage. As described by Shepsle and
Weingast (1984), this procedure for establishing
agendas usually limits the ability of the agenda set-
ter to manipulate the outcome of the decision-
making process vis-a-vis the status quo. Hence,
empirical analyses rarely support the skeptical
view on the democratic nature of legislatures when
the dictatorial power of the agenda setter is only
derived from an inherent instability of outcomes:
Cases in which such manipulations have been
observed are exceptionally rare in the real world.

Another way to study agenda setting under open
rules is described by bargaining theories. In this
approach, the implications of open rules often fol-
low the idea that legislators make alternating offers
to each other and decide whether they should
accept a proposal for a final vote on the floor or
whether they should attempt to amend it. In this
bargaining process, the legislators are commonly
assumed to behave strategically and to make pro-
posals that they believe are acceptable to others
involved in the process. They still would, however,
only make proposals that would maximize their
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own benefit. A key feature of these bargaining
models is that they assume that time is costly; that
is, the benefits from reaching an early agreement
are higher than those derived from reaching the
same decision later. Hence, whenever an actor
drafts a new proposal, the benefit is assumed to be
lower than that derived from adopting the pro-
posal of the earlier round, and so on. As a conse-
quence, actors do not waste their time in infinite
sequences of offers and counteroffers. This assump-
tion is often sufficient to identify a solution from
the agenda-setting process; that is, when no actor
has an incentive to amend a proposal, then some
generally acceptable solution has been reached.
This assumption about the process implies, how-
ever, that actors can benefit from making early
proposals in decision-making situations. For the
same reason, this also favors patient actors, who
can better afford to make counterproposals in the
long run. As David Baron and John Ferejohn
(1989) note, under majority rule, first movers have
an additional advantage in shaping their agenda
because their proposal can affect the winning
coalition that results from the negotiations.
Irrespective of the instability of collective out-
comes, bargaining theories also support the view
on the importance of agenda setting in collective
decision making. Apart from institutional features,
these theories demonstrate that actor-specific char-
acteristics, such as the impatience of legislators,
have an important impact on which proposals
come to a vote and who shapes the final outcome
in the negotiations.

These insights into agenda setting are derived
from fixed policy spaces, while another line of
research addresses the question on how issue link-
age or package dealing can change the decision-
making process and collective outcomes. According
to Elmer Schattschneider (1960), from a strategic
perspective, actors may seek to (de-)emphasize par-
ticular issues in order to maximize their influence
on collective outcomes. With regard to agenda set-
ting, this maximization strategy can comprise sev-
eral means: First, an agenda setter may bring issues
to a vote on which he or she has a winning posi-
tion, creating a “bandwagon” effect. Another strat-
egy might be to introduce new issues into a policy
space that others do not sufficiently address.
Hence, issues may strategically be added or removed
from the agenda by the agenda setter to reshuffle

majorities in collective decisions. Following this
idea, issues become prominent when the agenda
setter is interested in their awareness.

Conclusion

These analyses of the literature on agendas suggest
that analytical political science and political com-
munication research can come together for a
future common research agenda. The communica-
tion literature emphasizes the role of entrepreneurs
and their contribution in shaping agendas. The
analytic perspective adds an even more strategic
sense and examines how the agenda setter can
manipulate the political process to produce desired
policy outcomes. These two perspectives are largely
complementary but too infrequently are brought
together in a more comprehensive analysis of the
setting and manipulation of political agendas.

Thomas Konig and Dirk Junge
University of Mannheim
Mannbeim, Germany
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AGGREGATE DATA ANALYSIS

Aggregate data are quantified attributes of collec-
tivities that either relate to the body of interest as
a whole (e.g., the level of democracy for countries)
or have been aggregated on the basis of the prop-
erties of individual members of the collective.
Aggregate data could also be negative, that is, not
individual data, meaning that aggregate data refer
to bigger entities (e.g., nations, regions, or compa-
nies) than individual data do (e.g., voters, work-
ers, or inhabitants of some geographic area). The
process of aggregation can be performed by calcu-
lating sums or various means (e.g., geometric or
arithmetic mean) of the frequency distribution of
individual cases. Aggregate data are predomi-
nantly secondary data; that is, researchers do not
usually collect such data on their own. Another
distinction refers to macro- versus microdata,
with aggregate data always referring to quantities
on a higher meso- or macrolevel. In this entry,
types and sources of such data, major problems of
reliability and comparability, and the possible
applications of aggregate data are discussed.

Kinds of Aggregate Data

There are three types of aggregate data:

1. data relating to a collective as a whole (e.g.,
population or democracy indices, number of
veto players or other characteristics of political
systems);

2. aggregated individual data (e.g., the Gini Index
for measuring income disparities, or the
unemployment rate), which can be subdivided
into two types:

a. census data, where every single case of the
whole population is measured (complete
inventory count)

b. data from samples, which should fit the
context of the research question and be as
representative as possible; and

3. event data, which give a frequency of events
within a given period, mostly gathered from
media sources (event data have become
important sources for analysis, especially in
international conflict research).

Basic Problems With Aggregate Data

There are some basic problems in comparative
studies using aggregate data that have to be taken
seriously. The first problem is whole-nation bias,
which results from ignoring subnational variation;
loss of information and reduced complexity are the
consequences. Second, aggregate data are often
measured in monetary units (e.g., for expenditure,
import or trade volumes). For reasons of compara-
bility between countries, the different currencies
are most often translated into dollars or euros,
which poses the problem of finding an adequate
exchange rate for standardizing to the dollar or
euro. One such standardization uses purchasing
power parities, which may be misleading. Another
alternative for comparing aggregated data is to
standardize using a percentage of a national prod-
uct measure. The choice and correct measurement
of such indicators (e.g., gross domestic product
[GDP] or gross national product [GNP]) are diffi-
cult and problematic; official data do not account
for huge differences such as those concerning black
markets or forms of subsistence income.
Intercountry comparability is also undermined
by the use of different bases of calculation and a
dissimilar inclusiveness of the indicators. An exam-
ple makes this clear: The military budget is not
identical with the budget of the Ministry of
Defense. There may be a number of military expen-
ditures (e.g., for the suppression of terrorism) that
fall under the authority of other departments, such
as the Ministry of the Interior. Another complica-
tion is the fact that the allocation of funds for such
expenditure may vary from one country to another.
The varying levels of quality in collecting data
among countries can serve as a source of heteroske-
dasticity (i.e., a nonconstant variance where one
expects a constant variance in the data). Therefore,
different methods of data collection (e.g., estima-
tion instead of more exact measurement) lead to
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less reliable data and, in the end, to poorer estima-
tions in regression analysis.

Depending on which institution supplies the
data (e.g., the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development [OECD] or the
International Monetary Fund [IMF] for public
finance data), huge differences for measures of the
same variables are often seen. Also, revisions over
time can lead to serious distortions. OECD data,
especially GDP, are revised every S years. Apart
from comparisons between countries, the com-
parisons between different points in time within
one country can be flawed as well; for example, if
statistical offices change their systems of data
acquisition and calculation, poor intertemporal
comparability can result. Another problem regards
event data that mostly depend on media sources; in
such cases, selective media coverage can lead to
overrepresentation of events in countries with a
highly developed media infrastructure.

A different problem in interpreting aggregate
data is known as the ecological fallacy. It occurs
when inferences drawn about individuals are
based solely on data at a higher level of aggrega-
tion. For example, when analyzing referenda
on European integration, it turns out that rich
countries—in terms of GDP—tend to vote less
in favor of Europe. By contrast, Eurobarometer
statistics show that in most countries individuals
with higher incomes tend to vote more pro-Europe
than do those with lower income. The ecological
fallacy would be to falsely conclude from the
strong correlation at the highly aggregated level a
correlation at the individual level.

Reasons for the Use of Aggregate Data

So why should political scientists, despite all these
basic problems, still be interested in aggregate
data? The answer begins on a basic level of theo-
retical scientific principles with a paraphrase of the
well-known Kantian claim that concepts without
data are empty, while percepts without concepts
are blind. Data without theory also are blind, but
theory equally needs data, because standing on its
own it would be emp#y. Generally speaking, social
researchers need to have access to data in order to
test and develop hypotheses derived from models
and theory. Both deductive and inductive
approaches need data. Aggregated data should be

used in particular (a) when the theory is already
formulated at the macrolevel and (b) when the use
of primary and individual data would be problem-
atic in terms of availability, comparability, usabil-
ity, and cost.

Time series of aggregate data are also a strong
resource for detecting causal mechanisms. For
example, a detailed analysis of the historical evolu-
tion of democracies, such as Samuel Huntington’s
“waves of democracy,” would have been impossible
without measurements of democracies such as those
made in the Polity IV database. Another advantage
of aggregated data is the possibility of making pre-
dictions on the macrolevel, for example, for eco-
nomic, demographic, or political developments.

Furthermore, reasons for the use of aggregate
data arise from the fact that they are especially
suited for the use of statistical methods (from
simple descriptive statistics to the most sophisti-
cated methods of analysis) allowing for efficient
comparisons of large spatial and social units of
analysis. With the use of statistics, political scien-
tists are also able to test reliability and to replicate
other analyses quite easily.

Sources of Aggregate Data

The availability of aggregate data is important
when it comes to the analysis of historical data.
One such aggregate data analysis, generally con-
sidered the first, was a study of suicide rates in
different countries by Emile Durkheim. Durkheim
came to the conclusion that suicide is more com-
mon in predominantly Protestant countries than in
Catholic ones. Max Weber was another early user
of aggregated data, using information provided by
the national statistical offices, which were estab-
lished in the late 18th century (1796 in Sweden,
1797 in Norway, 1800 in France, 1829 in Austria).
National statistical offices today are still one of the
major sources for aggregate data. Other data sup-
pliers are international organizations (e.g.,
UNSTAT, Eurostat, the World Bank, the IMF),
which collect and prepare national data for inter-
national comparisons. One of the most compre-
hensive archives for international comparisons,
especially for the developed countries, is hosted by
the OECD. Its data archives developed rapidly (in
part, due to advances in computer and Internet
technology) and provide new research possibilities
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in terms of quantity, quality, and access to data.
The steady increase in data availability gives
researchers the opportunity to tackle new scientific
problems and, by using data collected at different
points in time, to employ longitudinal research
designs. National social science data archives such
as the Inter-University Consortium for Political
and Social Research (ICPSR) in the United States,
the UK Data Archive hosted by the University of
Essex, and the “Zentralarchiv” at the University of
Cologne, Germany, provide access to specific
social science data, often international as well as
national data. There are also special data archives
serving particular purposes, such as the
Luxembourg Income Studies (LIS), which provide
comparable income data.

Although easy to use, these data archives bear
some potential risks as well. The first risk is empir-
icism, or as Jan-Eric Lane (1990) put it, there is the
“constant hazard that data considerations govern
the conduct of comparative inquiry instead of the-
oretical considerations” (p. 191). Data archives are
often constructed without an underlying social sci-
ence theory, obstructing a sensible selection of
information, which in the end could result in a
boundless gathering of data that are inapplicable
or unusable. This problem of too much, perhaps
irrelevant, data stored in archives can be explained
as most archives have some bias toward certain
types of data that are readily stored; furthermore,
relevant information that is more difficult to mea-
sure is thus underrepresented. Other less serious
problems of data archives that can nevertheless
result in a lot of time-consuming work for the
social scientist are the contextual problem and the
processing problem. The first concerns the fact that
data in most archives have been assembled only for
certain types of research problems and thus may
not be suitable for other research questions—one
often has to at least reassemble the data in a way
appropriate for testing one’s hypotheses. The latter
refers to the myriad possibilities of data storage
and formatting, frequently impeding the simple use
of data with the statistical package of choice.

In addition to data archives, printed sources can
be used to construct a data set: The classical way
is to take handbooks with either thematic or
regional foci. Examples of the first kind are Dieter
Nohlen’s compendia of elections in the world, the
electoral almanac of Thomas Mackie and Richard

Rose, or the Political Data Handbook by Jan-Erik
Lane, David McKay, and Kenneth Newton.
Furthermore, the revolution in information tech-
nology has cleared the way for new possibilities to
gather data, so that the Internet has become the
most important data source for scholars around
the world. The quantity of online resources is
enormous, but from an academic point of view the
quality, especially in terms of the validity of the
data, is mixed. Many privately run websites do not
meet scientific standards.

Analyses That Can Be Done
With Aggregate Data

Existing data sets can be used either for replicating
former studies (for which these data sets have once
been made) or for running further analyses. In a
metastudy on the use of data sets in comparative
politics, Andreas Schedler and Cas Mudde found
that the data sets used in articles published in six
of the leading English-speaking journals of politi-
cal science between 1989 and 2007 show some
striking characteristics:

1. Nearly half of all observed studies using data
sets are single case studies and only a minority
(24.5%) are large-N studies with more than
20 countries in the sample. Large-N studies,
however, are becoming more and more
common. In 1989, only one of the 30 studies
had more than 20 cases; in 2007, these were
already 41.4%.

2. Depending on data availability, most studies
center on the Western world and only on a
small subsample of all the thematic fields
comparative politics has to offer; thus, it is a
small world, the world of comparative political
statistics.

3. In accordance with these findings, it is not
surprising that the well-known global political
data sets, such as Freedom House, Correlates of
War, or Minorities at Risk, are not used as
frequently as expected; rather it is the class of
country-specific data sets that is most often
applied.

The last important finding of their study is that
only a very small minority of researchers are able
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to perform their analyses without modifying an
existing data set. Most scientists have to modify,
update, or refine existing data sets to fit their
research questions. For a considerable number of
studies (38.7%), comparative scholars had to com-
pletely construct new data sets on their own.

In general, each aggregate data analysis starts
with a simple description of the data. This task can
be performed by using either tables or graphical
means such as bar charts or box plots. For some
simple comparisons, this level of analysis may be
sufficient, but most researchers have more specific
research questions that they want to address via
aggregate data. Let us assume that a political scien-
tist is searching for the causes of government termi-
nation in parliamentary democracies; that is, the
dependent variable is the time in office. The theory
states that in addition to other factors, the polariza-
tion of the parliament, the economic environment,
as well as the time already spent in office should
play a significant role in early terminations. The
first step of the analysis would be to select a sample
of cases. For this research question, a most similar
case’s design seems appropriate, resulting in a selec-
tion of all countries having a sufficiently long
record as a parliamentary democracy (say, 20
years) and having all necessary information for test-
ing the theory available. This leaves us most likely
with the OECD countries and thus quite a small
number of cases (approximately N = 20)—that is,
if we consider each country as one case. Doing so,
we could compare the mean government duration
of the countries with the means of the explanatory
variables, for example, via bivariate cross-section
regressions. The results would nevertheless not be
very strong because the relationship between the
independent variables and the dependent variable is
likely more complex than a simple bivariate rela-
tion and the independent variables are probably
intercorrelated. Therefore, it makes sense to test the
theory with multivariate regression methods.

Here, a problem arises that is quite common in
social science. On the one hand, there is a small N,
and on the other, there are very complex models,
consisting of many possible explanatory variables.
This constellation generates a severe problem for
statistical analyses, as the degrees of freedom are in
these circumstances mostly not sufficient for a
sound estimation of statistical models. There are
two ways to handle this problem: (1) decrease the

number of independent variables or (2) increase N.
One way to minimize the explanatory variables is
to construct indices. In our example, the economic
environment measured by the two variables, infla-
tion and unemployment rate, could also be cov-
ered by a combination of both, called the misery
index. Decreasing the number of independent
variables can be done only in special circum-
stances; in most instances, researchers will have to
exclude certain explanatory variables from their
models. The other possibility is to increase the
number of cases. This task is generally quite diffi-
cult. A potential alternative is to not only look at
the national level but also include subnational enti-
ties, when this is appropriate. In our example of
government duration, this could be possible in
some federal states, but the independent economic
variables being defined on the national level under-
mine a meaningful comparison. Another possibil-
ity, which has become quite popular during the
past few decades, has been the use of pooled time-
series cross-section analysis. The pooling of yearly
data into a matrix generates more cases (more
precise observations) for the analysis. This proce-
dure nonetheless raises new problems such as
autocorrelation, which violates the assumption of
random distribution of cases that is required by the
standard ordinary least squares (OLS) regression.
Pooled analyses, therefore, have to be used—if at
all—in an extremely careful manner. When all
these procedures do not result in a satisfactory
cases to independent variables ratio, qualitative
comparative analysis (QCA), a technique using
Boolean algebra, could be applied. Fortunately, in
our example, it is easier to maximize N, because
every government can be regarded as a single case,
and the data do not have to be aggregated further.
Thus, it is possible to run multivariate regressions
on a sample of all governments. However, the best
methodological choice is probably not a regression
but an event history model, which takes, apart
from the other independent variables, elapsed time
as a relevant factor into account.

Uwe Wagschal and Sebastian Jickle
University of Heidelberg
Heidelberg, Germany

See also Qualitative Comparative Analysis; Regression;
Time-Series Analysis
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ALIENATION

Political alienation was introduced in political and
social thought in the 19th century. From the
beginning, the concept was broadly, ambiguously,
and inconsistently used by scholars, mainly
because of its ideological connotations and pur-
poses. In Hegel’s and Marx’s analyses of civic and
capitalist society, alienation meant a state or a
process of human disconnectedness. According to
Claude S. Fischer, “alienation is the state in which
the actor fails to perceive a positive interdepen-
dence between himself and social relationships or
other objectifications” (1974, p. 18). According to
Melvin Seeman, the most important elements of
this conceptualization are the following;:

1. Alienation refers to a kind of “discrepancy”—
something that is only implicitly entailed in the
definition before.

2. The individual himself or herself or his or her
social environment functions as a target or a
source of alienation.

3. Alienation can be regarded as a state or as a
process.

4. It can be considered as a social situation/
relationship, an individual mental state, a social
circumstance, or a sentiment.

These aspects are discussed below.

In contemporary social science, alienation was
restated as an essential part of the critique of
advanced capitalism by authors like Erich Fromm,
Herbert Marcuse, and Alain Touraine. Alienation,
understood as an objective state or process, refers to
a lack of socioeconomic resources, an underprivi-
leged social status, an inferior position in a power
relation, a lack of autonomy in labor relationships,
or the degradation of objective life conditions. As a
subjective feeling, it has several different meanings,
such as a perceived loss of something considered
valuable, a sense of inferiority, feelings of frustra-
tion, isolation, anomie, lack of control of one’s
own life conditions, or a perception of being
manipulated by powerful others or by social struc-
tures. Drafted like this, the concept found its way
in various scientific disciplines such as philosophy,
psychiatry, psychology, sociology, and political
science. Manifold social and psychic/attitudinal
states and processes were subsumed under the
heading of alienation, ranging from physical or
mental illness to specific attitudes toward politics,
such as political distrust or feelings of belonging to
a discriminated social group (class, ethnicity, etc.).
In modern political science, alienation was used
more narrowly and referred to negative or critical
political attitudes often leading to deviant political
behavior. The topics that have been most promi-
nent in empirical political research on alienation
are analyses of various dimensions of the concept
and its measurement and analyses of the impact of
feelings of alienation on individuals® political
behavior, particularly political apathy and partici-
pation in protest activities.

Other than the view of alienation as a general,
diffuse disposition, the term was used as a multidi-
mensional concept in empirical research. In this
regard, Seeman was the leading scholar proposing
a distinction of the subsequent six different dimen-
sions of alienation, which were primarily under-
stood as mental states:

1. Powerlessness refers to an individual’s
perception of low self-esteem or inferiority in
political life or to a sense of low control of one’s
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own life conditions and the political circumstances
one lives in. People feeling politically powerless
think that they do not have any opportunity to
make their voices heard in political life and to
influence the conduct of public affairs. Some
scholars distinguish between personal and political
powerlessness, with the first set of attitudes
describing the (lack of) ability to master one’s own
life and the second set referring to the perceived
(lack of) capacity to exert some degree of influence
on politics. The feeling of powerlessness comes
quite close to the sense of political (in)efficacy or
subjective (in)competence, which are much more
familiar concepts in political science. It was often
measured by using the ANES (American National
Election Studies) standard items on political
efficacy. The I-E (Internal-External Locus of
Control) Scale developed by Rotter is the most
common alternative measure.

2. Meaninglessness has to do with the
individuals’ sense of being able to comprehend
political events, situations, and decisions and with
the individuals’ assessment of the impact of politics
on their own lives. In short, people suffering from
meaninglessness are cognitively disconnected from
social and political life. This attitude resembles to
a certain degree the cognitive component of
powerlessness and thus is often interpreted as a
facet of political (in)efficacy.

3. Normilessness as the third subdimension of
alienation is largely synonymous to anomie and
signifies the expectation that only the use of
socially unapproved means will lead to the
achievement of given goals. This expectation is due
to the perception that social norms regulating
individual and collective behavior do not perform
their function any longer. Hence, political leaders
do not react in a calculable and responsive way to
citizens’ demands. Those citizens who are well
aware of this situation will rely on illegal or
illegitimate forms of political behavior. In the
practice of empirical research, normlessness is
often equated to distrust and measured by the
ANES standard items on trust in government.
Alternative scales such as Dean’s scale of
normlessness and McClosky and Schaar’s scale of
anomie were also used in empirical research.

4. Self-estrangement seen as a failure of self-
realization is the classical master theme of

philosophical work on alienation and originated
in the Marxian analysis of working conditions
and relations. Accordingly, a lack of intrinsic
fulfillment in work or an incapability of controlling
one’s working conditions is regarded as the core
element of self-estrangement. In widening this
narrow conceptualization, some scholars proposed
regarding self-estrangement as an individual’s
engagement in activities that are not appreciated
as intrinsically rewarding or are considered
inauthentic. In empirical political science research,
this dimension is not particularly important.

5. Cultural estrangement overlaps to a certain
degree with normlessness and self-estrangement. It
means the individual’s rejection of commonly held
values in society, while normlessness is seen as a
rejection of more specific social norms. Again, the
concept does not play a major role in empirical
research, despite the important role attributed to
value consensus as a source of social and political
integration.

6. Social isolation, as the sixth subdimension of
alienation, was originally seen as a lack of social
relationships rather than as a mental state. In prac-
tice, however, both aspects cannot really be sepa-
rated from each other. Lack or loss of social ties
does not become a serious problem for individuals
unless it will be perceived and assessed. Thus,
social isolation signifies not only a whole set of
behaviors and attitudes, a sense of being excluded
or lonely, a lack of identity, a feeling of being
rejected or discriminated as a member of a particu-
lar social group but also deviating behavior and
lack of integration into social networks. Social
isolation is used as an explanatory concept in some
community studies, but it is clearly less influential
in empirical research than powerlessness and
normlessness.

Empirical social science research on alienation
reached a point of culmination in the late 1960s
and early 1970s when it was mainly embedded in
two specific research contexts. The first one was
the theory of mass society, which was a fashion-
able idea to many social scientists in that period.
The second impetus came from empirical research
on political protest activities and movements,
which used the notions of alienation, cynicism,
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and subjective deprivation as the main explanatory
concepts. The approach to alienation in analyses
of mass society was far broader than in empirical
research on political protest. As outlined by
Seeman, the general research question of the for-
mer referred to the relationship of social change to
political alienation, while the latter focused on
various forms of behavior induced by feelings of
alienation. An integration of these three sets of
variables (structure, attitude, behavior) was largely
missing in empirical research on alienation. An
overview of the assumed links between the respec-
tive variables is outlined in Table 1.

Even if we agree to the idea of an impact of social
change (particularly rapid and deep social changes)
on the individual’s perception of society and his or
her own place in it as well as to the view of alien-
ation as a source of deviant behavior, the specific
hypotheses implied in Seeman’s scheme are far from
being conclusive. Political research focused on a
smaller set of behaviors as well as attitudes. A first
line of empirical research evolved in analyses of par-
ticipation in civil rights protest movements and thus
can be interpreted as an extension of classical studies
of the behavioral impact of deprivation. Other
research focused on the observation of an increase of
political protest in affluent societies and on political
protest as a means of privileged groups. The under-
lying assumption was that objective deprivation is
not the only determinant of protest, even violent
protest; negative feelings toward the political environ-
ment may also be a prominent source of protest activi-
ties. Two dimensions of alienation, powerlessness
and normlessness, became particularly prominent in

Table |

Factors, Forms, and Consequences of Alienation

empirical research. According to the efficacy-distrust
hypothesis, lack of powerlessness (efficacy) is a nec-
essary condition for any type of political activity,
since the powerless will generally abstain from par-
ticipation irrespective of its specific form. Whether
the powerful or efficacious will use protest or con-
ventional means of exerting influence will depend on
the presence or absence of normlessness (distrust).
While the combination of efficacy and distrust leads
to (illegal) protest, the efficacious and trusting use
conventional forms of political participation such as
voting, becoming active in parties, and so on.
However, the empirical evidence on the efficacy-
distrust hypothesis is not convincing, as is the case
for the impact of alienation in general.

In assessing the state of research on political alien-
ation, Seeman came to a rather pessimistic conclu-
sion that still holds true today. According to him,
research was often characterized by ideological
convictions rather than by conceptual clarity and
imbalanced by dealing mainly with powerlessness,
normlessness, and social isolation and by neglecting
the other components. The theoretical underpin-
nings of empirical research on political alienation
have remained weak so far, the constructs have been
used in an inconsistent manner, the measures were
poor, and the empirical findings contradictory.

Oscar W. Gabriel
Universitdt Stuttgart
Stuttgart, Germany
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Contemporary Structural Trends

Forms of Alienation

Behavioral Consequences

Kinship to impersonality Powerlessness
Traditional to rational forms Meaninglessness
Homogeneity to heterogeneity Normlessness

Stability to mobility
estrangement)

Enlargement of scale

School Absenteeism Social isolation

Value isolation (cultural

Self-estrangement

Political passivity
Wild strikes
Mass movements

Ethnic prejudice

Mental disorder
School absenteeism
Low information level

Suicide
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ALLIANCES

Alliances are among the most studied aspects of
international cooperation and play important
roles in most broad theories of international rela-
tions, particularly theories of war and peace. They
are an important component of the security poli-
cies of most states in the international system
today. This entry first defines and describes alli-
ances, then discusses the motivations of states to
form alliances and the effects of alliances on inter-
national outcomes.

An alliance is a formal agreement among inde-
pendent states in the international system to coop-
erate militarily in the event of militarized conflict
with outside parties. Alliances are distinguished
from informal alignments by their codification in a
written document; while states that share interests
and tend to coordinate behavior may be termed
aligned, only states that have made an international
legal commitment to assist one another are allied.
Alliances are distinguished from protectorates, uni-
lateral guarantees, and colonial relationships by
their joint commitments; all member states retain
sovereignty and independence but commit to adjust
their policies to meet allied goals. Commitments
need not be symmetrical, but all alliance members
must make some cooperative commitment. Finally,
alliances involve promises of assistance in the event
of military conflict with outside parties. Thus, they
are distinguishable from other forms of military
cooperation such as arms sales agreements and
intelligence-sharing agreements.

Formation and Provisions of Alliances

Most alliances are formed through treaties. The
specific promises made in these treaties can vary

significantly. Some alliances commit the signato-
ries to assist one another in the event a member
state is attacked; these are often referred to as
defense pacts. An example of a defense pact is the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
Other alliances provide for states to assist one
another in accomplishing offensive goals, usually
in addition to defensive promises. The Pact of
Steel, signed by Germany and Italy in 1939, is an
example of this sort of alliance. Many alliances,
however, fall short of guaranteeing active partici-
pation in conflicts that may arise and instead com-
mit the member states to remain neutral and pro-
vide no support for the adversary of an ally in the
event the ally becomes involved in conflict or com-
mit the members to consult in the event of threat
and make every attempt to produce a coordinated
response, without any specificity about what that
coordinated response might be. The Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact (also known as the Nazi-Soviet
Nonaggression Pact) signed in 1939 is an example
of a neutrality pact, and the Treaty of Good
Neighborly Friendship and Cooperation signed by
Russia and China in 2001 is an example of a con-
sultation pact (also known as an entente).

In many cases, alliance treaties also specify the
conditions under which the obligations come into
force. Rather than applying to any military con-
flict, an alliance may, for instance, apply only to
conflicts with specific adversaries, in specific loca-
tions, or in conjunction with a specific dispute.
The NATO treaty, for instance, specifies that it
applies only to the home territories of members
and does not commit members to defend their
allies’ colonial possessions. Defense pacts signed
by France with both Poland and Czechoslovakia at
Locarno, Switzerland, in 1925 commit the states
to assist one another only in the event of unpro-
voked attack by Germany. And some treaties (for
instance, the Convention of London signed by
France, the United Kingdom, and Italy during the
Crimean War) are limited to a specific ongoing
conflict, committing the states to work together
only through the conclusion of the current war.

Alliances also vary in the level of peacetime
investment and coordination they require. While
some alliance treaties only require action in the
event conflict emerges, others provide for the
development of organizations and military integra-
tion during peacetime, for one state to place troops
on the territory of an ally during peacetime, and/or
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for shared development of defense and foreign
policy. In addition, alliances vary in size and length
of term. Some alliances are bilateral agreements,
while others are large multilateral entities. Some
alliances are formed for temporary purposes, for
instance, for the duration of an ongoing war;
whereas others are designed to last for long peri-
ods of time, for instance, 20 years, with provisions
allowing for renewal.

Purposes of Alliances

So why do states form alliances? The most basic
reason is that by joining their military forces with
those of other states, they become stronger fighting
forces. Given that the international system is anar-
chic, all bargaining among states takes place in the
shadow of the use of force. States that can muster
more military force can retain their security and
compel concessions from others. States maintain
their security by deterring threats against them,
and successful deterrence requires convincing
potential adversaries that pursuing gains at a
state’s expense through the use of force would be
unsuccessful and/or prohibitively costly due to the
state’s ability to wage a successful war. Similarly,
states can receive concessions from other states by
convincing those states that resisting demands will
be unsuccessful and/or prohibitively costly due to
the superior military power of the challenging state
or coalition. In the event that deterrence or com-
pellence fails, and states find themselves at war,
they are more likely to win the war with allied
support than without.

Alternatively, states may use alliances to reduce
their individual defense burdens. To the extent
that economies of scale exist in the provision of
defense, states might find it more efficient to com-
bine their defense preparations with other states
rather than bear the full burden of defense provi-
sions on their own. For instance, many states
found it more efficient to rely on the U.S. or the
(former) USSR nuclear umbrellas during the Cold
War rather than to develop their own nuclear
weapons programs. Similarly, states may have dif-
ferent comparative advantages in defense (e.g.,
land power vs. sea power) and benefit from com-
bining their efforts.

Interestingly, however, many alliances are
formed between strong states and weaker states.
Since weaker states usually cannot offer much

increased military power to strong states (with the
exception of a few weak states that occupy strate-
gically important geographic locations), one might
reasonably ask why strong states would see benefit
in allying with weaker states. Two explanations
(which are probably both accurate) have been pro-
posed. One is that strong states have a self-interest
in the security of some weaker states due to factors
such as valuable economic relationships or rival-
ries with other major powers and are willing to
bear the costs of defending those states. The other
is that weaker states are willing to offer stronger
states other advantages—for instance, foreign
policy control, use of their territory and resources,
or compliance on particular issues of interest to
stronger states—in return for an alliance.

Implementation and Impacts of Alliances

Yet given that there is no institution to provide
external enforcement of contracts in the interna-
tional system, one might wonder why states believe
that alliances will be reliable. How can state lead-
ers be assured that their allies will not abandon
them in the event of attack? In fact, this is a sig-
nificant concern and almost assuredly prevents
some potentially beneficial alliances from occur-
ring; states should be reluctant to depend too heav-
ily on other states to guarantee their security and
when deciding to form alliances must consider the
incentives that their allies will have for fulfilling
their alliance commitments in the event of conflict.
That being said, many allies do have incentive to
work with their partners due to shared interests,
and the formalization of cooperation in an alli-
ance treaty enhances the probability of future
joint action. Forming and institutionalizing an
alliance are costly. Not only do states have to
negotiate the agreement, they then have to imple-
ment military coordination clauses and coordinate
their foreign policies to make the alliance credible.
In addition, violating a previous commitment can
have negative repercussions for the international
reputation of a state and the domestic reputation
of a leader. Thus, many scholars believe that states
that invest in forming alliances have increased
incentive to fulfill them in the event that alliances
are invoked.

So how do alliances affect outcomes in the inter-
national system? The strongest effects of alliances
are on the probability that militarized disputes
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occur and the probability that wars expand.
Alliances affect the probability that states chal-
lenge the current status quo and make threats
involving the use of military force. States with
allies are less likely to find themselves challenged
because potential adversaries understand that to
compel compliance would involve facing a joint
military effort involving the target and its allies.
On the other hand, states that have allies commit-
ted to help them may be more willing to challenge
the status quo and threaten the use of force in the
expectation that their targets will concede their
demands.

Yet, while defensive alliances may deter the ini-
tiation of disputes, when deterrence fails, states
with allies may be more willing to resist a chal-
lenger’s demands and take the dispute to war. If
this happens, the war is unlikely to remain a bilat-
eral affair. Alliances tend to diffuse wars beyond
their initial participants and create larger, more
severe conflicts. Because defensive alliances both
deter disputes and make it more likely that failures
of deterrence result in particularly large and severe
wars, it is not easily apparent whether alliances
have an overall dampening effect on international
conflict.

Many scholars claim, however, that alliances
have spillover effects on other kinds of interna-
tional cooperation. Some argue, for instance,
that allies tend to trade more with one another,
that allies are more likely to settle disputes
among themselves peacefully, and that institu-
tions initially formed to support alliances become
useful for a wide range of other cooperative
activities as well. A large number of alliance trea-
ties include specific provisions for nonmilitary
cooperation in addition to military cooperation.
Thus, alliances may have an indirect pacifying
effect as well.

In conclusion, scholars today have considerable
agreement on a definition for alliances, on how
alliances can be distinguished from other relation-
ships, and on the varying reasons why states form
alliances. Research continues in an attempt to
specify more precisely the full range of effects of
alliances on international outcomes.

Brett Ashley Leeds
Rice University
Houston, Texas, United States
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a method for
decomposing variance in a measured outcome
into variance that can be explained, such as by a
regression model or an experimental treatment
assignment, and variance that cannot be
explained, which is often attributable to random
error. Using this decomposition into component
sums of squares, certain test statistics can be cal-
culated that can be used to describe the data or
even justify model selection. Lab experiments
have become increasingly popular in political
science, and ANOVA is a useful tool for analyz-
ing such experiments. In recent years, there have
been a number of laboratory experiments on the
effects of campaigning and media advertising.
Nicolas Valentino, Vincent Hutchings, and
Ismail White (2002), Diana Mutz and Byron
Reeves (2005), and Ted Brader (2005) have all
performed lab experiments that aim to determine
the effect that campaigning and advertising in
media have on voters views and decisions. All
three experiments employ an ANOVA to control
for observable characteristics, interactions
between treatment regimes, and significance of
the relative effectiveness of treatments. This
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entry discusses ANOVA and its applications in
greater detail.

In the familiar regression context, the “sum of
squares” (SS) can be decomposed as follows.
Assuming that Y, is individual #’s outcome, Yis the
mean of the outcomes, Y, is individual s fitted
value based on the ordinary least squares (OLS)
estimates, and e; is the resulting residual,

i (Y, -Y) = i (¥, - ¥) + i

S S total —

is the total sum of squares,

N
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refers to the variance explained by the regression,
and

SSermr = (elz)

1
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i

is the variance due to the error term, also known
as the unexplained variance. Commonly, we would
write this decomposition as

SSiotal = SSregression T SSerror-

The equations above show how the total vari-
ance in the observations can be decomposed
into variance that can be explained by the
regression equation and variance that can be
attributed to the random error term in the
regression model.

ANOVA is not restricted to use with regres-
sion models. The concept of decomposing vari-
ance can be applied to other models of data, such
as an experimental model. The following is the
decomposition of a one-way layout experimental
design in which an experimenter randomly

assigns observations to one of I treatment
assignments. Each treatment assignment has
J observations assigned to it. In the case of a
randomized controlled trial with only one treat-
ment regime and N subjects randomly assigned
to treatment with half a probability, this would
mean that I = 2, one treated group and one con-
trol group, where each group has size J. In this
framework, the variance decomposition would
be as follows:
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is defined as the average response under the Ith

treatment and
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is defined as the overall average of all observations,
regardless of treatment assignment. Commonly,
this sum of squares expression is written as

SStotal = SSbetweeu + SSwithiru

where SSi.ween refers to the part of the variance
that can be attributed to the different treatment
assignments and SSni, refers to the variance that
can be described by the random error within a
treatment assignment. From this, we can see that
SSherween  aNd  SSiegression, from  the regression
framework, both refer to the explained variance.
SSwithin and SSeror both refer to the unexplained
variance.

Typically an ANOVA table is constructed to
describe the variance decomposition. In the regres-
sion context, where p is defined as the number of
independent regressors and 7 is the number of
observations, the ANOVA table typically looks
like this:
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Source df MS F

Regression P SS cegression SSregression /P S8 cegression/ P
SSioral/n — 1

Error n-p-1 SSerror SSeror/n—p — 1

Total n-1 SSotal

This table gives us an idea as to how to break
down our analysis. The column df refers to the
degrees of freedom. In the regression framework,
the degrees of freedom for the regression is the
number of parameters in the regression equation.
The degrees of freedom for SSeor is 7 — p — 1. The
column MS refers to the mean squared error,
which is defined as SS/df for each row in the table.
If we were in the experimental one-way layout
design, then the first row would refer to the
between variance, and the number of treatments
less one, that is, (I — 1) for I treatments. The
degrees of freedom for error is defined as the
number of treatments times the number of trials in
each treatment less one, or I(J - 1) for ] trials in
each treatment.

The above table also contains a column
called F, which refers to the F-test. The F-test is
a way of using ANOVA to determine if all the
regressors in a regression equation are jointly
zero. In a one-way experimental analysis, the
F-test determines if the means of the treatment
groups are significantly different. If we have
more than one treatment and one control
group, then the F-test is applied to see if any
treatments are significantly different from zero.
The null for an F-test is that all coefficients in
our model are jointly, not statistically, distin-
guishable from zero. The F-test is defined as
follows:

SSregressiou /[—7

F: SSermr/n - P - 1 '

Using the ANOVA table, we can also determine
the R? value of our treatment or model. We define
R? as follows:

SSregressiou
SS total

SSerr()r

R? = — Werror.
SStotal

-1

The R?* refers to how much of the variance is
explained by the model. A high R? value means
that much of the variation is explained by the
model, implying that the model fits the data well
and that little of the variance is explained by the
random error term. In the experimental framework,
a high R? value means that much of the variation
is explained by the treatment assignment, and little
of the variance is due to random error within those
treatment assignments.

Model Selection and Analysis of Variance

ANOVA is generally used with linear regression to
assess model selection. When selecting the best
model, we seek to strike a balance between good-
ness of fit and parsimony. If two models fit the
data equally well, the model selected should
include only those explanatory variables that
explain a significant degree of the variance in the
response variable. The question is how to distin-
guish between important and trivial variables in a
way that is systematic. ANOVA is one method for
identifying the parameters of interest. It is impor-
tant to stress that ANOVA makes all the assump-
tions made by normal linear regression.
Furthermore, in general applications of ANOVA,
all the explanatory variables must be mutually
orthogonal, although in some limited cases this
orthogonality is not necessary to make a reason-
able justification for model choice. To determine
which covariates are important for the regression
model, ANOVA can be run multiple times in suc-
cession to determine if adding an additional
covariate contributes any more to the explained
variance.
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Consider two normal linear models:
y=at Bx; + Byx, + g (1)
Y=o+ Buxi + g 2)

where x, and x, are explanatory variables, « is
the intercept, and B, and B, are the parameters
of interest. The second is obviously a simpler
version of the first. We can think of Model 2 as
the version of Model 1, in which B, is restricted
to zero. For this reason, we often refer to Model
1 as the unrestricted model and Model 2 as the
restricted model. The question is which model is
better. If the restricted model fits the data
equally well, then adding complexity does not
improve the accuracy of the estimation
significantly and the simpler (restricted) model is
preferable.

In model selection, ANOVA analyzes the
degree to which residual variance changes with
the addition of explanatory variables to the basic
model. Note that the vector of residuals for the
restricted model (where 3, = 0) can be broken
into two components:

y=9 =y =9+ -9}
Y =&+ Bx Vi =&+ B T Boxs
Thus, the vector of residuals for the restricted
model consists of a vector of the residuals for the
unrestricted model plus the residual difference
between the two models. By construction of OLS,
the vectors (y — 3,) and (y, — §,) are orthogonal,

and Pythagoras’s theorem implies that the sum of
squares for the restricted model is just the sum of
squares for the unrestricted model plus the
difference in the sum of squares for the two
models, or equivalently,

SSBl = SSBLBZ + {SSBl - SSBLBZ}'

While adding complexity reduces the amount of
unexplained variance in the residuals, it also
reduces the degrees of freedom. This trade-off
motivates the principal of parsimony in model
selection. Under the assumptions of OLS, SS;, and
S8Sg, , are mutually independent and have a chi-
square distribution. The F-test is therefore the
appropriate test to determine whether the degree to
which inclusion of each additional explanatory
variable in the model improves the precision of
estimation. In this case, the F-test would look as
follows:

F = {Ssﬁl — SSBl,Bz}/p —q
SSeop/(0 —q—1)

where p and g represent the number of parameters
in the wunrestricted and restricted model,
respectively (excluding the intercept). Under the
null hypothesis, the unrestricted model does not
provide a significantly better fit than the restricted
model; reject the null hypothesis if the F calculated
from the data is greater than the critical value of
the F distribution with (p — g, n — p) degrees of
freedom. The models, their sum of squares, mean
square, and F-test can be displayed in an ANOVA
table:

Fitted Model df ASS MS F
5)1 =a 1 SSermr - SS& SSermr - SS& SSermr - SS&
n—(n-1) 88:/(n = 1)

¥i - &+ B 2 SSs — 885, SS; — S5, SSs — SS;,
n—1-(n—-2) 885, /(n —2)

5}1 =a+ lel + Bzxz 3 SSBl - SS§17Q2 SSBl — SSlglylgz SSBl — SS§17§2
n—2—(n-23) 8Ss,4,/(n = 3)

Total 4 SSermr SSermr/(n - 3)
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Often the results of an ANOVA table are used
to justify the inclusion of each individual variable
in the model. As the model expands from p to
p + 1 explanatory variables, the F-test evaluates
the hypothesis that the parameters §,., = 0, given
the assumptions of the model are satisfied. If the
explanatory variables that constitute the design
matrix are all mutually orthogonal and we have the
correct model, then the ANOVA results can be
used to determine whether the inclusion of x,,,
significantly increases the fitness of the model.
Without orthogonality, however, we do not know
if the order in which the variables are added mat-
ters. As successive variables are added from the
model, only the variance of the part of the variable
that is orthogonal to the previously included vari-
ables in the model is removed from the variance of
the error.

This entry has discussed the definition of
ANOVA and how it is often applied to regression
and experimental data. ANOVA is a decomposi-
tion of variance into component parts. There is
variance that is attributable to a model, such as a
regression model or an experimental treatment,
and variance that is attributable to random error.
ANOVA is often used to construct an ANOVA
table, which succinctly presents the variance
decomposition. This method can also be used to
justify regression model selection where the goal is
to find parsimony between fit and degrees of free-
dom. ANOVA can be used to determine how much
extra variance a marginal explanatory variable
explains while also weighing the loss of a degree of
freedom. It is important to note, however, that the
order in which variables are added to a model is
important in these tests unless the variables are
orthogonal to one another. The decomposition of
variance using the analysis of variance is a power-
ful tool for describing data and the fit of a model.

Erin Hartman and Adrienne Hosek
University of California, Berkeley
Berkeley, California, United States

See also Quantitative Methods, Basic Assumptions;
Regression
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ANALYTIC NARRATIVES:
APPLICATIONS

Often derided by colleagues for “possessing an N of
1,” those who focus on case studies—Germany
between the wars, France during the revolution, or
Kasumpa village (see below)—nonetheless aspire to
be social scientists. While their commitment to field-
work, archival research, and qualitative methods
runs deep, so too does their commitment to science.
Analytic narratives offer a means for reconciling
this apparent contradiction. Avner Greif, Margaret
Levi, Jean-Lauran Rosenthal, Barry Weingast, and
Robert Bates formulated the approach while focus-
ing on historical cases. This entry illustrates the
approach by reviewing its use in a study of Kasumpa
village in the Luapula Valley of Zambia.

In this essay, “fieldwork” is defined as immer-
sion in the lives of people who remain resident in
their own social setting, while observing and
recording their behavior and discussing with
them their actions and the values and beliefs that
shape it. This also includes, of course, knowledge
of the local language. “Science” refers to the
attempt to derive valid explanations, which
implies two things: An explanation is valid if it
follows logically from its premises, and it is valid
insofar as it withstands efforts to refute it through
the systematic collection and analysis of data.
The best test of logical validity is formalization;
that of empirical validity is the use of rigorous
methods.

Taken together, these clarifications highlight a
key feature of the agenda that underlies this



Analytic Narratives: Applications 67

method: the treatment of qualitative research, for-
mal theory, and empirical methods as complemen-
tary rather than rival approaches to social research.

Ilustration

Rural Responses to Industrialization: A Study of
Village Zambia by Bates reports on a study of
Kasumpa village, a settlement in the Luapula
Valley that borders Zambia and Congo and forms
a portion of the hinterland of the great mining
centers of those two countries. The author of this
study notes how, in the initial stages of his field-
work, he sought to discern the values held by the
residents of the village, their perception of the
alternatives available to them, and the beliefs that
shaped their behavior. The residents of Kasumpa
village, he learned, quite rightly viewed themselves
as poor and the mining towns as prosperous.
Economic life revolved around the export of pro-
duce and labor to the mining towns; political life
centered on efforts to persuade the government to
generate money and jobs by investing in projects in
the region. The residents sought to use the markets
for produce and labor to gain access to the wealth
of the mining towns, and they used political pro-
test to levy a portion of it for themselves.

Based on these insights, the author then turned to
theory. In expositing this work, this essay focuses
on his treatment of migration, a subject long central
to research in the region. The dominant theory of
the time, developed by John Harris and Michael
Todaro, viewed migration as a decision made by
individuals as an effort to maximize their expected
incomes. Several implications flowed from that for-
mulation, and the author randomly selected 100 or
so out of around 1,000 villagers to test them. If the
theory were correct, more men than women would
migrate to seek work in town, because there were
more jobs for men in the mines, and the probability
of securing a job was therefore greater for males
than for females. The likelihood of departure from
the village should be higher for working-age men:
They were more likely to secure jobs than youths
were and could amortize the costs of job searches
better than old men could. In addition, according to
this theory, when people left, they should journey to
towns where others had settled before them, thus
lowering the costs of job searches and increasing the
return from migrating. The demographic structure
of the village should therefore be distorted, with a
gap where working-age men could normally be

expected and a disproportionate number of females
and old people of both sexes. An implication for
politics also followed: While the migrants might
choose to “exit” as a way of escaping poverty, those
who remained should “give voice,” pressuring the
government to render fishing and maize growing
more profitable. Phrased another way, while
migrants might employ the market for labor as an
alternative to political action, those who remained
in the village should treat the market for commodi-
ties as a complement to it.

The data lend support to each implication, with
young men flocking to the nearest mines, women
and older men tending to remain behind, and fish-
ermen and farmers dominating the local party
branch and employing their positions to lobby the
government for loans to farmers and investments in
the local fisheries. However, while collecting the
data, the researcher gained a deeper understanding
of the migration decision—one that suggested that,
in fact, the expected income model was wrong.
Migration, it became clear, involved not only those
who chose to migrate but also those they left behind
and, in particular, their elder kin. Nor was migra-
tion the outcome of a choice made at one point of
time; rather, it was a portion of an intertemporal
sequence of moves in which the older generation
paid for the costs of the movement of younger,
working-age males from the village to town. Not
only did they pay for transport and advance funds
for sustenance during the initial period of job
search, but they also paid for the costs of education
so that the youths might better compete for jobs in
town. It was made clear that they did this in the
expectation of later receiving remittances from the
young, thus assuring them of financial support in
old age. In effect, rather than acting as individual
agents, the residents of Kasumpa village acted as
members of families and organized the relationship
between generations so as to invest in the formation
of human capital. By responding thus to the oppor-
tunities offered by the market for labor, they sought
to extract income from the towns.

Stepping back for a moment, note the sequence
and the interplay between different research meth-
ods. First, there was immersion and the gathering of
qualitative information, then the formulation of
theory. Next, the theory was tested, using survey
methods and engaging further in “soaking and
poking”—conversations about the relationships
between parents and children, discussions about
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family life in the United States and Luapula Valley,
and gossip about why X could live in comfort
(“great kids”) whereas Y lived in poverty (“the
way he neglected his children, no wonder”). Then
came the realization that the theory was wrong.
The resultant crisis then restarted the cycle but not
at a random starting point. Rather, because the
failure took place within the context of a theory, it
highlighted key features that had been missed the
first time around.

It was clear that the decision to migrate did not
result from a comparison between rural and urban
wage rates, made by individuals who sought to
maximize expected incomes, as the Harris-Todaro
model might suggest. Rather, it resulted from the
strategies used by members of families who sought
to invest by forming human capital. Indeed, data
from the surveys confirmed that the flow of
finances between generations yielded a reasonable
rate of return, for plausible rates of discount. But,
the researcher realized, if this revised vision of the
behavior of migrants was correct, then there was a
lot he did not understand: According to the current
theory, what was being observed, in fact, should
not exist. Less dramatically, it suggested that the
arrangement was highly vulnerable and that its
persistence suggested that additional factors, not
yet described, must be at play.

The theoretical difficulty came from two fea-
tures of the behavior of the families. The first was
that it involved an exchange; the second was that
the exchange took place over time. The elders
expended resources on the young at one point in
time in the expectation that the young would later
repay. But the preferences of the young should
vary over time: They should be initially willing to
pay but reluctant to do so when the bill came due
later. Given this variation in preferences, the
elders, anticipating the later actions of the youths,
should not be willing to invest in the first place.
The (implicit) contract was therefore vulnerable to
the problem of “time consistency.” And yet the
elders were observed investing in junior kin.

Highlighting the anomalous nature of the find-
ing was that local conditions reinforced the strength
of the temptations facing the young. There was a
long lag between the time when the elders bestowed
resources on them and when they could be expected
to remit money from town; the distance between
the village and the town was great as well, making

it easy for the young to dissimulate, claiming that
the loss of a job, illness, or unforeseen expenses in
town made it impossible to fulfill their obligations
to village kin. The elders were of course aware of
the impact of time and distance on the ability of the
young to elude their obligations. And yet the elders
continued to use their families in order to invest.
The author of the study was thus driven by the
failure of his theory to engage once again in the
lives of the people of Kasumpa and to seek out
what was being missed—accounting for their con-
duct, which otherwise appeared so rational.

Once again, theory had failed. However, once
again, the failure proved generative, for it forced a
search for features of village life that had been
overlooked thus far. One feature was that the
young hoped to return to the villages and depended
on their families when seeking to do so. To retire
in the village, a worker would need land on which
to build a house and plant a garden. To secure that
land, he would need to be kumwesu—that is, “one
of us.” To establish his bona fides, he would have
to rely on his family in the village to testify to his
roots there; to his participation in its affairs, as by
returning for weddings and funerals; and to his
continued support of the welfare of its citizens, as
by remitting funds from town. Thus, the ability of
the young to fulfill their plans rested on the will-
ingness of their family to confirm that they had
fulfilled their obligations to their elder kin.

Theory had therefore failed, or at least been
exposed as inconsistent with the known data, and
its failure had motivated a renewed pursuit of
qualitative data—one focused on a search for fea-
tures of reality that would fill gaps in the argu-
ment. Phrased differently, in the interplay between
theory and qualitative research that characterizes
the generation of analytic narratives, formal the-
ory—which is often viewed as a deductive
method—is instead used inductively.

Thus far, more emphasis has been given to field-
work and theory than to the use of empirical meth-
ods. Recall, however, their use when testing the
implications derived from the comparative statics
of the expected income theory of migration. As
illustrated in Rural Responses to Industrialization,
they play an additional role as well: They are used
to rule out alternative explanations.

Returning to the contributions of the elders to
the young, someone might offer an alternative
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explanation: The elders could be viewed as altruistic
rather than self-interested. Their payments to the
young could be treated as gifts made out of affec-
tion. Given that both accounts are consistent with
what has been observed, researchers, when mar-
shalling empirical methods to choose between the
two accounts, need to bring them to bear on data
drawn from outside of the original sample. To
gather such data, the author shifted his attention to
the plateaus that lay above the valley. Because of the
tsetse flies, the villagers in Luapula could not raise
livestock; because the plateaus were free of tsetse
flies, those who lived there could. There, the elders
invested in cattle. Because cattle reproduce, herds
grow over time, and as the urban centers grow, so
does the demand for meat. All else being equal,
cattle herds therefore increase in value, enabling
their owners to recruit clients, bargain for brides,
and bid for favors. If the elders were motivated by
self-interest, then, rather than investing in their chil-
dren, they would invest in their cattle; if they were
motivated by affection, they would invest in junior
kin. The evidence showed clearly that they invested
in their herds. They stinted on the payment of
school fees, so the level of education remained low.
The rate of migration of cattle-keeping peoples
remained low as well. Gathering empirical data
from out of the original sample thus lend credence
to the researcher’s interpretation of the behavior of
the villagers. Had affection dominated self-interest,
then the flow of resources between generations on
the plateau would have resembled that in the valley.
Clearly, it did not. The analysis of theoretically rel-
evant data, collected outside of the original sample,
thus dispensed with an alternative interpretation,
leaving the original intact.

Conclusion

The end product of this research was a “village
study.” But it was also a study that was the product
of repeated efforts at falsification. When ideas were
rendered coherent, then data were gathered to test
them; when reflection exposed weaknesses in inter-
pretation, then additional field research filled in the
gap. The resultant study was not “large N.” Nor
was it axiomatic and deductive. But, as it was
shaped by theory and statistical methods, the study
“scaled up.” It confirmed that villagers in the mid-
dle of Africa were rational and self-interested in

their pursuit of wealth and their use of power, a
controversial claim at the time and one still con-
tested by cultural anthropologists. As in the treat-
ment of the behavior of the villagers on the plateau,
it supported those who contest the premise of cul-
tural conservatism among cattle-keeping peoples. It
helped redefine the understanding of how migra-
tion takes place and how rural people react to
urban opportunities. And, along with the contribu-
tions of others, it helped alter the manner in which
political scientists approach the study of agrarian
politics.

There are some in political science who cham-
pion the “deep reading” of texts and “immersion”
in rich, qualitative data. Others label themselves as
formal theorists and generate rigorous proofs. And
still others consider themselves to be methodolo-
gists and specialize on the development and use
of systematic empirical methods. Those who
develop analytic narratives view these approaches
as complementary. The first yields Verstehen or
comprehension; the second generates conviction,
demonstrating that the explanation is logically
consistent; and the third determines whether it is
compelling—that is, it can be demonstrated con-
vincingly to others. By combining these approaches,
those who seek to produce analytic narratives “do
science” even while focusing on unique events or
particular settings.

Robert H. Bates
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts, United States
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ANALYTIC NARRATIVES:
THE METHOD

An analytic narrative is a methodological pro-
posal to bridge rational choice modeling with
more traditional narrative explanations of phe-
nomena in the social sciences. Typically, the meth-
odology combines models from game theory with
historical narrative. The analytic narrative proj-
ect, however, does not represent a methodological
breakthrough in itself. Rather, the project makes
explicit the methodology that numerous scholars
have adopted when combining historical and
comparative research with rational choice models.
Influenced by the work of Douglass C. North, the
analytic narrative project started off with a com-
mitment to understand institutional formation
and change. In their book Analytic Narratives
(1998), Robert Bates, Avner Greif, Margaret Levi,
Jean-Lauran Rosenthal, and Barry Weingast offer
the first systematic outline of the key elements of
the methodology, and they do so by exploring
institutional change in a wide range of places and
times. The authors’ intent, as well as that of the
majority of analytic narrativists, is to investigate
enduring questions of political economy, such as
political order, political and economic gover-
nance, and intra- or interstate relations.
Moreover, a distinguishing feature of the ana-
lytic narrative project is that it underscores the
importance of the institutional context within
which historical events occur. Understanding the
institutional context helps account for how and
why certain events may happen. The importance

afforded to the historical and institutional detail is
in fact what sets analytic narrativists apart from
most rational choice scholars. Both deduce their
hypotheses from the assumptions of rational choice
and the logic of game theory. Rational choice
scholars, however, start off from a general model
and then test their hypothesis with appropriate
data, while analytic narrativists formulate and
refine the model itself in interplay with the con-
text-specific institutional elements of the historical
narrative. A major objective of analytic narratives,
shared certainly with social science research, is to
successfully identify the causal factors that explain
a particular historical phenomenon—that is, to
determine how some combination of causes
brought it about. The notion of “mechanism” is
commonly used. This entry discusses the condi-
tions under which analytic narratives are most
successful in providing explanations for historical
phenomena. It first examines the distinctive roles
of formal theory and context-specific evidence in
developing a conjecture and ascribing causality.
Second, it explores the behavioral assumptions
underlying strategic game theory and their impli-
cations for analytic narratives.

Theoretical Model Versus Narrative

The construction of an analytic narrative proceeds,
roughly, as follows. First, the scholar acquires in-
depth knowledge about the historical phenomenon
of interest; that is, a detailed account of the con-
text and the historical process, based on studying
the past through primary sources or reading the
already existing historical accounts. A detailed
account is essential to isolate the relevant strategic
elements in the interaction: the key actors, their
goals, and the rules that structure their behavior.
These elements can then be formalized in a model.
The formulation of the model—generally a game
theory model—specifies the choices, constraints,
and trade-offs the actors face in the phenomenon
in question. The model is supplemented with a
narrative that provides a rich explanation of the
meaning actors attach to their actions, circum-
stances, and surroundings: the significance of the
local culture. The outcomes predicted by the theo-
retical analysis are then confronted with the narra-
tive; the narrative serves to assess the predictions
and arbitrate among possible explanations in



Analytic Narratives: The Method 71

instances of observational equivalence. Further
refinement of the model, and collection of more
historical detail, can result from additional itera-
tions between the analytics and the history.
Analytic narratives stand on a careful balance
between context-specific detail and rigorous ana-
lytic techniques. An analytic narrative, however, is
problem driven, not theory driven. Thus, the
explanation of a particular event is what motivates
each study. Nonetheless, even if driven by a par-
ticular case, analytic narratives are informed by
theoretical modeling. The exercise of formaliza-
tion, by isolating the relevant strategic elements in
an interaction, helps identify the key actors and the
combination of causes that can explain the strate-
gic situation in question.

A major reason for applying models to narra-
tives is to attain logically consistent explanations;
thus, the predictions of the model must follow
deductively. However, it must be pointed out that
the model does not need to do the bulk of the
explanation. The theory highlights the issues to be
explored and the general considerations and evi-
dence that need to be examined, while the knowl-
edge of the historical context is used to develop a
conjecture regarding the relevant institution. The
theory provides categories and a framework in
terms of which the conjecture about the causal
mechanism is formulated. The model, thus, con-
strains but does not determine the conjecture.

The conjecture is then evaluated, refined, or
even overhauled through the interactive use of a
context-specific model and the historical narrative.
This empirical method thereby recognizes and
takes advantage of the context specificity and his-
torical contingency of institutional analysis. A suc-
cessful explanation requires a well-confirmed
causal claim about why and how a certain out-
come obtained—this can be done even if it is pri-
marily the narrative rather than the model that
accounts for the explanation. The explanation that
the model points to should also survive competi-
tion with other explanations. These can be existing
explanations that the author may be contesting or
other potential explanations that could account
for the historical facts. The proposed explanation
must be confronted with these other explanations
and shown to be superior.

Analytic narratives, by providing a detailed
account of the context and the historical process,

acknowledge the uniqueness of situations that take
place in particular moments and at specific places.
At the same time, analytic narratives seek to iden-
tify causal mechanisms that are generalizable to
other situations, inasmuch as they explain a social
phenomenon by identifying how some combina-
tion of causes brought it about. Analytic narratives
seek to capture the uniqueness of the situation
under investigation by means of the narrative
while using the model to capture the general fea-
tures of the type of phenomena under which this
situation falls. The use of rational choice in ana-
lytic narratives, by carefully identifying the causal
mechanisms, makes possible the application of the
logic of one setting to another.

Explanations that can account for different phe-
nomena using few arguments—that is, generaliz-
able explanations—are of course desirable.
Generalizability, however, is not a requirement of
explanation, since a causal mechanism may be
unique to a phenomenon. Thus, for an analytic
narrative to provide a successful explanation, it is
not necessary that the causal mechanism be gener-
alizable. It suffices that the events the model identi-
fies as causes and effects actually take place. If a
generalizable statement of the mechanism identi-
fied by an analytic narrative is available, this is of
course a plus. In short, for analytic narratives to
offer successful explanations, the formalization at
the heart of the narrative must correctly identify
some of the causes, effects, and enabling condi-
tions in question. This does not require that the
causal mechanism be generalizable. What is
required is that the events the model identifies as
causes and effects actually take place and that the
statement of causal mechanism survives competi-
tion with other explanations.

Behavioral Assumptions

The reliance of analytic narratives on explicit for-
mal theorizing compels scholars to take a system-
atic approach and to reveal the reasoning and
assumptions behind their explanations. However,
by emphasizing certain aspects of reality, this reli-
ance on models, and specifically game theory mod-
els, highlights certain scope conditions for which
the analytic narrative project is better suited. The
scope conditions refer to the situations in which
game theory is the best tool to explain human
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behavior. In terms of the historical phenomena of
interest and the types of questions addressed, ana-
lytic narratives are a better tool when causal expla-
nation is found in strategic interactions. They the-
orize strategic interaction and not the structural
conditions under which the interaction takes place.
Macrolevel structural factors are taken as exoge-
nous during modeling interactions, which implies
that changes in such factors need to be incorpo-
rated as moves by “nature” and are not treated in
an analytic fashion. This emphasis on strategic
interaction, however, is not a weakness of analytic
narratives as much as a necessity given their focus
on microlevel historical data.

The analytical framework of classical game
theory rests on seemingly unrealistic assumptions
about the cognition, information, and rationality
of the parts in the interaction. What are the costs
of these assumptions? Analytic narratives empha-
size the importance of the institutional context in
which situations take place. This institutional con-
text can, in fact, provide the analytic narrativist
with what Greif calls the “socially articulated and
disseminated rules” that provide individuals with
the cognitive, coordinative, and informational
abilities that the theory assumes. Thus, the speci-
ficity of the institutional context can in many cases
justify the behavioral assumptions (Greif, 2006,
chap. 35).

The fact, however, that game theory may not be
useful in certain conditions does not imply that
analytic narratives must be abandoned. They can
theorize by means of other forms of game theory
that rely on different behavioral assumptions—for
instance, evolutionary game theory and behavioral
game theory. Uncertainty about the possible alter-
natives and complexity of the situation can lead to
biases from the predicted game theoretic behavior.
In these situations, the scholar needs to evaluate
whether the theory should be modified to incorpo-
rate uncertainty or the pertinent behavioral
assumptions by making use of behavioral or evo-
lutionary game theoretic models. The usefulness of
analytic narratives requires an awareness of the
types of situations in which game theory is best
applicable and that can benefit most from the
methodology.

Analytic narratives, therefore, recognize and
take advantage of the context specificity and his-
torical contingency of institutional analysis. At the

same time, they rely on explicit formal theorizing
that compels scholars to take a systematic approach
and reveal the reasoning and assumptions behind
their explanations. This empirical methodology
allows deduction and induction to complement
each other and to be complemented by a context-
specific analysis.

Luz Marina Arias
University of California, San Diego
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ANARCHISM

Etymologically, the term anarchism derives from
two ancient Greek words: av, meaning “absence
of,” and Apx1, meaning “authority,” “govern-
ment,” “ruler,” or “war chief.” Anarchism thus
carries a negative charge: the negation of author-
ity, the absence of rulers. Anarchism is opposed to
all forms of hierarchy, including the state, capital-
ism, religious institutions, patriarchy, and racism.
Yet the term also conveys a positive political
project of justice, liberty, equality, and solidarity.
According to the basic principles of anarchism,
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genuine freedom, equality, and solidarity are logi-
cal and political impossibilities in a system or a
regime where some rule and others are ruled. All
political regimes except anarchy are oppressive
and tyrannical, even those claiming to embody the
nation or the sovereign people. That is why anar-
chism can be seen as the ultimate revolutionary
ideology and social movement. From the perspec-
tive of all elitist ideologies, including liberalism,
anarchism is fundamentally flawed because, the
argument goes, human beings cannot find satis-
faction unless they are under the authority of rul-
ers, be they warlords, priests, nobles, property
owners, or elected representatives.

As a political ideology or philosophy, anarchism
involves three elements: (1) a positive ideal (anar-
chy), (2) a critical discourse (opposition to hierar-
chies and oppression), and (3) the means to achieve
this ideal (evolution or revolution, nonviolence or
violence, mass movement, or affinity groups). In
some cases, it may also involve an ontological con-
ception of human nature. By and large, anarchism
adopts a neutral sociological outlook posited on a
binary human nature with a positive and a nega-
tive pole. The positive pole is the ability to live with
others in a spirit of equality and solidarity, while
the negative pole is the selfish drive for domina-
tion. As demonstrated by Peter Kropotkin and
Elisée Reclus, it is the social structure that deter-
mines which pole prevails. If the structure is hier-
archical, then people in a position of authority will
become self-indulgent and arrogant and abuse
their authority. Only a social environment where
no one is in a position to exert power over others
can ensure that people’s goodness will prevail.

This entry describes the evolution of anarchism
from its early roots to its development during the
“anarchist century” from the mid-19th century to
1939. It also examines the resurgence of anarchism
in the latter part of the 20th century, influenced by
postmaterialist thought.

Historical Development of Anarchism

Some commentators assert that anarchism as a
political ideology or philosophy has existed since
the dawn of humanity and can be found, at least to
a degree, in Taoism, stoicism, the works of Zeno,
and the concrete experiences of communities on
every continent that practiced egalitarianism

(among adult males, at any rate). Kropotkin’s book
Mutual Aid is instructive in this connection. Others
consider anarchism as belonging essentially to
European modernity, with its forerunners emerging
in religious social uprisings (the Anabaptists), the
English Revolution (the diggers), and the French
Revolution (the enragés). William Godwin (1756-
1836) is generally regarded as the first true anar-
chist philosopher (Enquiry Concerning Political
Justice, 1793). The Frenchmen Anselme Belle-
garrigue, editor of L’anarchie—Journal de L ordre
(of which only two issues appeared, in 1850), and
Pierre-Joseph Proudhon were among the first to
call themselves “anarchists.” They were followed
by Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876), Louise Michel
(1830-1905), Voltairine de Cleyre (1866-1912),
Peter Kropotkin (1842-1921), Elisée Reclus (1830
1905), Emma Goldman (1869-1940), and Errico
Malatesta (1853-1932).

In its early days, anarchism attracted several
prestigious fellow travelers, such as the painters
Gustave Courbet and Camille Pissarro, the play-
wright Henrik Ibsen, the literary critic Herbert
Read, and the philosophers Emmanuel Mounier
and Bertrand Russell. Some famous anarchists,
like the geographers Kropotkin and Reclus, were
eminent scientists. Contemporary scholars identi-
fied with anarchism include Allan Antliff (art his-
tory), Normand Baillargeon (education science),
Harold Barclay (anthropology), Susan Brown
(political philosophy), John Clark (philosophy),
David Colson (sociology), Ronald Creagh (sociol-
ogy), Uri Gordon (social ecology), David Graeber
(anthropology), John Holloway (political philoso-
phy), Ruth Kinna (political science), and Robert
Wolff (political philosophy).

There is an anarchist studies network linked
with the Political Science Association in Britain
and a number of scholarly anarchist journals, such
as Anarchist Studies, Réfractions, and Social
Anarchism. Yet it is in the nature of anarchism to
expect intellectual and political activities to go
hand in hand (praxism), and any division of labor
between theorists or scholars and activists is
viewed with suspicion. Bakunin held that anar-
chism acknowledges that some people may be
more talented or skilled in a specific area, includ-
ing theorization. However, there must be no
monopoly of expertise. To be free, the people deal-
ing with any expert should have the following: first,
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access to other experts in the same field; second, the
right to ignore the advice of experts; and, finally,
the opportunity to become experts themselves
through education and practice. In other words,
while expertise may confer influence on its pos-
sessor, it should be available to all and not be used
to wield power over others. Anarchist ideas are for
the most part expressed and disseminated anony-
mously in self-published independent journals,
zines, and websites (see Infoshop) or in the publica-
tions of anarchist groups and organizations (e.g.,
Fédération Anarchiste and Alternative Libertaire in
France, Anarchist Black Cross and Northeastern
Federation of Anarchist-Communists in the United
States, Class War in Great Britain, and Union
Communiste Libertaire au Québec in Canada).
Individual artists, like the composer John Cage, or
trends, such as the punk movement (e.g., Bérurier
Noir, Crass), are also identified with anarchism.

Central Flements of Anarchism
The Classical Age of Anarchism

From a historical perspective, there are two dis-
tinct moments of anarchism as a social and political
movement. First, the classical age of anarchism—or
the “anarchist century”—began with the first texts
of Proudhon (who in 1840 famously stated,
“Property is theft”) and ended with the defeat of
the Spanish Revolution in 1939. The period was
characterized primarily by the working-class’s
expression and experience of anarchism, although
some activists were already concerned with issues
such as women’s emancipation (abortion, birth
control), free love and bi- or homosexuality, war
and peace, racism and anticolonialism, free educa-
tion, and vegetarianism. This epoch encompasses
the Paris Commune of 1871, the Industrial Workers
of the World in the United States, the Makhnovist
rebellion during the Russian civil war, and the
Spanish Revolution (1936-1939). During this time,
anarchism was influential in Central and Latin
America, especially in Argentina from the late
1800s through the 1920s. Of note is the year
1919, particularly the “bloody week,” when about
1,000 people were killed and 50,000 arrested dur-
ing a strike, including many anarchists. In Chile,
anarchist organizations boasted 50,000 members
in 1910 out of a total population of 3 million. In
Mexico, anarchism was known through popular

figures such as Ricardo Flores Magon (1874-
1922), while in Cuba there were tens of thousands
of activists in the 1920s. Anarchist activists and
propagandists were very often at the forefront of
social struggles and strike movements, such as the
campaign for the 8-hour working day. In other
parts of the world, anarchism was limited to small
groups, active only for short periods of time but
nevertheless subjected on occasion to bloody
repression. Examples include the Philippines anti-
colonialist movement around 1900 as well as the
Japanese anarchist and antiwar activist Osugi
Sakae (1885-1923) and the anarcha-feminist Ito
Noe (1895-1923).

The classical age of anarchism is still widely
associated with illegalism (social banditism) and
terrorism (“propaganda by deeds”). Around 1900,
terrorists assassinated several heads of state (French
President Sadi Carnot, 1897; William McKinley,
president of the United States, 1901; Russian Prime
Minister Pyotr Stolypin, 1911; Spanish Prime
Minister José Canalejas, 1919; King George I of
Greece, 1913), property owners, and military offi-
cers, very often in response to the bloody repres-
sion of the workers’ movement. But at no time did
so-called anarchist violence even come close to the
level of violence (imprisonment, torture, death
penalty, mass murders, etc.) perpetrated against
anarchists by agents of the state, private paramili-
tary units and death squads, nationalist and fascist
militias, and authoritarian Marxist militants.
Anarchists were targeted by special repressive laws
in almost all Western states in the closing decade of
the 19th century. Thousands were killed by their
former allies in Russia (Leninists) and Spain
(Stalinists), and they were among the first political
prisoners to enter the Nazi concentration camps in
Germany. Violent repression, in conjunction with
the heightened popularity and power of authoritar-
ian Marxists following the 1917 Russian Revolution
and the Red Army resistance and victory against
the Nazi armies in 1941 to 1945, accounts for
anarchism’s declining influence within the progres-
sive and revolutionary movements during the first
half of the 20th century.

Postmaterialism and the Revival of Anarchism

The second moment of anarchism relates to the
so-called postmaterialist context of the 1960s.
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With spectacular events such as May 1968 in
Paris, anarchism experienced a revival, although
authoritarian Marxists (Leninists, Maoists,
Trotskists, Guevarists, etc.) remained very influen-
tial among radicals. The anarchist resurgence was
also connected with environmentalism, feminism,
and pacifism, which embodied anarchism not only
by advocating the abolition of capitalism, patriar-
chy, and the state but also by organizing their
militant activities with neither formal leaders nor
hierarchy, through a strictly egalitarian, participa-
tive, and deliberative decision-making process.
The contemporary resurgence of anarchism as a
major tendency among radical progressive forces
came with the collapse of the Soviet empire, the
intellectual crisis of Marxism, and a series of
events at the turn of the 21st century that signaled
the rise of the so-called antiglobalization move-
ment and resulted in part from anarchist mobiliza-
tion: the World Social Forum in Porto Alegre,
Brazil (2001) and the mass protests in Seattle,
Washington, in 1999; Washington, D.C., and
Prague, Czech Republic, in 2000; and Québec,
Canada, and Genoa, Italy, in 2001. Many com-
mentators saw this as a “new anarchism,” charac-
terized by (a) the innovative tactics of direct action,
(b) the horizontal structure of militant organiza-
tions, and (c) the inclusion of pluralist concerns.
The direct action tactics were exemplified by the
Black Blocs, a street tactic originating in the
German Autonomen movement of the 1980s;
Reclaim the Streets in the United Kingdom; and
carnivalesque actions such as the Pink Blocs or the
Clandestine Insurgent Rebel Clown Army. The
horizontal structures were inherited from the pre-
vious generation of radical ecologists, feminists,
and pacifists. Finally, the pluralist concerns,
emphasizing cultural and sexual diversity, were
clearly due to the influence of the feminist and gay
and lesbian movements, although some anarchists
were still based in the labor movement or were
actively involved in labor issues and anticapitalist
mobilizations. In principle, the neo-anarchists (or
“postanarchists”—Hakim Bey, Lewis Call, Todd
May, and Saul Newman) regard as equally impor-
tant the need to oppose the state, war, capitalism
and neoliberalism, racism, sexism and hetero-
normativity, ageism, and specism. This opposition
must furthermore take place globally as well as
locally and in everyday life. Indigenous movements

of resistance, such as the 1994 Zapatista insurrec-
tion in Chiapas, Mexico, are viewed as stimulat-
ing examples of anarchism in practice, mainly
because they are self-organized through participa-
tive and deliberative popular assemblies (the
Mohawk scholar Taiaiake Alfred has coined the
term anarcho-indigenism).

Currents in Anarchist Thought

Historically, there have been several anarchist cur-
rents, each with its particular position on what is
primary (the individual or the community, liberty
or equality), its priorities (the emancipation of
workers or women, the environment), and its
organizational structure (mass movements, unions
or communes, affinity groups). Very often, they
have collaborated in solidarity, at times they have
engaged in intense debates, and sometimes they

have clashed.

Individual(ist) Anarchism

Individualist anarchism, according to Max
Stirner, 1806-1856; Lysander Spooner, 1808-
1887; and Benjamin Tucker, 1854-1939, empha-
sizes liberty and autonomy and denies that there is
something other than individuals to which an
individual must submit (e.g., nation/motherland,
class/proletariat). However, such anarchists are as
a rule deeply concerned by the exploitation of the
working class and the oppression of women and
may very well take part in social struggles, but
through affinity groups rather than mass move-
ments. They generally believe that free association
can be beneficial for the individual’s happiness and
interests, and through the years they have been
involved in rural or urban communes and in
squats. However, membership in an association
must be totally voluntary, with the freedom to join
or leave at any time.

Libertarianism and anarcho-capitalism are
sometimes used as synonyms of individual anar-
chism, although the latter is in fact a kind of radi-
cal liberalism, advocating free market capitalism
for property owners and wageworkers, under the
protection of either a state whose function is
strictly limited to the enforcement of law and
order or, in the absence of a state, of private secu-
rity agencies. These views imply that property
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owners are in a position of authority and power
over their employees, an idea inconsistent with
individual as well as collective anarchism.
Proprietarian is the term coined by Murray
Bookchin to describe libertarianism.

Like Marxism, anarchism views capitalism as
an exploitative system, protected by the state,
which also exploits workers to sustain itself. This
said, anarchism offers a variety of economic pro-
posals for abolishing capitalism and reorganizing
the production of goods and services.

Collectivist Anarchism

Proudhon proposed mutualism (from the
Mutualists, a 19th-century secret society of weav-
ers in Lyon, France). He suggested that just as the
hive belongs to all bees, the means of production
and exchange must be collective. However, each
member of the collective—a free association—
should share to some degree in the worst tasks.
This job rotation would provide everyone with a
better knowledge and understanding of the whole
working process. Higher functionaries, such as
architects and engineers, would be assigned
through election, but decisions and working rules
would be made collectively through a participative
deliberative process. The exchange value would be
assessed and then converted into tickets of hours
of work under the supervision of a People’s Bank,
which would also offer interest-free credit.
Consequently, there is no need for a violent revolu-
tion; workers need only organize among them-
selves to be free.

Some anarchists have identified serious issues
arising from Proudhon’s economic proposal:
Should the evaluation of hours of works take into
account job intensity and risk, required training
and skills, and the worker’s social responsibilities
(such as dependents)? Moreover, this remains a
very individualistic model of work organization,
which draws on a bygone tradition of craftsman-
ship that values the artisan’s self-reliance and per-
sonal pride. Finally, according to some, Proudhon
is not a true anarchist, because he devotes consid-
erable energy to demonstrating the physical, intel-
lectual, moral, and political superiority of men
over women, as evidenced by the more than 500
pages of blatant misogyny and antifeminism in his
De la Justice dans la Révolution et I'Eglise (1860).

Anarcho-Syndicalist Anarchism

Anarcho-syndicalists, identified with Rudolf
Rocker (1873-1958), see labor unions (syndicats
in French) as the spearhead of social emancipation
and revolution and the seed of the future anarchist
society. Property owners—the bourgeoisie—and
the state create nothing; they are mere parasites of
workers’ productive activity. Hence, if workers
unite and stop working for their exploiters, the
system will collapse and revolution will ensue. The
general strike is therefore the main instrument for
the realization of anarchy. Thereafter, global pro-
duction will be structured according to “industrial
groups” in each sector of production and inte-
grated in an “economic federation.” However,
collective decision making would remain a bot-
tom-up process centered on the general assembly
of every place of work. Economic production
based on human needs will ensure that all receive
the goods and services they require.

Anarcho-Communism

With anarcho-communism, identified with
Peter Kropotkin and Alexander Berkman (1870-
1936), among others, the state becomes the direct
target of a revolutionary mass movement. Although
anarcho-communism often stresses the importance
of the workers’ movement, it is more open than
many other anarchist trends to peasants, women,
and the lumpenproletariat. Adopting a geographi-
cal perspective, anarcho-communism regards the
urban or rural commune as the center of the new
society. After the revolution, the communes may
join in a federation, although the decision-making
function will be situated at the local level, in keep-
ing with a bottom-up process. In the absence of
exploiters, such as the bourgeoisie and state
agents, production output will necessarily surpass
society’s needs. Anarchy will therefore lead to a
situation of abundance where all will receive what-
ever goods and services they need and want.

Working Inside Versus Outside
the Political System

“Libertarian municipalism” is a contemporary
version of anarchism, primarily developed in the
1980s by Janet Biehl and Murray Bookchin.
Libertarian municipalism lays special emphasis on
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ecological issues, contending that these could be
dealt with more effectively at the local level but
only if municipal institutions were deliberative and
participative. Bookchin even suggests that anar-
chists get involved in municipal politics, a view
that has been criticized by other anarchists as obvi-
ously inconsistent with the antistate anarchist
principle.

Bookchin is not the only self-proclaimed anar-
chist calling for some sort of involvement in offi-
cial politics. Authors and activists like Colin Ward
and Paul Goodman, or Philippe Corcuff, in France,
who coined the term libertarian social democracy,
argue that some anarchism in the official system is
better than no anarchism at all. They advocate
reforms with regard to issues, laws and regulations
concerning individual freedom, free education, free
sexuality, and so on. According to Noam Chomsky,
it is the duty of today’s anarchists to support the
state and its welfare programs against neoliberal-
ism and capitalism, or what he calls “private tyr-
annies.” Chomsky is even in favor of voting for the
Democratic Party in the United States, though he
admits that mass social movements are still neces-
sary to push the political elite in the right direction.

Others argue that it is possible to have anarchy
here and now but outside the official system. For
instance, the green anarchist Clark advocates
“microcommunities.” In today’s network of
squats, for instance, activists who align themselves
with anarchism take over unoccupied buildings or
land and try to live outside capitalism as much as
possible, offering free meals and rooms to travelers
and traveling to participate in campaigns of soli-
darity with immigrants or with antiwar and anti-
capitalist movements.

Feminism and Anarchism

The distinctions between various forms of anar-
chism are not as schematic in reality as what is
generally presented in books, articles, and encyclo-
pedias. Other strands of anarchism do not fit per-
fectly within the classical economic and political
framework. Anarcha-feminism—for instance, is a
feminist version of anarchism, devoted to fighting
patriarchy both in society at large and within the
Marxist and anarchist networks, where misogynis-
tic and antifeminist attitudes are not uncommon
(witness the term manarchy, recently coined by

U.S. activists to describe inequalities among anar-
chist men and women). In the 19th century,
authors and militants like Goldman and de Cleyre
denounced the “sex slavery” of marriage and pro-
moted free love. In the 1930s, the anarcha-feminist
autonomous association Mujeres Libres boasted
some 30,000 members in Spain and was an active
force during the Revolution. It focused on educa-
tion for girls and women, combat training for
women, medical help for wounded fighters, and
the emancipation of prostitutes through psycho-
logical and material support and the assassination
of certain pimps. From the 1960s onward, Peggy
Kornegger and Susan Brown, among others, high-
lighted the similarities between anarchism and
feminism, arguing that, to be consistent, anarchists
should be feminists (although some feminists, such
as the liberal or Marxist statist feminists, may not
be anarchists, i.e., opposing all forms of hierarchy
and inequality). “Third-wave” feminism, with its
emphasis on individual sexual choice and queer
identities, is sometimes identified with anarchism.
Nevertheless, the anarcha-feminist Claire Snyder
warns “choice feminists” that under patriarchy,
women’s sexual life may not be totally free from
the external control of men or from “internal
tyrants,” the name given by Goldman to the social-
ization—internal fears and false beliefs—that
undermines women’s freedom of will and choice.
Finally, with regard to economic production, the
anarchist and feminist Carol Ehrlich notes that it is
not only the bourgeoisie as a class that exploits
wageworkers but also men who exploit women’s
work, which is often undertaken with no monetary
compensation.

Anarchism in the 21st Century

Today, a large number of principles closely linked
to anarchism for the past 150 years have become,
for many people, ordinary moral and political lib-
eralism: the 8-hour working day; education for all,
boys and girls alike; women’s freedom of choice
with regard to matters such as contraception and
abortion; freedom in sexuality and love, including
bi- and homosexual rights and the right to divorce
or to cohabit without marrying; freedom of con-
sciousness with respect to religion and state dogma;
and freedom to refuse military service. While not
self-identifying with anarchism, several influential
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contemporary scholars, especially in France and
Italy, have adopted an anarchist approach in their
work on state power (Giorgi Agamben), political
representation (Michel Foucault, Jean-Frangois
Lyotard), micropolitics and resistance (Gilles
Deleuze), and the reorganization of production
and resistance based on egalitarian principles
(Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri). Others, such
as Donatella della Porta, are investigating new
social movements that practice “direct democ-
racy,” which in fact amounts to studying anar-
chism in action.

This implicitly or explicitly anarchist activism
within the “movement for global justice” is the
target of state repression, even though anarchism
does not represent a significant threat to social,
political, and economic liberalism, as might have
been the case at the turn of the 20th century.
Thus, there were legitimate grounds for former
British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s jibe about the
summit-hopping “anarchist traveling circus.”
Nevertheless, anarchism provides the most vocal
and radical left-wing criticism of liberalism.
During the 2001 G8 (Group of Eight) Summit in
Genoa, after violent clashes between police offi-
cers and protesters—one of whom was shot dead
at point-blank range—Canadian Prime Minister
Jean Chrétien warned about the “anarchists who
want to destroy democracy.” In Greece and Italy,
anarchist networks have been targeted by the
police in recent years: Many have been arrested,
and in Greece, one person was killed in 2008. The
Federal Bureau of Investigation and Scotland
Yard have also been preoccupied since the late
1990s with anarchists reputedly training for ter-
rorist actions (which never occurred). Even certain
political scientists, such as Tim Dunne of Exeter
University, claim that anarchist activists and Al
Qaeda militants are very similar in nature. In sum,
anarchism said goodbye to the 20th century much
as it had welcomed it—that is, cast in the role of
a potential “terrorist” threat, the number one
internal public enemy.

Francis Dupuis-Déri
Université du Québec a Montréal
Montreal, Quebec, Canada
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ANARCHY

Anarchy is the absence of government or, more
generally, political authority over and between the
units of a political system. As an analytic concept,
the term does not imply a lack of political order or
the presence of chaos and thus differs from infor-
mal and colloquial use. The term also differs from
anarchism, a normative and possibly utopian
position that advocates minimizing the scope of
political authority to maximize the domain of
individual autonomy.

The condition of anarchy is widely understood
to describe the modern international system in
which states are the units of analysis, each is fully
sovereign, and all are formally equal. It is this con-
dition of anarchy, in turn, that separates interna-
tional relations from other domains of politics and
renders it, for many analysts, a distinct field of
inquiry with different rules and patterns of interac-
tion. Although other political arenas may also be
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anarchic, such as legislatures where vote trading
between members cannot be legally enforced, the
analytic concept has not been widely applied
beyond the realm of international relations and, in
a few cases, failed states.

Consequences of Anarchy

For most scholars of international relations, anar-
chy requires that all states must rely only on their
own resources and abilities—a practice described
as the principle of self-help. Lacking any authority
that states can appeal to for protection, aid, or
binding adjudication, each state must ultimately
depend on its own efforts and wisdom. This fur-
ther implies that any agreement made between
states must be self-enforcing or in the interests of
the parties to carry out if and when actually called
on to do so.

Although the assumption that the international
system is anarchic is widely shared, the meaning
and consequences of this assumption are still vig-
orously debated. For realists, anarchy produces a
zero-sum, competitive struggle between states. For
political realists, anarchy did not feature promi-
nently and was more a passive background condi-
tion; Hans Morgenthau—for instance, rooted the
drive for power in the innate character of political
man, not in the nature of the international system.
For Neorealists (sometimes called structural real-
ists), however, anarchy is one of the defining fea-
tures of international structure with significant
causal effects.

Even within neorealism, there are two promi-
nent schools. For defensive realists, anarchy
requires only that states seek security, although
they may also pursue expansion, glory, or power
for other reasons. Given that some states may pos-
sess aggressive tendencies, however, all states must
be ever vigilant and prepared to defend themselves.
Uncertainty over the motives of other states and
problems of credible commitment, in turn, some-
times leads to bargaining failures and war. Offensive
realists believe anarchy is such a challenging condi-
tion that states must pursue power at all times.
Since states are always insecure, the fear that others
will exploit them forces states to pursue all means
necessary to impose their will on others. Also, as
power is always zero sum, anything that gives an
advantage to one state must create a disadvantage

for at least one other. In this view, anarchy implies
that international politics are a perpetual and
intense struggle for domination.

Neoliberal institutionalists see anarchy as a con-
dition that can be mitigated, if not fully resolved,
by voluntarily negotiated institutions between
states. Unlike in neorealism, anarchy does not
define the goals that states seek but, rather, merely
permits dilemmas of collaboration and coordina-
tion to arise that thwart cooperation between util-
ity-maximizing states. These dilemmas, in turn,
can be overcome in part by institutions that pro-
vide information or make commitments more cred-
ible. In a form of self-organizing order, states can
avoid some of the harsher implications of anarchy
by building institutions without necessarily subor-
dinating themselves to any central authority.

Finally, constructivists see anarchy as an open-
ended condition filled by the social purposes of
states, which are themselves constructed of socially
appropriate and interpreted roles and norms that
vary over time and space. Thus, within the condi-
tion of anarchy, states may represent themselves
and others in ways that produce a Hobbesian world
depicted by realism, a Lockean world that reflects
important elements of neoliberal institutionalism in
its focus on natural rights, or a Kantian world of
greater peace and cooperation than imagined by
either of the alternatives. In all of these different
socially constructed world orders, there is a poten-
tial for systemic transformation that is excluded by
neorealism or neoliberal institutionalism.

Critiques of Anarchy

Although subject to continuing controversy, all
three perspectives share a common focus on anar-
chy even while they debate its meaning and impli-
cations. Increasingly, scholars are criticizing the
very concept of anarchy and the role it has played
in the development of international relations the-
ory. Too numerous to describe in detail here, many
of the specific critiques can be grouped into two
larger themes. First, the common notion of anar-
chy is derived from an overly narrow formal-legal
conception of authority. Alternative conceptions
of authority open up the possibility of many differ-
ent kinds of authority existing at the same time
within the international system. Second, sover-
eignty is not indivisible, as commonly averred, but
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is a bundle of different authorities that can be
disaggregated in ways that do not necessarily coin-
cide with traditional nation-states. Divisible sover-
eignty permits a patchwork of sometimes overlap-
ping, competing, or complementary authorities to
exist simultaneously. Taken together, these critical
themes suggest that many forms of global gover-
nance that have been ruled out by the common
assumption of anarchy may have actually existed
in the past and may yet expand in the future.

In formal-legal conceptions of authority, the
person (or unit) in authority has the right to issue
and enforce certain commands over a set of subor-
dinates because of the lawful position or office that
he or she holds. Authority does not inhere in the
individual (or individual unit) but in the person as
an officer who is duly appointed or elected through
some lawful procedure. Elected by a majority of the
Electoral College, for instance, a person becomes
the president of the United States; by established
rules of rotation, a country collectively holds the
presidency of the Council of the European Union
(EU). Applied to international relations, since there
is no lawful authority or procedure above states, no
state or other unit can be authorized to govern over
other states. As a result, the system and relations
between states within that system must be anarchic.

Formal-legal authority, however, is simply one
possible source of authority. The German sociolo-
gist Max Weber, closely identified with this for-
mal-legal conception, also posited that legitimacy
and authority could derive from charisma, tradi-
tion, or religious belief as well. Others argue that
legitimacy and, hence, authority can arise from
psychological principles of fairness and justice,
socially constructed norms, or a negotiated social
contact between ruler and ruled. These other
sources of legitimacy at least open the possibility
of authority by states, international organizations,
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and
other units over other similar units. While debate
continues over who has authority over whom for
what, a growing body of critical research suggests
that international relations are not entirely anar-
chic but better described as a variegated system of
multiple units in authority drawn from multiple
sources of authority.

In turn, sovereignty has been traditionally con-
ceived as indivisible or culminating in a single apex
within each territorially distinct entity. Sovereignty

was once vested in a king, emperor, or “sovereign.”
Today, sovereignty typically resides in the “people”
and has itself evolved over time to include most
citizens of a country. But in either case, there is
assumed to be within each society a single, ultimate
authority that cannot, even in part, be subordinate
to any other actor. This assumption is codified in
the notion of Westphalian or juridical sovereignty
embodied in the United Nations Charter; today,
states need not actually control their territory, as in
the past, but only need to be recognized as sover-
eign by other sovereigns to be accorded that status.

Yet there is an increasing awareness that states
have never fit this idealized vision of Westphalian
sovereignty. Indeed, even historically, sovereignty
appears better described as a set of authorities that
are disaggregated across units within a state, long
recognized as federalism, or, more important,
across states and third parties. This disaggregation
is not only exemplified by multilevel governance in
the contemporary EU but also reflected in numer-
ous international restraints on the freedom of
action of states, including rights of protection or
guarantee (e.g., the United States and the Federated
States of Micronesia), rights of economic and
financial control (the United States and the
Dominican Republic from 1904 to 1941), rights of
servitude (the United States and Japan, under vari-
ous status of forces agreements), and rights of
intervention (the United States and Panama, under
the neutrality treaty of 1977).

Combined with multiple forms of authority, the
possibility of multiple sites of authority suggest
that patterns of global governance are likely to be
more varied, complicated, and dynamic than once
assumed. Transnational nonstate groups exercise
authority over their members, whether they be
religious orders, labor unions, or other collective
bodies. NGOs earn authority over firms and even
states in standard-setting boards and international
creditor cartels and regulate behavior through
monitoring and certification procedures. States
exert authority over one another in spheres of
influence, protectorates, or informal empires.
International organizations possess authority as
well, including the World Trade Organization and
its dispute settlement procedures over trade, for
instance, and the United Nations and the
International Atomic Energy Agency over nuclear
facilities and programs.
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The assumption of anarchy, critics charge,
blinds scholars of international relations to this
variegated system of global governance. The cri-
tique of anarchy and the expansion of global gov-
ernance implies three essential challenges for the
future: (1) Analysts must map the forms of global
governance, identify where current authority is
inadequate or itself unregulated (as in the so-called
democratic deficit in the EU), and propose reforms
to improve human welfare; (2) policymakers must
accept and navigate between these multiple forms
of authority while harnessing them to their national
purposes, when appropriate; and (3) global citi-
zens must work to ensure that global authorities
act in the general interest.

David A. Lake
University of California, San Diego
La Jolla, California, United States
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ANOMIA

Anomia is a noun that comes from the Greek a
(negative prefix) and nomos (law), meaning
absence of norms. The original meaning of anomia

in the frame of the classical Greek polity defined a
condition of being against or outside the law or a
situation where current laws were not applied,
resulting in a state of illegitimacy or lawlessness. In
its modern usage, the meaning of anomia has a
much broader scope, although it is a rather recent
concept in the history of social thought. In much
of the literature, particularly in the English-
speaking world, the French spelling anomie is also
extensively used. This entry discusses the use of the
term in modern sociology, the widening of its
scope, and its present-day relevance.

Anomia in Durkheim’s Thought

In the social sciences, anomia has been a key con-
cept in the development of modern empirical soci-
ology. It is normally associated with the work of
Emile Durkheim (1858-1919), the French sociolo-
gist who introduced the concept in his early socio-
logical masterpieces, The Division of Labor (1893)
and Suicide (1897). In his sociological perspective,
anomia was no longer related to the rule of law;
thus, it lost its original legal content and was
instead defined as the absence of norms (legal rules
just being one class of social norms). One of the
major tenets of Durkheimian sociology is that a
theoretical explanation of social agency must be
given in terms of social causal factors and not on
the basis of psychological conditions. In fact, one
can say that the major contribution of Durkheim
to the foundation of modern sociology has been
the possibility of grounding the explanation of
social action on purely social variables. In the
famous Durkheimian formula, presented in
Chapter 5 of Rules of Sociological Method (1895),
social facts must be explained by other antecedent
social facts. In relation to anomia, this thesis
implies that the absence of norms is not a subjec-
tive psychological condition of the agent but an
objective feature of the social structure or, in
strictly Durkheimian terms, of the collective life.
The first references to anomia by Durkheim
appear in The Division of Labor, his doctoral the-
sis at the University of Bordeaux. In this early
work, referring to the social causes of the division
of labor as a phenomenon typical of modern
industrial society, Durkheim elaborates on the
“abnormal” forms of this phenomenon, one of
these forms being the “anomic division of labor.”
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In his ensuing famous essay Swuicide, in which
Durkheim put forward a plausible sociological
explanation of the apparently purely psychological
phenomenon of disposing of one’s own life, he
characterized a type of suicide that he called
“anomic.” This type occurs in the case of major
social crises (e.g., an economic crash)—that is,
structural phenomena that invalidate previous reg-
ulations to such a degree that some agents are inca-
pable of coping with the radical ambiguity of the
ensuing state of normlessness, and thus they take
their own life in a supreme act of “anomic suicide.”
The common factor of both the anomic division of
labor and the anomic suicide is the dissolution of
social integration, the underlying social phenome-
non that is manifested in the absence of norms. The
reformist stance of Durkheim vis-a-vis the major
political and social issues of his time is a reflection
on how it were possible to confront trends toward
anomic forms of social life in a secularized and
functionally differentiated modern society.

In one of his most politically oriented works,
Lecons de Sociologie (1950), published in English
as Professional Ethics and Civic Morals (1957),
Durkheim analyzes the relationships between an
individual and the sphere of public regulation. In
his view, the institutionalization of individual
rights is the role of the State; thus, the latter has
not been created to guarantee that individuals are
able to exercise their natural rights; rather, the
State creates and organizes those fundamental
rights, and it makes them a reality. Political ano-
mia is then a condition where public regulations
have reached a point of extreme weakness, close to
the absence of rules, and, therefore, individual
rights cannot be exercised. In political terms, how-
ever, anomia is not anarchy. The latter refers to a
lack of leadership, hierarchy, and command,
whereas anomia implies a weakening of rules,
structures, and organizations. Clearly, the
Durkheimian concept of political anomia necessar-
ily implies a radical weakening of public regula-
tions. In short, anomia, in all of its possible specific
manifestations, can be understood as a societal
consequence of rapid and deep social change, and
it is in this sense that anomia is a concept that runs
in parallel with the notion of social crisis. According
to Durkheim, without clear rules individuals can-
not find their place in society. Such a state tends to
occur in periods of social disruption (such as rapid

economic growth or economic depression), bring-
ing about greater anomia and, concurrently, higher
rates of suicide, crime, and deviance.

Anomia and Social Change

Social change may generate anomia either in the
whole of society or in some parts of it, so it must
be stressed that, in a given society, social groups
may be differentially affected by anomia. As recent
events in the world economy illustrate, economic
crises brought about by business cycles have dif-
ferential impacts on groups according to their
location in the social pyramid. Both sudden down-
ward mobility, which is normally associated with
economic depression, and the rapid onset of mate-
rial prosperity, leading to quick upward mobility,
tend to upset previous networks in which lifestyles
are embedded, in each case increasing the chance
of anomia. Talcott Parsons, in the early 1940s,
discussing the social aspects of fascism, contends
that an increase in anomia may be an outcome of
almost any social changes that upset previous rou-
tines of life or symbolic associations, all of which
imply instability of expectations. In Parsons’s
strain theory approach, social ambiguity as well as
conflicting role expectations may lead to increased
anomia, and this, in turn, may create a sort of
anxiety-generated pattern of anomic action in
areas such as reactionary voting behavior. In
expanding the use of the concept of anomia to
diverse areas of social interaction, Edward
Tiryakian has made an elaboration of the notion
of sexual anomia as an heuristic tool in approach-
ing features of contemporary society that involve
transformations in sexual relations and sexual
identity that presuppose deregulations in modern
sexual relations.

Anomia and Deviant Behavior
in Merton’s Theory

A distinction in the normative sphere between regu-
lation of goals and regulation of means, introduced
by Robert K. Merton, has become a key dimension
in current anomia-related theories that tend to
focus on “anomic” deviant behavior. A clear exam-
ple of this shift in focus is the way in which the
Columbia Encyclopedia (6th ed.) defines anomia:
“a social condition characterized by instability, the
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breakdown of social norms, institutional disorga-
nization, and a divorce between socially valid goals
and available means for achieving them.” Although
Merton, when referring to socially accepted goals
(values) and means (instruments for achieving
those values), has in mind the overall universal
striving for success in the American value system,
his theory is a general proposition. In Mertonian
terms, in any given society, there is a range of cul-
turally accepted values (goals) and a corresponding
set of normatively approved means of securing
these goals, but the structure of economic resources
in that society enables only certain privileged
groups and classes to succeed.

Disparity between goals and means is, accord-
ing to Merton, the main cause of anomia. Merton
identified five possible reactions to the different
relationships between goals and means. The first
and most common reaction is conformity, which
presupposes a nonanomic relationship of appro-
priate means to reach the socially accepted goals.
All of the other four possible reactions are more or
less anomic. The second possible reaction is inno-
vation, which implies adherence to goals and rejec-
tion of socially accepted means. The third possible
reaction is ritualism, based on adherence to means
but rejection of socially accepted goals. In the
fourth reaction, retreatism, both the goals and the
means are rejected. Finally, the fifth and final pos-
sible reaction is rebellion, when both goals and
means are ambiguously dealt with. In conditions
of anomia (maladjustment between goals and
means), underprivileged, deprived individuals will
turn to various forms of individual deviance that
are dependent on alternative means to reach the
same desired ends. In other words, anomia occurs
as the disjunction of means and goals that differ
according to the profile of the social opportunity
structure. Merton was then able to propose a the-
ory of anomia embedded in social stratification
and the class structure, and it is in this sense that
his theory transcends the specificity of the American
case and becomes a general theory of anomia. An
interesting example of a Merton-inspired research
of anomic behavior in a non-Western cultural con-
text is the study conducted in 2006 by Parviz
Piran, concerning the reactions of Iranian youth to
anomic conditions created by the rapid and exten-
sive change in the economic, political, and cultural
fabric of their society.

Anomia in Contemporary
Political Economy

The concept of anomia is also present in the field
of contemporary political economy in the work of
analysts who are advancing a theory of “institu-
tional anomia” that basically states that in the
present globalized context, as economic institu-
tions gain dominance in shaping society, noneco-
nomic institutions are weakened and forced to
accommodate the market, thus feeding a condi-
tion of high institutional anomia that is conducive
to higher violent crime rates. To the extent that
increased anomia tends to erode and dissolve
social networks in which social action is embed-
ded, there is also a clear connection of this con-
cept with the notion of social capital that is basi-
cally the outcome of associative networking. Con-
temporary research on the sources and the uses of
social capital by different social actors in promot-
ing their own advancement, which is a strong field
in policy-oriented studies, is an interesting area
for further applications of the general theory of
anomia.

In short, the concept of anomia has provided
quite a fertile intellectual ground for the develop-
ment of the modern disciplines of the social sciences.

Raul Atria
University of Chile
Santiago, Chile
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APATHY

Apathy looks at first like a very broad, even vague
concept. It plays, however, a very important and
critical role in political analysis, particularly in the
analysis of the decline in voting turnout and civic
engagement and more generally in the study of
participation and civic involvement of citizens.
The concept is derived from a long, intellectual,
interdisciplinary tradition. It was first proposed in
philosophy but has been extensively used in cul-
tural psychology, anthropology, sociology, and
political science. The concept also has intellectual
connections with other concepts or notions com-
ing from the sociological and political philosophi-
cal traditions such as alienation and anomie. In a
typical use of the apathy concept, theories of mass
society have explained, in the wake of World War
II, that modernization and urbanization have been
responsible for detaching individuals from their
primary groups (community, family, early social-
ization groups), generating withdrawal from the
public sphere and lack of interest and motivation
in public affairs. This entry discusses the history
and recent criticisms of this concept.

The more recent perspective on political apathy
started in the 1950s and 1960s, in particular with
the publication of the book Civic Culture by
Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba (1963). One of
the issues of Almond’s and Verba’s political cul-
ture approach is that the stability of democracy
and democratic institutions depends on a “civic
culture,” a mixture of participatory, subject, and
parochial orientations toward politics. The impor-
tant point here is that this civic culture seems to
allow many citizens to be apathetic about politics.
Many critics of the book took this to be a kind of
justification for apathy.

Since the 1960s, the political sociology perspec-
tive on apathy is mainly linked to the question of

political mobilization and political participation.
In a very challenging study of the relationship
between social class and voting in the mid-1980s
in the Netherlands, Leo B. Van Snippenburg and
Peer Scheepers recalled that a positive correlation
between social protest and income inequalities at
least implicitly referred to the thesis of Verelendung
(pauperization) that originated from Karl Marx’s
work. They also recall that this thesis states that
under (relatively) deteriorating socioeconomic
conditions, the deprived will turn to social protest
and revolt. The thesis was later criticized, empha-
sizing that history has regularly shown the
contrary: Revolt emerges under circumstances of
relative social deprivation and is more likely to
happen in middle-class or privileged groups rather
than in deprived ones. According to these alterna-
tive views, instead of revolting against the system
that generates inequalities, a form of “collective
apathy” often manifests itself in deprived groups
(Marie Jahoda, Paul Lazarsfeld, & Hans Zeisel,
1971). This doubt and criticism of the pauperiza-
tion thesis was strongly formulated in studies by a
very influential group of social scientists in the
1930s and the 1940s, the so-called Frankfurt
School, in particular their study of the “authori-
tarian personality” (Theodor Adorno, Else
Frenkel-Brunswik, Daniel Levinson, & Nevitt
Sanford, 1950). In this study, it was observed that
during the economic depression of the 1930s, the
workers and have-nots in Germany did not revolt.
They instead remained outside the political scene
and were apathetic. Parts of the middle class, by
contrast, actively engaged in politics, as did the
cultural and economic elites. In light of these facts,
the Frankfurt School criticized the Marxian notion
concerning the direct effects of pauperization on
political radicalism. The Frankfurt School intro-
duced an original hypothesis by putting “person-
ality” as an intermediate variable between social
characteristics and political consciousness,
between class and ideology. In their view, belong-
ing to a deprived group does not lead to active
political behavior but encourages the development
of an authoritarian personality (i.e., subordination
to authority, conformity to rigid social norms,
rejection of those not sharing these norms).
Instead, authoritarian personalities show defer-
ence to authorities and remain outside the politi-

cal field.
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More recent interpretations came from other
studies completing the traditional authoritarian
personality theories through a hypothesis pro-
posed by Leo Festinger (1957) in Theory of
Cognitive Dissonance: Awareness of the low likeli-
hood of benefiting from an “achievement society”
generates a mental state of anomie, social isola-
tion, lack of confidence in the system, and apa-
thetic behavior. Socioeconomic frustration and
status anxiety thus mediate the correlation between
class, authoritarian values, and anomie. From this
tradition, it can be concluded that modern societ-
ies generate apathy in different ways but especially
by creating gaps between aspirations, values, and
realities. This body of literature has an obvious
relationship with another intellectual tradition,
which is known as the relative deprivation or rela-
tive frustration hypothesis. This hypothesis states
that, despite the socioeconomic deprivation and
social inequalities experienced by the popular
classes during the periods of economic stagnation,
there was no political protest. To explain this
paradox, political sociology frequently makes ref-
erence to a Tocqueville effect. Alexis de Tocqueville
proposed a theory of rising expectations that may
offer some clues to the paradox of apathy and
mobilization (those who normally would have
interest to mobilize are not doing so). According to
this theory, it is not deprivation but the obstruc-
tion of favorable prospects and rising expectations
that encourage social protest and radical political
behavior. As remarked by Van Snippenburg and
Eisinga Scheepers (1991), citizens experiencing
such frustrations “become morally indignant,
sometimes socially envious, and they easily turn to
political protest and radicalism as a consequence”
(p. 45). This Tocqueville effect has been used to
explain political protest when social groups expe-
rience significant discrepancies between their rais-
ing expectations, the realities of their occupational
chances, and the possibilities for participating in
political decision making.

More recently, the concept of apathy has been
rejuvenated and updated by a set of notions pro-
posed in the context of empirical studies on legiti-
macy and political support. Political apathy has
been mentioned in the explanation of the apparent
lack of political support and political trust in con-
temporary democracies. This also used to be the
case with the concept of democratic deficit that

was first proposed in the context of European
Union (EU) integration and its legitimacy. Since
the beginning of the 1990s, a significant body of
literature has investigated the democratic gap in
EU institutions. This democratic deficit is sup-
posed to explain the lack of interest, motivation,
and civic engagement of European citizens in the
process of EU decision making. The idea of a
democratic deficit or democratic disenchantment is
also related to a set of phenomena identified as the
emergence of critical citizens (Pippa Norris, 1999).
According to Norris, critical citizens aspire to
democracy and consider it as their ideal form of
government, but at the same time they are deeply
skeptical when evaluating how democracy works
in their own country.

Different explanations have been proposed for
such phenomena and are not fully integrated even
if going in a common direction. Since the mid-
1990s, for instance, many commentators pointed
out that if contemporary democracies were not
facing a system crisis, at least they were facing a
syndrome of disenchantment and democratic mal-
aise: Citizens in many industrial societies had
become disengaged from public space. It is worth
noting that the theory of critical citizens is perfectly
compatible with the portrait of apathetic citizens or
skeptical, even angry or cynical citizens rather than
with the image of apathetic citizens expecting pub-
lic services but not supporting the democratic sys-
tem actively. The set of explanations coming from
this literature about the democratic gap in contem-
porary societies claims that this phenomenon arises
from some combination of growing public expecta-
tions, negative news, lack of public trust, and fail-
ing government performance. Complementary
explanations have been proposed, such as social
capital theory focusing on a decline of civic engage-
ment and social trust (Robert Putnam, 1993) or
postmaterialist theories (Ronald Inglehart, 1997),
emphasizing the changing value orientations linked
to processes of individualization. Indeed, the World
Values Surveys document in a large set of countries
that individualization processes detach citizens
from the public sphere. But the postmaterialist
revolution also shows the capacity of educated citi-
zens to be the changing force of a cultural revolu-
tion in many societies, education playing a crucial
role in the cognitive mobilization processes under-
lying such value changes.
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A challenging view about apathetic citizens has
been proposed by Pierre Rosanvallon, a French
historian engaged in research on the intellectual
roots of contemporary democracy. In the context
of lamentations about the low turnout in European
elections and the apathy of citizens regarding EU
issues, Rosanvallon contradicted the myth of a
passive citizen. His main argument was that the
phenomenon of abstention reflects a mutation of,
and not just a decline in, the public sphere.
According to him, the decline in voter turnout has
often been accompanied by other democratic
activities. Rosanvallon substitutes the view on
democratic fatigue in contemporary societies (a
view that too many elections weaken the “demo-
cratic appetite” of citizen) with a distinction
between three facets of democracy: (1) expression
of citizens in making judgments on the rulers and
their actions; (2) involvement, which encompasses
all means by which citizens get together to produce
a common world; and (3) intervention, which con-
sists of all forms of collective action.

According to Rosanvallon, the characteristic elec-
tions should be superimposed on these different
forms of civic life. In other words, voting is the most
condensed form of democracy and the most orga-
nized and visible. Rosanvallon observes that although
lower participation in elections has undoubtedly
eroded the democratic expression, involvement and
intervention have been strengthened. As an example,
Rosanvallon reports the following data on the
French case: In terms of involvement, participation
has not declined. The French are now more likely to
have signed petitions (68% in 2000 compared with
53% in 1990). They have also taken part in more
events and demonstrations to make their voices
heard. In other words, citizens’ apathy does have
some empirical foundations, but it is a multifaceted
and multidimensional phenomenon. Depending on
the definition, the available empirical indicators can
change significantly the views about a supposedly
apathetic citizenry.
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AREA STUDIES

Area studies is the generic term for multidisci-
plinary social research that focuses on specific
geographic regions or culturally defined areas.
The largest scholarly communities in this respect
are loosely defined as Asian, African, Latin
American or Middle Eastern studies, together
with a variety of subfields (Southeast Asian stud-
ies, Caribbean studies, etc.). Political science plays
a major role in area studies programs, which typi-
cally also draw on disciplines such as history,
sociology, ethnology, geography, linguistics, liter-
ature, and cultural studies. In political science, the
presence of area studies is strongest in compara-
tive politics, but they are also incorporated in
international relations (IR) and other fields. This
entry first describes the origins of area studies,
from early colonial studies to the development
and institutionalization of area studies in the Cold
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War era. It then outlines the not always easy rela-
tion between area studies and the discipline of
political science, highlighting key achievements as
well as remaining problems. The final section
turns to the current research frontier, which is
marked by a new impetus for comparative area
studies and by transnational perspectives that
question, among other things, established con-
cepts of space or area.

The Origins of Area Studies

Today’s area studies can be seen as having their
origins in the colonial expansion of European
powers and the accompanying academic efforts to
better understand those “foreign” or “native”
societies that demonstrated a variety of languages,
cultures, and social organizations hitherto
unknown. In this sense, area studies emerged as a
“child of empire,” often driven by commercial and
political interests or the perceived “civilizing mis-
sion” of the colonial powers. At the same time, the
study of ancient civilizations, ethnic codes, social
hierarchies, or foreign languages was part of the
much broader process of the extension of Western
science across the globe. While from the mid-18th
century, European capitals began to display the
treasures and arts of “exotic” civilizations as much
as of ancient civilizations in public museums, the
19th century saw the establishment of colonial
studies in European universities. In the United
States, interdisciplinary centers for area studies
first emerged after World War I, and they received
a strong impulse after World War II, parallel to the
U.S. rise as a global power. A better understanding
of societies in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and
Latin America was seen as urgent in the context of
the Cold War rivalry between competing super-
powers looking for local clients and supporters,
particularly in the Third World. (A similar, secu-
rity-driven incentive to promote the study of for-
eign cultures was again seen after the terrorist
attacks of September 11, 2001.)

The work of German geographer Alexander
von Humboldt (1769-1859) was a forerunner of
area studies. Von Humboldt was also one of the
founding fathers of multidisciplinarity, which then
ranged from social to natural sciences. At a later
stage, a critical strand of area studies emerged that
openly condemned colonial practices. This branch

emphasized respect for other cultures, challenged
the supposed universality of the Western world-
view and the “Eurocentrism” inherent in theories
claiming general validity, and advocated mutual
learning instead of unilaterally copying Western
social or political models.

A common legacy of all strands of area studies,
however, is that they almost always refer to
“other” areas. There are no “German studies” in
Germany or “U.S. studies” in the United States.
Until today, area studies have focused predomi-
nantly on the non-Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) world. A
remarkable trend, however, has been the emer-
gence and expansion of “European studies” in the
wake of the growing importance of the European
Union.

Area Studies and Political Science:
An Ongoing Debate

The relationship between area studies and the dis-
cipline of political science has not always been an
easy one. Particularly in the United States, the
eclectic use of changing paradigms by area special-
ists has been criticized. Single-case studies have
been attacked by scholars interested in generaliza-
tion. At times, area specialists have been expected
to simply deliver the raw data for universal theo-
ries. Conversely, area specialists have accused gen-
eralists of superficiality, claiming that an in-depth
knowledge of the particular language, culture, and
social context is needed to produce adequate
analyses of cases that do not conform to the
OECD “standard model”—on the empirical reali-
ties of which most political science theory has been
generated.

Contemporary political science has developed
most strongly in the post—-World War II period and
in the transatlantic North. This explains why the
bulk of existing theories and methods have a clear
“transatlantic” or “OECD bias.” Democracy,
elections, state and administration, security, and
so on are conceptualized in mainstream political
science using idealized blueprints of Western soci-
eties. It cannot be denied that these concepts have
been highly influential in other world regions as
well and have been internalized by many scholars,
elites, and citizens from Argentina to Zimbabwe.
However, they are also frequently contested and
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compete with other organizing principles of soci-
ety. The trajectories toward modernity have in fact
varied enormously around the globe, with religion,
family bonds, or industrialization playing diver-
gent roles in different world regions. The exclusive
reliance on “imported” models without local
adaptation, so area studies scholars have argued,
produces systematic errors in the comprehension
of how “other” political systems function. In a
more and more globalized world and for advocates
of a practice-oriented approach in the subdisci-
pline of IR, it has become essential to understand
the motivations and capabilities of actors in the
most remote places of the globe in order to appro-
priately analyze security and economic challenges
for their own societies.

Nonetheless, a balanced view of the strengths
and weaknesses of the approaches of both main-
stream political science and area studies has led to a
more fertile relationship and compromises between
“nomothetic” and “idiographic” worldviews. Some
of the most prolific strands of research in political
science have been strongly influenced by area spe-
cialists; for instance, the understandings of corpo-
ratism as well as of transitions to democracy in the
1980s were largely developed by Latin American
studies scholars, before their concepts “traveled” to
explain European and other cases. More recently,
the topic of the consolidation and reform of “hybrid
regimes” has been studied in Africa and South East
or Central Asia, and much of the study of persistent
authoritarian rule draws heavily on the scholarship
of area specialists of the Middle East and Asia.
Similarly, studies of clientelism or nationalism,
informal politics or political culture, and develop-
ment models or revolution would not be possible
without the insights of area specialists. Some schol-
ars go so far as to call “area studies” a misnomer,
stating that area-focused scholarship by political
scientists should be understood as an integral com-
ponent of comparative politics.

The “Orientalism” Debate and the
Demarcation of the “Areas” Studied

Criticism of area studies has also been raised from
within the regions under scrutiny, most prominently
in the “orientalism” debate kicked off by the 1978
publication of Edward Said’s influential critique of
Western constructions of the “Orient.” Area studies,

according to this critique, expressed an imperialist
and condescending worldview regarding the
“other”; thus, the object of research had to be rede-
fined, and a complete overhaul of the production of
academic research on non-Western societies was
necessary. Postcolonial studies emerged from this
line of thought as a competing paradigm of research
that sharply criticized mainstream Western aca-
demic approaches as being part of an international
system of domination in continuity with the colo-
nial past. While strongest in literary theory and
cultural studies, postcolonialist approaches also
concern social and political science.

A different line of critique has come from schol-
ars in countries of the global South, who consider
themselves political scientists, just like any North
American or European scholar studying his or her
own country, but find their research on Brazilian
parties, South African trade unions, or Indian class
structure labeled as area studies rather than being
accepted as political science on an equal footing
with similar research in the OECD world.

A particular concern in area studies is the exact
territorial demarcation of the “areas” under inves-
tigation—all the more so given the recent emphasis
on transnational and transregional interrelation-
ships. Is it appropriate that African studies more
often than not deal exclusively with the Africa
south of the Sahara? Put differently, is North Africa
part of both African and Arab studies? What impli-
cations does the choice between “Arab world” and
“Muslim world”—with an emphasis on ethnicity
rather than religion—have for the understanding of
the region? Does it make sense to group Southeast
Asian, Central Asian, and South Asian studies
together under the label of Asian studies? While
Latin American studies encompass a region with a
largely shared historical and cultural legacy, some
recent initiatives have shifted to a more hemispheric
approach under the label of American studies,
which includes Canada and the United States.

Intellectual debates on these matters abound,
but the persistence of the existing classifications is
a sign that they continue to provide a basis for the
production of meaning. Recent research has in fact
argued that “regional context” is one crucial vari-
able in many quantitative research designs, and in
IR, the concepts of a “world of regions” and an
emerging regional architecture in world politics
have become an important focus of scholarly
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attention, implicitly strengthening the key assump-
tions underlying the concept of area studies.

Comparative Area Studies

A distinct and new approach is “comparative area
studies.” In addition to intraregional and interre-
gional forms of comparison, the long-marginalized
field of cross-regional comparisons has emerged as
part of the agenda, for example the comparison of
social security systems in Venezuela and India or
of party systems in Tanzania and Indonesia. The
case for comparative area studies is twofold: First,
given that the emphasis on regional expertise has
been their raison d’étre, the different branches of
area studies have developed largely separated from
each other over decades. The ability of concepts
“to travel” from one regional context to another
has yet to be investigated in an appropriate way.
While, for instance, the analysis of the paradox of
concomitant democratization and the persistence
of neo-patrimonial rule was pioneered in the
African context, its general usefulness can be
tested on Latin American and Asian cases. Such
cross-area analysis allows the detection of area
specificities as much as commonalities. A more
general theory may emerge more easily from such
a research design than from single-area approaches.

The second line of argument for comparative
area studies holds that cross-regional small-N com-
parisons are particularly well suited to perform a
mediating role between area-focused scholarship
and the general theoretical and methodological
debates in political science. While there will be few
scholars with equally profound expertise in distant
world regions, the demanding prerequisites for
conducting such cross-area research can be system-
atically fulfilled through collaborative projects
between scholars with different regional expertise
but shared research interests. Area studies are not
limited to a particular set of methods or schools
but employ the wide array of methods used in the
disciplines involved. Typically, however, case stud-
ies and paired and small-N comparisons have been
dominant, and—given area scholars’ emphasis on
profound knowledge of the area under investiga-
tion—qualitative approaches have traditionally
been stronger than quantitative studies.

Finally, the dynamic development and increas-
ing self-assertion of scholarship from the regions

that are the topic of area studies have led to grow-
ing sensitivity toward ethical considerations voiced
in “the South.” Area specialists in Northern coun-
tries are constantly pressed by their colleagues
from Africa, Asia, Latin America, or the Middle
East to share their privileged access to libraries,
data, and funding. One element of a more collab-
orative approach is, for example, the open-access
movement to publish social science findings free of
charge on the Internet for readers worldwide. This
may eventually narrow the gap in the access to
relevant current literature between the “Harvards”
and the “Have-nots.”

Andreas Mebler and Bert Hoffmann
German Institute of Global and Area Studies
Hamburg, Germany
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ARMS RACE

An arms race may be defined as a pattern of com-
petitive acquisition of military capability between
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two or more countries. The term arms race is
often used quite loosely to refer to any military
buildup or spending increases by a group of coun-
tries. This definition requires that there be a com-
petitive nature to this buildup, often reflecting an
adversarial relationship. The arms race concept is
also used fruitfully in other fields, especially evo-
lutionary biology; however, this entry deals only
with military arms races.

Examples of Arms Races

One example of an arms race is the “Dreadnought”
arms race between Germany and Britain prior to
World War 1. In the early 20th century, Germany
as a rising power sought to challenge the United
Kingdom’s traditional naval dominance. In 1906,
Britain launched a new, more advanced warship,
HMS Dreadnought, triggering a naval arms race.
Between 1909 and the outbreak of World War I in
1914, Britain launched a further 19 “dread-
noughts” and a further nine battle cruisers, while
Germany launched 13 dreadnoughts and five bat-
tle cruisers. This arms race is often cited as one of
the causes of World War 1.

The Cold War nuclear arms race between the
United States and the Soviet Union is another
example of a 20th-century arms race. The United
States’ use of nuclear weapons to end World War
IT led to a determined effort by the Soviet Union to
acquire these weapons, leading to a long-running
nuclear arms race between the two superpowers.
The Soviet Union conducted its first nuclear test in
1949. At the end of 1956, the United States had
2,123 strategic warheads to the Soviet Union’s 84.
These numbers increased rapidly over the subse-
quent 30 years. The U.S. arsenal peaked in 1987 at
13,002 warheads, the Soviet Union 2 years later at
11,320 (figures from Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute). The end of the Cold War
effectively ended this arms race.

Arms races may involve a more general com-
petitive acquisition of military capability. This is
often measured by military expenditure, although
the link between military expenditure and capabil-
ity is often quite weak. Such more general arms
races are often observed among countries engaged
in enduring rivalries, which may sometimes appear
to follow each other’s military spending levels,
especially during periods of heightened tension.

Examples of such arms races include India-
Pakistan, Israel-Arab states, Greece-Turkey, and,
since 1991, Armenia—Azerbaijan.

Consequences of Arms Races

Arms races are frequently regarded as negative
occurrences in both economic and security terms.

Large-scale arms acquisitions require consider-
able economic resources. If two countries spend
large sums of money just to cancel out each other’s
efforts, the expenditure might well be seen as
wasted. There is, however, considerable debate
surrounding the economic effect of military spend-
ing. Some argue that it provides benefits through
technological spin-offs, job creation, and infra-
structure development; others argue that it dis-
places more productive forms of investment, while
its final output is not itself productive. Certainly,
countries that must import arms will see more
negative economic effects of an arms race, and
arms imports are a major contributor to Third
World debt. Even for arms-producing countries,
excessive military expenditure is likely eventually
to have negative economic consequences. The
Soviet Union’s economic difficulties were certainly
exacerbated by the very high proportion of the
gross domestic product devoted to the arms race.

The question of whether arms races contribute
to the outbreak of war is also the subject of con-
siderable debate. An arms race may heighten fear
and hostility on the part of the countries involved,
but whether this contributes to war is hard to
gauge. Some empirical studies do find that arms
races are associated with an increased likelihood of
war; however, it is not possible to say whether the
arms race was itself a cause of war or merely a
symptom of existing tensions.

One may also consider the gains for a country
that “wins” an arms race in the sense of gaining a
decisive military advantage. Arguably, the collapse
of the Soviet Union, which left the United States as
the sole global superpower, was partly due to the
cost of attempting to keep up with the United
States.

Modeling Arms Races

There is an extensive literature modeling arms
races theoretically and empirically. These
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include game-theoretic models based on the
“prisoners’ dilemma” (PD), dynamic mathemat-
ical models based on the Richardson model, and
economic models frequently based on a “utility-
maximizing” framework. There is overlap between
these categories.

Prisoners’ Dilemma Models

The famous PD game is frequently applied to
arms races between two countries. It is assumed
that each country has a choice between a high or
low level of arms. Each country’s most preferred
outcome is assumed to be where they choose high
arms and their rivals low, gaining a clear military
advantage. Their least preferred outcome is the
reverse. However, the second best outcome for
each is where both choose low; if no advantage is
gained, it is assumed to be cheaper and more
secure to avoid the arms race.

Each player’s “dominant strategy” is to choose
high arms, as whichever choice the rival has made,
they do better by choosing high than low. This out-
come illustrates the Nash equilibrium (named after
John Nash), in which each player has chosen the
optimal strategy in a noncooperative situation or
zero-sum game, given the other player’s strategy.
The Nash equilibrium outcome of the game is
therefore that both choose high. It is an equilibrium
because neither player would change their own
choice, given the choice of the rival. However, this
arms race outcome is worse for both players than if
both had chosen low arms. The logic of their rivalry
traps them in a mutually disadvantageous situation.

However, the picture may not necessarily be so
bleak, as in reality the “game” is not played once
and for all but is an ongoing series of decisions,
which can be modeled by the “iterated prisoners’
dilemma” (IPD), where the PD game is played
repeatedly by the same players. This opens the pos-
sibility for cooperation to emerge through reward
and punishment strategies such as “tit for tat”—
start by choosing low arms but then match the
strategy chosen by the other player in the previous
round. Experiments have shown this to be a highly
successful strategy in IPD games.

While greatly simplifying real-world situations,
the PD may be a useful metaphor to capture the
essential dilemma facing countries engaged in an
enduring rivalry.

The Richardson Model and Its Elaborations

In his seminal work Arms and Insecurity, Lewis
Fry Richardson proposed a model (which he
applied to the Dreadnought race) of an arms race
between two countries where each country sets its
military expenditure (or arms acquisition) level in
each period based on its own and its rival’s level in
the previous period in an “action-reaction” pat-
tern. This is modeled by the following equations:
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Here, M1, and M2, refer to the military spending
levels of Countries 1 and 2 in years ¢ and ¢t — 1,
respectively. The coefficients al and a2 (assumed to
be positive) are “fatigue” coefficients, representing
the difficulty of maintaining high levels of military
spending. The coefficients b1 and b2, also positive,
are “reaction” coefficients, measuring the tendency
for each country to respond to the military spending
of their rival, while g1 and g2 are autonomous
“grievance” or “ambition” terms, representing each
country’s desire for military capability apart from the
rivalry. Depending on the relative size of the fatigue
and reaction coefficients, the arms race can either
reach a stable equilibrium or spiral out of control.
The basic Richardson model has been extensively
developed by other authors, both theoretically and
empirically. Developments include taking into
account the stock of weapons of each country as
well as the rate of spending, introducing explicit
economic criteria, and modeling the strategic dynam-
ics of the relationship. Richardson models can easily
be applied to empirical military spending data, using
regression analysis to estimate the parameters of the
equation for a pair of countries. The key question is
whether the reaction terms b1 and b2 are signifi-
cantly greater than zero—if so, an “action-reaction”
or Richardsonian arms race is said to exist. A wide
variety of theoretical models and statistical tech-
niques starting from the Richardson framework
have been applied to various pairs of countries.

Economic Models

A third approach is to assume that countries’
military expenditure decisions are the outcome of
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an economic resource allocation process whereby
the government seeks to achieve a set of economic,
political, and security objectives by allocating
spending between military and civil sectors.
Neoclassical rational choice models are most fre-
quently employed, but others are also used. When
two rival countries are considered, each country’s
level of security is assumed to depend on both its
own level and its rivals’ level of military spending.
Each country makes its decision taking into
account the likely response of the other. The
resulting models are similar to certain elaborations
of the Richardson model: While one starts from
the arms race and builds in economic allocation
issues, the other starts with the allocation problem
and builds in the rivalry.

Weaknesses of Richardsonian Models

While the Richardson model has proved extraor-
dinarily fruitful in generating scholarly analysis of
arms races, the Richardson approach has a rather
poor empirical record in demonstrating the exis-
tence of actual arms races. Some, though not all,
studies of India and Pakistan have found evidence
of a Richardsonian arms race, but few other
enduring rivalries have produced such empirical
results and none consistently.

A problem of the Richardson model is that it
assumes that the parameters of the relationship
(the values of a, b, and g) remain constant, whereas
in reality they may change over time depending on
the changing relationship between the countries. A
second is that it is most applicable to pairs of coun-
tries where the rivalry is the overwhelming factor
for each country’s security, which is relatively rare.

One suggestion is that the changing levels of ten-
sion or hostility between countries may be a better
way of explaining their military spending decisions
than the Richardson action—reaction framework—
or perhaps a combination of levels of hostility with
the rival’s military spending. This would suggest
that arms races are characterized more by short
bursts of rapidly increasing spending during peri-
ods of high tension than by long-term, stable rela-
tionships between their levels of spending.

Sam Perlo-Freeman
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute
Solna, Sweden
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ATTITUDE CONSISTENCY

Three types of attitude consistency can be distin-
guished: (1) consistency among the various compo-
nents of an attitude, (2) consistency between differ-
ent attitudes, and (3) consistency between attitudes
and behavior. This entry addresses the relevant con-
ceptualizations, measurements, and explanations.

Intra-Attitudinal Consistency

An attitude is said to be consistent when all elements
elicit similar evaluative judgments. Intra-attitudinal
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inconsistency arises when some of these elements
are positive in nature, while others are negative.
Within the cognitive component, accessible beliefs
may conflict, cognitions and affects may also con-
flict, and the various affects may differ, simultane-
ously. Intra-attitude consistency can be examined
by comparing how respondents feel, how they
think, and what their summary evaluation is. The
many studies that showed low correlations and
consistency between the cognitive, affective, and
conative (behavioral) components have raised
doubts about the early theorists’ multicomponent
view of attitudes. Martin Fishbein and Icek Ajzen
restricted the term attitude to a person’s evaluation
and drew a clear distinction between cognitions,
attitudes, behavioral intentions, and behaviors.
From their point of view, an attitude is a person’s
general feeling of favorableness or unfavorableness
and an index of the degree to which a person likes
or dislikes an object. This one-component view of
attitude opened the way to the development of
more sophisticated explanatory models in which
the summary evaluation is at the core of an atti-
tude, while behavior or the intention thereto is an
effect, and cognition (knowledge and beliefs) and
affect (general moods and specific emotions) are
origins of the attitude. The affects underlying atti-
tudes are more easily accessible in memory than
the cognitions, and they tend to predominate
among ambivalent respondents with different eval-
uative-cognitive and evaluative-affective consisten-
cies. Individuals differ in their tendency to base
their attitudes on cognition or affect, as Geoffrey
Haddock and Mark Zanna have shown. Consistent
attitudes were found to be stronger, more predic-
tive of subsequent intentions and behavior, more
resistant to persuasive communication and change,
and thus more stable than inconsistent attitudes.
Inconsistent attitudes seem to result in more infor-
mation processing and knowledge acquisition.

Interattitudinal Consistency

Attitudes toward the same object and attitudes
toward different objects are said to be consistent
when they do not contradict each other.
Interattitudinal consistency with respect to the
same object (dual-attitude model) is empirically
examined by the extent to which a respondent’s
explicit and implicit or habitual attitudes are

related to one another. Interattitudinal consistency
with respect to different objects is empirically
examined by the extent to which these attitudes
are related to one another and/or the level of cor-
respondence between the respondent’s attitudes
and his or her ideological self-identification (e.g.,
consistent liberal or conservative attitudes), left—
right self-placement, and respondent’s value sys-
tem and/or the number of issues on which a
respondent adopts his or her (liberal or conserva-
tive) party’s position. Interattitudinal consistency
is considered desirable from the point of view of
“correct” voting in representative democracies,
requiring citizens to make well-founded voting
decisions. Scholars vary in their views on the level
of interattitudinal consistency. Philip Converse
was one of the first who showed that the political
attitudes that many people have are not consistent
and referred to this aspect of public opinion as
“nonattitudes.” However, the evidence presented
by Max Kaase and Kenneth Newton, using
Eurobarometer data, suggests that public opinion
(in Western Europe) is relatively internally consis-
tent (at both the aggregate and the individual lev-
els). Mass opinion about the welfare state and the
scope of government is structured into relatively
few attitude publics. Mass attitudes about spend-
ing on government services and attitudes toward
policy issues cluster into three groupings of related
issues (welfare, security, and quality of life). There
is also a match between saying that a particular
issue has high priority as a public service and
expressing a willingness to pay taxes for it. Finally,
the statistical associations with left-right orienta-
tion and party identification are usually stronger
than with any of the social, economic, and demo-
graphic variables. However, this left-right factor
generally explains only a small proportion of the
variance in issue positions. A factor that can also
help us understand the structure of political atti-
tudes is values; there is now a substantial amount
of evidence that values are a major source of struc-
ture for political attitudes, according to Stanley
Feldman.

Explanations of Attitude Consistency

Consistency and inconsistency have both interper-
sonal and intrapersonal sources. Political socializa-
tion theory, represented by, among others, David
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Easton, Kent Jennings, Richard Niemi, Judith
Torney, and Russell Farnen, emphasizes interper-
sonal and contextual factors and the level of con-
sistency or inconsistency of the cognitive and affec-
tive messages that people receive from the various
socialization agencies (including political leaders,
mass media, friends and colleagues, religious insti-
tutions, school, family) in particular. The scale
runs from very high message consistency in totali-
tarian regimes and autocracies, via moderate con-
sistency in representative democracies with weak
elite polarization, to very low consistency in
democracies with strong elite polarization.
Various intrapersonal factors have been identi-
fied. Individuals differ in their chronic tendency to
engage in evaluative responding (which can be
measured by a set of items developed by Blair
Jarvis and Richard Petty). People also differ in
their attempts to reduce or avoid the tension that
they experience when they become aware of con-
tradictions. To avoid the anticipated tension, peo-
ple prefer exposure to consonant media and mes-
sages (e.g., Fritz Heider’s balance theory and Leon
Festinger’s cognitive dissonance theory). The level
of political knowledge is another important vari-
able. In general, the mean level is very low but the
variance is very high. The higher the level of
political knowledge, the more tightly structured or
“constrained” the individual’s system of attitudes,
as Converse has shown. A few theoretical frame-
works have been developed as attempts to explain
the organization of political and social attitudes.
Converse’s “ideological constraint theory” holds
that individual attitudes become consistent thanks
to deduction from higher order orientations such
as ideology. People differ in attitude consistency
because they differ in the use of ideological sche-
mas. Howard Lavine and Cynthia Thomsen have
developed the “shared-consequences model” to
understand the psychological mechanisms through
which structural organization and consistency
between attitudes develop. The core of the model
is the strength of the perceived implicational rela-
tionship between a pair of attitude objects.
Perceiving two policies, for example, legalized
abortion and capital punishment, as instrumen-
tally influencing a similar set of consequences, for
example, the attainment of similar sets of value-
related goals, constitutes a strong implicational
relationship between them, which, in turn, creates

consistency pressures. Consistency, then, is the
psychological agreement between the valences of a
pair of attitudes and the valence of the implica-
tional relationship perceived to exist between
them. The development of interattitudinal organi-
zation may proceed through a series of distinct
stages: Interattitudinal connections may initially be
derived from affective associations that issues have
in common, next to self- and group-interest con-
siderations, then from values, and finally from
ideology.

Attitude-Behavior Consistency

Attitudes are studied primarily because of their
expected effects on behavior. It is expected that the
more favorable an individual’s attitude toward
some object, the more likely the individual will be
to perform any given positive behavior and the less
likely he or she will be to perform any negative
behavior with respect to the object. In Allan
Wicker’s analysis of 45 studies, however, only a
small minority of studies showed a strong or modest
positive relationship between attitude and behavior.
Hans Benninghaus’s analysis of 57 studies sup-
ported Wicker’s findings. Inconsistency between
attitude and behavior is higher if the attitude object
is not related to one’s self-interest, if intra-attitude
inconsistency is high, and if one’s attitude conflicts
with the subjective norm or the perception of how
relevant others think one should behave.

In an attempt to improve the attitude-behavior
link, the conceptualizations and operationaliza-
tions of the two key concepts have been reconsid-
ered. Fishbein and Ajzen introduced the concep-
tual restriction of attitudes to a person’s evaluation
or feeling of favorableness or unfavorableness.
With respect to behavior, distinctions were intro-
duced, for instance, between behavioral categories
and single actions, isolated individual behavior
and behavior in the presence of others, and behav-
iors under much or little volitional control. In
subsequent behavior-explanatory theories, attitude
is still an independent variable, though not the one
and only, the most important, or the most immedi-
ate variable. In Fishbein and Ajzen’s “theory of
reasoned action,” which presents a causal chain to
predict behavior, the immediate determinant of
behavior is the individual’s intention to perform
the behavior in question. Attitudes toward the
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behavior and the “subjective norm” are the two
determinants of the individual’s behavioral inten-
tion. Thus, behavioral and normative beliefs are
the antecedents of attitude and subjective norm
and, as a result, ultimately determine intention and
behavior. This reflects a cognitive approach to
explaining attitudes and a rational view on human
behavior. One of the main comments on the rea-
soned-action theory was that this theory is only
applicable to purely volitional behavior. Ajzen’s
“theory of planned behavior” extends the theory
of reasoned action by adding the perception of
control over behavior. Perceived behavioral con-
trol is also cognitive and rational since it is the
individual’s set of beliefs about the presence or
absence of requisite resources and opportunities.
New meta-analyses by, among others, Min-Sun
Kim and John Hunter and Christopher Armitage
and Mark Conner, showed stronger attitude—
behavior relationships and a relatively strong pre-
dictive power of the theory of planned behavior.
Many studies have demonstrated the applicability
of the theory in various content domains, includ-
ing the political. In Marco Perugini and Mark
Conner’s “model of goal-directed behavior,” the
basic variables of the planned behavior theory
were added, together with three other key vari-
ables: desire/motivation, emotions, and habit.

In general, affective variables are gaining in
importance in theory and research aiming at
explaining the consistency between attitudes and
behavior. Promising political science theories,
building on new insights from political neurosci-
ence, are George Marcus’s “affective intelligence
theory,” Milton Lodge and Charles Taber’s “the-
ory of motivated political reasoning,” and Richard
Lau and David Redlawsk’s “model of motivated
reasoning.”
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ATTITUDES, POLITICAL

Individuals hold attitudes—and eventually change
them—in relation to a wide diversity of topics.
They eventually establish connections between
one topic and another. Thus, for example, for
some individuals, attitudes toward a political
topic may be based on attitudes toward other sub-
jects not related to politics. The idea that political
attitudes constitute, or should constitute, a sepa-
rate field has two main roots. One is the tradition
connecting the sphere of politics with the kind of
well-articulated sets of ideas frequently called
“ideologies”; the other is the normative tradition
postulating that human beings should approach
the realm of politics in a way that is different from
how they normally approach other spheres of life,
basically by putting aside impulses, affects, and
passions. We hear and record opinions, but no
one can hear or see attitudes. Attitudes lie within
individuals’ minds; therefore, they are nonobserv-
able, or latent, properties. To speak about “atti-
tudes,” we need to build, analytically, the aspects
of reality the existence of which we postulate. The
concept of attitude as it is employed in various
political contexts and the factors shaping them are
discussed as follows.
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Definition and Measurement

A critical problem, as ancient as the notion of
“attitudes” itself, is how to measure them. Being,
by definition, unobservable aspects of reality, any
attempt to measure them is based on assump-
tions. The first and best known attempts to mea-
sure attitudes employed projective tools, scales,
attitudinal indices, and mathematical models
allowing inferences about latent structures
through manifest observations and data. All of
these tools are based on the principle of a stimu-
lus (a question) and a response (a verbal answer)
that elicits some unobservable mental state. The
idea that attitudes can be measured by recording
manifest verbal expressions from which they can
be inferred had a significant impact on the devel-
opment of the techniques of quantitative survey
analysis. This concept provided a logic, a method-
ological and an empirical support for the field of
opinion research.

Let us think of voting. How do we account for
the particular decision each voter makes at the
ballot box? Is this act something determined from
outside himself or herself, such as his or her class
position, or is it derived from some kind of
“objective interest”? Is it a random impulse? Or
is it a consequence of the multiple messages an
individual is exposed to in a communication pro-
cess called an electoral campaign? Or is it to a
great extent the result of media and public rela-
tions manipulation? Or is it the result of influ-
ences and pressures generated in the social groups
the person belongs to—family, the neighbor-
hood, friends, colleagues, and peer groups? Is the
vote the product of political convictions and
ideas of an individual and his or her ability to
match those ideas with the ones the candidates
communicate? Or is it just the result of prefer-
ences on any of the attributes, or issues, the voter
sees in a candidate?

However, political convictions or preferences
cannot be directly observed. They can only be
inferred from what a particular voter says. This
nonobservable, latent, level is called attitude: the
propensity to produce certain behavioral responses
relating to specific subjects, once the individual has
been exposed to a stimulus. To the extent that such
attitudes determine opinions and behavior, the indi-
vidual is an autonomous actor rather than a passive
object moved by causes external to him or her.

Attitudes or predispositions, as they are fre-
quently called, vary from one individual to another.
For some individuals, “ideas,” in the sense of a set
of articulated beliefs, matter; to others, tastes are
more important. For some individuals, particular
issues are more relevant than general concepts; for
others, moral values are more important than par-
ticular preferences. So, some people may vote
because of the positions of candidates or parties on
specific issues, whereas others may vote with
regard to more general public policies. Some indi-
viduals prefer a candidate just because they like or
trust him or her, or they base their choices on the
perceived honesty of the candidate irrespective of
his or her standing on public policy issues.

The idea that there are voters who make their
decisions in an erratic, random way has not been
alien to the social sciences. Frequently, this idea
implies the assumption that individuals are strongly
dependent on mass media, leaders, or material
incentives, so they are not really autonomous
actors. In any case, attitudes are important factors
accounting for individual behavior and thought.
They constitute a term in an equation intended to
describe why autonomous persons do the things
they do, other terms being information coming to
the individual from society and pressures and
influences from the near environment.

The standard representation of attitudes postu-
lates the existence of levels of generality and stabil-
ity in the judgments people are able to formulate
about themselves and the external world. A higher
degree of generality means that an idea refers not to
a single or particular subject but to a wider set of
topics; a higher degree of stability means that ideas
sustained through time resist the impact of new
information the individual is continually exposed
to. In these assumed hierarchies of judgments each
individual holds in his or her mind, there are, on
one extreme of the continuum, the more general
and stable ones—values, values, ideologies; on the
other pole, judgments refer to particular issues—
opinions; and in the middle are judgments that are
less general and stable than the first ones but not as
occasional or particular as the latter—attitudes.
The expression belief system is sometimes used to
refer to the relationship between the different atti-
tudes a person can hold in a stable manner.

The term attitude denotes an individual’s pro-
pensity to think and to form opinions in a stable
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way when he or she refers to a specific topic.
“Attitude” also refers to a propensity in the indi-
vidual to mobilize certain mental contents, stable
points of view, every time he or she formulates
specific judgments, utters opinions, or decides on
certain conducts.

Citizens do have predispositions toward public
affairs, governments, and elections. These vary
among individuals. For example, some individuals
hold conservative points of view, others hold lib-
eral ones; some are nationalist, others universalist;
some favor a certain public policy, others do not.

Some dimensions of predispositions are thought
of as if they were a given, by a sort of necessity, in
each individual. Thus, it is frequently assumed that
individuals are always either liberal or conserva-
tive, either left wing or right wing. Empirical evi-
dence in many countries does not support such
assumptions. Sometimes, the evidence instead sug-
gests that there are individuals who to some extent
may be both liberal and conservative, depending
on the issues that are considered. In some coun-
tries, people define themselves as oriented to the
left, right, or center; in other countries, these con-
cepts are not relevant for many people.

Attitude Formation

How these predispositions are formed is a matter
of debate among social scientists. Predispositions
may result from genetic factors, socialization,
learning, or many other influences. Two main tra-
ditions have developed within the social sciences.
One places emphasis on interests: Alexis de
Tocqueville said that people’s opinions change
with their fortunes. The other focuses on member-
ship groups each individual takes part in: Emile
Durkheim talked of “likenesses of consciences” in
contrast to the effects of the division of labor. The
idea that each social position must correspond to a
particular set of attitudes is deeply rooted in social
theory; it frequently receives empirical support,
but the explanation to account for that correlation
is far from being consensual.

The theory of attitudes postulates an inferred,
nonobservable relationship between a given attitu-
dinal dimension, which is by definition unobserv-
able, and a manifest, observable one. We can
conceive of that relationship as a probabilistic one,
in the sense that there is no perfect link between

the real position of a person on the attitudinal
dimension and his or her manifest answer to a
particular question at a given time. An individual
can be at a certain latent state in the dimension of
“nationalism,” but that position does not deter-
mine a single answer the individual would produce
to a given question aimed to elicit that attitude. A
student who knows the content of a given topic
very well is supposed to answer all the questions in
an exam correctly, but sometimes he or she fails to
do so.

We speak, for example, about attitudes toward
the government. We could conceive of these atti-
tudes as ranging from a very favorable attitude to
a very unfavorable one. To measure that attitude
in a particular individual at a given time, we may
ask him or her: “What do you think about the
performance of the present government?” and we
possibly offer him a limited set of options: “very
well,” “fairly well,” “about average,” “fairly
bad,” or “very bad” or 5, 4, 3,2, 1, where 5 is a
very favorable and 1 a very unfavorable evalua-
tion. The relation is probabilistic, because, even if
the individual usually is in favor of the current
government, some days he or she will not necessar-
ily give the same answer, assuming we ask the
same question in different ways and that he or she
does not remember the previous answers.
Moreover, different researchers can construct the
scale in different ways: Some offer five options, as
in the example, while others offer four or seven
choices. The answers generate a variable that is
statistically dependent on the latent one, but that
variable could also be dependent on many other
variables, most of them probably unknown to us.

Critics of this method of measuring attitudes
may argue that all the other factors that may influ-
ence a response, including the more occasional or
situational ones, could reduce the relationship
between the latent dimension and the manifest one
to zero, making the measurement irrelevant and
not valid to measure what it intends to measure.
The supporters of the method think that the range
of variation between these two levels of reality is far
more restricted and that there is no better way to
approach attitudes—at least in a quantifiable way.

It is commonly accepted that political atti-
tudes help the analyst explain and predict politi-
cal preferences and behavior. There is a great
deal of research examining the effects of electoral
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campaigns, political communication, and messages
delivered by political leaders on voters’ attitudes.
While there are no universal generalizations sup-
ported by empirical research, some firm trends can
be established. For example, a voter’s level of edu-
cation and the quantity of information an individ-
ual may acquire facilitate a higher propensity to
change; membership groups also have an effect,
but this effect tends to become weaker the more
complex societies are. Political parties in demo-
cratic systems used to have a strong influence on
voters, but this influence is becoming weaker as the
number of citizens who feel independent from par-
ties is increasing. The role of ideology in the pro-
pensity of individuals to become exposed to certain
kinds of messages and to be receptive to them is
also a matter of discussion. The influence of the
print media is also a matter of widely divergent
points of view—that is, whether the media influ-
ence public attitudes or whether they adapt them-
selves to the prevailing attitudes of their publics.

We know that many citizens today hold stable
political predispositions and do not change them
easily. They derive their opinions and particular
political decisions from those predispositions.
However, they do not link their predispositions to
particular opinions and decisions in a strongly lin-
ear way. Rather, they afford a certain degree of
variability in the opinions they form at every
moment—including the voting decision. So, differ-
ent persons eventually may make the same voting
decision for different reasons, while persons with
similar attitudes may eventually arrive at different
voting decisions. Electoral campaigns are sources
of intense stimuli, concentrated within a short
period of time, which voters cannot easily resist.
During a campaign, political advertising, press
information, and the messages of the candidate
and other leaders are able to produce some vari-
ability in particular voting behaviors even while
voters’ attitudes may remain relatively stable.
Sometimes, those intense messages are able to
modify attitudes as well.

Some citizens decide their vote by taking into
account both their own attitudes and the ones they
attribute to the candidates and then matching
them. But there are others who tend to take into
account “tactical” considerations, such as defining
their vote against a candidate rather than in sup-
port of another or to voting for the presumptive

loser in order to prevent the winner from obtaining
a landslide. To make that kind of decision, elec-
toral polls may influence some voters.

The principle that political behavior, and spe-
cifically voting behavior, must be related to what
citizens have in their minds is at the root of demo-
cratic theory. Quite often, mass democracy is
judged negatively precisely on the assumption that
voters lack the capacity to make consistent judg-
ments anchored in adequate information. Thus,
the ancient problem of the relationship between
attitudes and behavior is central in the realm of
politics—be it formulated in these terms or not.
Even if attitudes, in whatever way they have been
formed, tend to be stable and do not vary at ran-
dom, they are susceptible to change. One impor-
tant question is whether human beings are able to
modify their attitudes in an autonomous way—
that is, by thinking and reasoning themselves—or
whether they change their attitudes under the
influence of messages from the outside world.

Attitude Change

We are far from a theoretical consensus on how
attitudes can change. While one theoretical per-
spective postulates that better informed, more
consistent persons are more stable in their atti-
tudes, another theoretical perspective proposes
that they are more susceptible to nuances and
variations in particular opinions. Recent research
tends to give support to the view that particular
opinions may vary, to some extent, independently
from well-established attitudes. Individuals have
many different ideas in their minds; so, they may
hold different attitudes, some of them more firmly
rooted than others. The assumption that more
general judgments are more stable in the mind of
individuals does not imply that specific opinions
and decisions may vary to a greater extent. That
does not necessarily mean that citizens are incon-
sistent but, rather, that they are flexible.

When an individual receives information from
outside, he can dismiss it or accept it; in the latter
case, he can process it and record it, totally or par-
tially, in his memory. The new information may
have different effects on already existing attitudes:
It can modify some of them, it can be conserved
without modifying previous attitudes (sometimes
even if it produces some inconsistencies), or it can
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be rejected. The effect of a new piece of informa-
tion on previous attitudes can also be sometimes
delayed: The new information has been taken into
account, but the mind works on it slowly. So there
can be a lag between the moment a stimulus is
produced and the moment an effective change of
attitude takes place. It is possible that those effects
are more intense on some attitudes held by an
individual than on others; therefore, as each indi-
vidual holds a collection of interrelated attitudes
rather than many separate ones, it is possible that
some attitudes change while others do not, thus
producing different patterns of consistency or
inconsistency over time.

Let us take the example of electoral campaigns.
Some voters do not change their attitudes under
the effect of a campaign while others do; but to
some voters, the effect comes with a lag. So, the
transition from one attitudinal property to another
could be nil, immediate, or deferred—that is, some
persons may adopt a new behavior or a new opin-
ion after a period of time. This leads to the notion
of a probability of transition from one attitudinal
state to another as a function of a new stimulus or
new information received. Much of public opinion
research focuses on these effects, frequently ana-
lyzing them by means of statistical association
coefficients and contingency tables.

In summary, attitudes may change as the result
of changes in the social position of persons or of
changes in the sociocultural context or because of
the effect of communication—press media, adver-
tising, electoral campaigns, leaders’ messages.

To account for variations in voting behavior, it
is useful to transpose the electoral market to any
situation where individuals must make a choice
between different options. In those situations,
there are factors that condition the individual’s
own perspective and there are factors that are
under the control of external sources. When the
individual who has to make a choice is exposed to
political communication, he or she may or may not
be motivated by well-reasoned political purposes.
There is no rule about why and how individuals
process their own motivations and the information
they receive from outside.

A model of the effects that lead to voting deci-
sions in each individual citizen may take into
account three forces: (1) the initial position of each
individual, (2) the various forces that push him or

her toward a change in one direction, and (3) the
various forces that push him or her in the opposite
direction. The balance of those three types of
forces determines whether the person will finally
vote for the candidate he or she would vote for if
the campaign did not exist and other factors
remain the same or whether he or she changes his
or her voting decision. Political campaigns are
dynamic factors moving against the other factors
that keep the system stable.

Generally speaking, attitudes are at the base of
the demand side; they help citizens form expecta-
tions and respond to what they are offered.
Traditionally, political studies have given more
emphasis to the supply side: articulated ideologies
and widely shared systems of ideas, political par-
ties, leadership, mass media. More recently, the
focus has gradually shifted to the demand side;
there has been increased interest in understanding
individual predispositions and attitudes and the
individual sources of opinions and behavior.
Market research, motivational research, opinion
research, and communications research have been
the engines of the approaches centered on the
demand side.
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AUDIT SOCIETY

The concept of “audit society” refers primarily to
a logic at work in regulatory and managerial pro-
cesses and to tendencies, rather than to an epochal
state or condition. In this context, an audit refers
to a systematic assessment of institutional perfor-
mance against agreed criteria and standards. The
processes used to conduct such audits reflect the
transformation of audit and evaluation practices
into normative principles of organizational control
with a wide reach. This transformation is in turn a
function of what political scientists have called the
“regulatory state,” meaning in part a state with an
operating philosophy of acting “at a distance” on
policy domains, via instruments such as account-
ing and audit. Below, the role of the “audit soci-
ety” idea as a critical resource is developed, fol-
lowed by a number of methodological issues and
concerns related to its potential application.

The idea of “audit society” provided an orga-
nizing motif for criticisms of the public service
reforms in the United Kingdom (UK) and else-
where during the 1980s and 1990s, known collec-
tively as the “new” public management. While the
original formulation of the idea relied largely on a
synthesis of secondary empirical evidence, it has
provided the platform for substantive studies on
health workers, teachers, the police, social work-
ers, and psychoanalysts, to name but a few. The
working practices of these groups have been tar-
geted by reforms, and they have found their pro-
fessional lifeworlds transformed to a greater or
lesser extent by precise demands for accountabil-
ity. The critical reaction that enlists the idea of
“audit society” has focused on defending the
importance of professional judgment, demonstrat-
ing the decline of trust and the rise of anxiety, and
analyzing the unintended consequence of auditable
targets, which damage the very service quality the
reforms have been intended to improve.

The auditing process is used in a variety of
ways in academia, ranging from performance
assessment to evaluating the effectiveness of
research grants. The wide-ranging appeal of the

“audit society” motif does not necessarily mean
that it has been applied consistently across fields.
It has often been taken as a given, supplying only
a pretext for empirical analysis. In the academy,
there are also variations in disciplinary sensitivi-
ties. For example, the specific methodological
commitments of anthropology make it particularly
vulnerable to the shorter timescales of the audit
process and to the reductive nature of performance
measurement. Marilyn Strathern and others have
been highly critical of audit and related forms of
performance measurement as they have emerged in
universities in the UK. By contrast, economics,
which has to a large extent internalized evaluation
mechanisms as part of its own “professionaliza-
tion,” has been relatively silent on auditing as a
specific mechanism of control and oversight.

If the concept of audit society is to be taken seri-
ously as more than metaphor, it raises a number of
serious issues for scholars. First, among these
issues is the much debated boundary between
audit and evaluation. Audit can be narrowly
defined in the shadow of financial auditing largely
as an exercise in compliance verification. From this
point of view, it addresses the following question:
Does this organization comply with some prees-
tablished set of rules for the quality of its account-
ing? Even allowing for interpretation and discre-
tion in the application of such rules, audit is fun-
damentally concerned with conformity with them.
Interesting questions then concern the rules of
performance themselves: How have they evolved
and how are they implemented?

Evaluation, it is argued, is quite different from
audit. It is an investigation of the impact of public
service programs for change, assessing whether
such programs succeed or fail in their own terms,
and what unintended consequences they may have
created. Whereas audit produces a kind of yes/no
answer to compliance issues, evaluation often pro-
duces questions and ambiguity. Yet this ideal-
typical distinction hides a dynamic by which the
audit model expands its influence and affects
evaluation in subtle forms. It is easy to see why
audit is attractive to policymakers seeking simple
measures of performance, and this attraction is
grounded in a deeper logic that finds its purest
expression in the idea of financial audit but also
transcends that practice and is at work in evalua-
tion practices as they are broadly understood. The



Audit Society 101

power and impact of this logic in different institu-
tional settings is an empirical question, but it is a
logic that aspires to transform the evaluated
domain according to its own operational values of
visibility and traceability (the accountant’s idea of
the “audit trail”) in the representation of organiza-
tional and individual performance.

Another criticism of the “audit society” idea is
that it is a case of mistaken causality; the real
driver of an “audit explosion” in the UK was in
fact the heightened concern with performance
improvement across a range of public services.
While this is a very reasonable point to make—
supported by the observed production of informa-
tion that is never audited or checked in the strict
sense—the concern with performance has been
simultaneously a concern with the production of
visible and auditable traces of performance. The
logic of audit that requires individuals and organi-
zations to be transparent and comparable plays a
constitutive role in shaping conceptions of relevant
performance and is at the very heart of what
Michael Moran calls the attack on “club govern-
ment” in the UK.

This means that “audit society” is only partly
an argument about the rise of auditors, although
data on increases in headcount for oversight activ-
ity are suggestive. It is more a claim about a change
process that is governed by an audit logic, which
in turn shapes the design of performance represen-
tations. This emphasis on process raises an impor-
tant question for the scholarly understanding of
“audit society” and for the attention given to the
analysis of auditors as compared with those who
they audit, respectively. Empirical indicators for
the audit explosion can be found in the growth of
audit institutions and expansion of their remit and
scope. However, the less visible and more pro-
found aspect of “audit society,” which preoccupies
many studies outside political science, concerns the
manifest impact of the audit on professional ser-
vice providers and the process by which the logic
of audit is internalized by them.

This psychological and behavioral level of
analysis reveals the conflicts and the range of strat-
egies that individuals use to cope with new
auditized demands for performance reporting. In
turn, it suggests that the real “action” of the audit
society happens at the level of the construction of
“auditees,” who are not docile subjects in Michel

Foucault’s sense and may put up considerable
resistance to new measures of what they do but
nevertheless operate in the shadow of a logic that
values precision and traceability in the representa-
tion of performance. The strong form of “audit
society” analysis goes further to suggest that per-
formance representation in many different fields is
shaped by this logic, with highly dysfunctional
consequences.

Another methodological concern about “audit
society” is that it is a case of selection on the
dependent variable, a consequence of which is the
failure to recognize the UK-specific nature of
the phenomenon. While there is some truth in this,
the argument also reveals differences between
research sensitivities within and outside political
science. Finding new and puzzling phenomena
whose character and logic demand analysis is nec-
essarily a precursor to the exploration of the kind
of dependency and causality that provide insight
into cross-sectional variation of the phenomena. In
short, it is always the “dependent” variables that
strike us first, generate puzzles, and provide the
“value relevance” for research into their indepen-
dent causes. We do not think much about this
question when the dependent variable is well
formed, for example, security prices in liquid capi-
tal markets, but when it is not, the investigation is
more like a “depth hermeneutic” that is explicative
and inductive in its movement from phenomena to
their underlying logics. The audit society thesis is
more than a mistaken focus on a well-formed
dependent variable.

That said, cross-national variations in audit
society tendencies are indeed significant, depend-
ing themselves on how fiscal and service perfor-
mance issues are problematized and the sources of
expertise available in different national settings
and fields. The distinctive cultural position of
accountants in UK society has influenced the way
reform agendas have been shaped, and there is also
considerable cross-sectional variation. So audit as
an institutional logic with its own dynamic must
compete with many others, and its hegemony in
any setting is at best highly contingent.

The “audit society” idea has had wide cross-
disciplinary impact because of its role in providing
a label for the challenges faced by many different
professional groups. However, to suggest that an
audit logic has dysfunctional side effects is hardly
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a new one in social science. Analyses of failed
dreams of mastery are well-known to political sci-
entists and historians. The rise of audit and its
underlying logic is only the latest version of this
dream, and the effects, intended and unintended,
are not particularly surprising. Behavioral econo-
mists have explored the “hidden costs of control”
and the paradoxes of transparency. Bruno Frey
and Reto Jegen have provided analyses of the
“crowding” of intrinsic motivation by extrinsic
efforts at control. This work overlaps with the
“audit society” arguments and provides the poten-
tial for a more formal expansion of their insights.

Finally, it was suggested above that the rise of
audit is closely associated with neoliberal reform
agendas and the rise of the regulatory state in
developed economies. And yet “audit society” is
an intriguing concept precisely because it escapes
easy alignment with such labels. The logic of audit
embodies values of visibility and transparency that
may enable greater democratic participation in
service evaluation but may equally support cen-
tralist aspirations by states. Audit has been associ-
ated with a Soviet-style centralism in UK public
policy, and performance audit in the Chinese con-
text is an expression of socialist ideals. The malle-
ability of audit and evaluation in different cultural
contexts, and the capacity of their underlying log-
ics to appear in quite different value systems,
means that there is still some way to go in order to
understand the complex social and organizational
dynamics indentified under by the idea of “audit
society.” Not least among these complex dynamics
is the apparent invulnerability of audit to its own
failure.

Michael Power

London School of Economics
and Political Science
London, United Kingdom
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AUDITING

If accountability is the hallmark of democratic
governance, public auditing is a means to achieve
it. Auditing is a form of oversight, or examination
from some point external to the system or indi-
vidual in question. Technically, auditing is a form
of verification by an independent body, which
compares actual transactions with standard prac-
tices. Because it evaluates the relationship of what
is against what ought to be, auditing is a norma-
tive operation. Public auditing is the traditional
instrument to hold actors entrusted with manag-
ing public funds accountable by providing infor-
mation to supervising agents, elected officials, and
(sometimes) constituents about compliance with
or deviations from accepted standards. Although
accountability as a general aim of auditing is
undisputed, unavoidable tensions with other prin-
ciples of good governance arise, such as the exer-
cise of informed discretion by elected decision
makers or individual privacy rights when the cor-
set of control is taken to an extreme.

The media, interest groups, private overseers
(e.g., credit-rating agencies), international organi-
zations, public audit institutions, and the general
public increasing see modern government as an
object of scrutiny. At the same time, government
regulates society and delivers services through
myriad national, international, nonprofit, and pri-
vate organizations, making control a highly com-
plex issue. The question is: Who oversees whom
for what purpose, under whose authority, with
what kind of legitimacy, and how?

The balance of autonomy and control is a clas-
sic topic for students of government. It touches on
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issues such as responsibility, trust, functional dif-
ferentiation, authorization of execution, assur-
ance, and accountability. At its center stands the
question of how public organizations can be task
efficient and accountable at the same time.

This entry is divided into four sections: The
historical traditions of auditing are traced in the
first section, the second one introduces different
institutional arrangements of auditing, the third
one sketches the main arguments of the audit
explosion discourse, and the final one illustrates
the politics of auditing.

Tracing the Historical Traditions of Auditing

Auditing is one of the oldest and most eminent of
state functions, and early forms preceded the rise of
the modern democratic state. The Latin word audi-
tus means “a hearing.” In ancient Rome, the orga-
nization of a “hearing of accounts” was a way in
which one official would read out his accounts to
another who would compare the figures. This form
of oral verification was intended to prevent officials
in charge of funds from misusing them. Governors
of ancient civilizations, for example, Sumer, Egypt,
Phoenicia, Greece, and Rome, appointed trustwor-
thy clerks to find and punish employees for embez-
zlements and to protect public assets. Early Chinese
writings from the 12th-century BCE illustrate an
advanced understanding of the role of auditing,
describing methods and practices of good economic
management and the necessity of securing an inde-
pendent and high-level status for the auditor. One of
the earliest records of public sector financial man-
agement in India is the Arthashastra written by
Kautilya, who was a Brahmin minister under
Chandragupta Maurya, the founder of the Mauryan
Empire, about 2,300 years ago. Kautilya developed
bookkeeping rules to record and classify economic
data, emphasized the critical role of independent
periodic audits, and proposed the establishment of
two important but separate offices—the treasurer
and the comptroller-auditor.

The origin of public auditing lies therefore in
the review of financial transaction. The concept is
closely related to the development of private sector
accounting techniques in 16th-century Venice, but
some supreme audit institutions date their origin
back to the 13th and 14th centuries. The National
Audit Office in the UK sees its origin in the early

14th century, the French Cour des Comptes cites
1318 as the year of its inception, professional
forms of supervision and control of resources in
Mexico date back to the Aztec Empire. These audit
institutions were not independent of the ruler or
crown and were designed to control the financial
conduct of the crown servants. Their aim was to
protect the interests, property, and wealth of a
ruler at a time when the state was still considered
private property. In concert with trends of the 18th
and 19th centuries—the diminishing role of family
and personal loyalty, the increasing division of
labor in economy and state (functional differentia-
tion), the emergence of big government, new ideas
about responsible behavior of public servants—
audit institutions changed in scope, quality, and
quantity.

As parliament gained power to grant the finan-
cial means to execute public tasks, the need arose
to oversee the respective administrations or institu-
tions using the financial resources. The objective
was to ensure that the regularity and probity of the
expenditures was in accordance with the defined
aims of parliament. The state budget was and is
the prerequisite for this form of formal legal ratio-
nality. Its verification rests on checking receipts
against authorized state budget expenditures and
vice versa.

The clearest transformation was from internal
to external auditing and with it the emergence of
independent audit institutions, often considered to
be the extended arm of the parliament via the
executive government. Over time, they gained a
constitutional status in many countries, which
secured their statutory and operational indepen-
dence from executive interference. In many coun-
tries, however, especially those under authoritar-
ian rule, this was the exception rather than the
rule. In the former German Democratic Republic,
an independent audit system did not exist to exe-
cute the directives of the Ministry of Finance,
which made the Central Committee of the
Communist Party a political tool to oversee the
completion of economic plans in a state-directed
economy. The attribute of constitutionally secured
independence of the auditor from those holding
and executing power (relational distance), for
example, cabinet, bureaucracy, parliament, and the
auditor’s role in ensuring good governance have
become, as many see it, the key to the auditor’s
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legitimacy in democracies. The many authoritar-
ian regimes that lack an autonomous body of
oversight in effect allow the instrumentalization of
spending for partisan purposes. The Mexico
Declaration on SAI Independence of the
International Organization of Supreme Audit
Institutions advocates principles of good auditing
and tries to establish common standards of audit-
ing among its global member organizations. It
specifies organizational, functional, and financial
independence as the core prerequisite to accom-
plishing tasks objectively, effectively, and without
external interference.

The state audit evolved from a rather crude tool
to prevent chaos and ruin in public finance to an
advanced instrument for safeguarding responsive,
accountable, open, regular, and efficient govern-
ment. Compliance auditing (verification of
accounts, legality of expenditures, the organiza-
tion’s adherence to regulatory guidelines) and
financial auditing (the overseeing of public
accounts, assessing accuracy and fairness of an
organization’s financial statements) were the pri-
mary purposes of auditing; performance auditing
(examination of how government programs oper-
ate and how well they achieve the defined objec-
tives) came somewhat later, gaining an important
place in the auditing realm with the new public
management reforms. The latter is often referred
to as value-for-money auditing, or evaluating the
efficiency, effectiveness, and economy of programs
and policies. Such a focus is supposed to give way
to comparisons with performance criteria of best
practices from the private sector. Its critics claim
that performance auditing has contributed to an
overstretched meaning of auditing: For example,
conceptual boundaries with forms of evaluation
have started to blur.

Auditing as an Institutional Arrangement

Internal versus external auditing is the most basic
differentiation of types of auditing. It refers to the
organizational status of the auditing entity relative
to the one it audits. Internal means that the auditor
is part of the organization and the organization’s
employee; external refers to an external oversight
body or person operating independently of the
entity being audited. Because internal auditors are
part of the organization under scrutiny, they work

for the benefit of the management of the organiza-
tion under examination and their insights remain
mostly disclosed only within the management. In
contrast, external auditors review financial trans-
actions and/or statements and serve third parties,
for example, parliament, president, who need reli-
able financial information about those entrusted
with the management of public funds.

Models of Auditing: State, Private, and People’s

The audit of public sector organizations staffed
with civil servants differs. The most general clas-
sification is based on the question of who conducts
the audit. Here we can distinguish between state,
private, and people’s auditing. State auditing can
be divided into three subgroups according to gov-
ernment level:

1. supreme audit institutions (e.g., the British
National Audit Office) examine the affairs of
federal government departments;

2. second- or third-level audit institutions (which
can be fully independent of other government
levels) exist in states, provinces, and
municipalities of federal systems to audit their
own government entities; and

3. internal auditing bodies operate within any
governmental department or agency.

Professional accounting firms charged with
private auditing conduct special-purpose audits
(such as reviewing public enterprise accounts) and
have increased in number and scope in recent
decades along with the growth of government-
owned business corporations in the public sector.
The third audit model, people’s auditing, was
exercised in the former Soviet Union by the
Narodnyi Control (Soviet People’s Control) as
part of a combination of professional auditors
with millions of volunteers as so-called people’s
inspectors who conducted examinations and
inspections in their spare time. This system was
meant to educate the masses and be a training
ground in the transformation of the country into
a communist society. According to the communist
ideology, the professional state apparatus would
eventually wither away and the ordinary people
would take over.
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Organization of Auditing:
Court or Administrative System

State (supreme) audit institutions can be classi-
fied into two broad groups according to their
organization: the cameral or court system and the
administrative or monocratic system.

The Cameral System

In the cameral system, the audit institution is
headed by a group of auditors whose indepen-
dence is ensured by their judicial status and who
examine governmental accounts as well as the uses
of public funds. To this ideal-type model belong
most of the Roman law-based countries, such as
not only the Corte dei Conti in Italy, the French
Cour des Comptes, and the Tribunal de Cuentas in
Spain but also the European Court of Auditors, the
German Bundesrechnungshof, the Dutch Algemene
Rekenkamer, and the Auditoria General de la
Nacién of Argentina in Latin America. In Italy,
France, and Spain, the auditor often acts as an
administrative tribunal with quasi-judicial powers
in administrative matters, whereas the variant of
this collegiate system in Sweden, the Netherlands,
and Germany is without jurisdictional authority.
The strong legalistic foundation in both variants of
the “cameral system” privileges legal and financial
compliance over performance auditing. Though in
principle a collegiate model in which everyone
enjoys the same rights and duties, the institution is
commonly headed by a kind of primus inter pares.
As a “first among equals,” he or she can exert, as
in the German case, considerable influence by
selecting the heads of sections and tailoring the
areas of operation. Despite these far-reaching
organizational competencies, the head of the insti-
tution cannot interfere with actual matters of
auditing or the content of inspectors’ decisions.

The Administrative or Monocratic System

In the United Kingdom (UK), Canada, and most
of the former British Empire dominions and colo-
nies, as well as countries such as Mexico, Chile,
and Colombia, the state audit institution is orga-
nized under the administrative or monocratic sys-
tem, which is similar to a hierarchically structured
government department—that is, headed by a
single person called the comptroller or auditor

general and acting as an auxiliary institution to the
legislature, although charged with ample auton-
omy. The head of the institution enjoys an inde-
pendent status, but the institution itself functions
according to hierarchical principles of lines of
command. Under this system, controls are intended
to correct rather than penalize. Supreme audit
institutions in these countries focus more on ex
post auditing, rather than ex ante control, and
emphasize financial and performance auditing
over compliance control.

Interrvelating With Otbhers: Parliamentary-
Led or Executive-Led Auditing

Audit institutions are embedded in political
environments, which is exhibited by the way they
interrelate with other actors. Though they all enjoy
statutory independence, differences arise with
regard to instrumental institutions: the one to
which they report, the one that appoints the head
of the Supreme Audit Institution, and the one that
assigns the annual budget. Despite their statutory
independence and regulations to protect that sta-
tus, auditors are dependent on, for example,
national legislative bodies or governmental budget
support—forms of leverage that can be used to
compromise the auditor’s independence.

In Argentina, Canada, Germany, the United
States, Israel, Mexico, and the UK, the parliament
or a special committee appoints the Auditor
General, acts as supervisor, and decides on the
annual budget. This system has been labeled par-
liamentary led, as the auditor is considered the
extended arm of the legislator. In an executive-led
system such as France (also Ecuador), the “Premier
Président” and other magistrates of the Cour de
Compte are appointed by a decree from the
President of the Republic. Appropriations are offi-
cially related to the Prime Minister but have spe-
cial authorization by Parliament. Reports are
directed to the president and legislative branch of
government. China also has an executive-led
arrangement: The auditor reports to the Premier of
the State Council (the head of the Chinese govern-
ment) and the ministry of finance controls the
budget. Sweden’s Riksrevisionen, which until 2000
was similar to the executive-led model, now carries
out its state audit functions under the auspices of
Parliament.
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Auditing as a “Neurosis”

Balancing independence with control is a classic
topic in public sector research. The new public
management (NPM) hype sparked an increased
interest in performance auditing, primarily under-
stood as an assessment of efficiency goals and other
indicators of economic success with a correspond-
ing system of controlling and reporting. At its cen-
ter stands the question of how public organizations
can be task efficient and accountable while being
relatively free of bureaucratic impediment.

In the past 2 decades, almost every local govern-
ment and many national administrations in OECD
countries have implemented some kind of NPM
reform. This “wave of modernization” has in many
cases changed the way governments and local
authorities operate and eventually also the audit
regime. Although the NPM doctrine does not pre-
scribe a well-defined list of reform steps, the stereo-
typical tool box includes privatization, deregulation,
outsourcing, service delivery competition, semiau-
tonomous service centers, and—particularly in cen-
tral and federal government reform—executive
agencies, performance standards and measures,
increased consumer power, and employment of pro-
fessional managers and noncareer personnel.
Auditing bodies, it is claimed, respond to NPM-type
reforms by institutional, procedural, and cultural
acclimation. Increasing coproduction of public
goods and services by public, private, and nonprofit
organizations seems to pose additional challenges to
systems of public auditing that are supposed to
counter centrifugal tendencies of decentralized agen-
cies and public enterprises.

The conceptual overstretching of auditing is
often associated with a debate on the rise of the
so-called audit society. An increasing public and
academic concern about unethical behavior of
public officials, an evaluation-obsessed political
and social context, and the observation that mod-
ern Western societies would evolve into low-trust
societies led observers to conclude that the “audit
society” is a way of dealing with this type of neu-
rosis. This diagnosis had its origin in Michael
Power’s description of a society obsessed with
overseeing almost every domain of public activity
and the paradoxical effect that it does not lead to
an increase in trust in government. This audit men-
tality is very often decoupled from its real effects

on public sector accountability and has become an
end in itself. Auditing is not seen as a rational reac-
tion to the well-defined problem of accountability;
rather, the very concept creates, constitutes, and
shapes the public perception for which it is a solu-
tion. Therefore, by “audit explosion,” Power
refers to the growth of audit and related monitor-
ing practices associated with public management
reform processes. As a multifaceted concept, the
explosion is not only an increment of auditing
activities in quantitative terms but also a shift in
qualitative perspective, mainly toward the so-
called value-for-money audit and other internal
control systems. It also means that oversight bod-
ies offshoot into many different fields such as
health care and education. The concept of an audit
society has been criticized for being too narrowly
attributed to the UK or other English-speaking
countries, such as Australia or New Zealand,
meaning that it does not sufficiently capture the
reality of developments in other countries, for
example, the United States or Germany.

The Politics of Auditing

Audit institutions do not commonly have the
power to set rules or sanction the deviant behavior
of auditees. In principle, they lack the capacity to
exert direct hierarchical control. This is not undis-
puted, as the Audit Office of Finland, the Office of
the Comptroller General of Chile, and the Court of
Audit in Spain are endowed with competencies to
prosecute. The Italian Corte dei Conti and the
French Cour de Compte also enjoy quasi-judicial
powers in administrative matters. Despite these
examples, the foundation of their authority in gen-
eral, however, rests on their constitutionally guar-
anteed independence from political interference,
their professional expertise, the skill to informally
cooperate with auditees in order to improve pro-
cesses, and the ability to ally themselves with like-
minded organizations (such as the public accounts
committee in parliament) to exercise indirect con-
trol. Providing information to other institutions
about a specific body’s financial management is the
dominant way of exerting influence. The naming
and shaming of deviant behavior through the pub-
lication of examination results must be seen as
ultimo ratio. On one hand, publicizing mismanage-
ment is a powerful lever; on the other, it politicizes
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their alleged independence as the auditor is drawn
into the struggle between political competitors.
For this reason, the evaluation of government
policies by auditors is a critical matter.

Auditing is per se political in nature. It operates
in the nexus of politics and policies. The tension
between politicization and institutional indepen-
dence is permanently felt in the arena of political
competition for several reasons. First, the broad
legal mandate with the discretion to look into
almost any government activity and its potential to
unveil, for example, untoward spending practices
unwittingly makes the auditor a player within the
political game. Second, the nature of the auditing
workforce—empowered, well positioned in govern-
ment, specifically skilled—impels political parties to
strategically place favorites. Third, an independent
producer of creditable and presumably apolitical
information is a highly desirable partner in politi-
cal arguments. Auditing as a political power or
blaming tool is most evident when it is used to
detect and deter deviant behavior, such as capital-
istic tendencies in communist countries, or to
achieve certain policy or partisan objectives. The
claim of avoiding policy issues and focusing on the
operation of the apparatus is therefore under-
standable, albeit next to impossible, especially in
the context of issues framed not objectively but
within the perceptions of political actors.

The principle of the auditors’ independence is
definitely a necessary condition for a well-
functioning system. Other conditions are more
general traits of the political system, such the audit
courts’ dependence on the democratic culture of a
country, the respect for democratic institutions,
the belief in a division of powers, and respectful
behavior among those holding power. The main
challenge in the development of auditing in mod-
ern states is therefore the acceptance of the com-
plementarities of the auditor’s role by relative
political actors and the positive use of its potential
to improve government operations, ensure good
public records, and increase public trust.

Patrick von Maravic
Zeppelin University
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AUTHORITARIAN REGIMES

Until the early 1960s, there was a fundamental
dichotomy in political science between democratic
and totalitarian regimes. Authoritarian regimes
were often treated as a type of totalitarian regime.
However, with the collapse (Germany) and the
subsequent transformation (in the former USSR)
of totalitarian regimes after World War II and in
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the 1950s, authoritarian regimes have become the
dominant form of nondemocratic government.

This entry provides a general definition of
authoritarian regime as well as exploring subtypes.
Among the many subtypes of authoritarian
regimes, the currently most widespread one is the
“electoral authoritarian” regime that combines a
facade of multiparty elections with a variety of
authoritarian controls that, in effect, deprive such
elections of any democratic significance. Therefore,
this entry, while briefly discussing other subtypes
of authoritarian regimes, will particularly focus on
electoral authoritarianism. Because such regimes
are the dominant regime type in the Middle East
and North Africa, a special emphasis will be put
on this region.

A Theory of Authoritarian Regimes

Juan J. Linz developed the first full-fledged theory
of authoritarian regimes, as distinct from both
democracies and totalitarian regimes, as well as
from many other types of other nondemocratic
regimes (traditional autocracies, sultanistic
regimes, semiconstitutional monarchies, oligarchic
democracies). As early as 1964, Linz defined
authoritarian regimes on the basis of three main
characteristics: (1) limited pluralism, (2) the pres-
ence of a mentality rather than an ideology, and
(3) the absence or low level of political mobiliza-
tion. He developed and refined his theory in his
later work (especially Totalitarian and
Authoritarian Regimes, 2000). More recently,
such regimes have started to attract greater schol-
arly attention for several reasons. First, the emer-
gence of military—bureaucratic authoritarian
regimes in much of Latin America and elsewhere
as a new type of authoritarianism required more
detailed research into their dynamics. Second,
after the global resurgence of democracy or the
“third wave of democratization” in the 1980s and
the 1990s, there emerged a still newer type of
authoritarianism generally called “electoral
authoritarianism.” This type lies in the gray area
between liberal democracies and “closed” author-
itarian regimes, an area that they share with “elec-
toral democracies.” Hence, in this entry, while all
subtypes of authoritarian regimes will be dis-
cussed, the emphasis will be on these intermediary

types.

Limited Pluralism

Starting with the three-dimensional scheme of
Linz, limited pluralism contrasts with the almost
unlimited pluralism of liberal democracies and the
almost total absence of pluralism in totalitarian
regimes. The degree of limited pluralism varies
among different subtypes of authoritarian regimes.
They may exclude only political opposition groups
or may exclude certain types of civil society insti-
tutions as well. Such exclusion may be based on
legal regulations or de facto restrictions. As this
observation indicates, the degree of limited plural-
ism is a critical variable in distinguishing the sub-
types of authoritarian regimes, as will be spelled
out below.

Mentality Versus Ideology

A second defining element of authoritarian
regimes is the presence of a “mentality” rather
than an “ideology.” In Linz’s view, in contrast to
the more rigid, systematic, rationally developed,
utopian, and comprehensive nature of ideologies,
mentalities are less systematic and more amor-
phous ways of thinking and feeling, more emo-
tional than rational. Although the distinction is
not clear-cut and there is a large gray area in
between, “mentalities,” as recalled by the German
sociologist Theodore Geiger, are, actually, more or
less ambiguously developed values, such as father-
land, nation, order, hierarchy, tradition, race, eth-
nicity, and others. The key political characteristic
of them is that, precisely because they are ambigu-
ous and intellectually underdeveloped, creating
broader political coalitions around them to build
the bases of regime legitimacy is much easier than
with precise, developed ideologies (Linz, 2000).

Lack of Political Mobilization

The third element is the absence of extensive
political mobilization, again a crucial difference
with totalitarian regimes, even though authoritar-
ian regimes may also have followed mobiliza-
tional policies at some point of their develop-
ment. Actually, this variable is closely related to
the second one, since in the absence of an ideol-
ogy, it is difficult to pursue effective mobiliza-
tional policies and to attract the young, students,
and intellectuals.
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Borderline Cases

Admittedly, in terms of all three criteria, the
borderline separating authoritarian regimes from
other types of nondemocratic regimes on the one
hand and from pseudodemocracies or semidemoc-
racies on the other is a rather blurred one. Thus, an
authoritarian regime that allows a fairly large area
of limited pluralism in nonpolitical fields and even
tolerates and attempts to co-opt some of its politi-
cal opponents, maintains a fairly flexible mentality
that leaves room for different interpretations, and
shows little interest in mobilizing the masses in a
certain ideological direction may be said to
approach a pseudodemocracy, while there may be
cases where it is difficult to distinguish authoritari-
anism from totalitarianism. Hence, this large gray
area poses a number of difficult borderline prob-
lems, and it requires an effort to distinguish sub-
types of authoritarian regimes. Such difficulties of
classification are further aggravated by the fact
that many regimes combine elements from differ-
ent types and stress different elements in different
phases of their history. Authoritarian regimes are
often complex systems combining elements of con-
tradictory models in uneasy coexistence.

Subtypes of Authoritarian Regimes

Linz distinguished the following subtypes of
authoritarian regimes using his two criteria of the
degree of limited pluralism and the apathy mobili-
zation axis:

e bureaucratic-military authoritarian regimes,

e organic statism,

¢ mobilizational authoritarian regimes in
postdemocratic societies,

¢ postindependence, mobilizational authoritarian
regimes,

e racial and ethnic democracies, and

o posttotalitarian authoritarian regimes.

Although space limitations do not allow for a
detailed analysis of each of these subtypes, it will
be useful to discuss whether this typology is as
meaningful today, many decades after Linz’s
masterful essay.

Certainly, the collapse of the Soviet type
of totalitarianism has made the fundamental dis-
tinction between totalitarian and authoritarian

regimes much less meaningful at least for practical
purposes. Probably the only Soviet-type totalitar-
ian regime today is that of North Korea. Linz clas-
sifies China and Cuba as posttotalitarian. Certain
former Soviet republics of Central Asia seem to
combine posttotalitarian and sultanistic elements.
On the other hand, Central and Eastern European
countries that were part of the former Soviet bloc
seem to have made a successful transition to
democracy, while some of the former Soviet
republics (Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova,
Transcaucasian republics, Kyrgyzstan) are still
experiencing serious problems of democratic con-
solidation, probably because of their much longer
totalitarian past and difficulties associated with
the problem of “stateness.”

Another interesting borderline case between
authoritarianism and totalitarianism is Iran, where
an almost totalitarian interpretation of a religious
ideology is combined with elements of limited plu-
ralism. Under the Islamist regime, Islam has been
transformed into a political ideology with a totali-
tarian bent, and the limited pluralism is allowed
only among political groups loyal to the Islamic
revolution. Furthermore, the electoral and legisla-
tive processes are under the firm control of tutelary
institutions such as the Supreme Leader (appointed
by the Assembly of Experts composed of theolo-
gians), the Council of Guardians with veto powers
over all laws and all candidates seeking elective
office, and the Expediency Council added to the
Constitution in 1990 as the final arbiter in cases of
disagreement between the Majlis (parliament) and
the Council of Guardians, all inspired by Khomeini’s
doctrine of “the supremacy of the Islamic jurispru-
dent” (Velayet-e Faqih). These tutelary institutions
effectively blocked the moderate reform attempts
of President Mohammad Khatami (elected twice in
1997 and 2001, himself a cleric loyal to the Islamic
Revolution), even though he had the support of the
Majlis elected in 2000 and dominated by the
reformists. Thus, Iran’s limited pluralism appears
very limited indeed.

The momentous socioeconomic and political
changes in the past 3 or 4 decades, at the top of
which stands “the third wave of democratiza-
tion,” made some of Linz’s subtypes less relevant
today than they used to be. Thus, with the transi-
tion to democracy in the South African Republic,
the leading example of so-called racial or ethnic
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democracies disappeared. With the demise of total-
itarianism, defective and pretotalitarian regimes are
no longer a contemporary category. With the suc-
cessful transition to democracy in former Soviet
bloc countries of Central and Eastern Europe, post-
totalitarianism is limited to a few countries such as
China and Cuba, as was alluded to above.
Mobilizational authoritarian regimes in postdemo-
cratic societies also seem to be a category of mainly
historical significance. Such regimes emerged in the
past in countries with some democratic experience
and a degree of political mobilization. Therefore,
the authoritarian regimes had to use a mass organi-
zational party and other mass organizations in
order to exclude the defeated social force from
political participation. However, with the world-
wide preeminence of democratic ideology at pres-
ent, it seems exceedingly difficult to establish such
a regime in a country with some prior experience in
democratic politics and mass mobilization.

Similar observations can be made about the
subtype called “organic statism” by Linz. Such
regimes attempt to combine the Catholic corpora-
tivist social doctrine with fascist elements but are
distinct from fascist-totalitarian regimes. In these
regimes, often described as coorporatism or organic
democracy, a variety of social groups or institu-
tions that are created or licensed by the state are
allowed to participate in some degree in the politi-
cal process. Linz admits, however, that this model,
popular in the 1930s, lost its attraction for a num-
ber of reasons. Probably, the most important rea-
son was the disengagement of the Catholic Church
from its commitment to essentially undemocratic
organic theories of society. A number of “populist
regimes” that emerged especially in Latin America
in the 1930s and later, such as those of Getulio
Vargas in Brazil and Juan Peron in Argentina,
interestingly, combined elements of corporatism
with those of “electoral authoritarianism” to be
discussed later. These regimes displayed a strong
developmentalist, nationalist, statist, and elitist
character. With the failure of their import substitu-
tion-based development strategy and the emer-
gence of the currently dominant free market
economy, however, such regimes seem to have lost
their appeal.

Finally, the usefulness of another subtype called
“tutelary democracies” by Edward Shils is also
open to doubt. Recent research has suggested, for

example, that Kemalist Turkey, usually presented
as the prototype of such regimes, in fact bore closer
resemblance to corporatist or organic statist author-
itarian regimes. Indeed, it is difficult to conceive of
an “enlightened” leader or a group of leaders dedi-
cated to “educate” their people in democratic val-
ues and prepared to lose power as the ultimate
outcome of the democratization process.

The remaining subtypes of authoritarian regimes
with some contemporary relevance seem to be the
military—bureaucratic authoritarian regimes and
the postindependence mobilizational single-party
regimes. The latter are normally associated with a
war or struggle of independence from colonial
rule. Countries in Black Africa and the Maghreb
provide examples of this type. Linz observes that
these regimes emerged in countries of low eco-
nomic development where the colonial rulers had
not allowed the growth of an indigenous profes-
sional or bureaucratic middle class but destroyed
or weakened traditional precolonial authorities.
Thus, the new nationalist leadership, mostly
trained abroad, successfully mobilized the griev-
ances of the native population against the foreign
rulers. As expected, the desire for independence
obscured the importance of other cleavages. After
a short period of experience with democratic con-
stitutions inherited or inspired by their former
colonial rulers, most of these regimes were trans-
formed into single-party regimes, the most notable
examples of which were Algeria, Tunisia, Ghana,
Ivory Coast, Senegal, and Tanzania. The single-
party regimes claimed to represent the entire
nation and defined their chief mission as nation
building. However, their mobilizational and ideo-
logical components decayed rapidly. The role of
the mass mobilizational single-party regime lost its
preeminence. Consequently, they moved in the
direction of either military—bureaucratic or organic
statist regimes. This process can be compared with
“detotalitarianization by decay,” namely, the loss
of the revolutionary ideological élan and of the
mobilizational capability of the regime, which also
explains the sudden collapse of the Soviet Union
probably better than anything else.

Turkey was one of the earliest examples of sin-
gle-party regimes and, as such, attracted the atten-
tion of a great number of Western scholars, includ-
ing Maurice Duverger. The Republican People’s
Party (RPP) was founded by Kemal Atatiirk, the
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leader of the War of Independence (1919-1922) in
1923, and it consolidated its monopoly in 1925 by
outlawing the only opposition party, the Progressive
Republican Party. It maintained such monopoly
until the end of the World War II, when the party
leadership allowed the formation of an opposition
party, the Democratic Party and lost power to it in
the first free election of 1950. The RPP (and its
ancestor, the Society of Defense of Rights for
Anatolia and Rumelia) was successful in achieving
a significant degree of popular mobilization during
the War of Independence, appealing to and co-
opting Muslim religious orders, Kurdish tribes,
radical republicans, and loyal monarchists, and so
on. After the victory, however, the RPP was
quickly transformed into an “exclusionary” single
party, in the words of Samuel Huntington. It
showed little interest in mass mobilization and
concentrated its efforts on nation building and
secularizing the state and society by top-down
authoritarian methods, almost a “mission impos-
sible” in a deeply divided, pluralistic, and devoutly
religious society.

The military-bureaucratic authoritarian regimes
emerged as probably the most widespread type of
authoritarianism in the 1960s, especially in Latin
America but also elsewhere. Guillermo O’Donnell
and others have argued that the emergence of such
regimes as a new type of authoritarian rule in Latin
America was linked to the failure of import substi-
tution-based industrialization (ISI). The early
phases of this industrialization strategy gave rise to
populist coalitions that brought together national
industrialists, urban professionals, and the emerg-
ing urban working class. Both components of the
populist coalition benefited from this expansionist
policy: Import-substituting industrialists were
heavily protected against foreign competition by
import quotas, tariffs, and foreign exchange regu-
lations; the urban working class, in turn, obtained
employment opportunities, union rights, welfare
benefits, and relatively higher wages because the
growth of the domestic market was supposed to
further stimulate the ISI.

The early, easy phase of the ISI, however, was
soon exhausted. Once the limits of growth of
domestic markets had been reached, the ineffi-
cient, internationally noncompetitive national
industries failed to produce the necessary foreign
exchange earnings. Thus, ISI-based economies

faced severe problems, such as balance-of-payment
deficits, foreign exchange shortages, low or nega-
tive growth rates, inflation, and unemployment.
The economic crisis, in turn, led to the radicaliza-
tion of the popular sector (the industrial working
class) and to increased political polarization. This
created fears among the urban middle classes of a
Cuban-style radical leftist revolution. With the
support of this middle class, the military took over
in many important countries of Latin America
such as Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay and
established what is known as the bureaucratic-
military authoritarian regimes. The fact that these
regimes emerged in the most highly developed
countries of Latin America lends support to
O’Donnell’s economy-based explanation.

Such regimes differ from earlier types of military
regimes in Latin America (poder moderador) in
that the latter were of relatively short duration and
intended to solve a particular constitutional crisis,
while the former were of much longer duration
and attempted to change the economic structure in
a more free market, export-oriented direction. To
accomplish this objective, they tried to demobilize
the already activated popular sector by severely
restricting its political participation opportuni-
ties. In this effort, they also enlisted the help of a
large group of experts, technocrats, and managers
with problem-solving capabilities. Hence, these
regimes are often called “military—technocratic—
bureaucratic  authoritarian regimes”  to
distinguish them from the more bureaucratic—
military—oligarchic authoritarian regimes of inter-
war Eastern Europe.

Although the bureaucratic authoritarian regimes
have been analyzed mostly within the Latin
American context, the applicability of this model is
not limited to that continent. In fact, the National
Security Council (NSC) regime in Turkey (1980-
1983) bears strong resemblances to its Latin
American counterparts. It also followed a period
of deep economic crisis as a result of the failure of
an ISI strategy, accompanied by intense political
polarization, radicalization of the working class,
and the increasing fears of the middle classes. Like
its Latin American counterparts, the NSC regime
pursued policies aimed at shifting the basis of the
economy from an ISI to an export promotion
model, while trying to demobilize the working
class and depoliticize the society at large.
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Parallel to the “global resurgence of democ-
racy,” pure and simple military regimes have virtu-
ally disappeared, except perhaps for a transitional
period. As Larry Diamond observes, the interven-
tionist armies today try to either legitimize their
rule by running for president in contested but
manipulated elections or carve out for themselves
a large autonomous sphere in the form of tutelary
powers and reserved domains behind a veil of civil-
ian, multiparty rule.

Electoral Authoritarianism

While some of the subtypes in Linz’s original
typology have lost their contemporary relevance,
new borderline problems have arisen as a result of
the rise of democratic ideology as the almost unri-
valed source of legitimacy. Many otherwise quite
authoritarian regimes have been obliged to accept
at least some outward trappings of democratic
regimes. As a result, while in the past, the bound-
ary between authoritarian and totalitarian regimes
was not very clear, as opposed to the relatively
well-defined boundary between nondemocratic
and democratic systems, today the reverse seems to
be true. Indeed, there seems to be a large gray area
between authoritarian regimes and certain types of
democracies variously called “electoral democra-
cies,” “semidemocracies,” “pseudodemocracies,”
and so on. A newly coined term, electoral authori-
tarianism, suggests the difficulty of arriving at a
neat classification. Electoral or competitive author-
itarian regimes are not among the subtypes in
Linz’s original typology, for understandable rea-
sons. As Diamond argues, this type of hybrid
regime is very much a product of the contempo-
rary world. The worldwide trend toward democ-
racy has forced many authoritarian regimes to
mimic some forms of electoral competition.
Andreas Schedler argues, in the same vein, that on
the bases of 2001 data, out of 151 countries in the
“developing world,” 36 (23.8%) are liberal democ-
racies, 32 (21.2%) are electoral democracies, 58
(38.4%) are electoral authoritarian regimes, and
25 (16.5%) are closed authoritarian regimes.
Thus, electoral authoritarian regimes make up
more than two thirds of all autocracies.

The breadth of this gray area between liberal
democracies and full-scale (closed) authoritarian
regimes may necessitate the search for further
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subdivisions within this category. Thus, Schedler
distinguishes between electoral democracies and
electoral authoritarianism, while Diamond, in a
more nuanced distinction, divides it into four sub-
types as electoral democracies, ambiguous regimes,
competitive authoritarian regimes, and hegemonic
electoral authoritarian regimes. Both authors agree
that the boundaries between these regime types are
“blurry” or “foggy” and that it is difficult to fit
elusive realities into ideal types. The distinction
between liberal and electoral democracies is based
on variables other than electoral competitiveness,
since both conduct reasonably free and competi-
tive elections as a minimum condition for democ-
racy. Electoral democracies fail to institutionalize
the other vital dimensions of liberal democracies,
such as the rule of law, political accountability, full
protection of civil and political rights, and so on.
Another feature distinguishing electoral democra-
cies from liberal democracies may be the presence
of tutelary powers and reserved domains in some
of them outside the purview of elected officials,
most often in favor of the military but also some-
times in favor of clerical leaders as in the case of
Iran. Turkey, where free and fair elections have
been regularly held since 1950, but the military
have enjoyed significant tutelary powers and
reserved domains since its intervention in 1960,
and even more so after its intervention in 1980, is
a good example of such cases.

On the other hand, the difference between elec-
toral democracies and electoral authoritarian
regimes centers on the fairness and competitiveness
of the electoral process. The criteria for free and
fair elections are well known and need not be
repeated here. However, as Schedler puts it, his-
torically, elections have been an instrument of
authoritarian control as well as a means of demo-
cratic governance. And at present, there are many
regimes where multiparty elections are regularly
held, but many basic democratic norms are system-
atically violated. Therefore, they should be classi-
fied as authoritarian regimes. Indeed, the authori-
tarian use of elections is nothing new, as attested
by an old but influential book, Elections Without
Choice (1978), edited by Guy Hermet, Richard
Rose, and Alain Rouquié, providing earlier exam-
ples of such regimes. As Schedler rightly observes,
“the menu of manipulation” available to authori-
tarian rulers is quite rich and varied, ranging from
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banning parties and disqualifying candidates to
repressive policies against dissenters during elec-
tion campaigns, fraud and intimidation, informal
disenfranchisement, unequal use of state resources,
adoption of favorable redistributive rules, and so
on. Certainly, one can further subdivide the elec-
toral authoritarianism category into competitive
authoritarian and hegemonic authoritarian sub-
types, as did Diamond, depending on their degree
of competitiveness. In his view, competitive author-
itarian regimes are defined by the presence of a
significant parliamentary opposition, whereas in
the hegemonic subtype, elections are largely an
authoritarian facade: The ruling or dominant
party wins almost all the seats. Similarly, in hege-
monic electoral authoritarian regimes, the presi-
dent is elected with a great majority of the popular
vote. Diamond admits, however, the difficulty of
distinguishing between the two types. At any rate,
the difference seems to be one of degree rather
than of kind. No doubt, they both firmly belong to
the authoritarian type, but both differ from full-
fledged or “closed” authoritarian regimes.

The blurry borderline between electoral democ-
racies and electoral authoritarian regimes poses
difficult methodological problems. As Schedler
rightly argues, under conditions of electoral manip-
ulation, official election figures do not faithfully
reflect the actual distribution of citizen prefer-
ences. However, it is difficult to observe electoral
manipulations, since these are usually “undercover
activities,” constituting “an impenetrable black
box.” Nevertheless, available information on the
state of political rights in general may give us clues
about the extent of electoral manipulation. Thus,
unequal access to state resources or mass media,
restrictions on freedom of expression and associa-
tion, bans on political party activities, adoption of
electoral rules favorable to the governing party,
gerrymandering, and so on may provide reason-
ably reliable indicators to recognize an electoral
authoritarian regime. Observations by interna-
tional election observers, if available, may provide
another source of information.

As was pointed out above, electoral authoritar-
ian regimes constitute the largest group of coun-
tries in the developing world. Certainly, the rise of
this type is closely associated with the global resur-
gence of democracy. With the collapse of Soviet-
type totalitarianism, democracy has become the

only legitimate form of government in the eyes of
a much greater portion of the world’s population.
As a result of a favorable international climate,
active promotion and encouragement of demo-
cratic change by major Western powers, the desire
to gain international respectability, and domestic
pressures associated with rising levels of socioeco-
nomic development, some forms of authoritarian-
ism have become less sustainable. Thus, most
hybrid regimes today are quite deliberately pseu-
dodemocratic, dreaming, in Schedler’s words, of
reaping the fruits of electoral legitimacy without
running the risks of democratic uncertainty. They
mimic democratic institutions not only in the elec-
toral field but also by creating mimic constitu-
tional courts and adopting other outward trap-
pings of a system based on the rule of law.
Conceivably, such institutions create potential
areas of dissidence and conflict, even if they remain
far from ensuring democratic accountability.
Nevertheless, the concept of electoral authoritari-
anism centers on the electoral area, as its name
indicates.

Thus, electoral authoritarian regimes combine
two contradictory dynamics in uneasy coexistence.
On the one hand, as Schedler points out, by per-
mitting multiparty, competitive elections, they
recognize the principle of democratic legitimacy
instead of other sources of legitimacy (such as
revolutionary, transcendental, communitarian,
charismatic, or substantive). On the other hand,
they subvert it in practice using various instru-
ments of authoritarian manipulation. As opposed
to democratic regimes in which the rules of elec-
toral game are accepted and respected by all par-
ties, in electoral authoritarian regimes, competi-
tion is not only “within rules” but also, and more
important, “over rules.” On the other hand, as
opposed to closed authoritarian regimes, the rulers
have to find a balance between “electoral persua-
sion” and “electoral manipulation.”

This mixture of contradictory elements makes
the future of electoral authoritarian regimes highly
uncertain and unpredictable. Again, as Schedler
points out, the game of authoritarian elections
may lead to a process of gradual democratization
as in Mexico and Senegal. It may lead to democ-
racy through the sudden collapse of authoritarian-
ism as in Peru and Serbia. It may also end up in an
authoritarian regression. Or such regimes may
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survive for an extended period, through various
successful survival strategies of the rulers.

At the other end of the democracy—autocracy
continuum, “closed authoritarianism” seems to be
the relatively smaller category, but a stable one.
Thus, during the past 10 years, such a nonfree
regime went from 25% of all states (48 in total;
Freedom in the World 2000-2001) to 24% (47 in
total; Freedom in the World 2009). They may com-
bine some elements of “sultanistic regimes,” con-
sidered a separate type by Linz. He has argued that
the exceedingly personalistic and arbitrary nature
of such regimes distinguishes them from the more
institutionalized and predictable behavior of the
authoritarian regimes. In sultanistic regimes, the
ruler exercises his power unrestrained by legal rules
or ideological commitments. Public bureaucracy
becomes the personal entourage and servants of the
ruler. Classic examples of sultanistic regimes are
the Trujillo regime in the Dominican Republic, the
Batista regime in Cuba, the Somoza regime in
Nicaragua, the Duvalier regime in Haiti, the Pahlavi
regime in Iran, and the Marcos regime in the
Philippines. More recent examples may include the
Ceausescu regime in Romania, the Saddam Hussein
regime in Iraq, and the North Korean regime.

If we look at the regional distribution of
authoritarian regimes, we see its highest incidence
in the Middle East and the North Africa and its
lowest in Eastern Europe, with sub-Saharan Africa
in between. According to Schedler’s figures (as of
early 2006), 11 sub-Saharan African countries
(Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Ethiopia,
Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, Mauritania, Tanzania,
Togo, and Zambia) are in the electoral authoritar-
ian category. According to his figures based on
2001 data, 52.6% of the Middle Eastern and
North African regimes are electoral authoritarian
regimes and 42.1% belong to closed authoritari-
anism category. Israel is the only liberal democ-
racy in his classification, with Turkey included in
the electoral authoritarian category. In contrast,
57.9% of Eastern European states are liberal
democracies, 15.8% electoral democracies, 26.3%
electoral authoritarian regimes; no Eastern
European regime is in the closed authoritarianism
category. The success of the Eastern European
cases can be explained by the geographical and
cultural proximity of Western democracies and
many forms of international influences, including

the European Union conditionality. The Middle
East and North Africa, on the other hand, stand
as the major geographical region of the world
least affected by the third wave of democratiza-
tion, a fact that requires a detailed explanation.

Islam and Democracy

One explanation for the limited democratization
in the Middle East and North Africa, based on the
alleged inherent incompatibility between democ-
racy and Islam, the dominant religion of the
region, must be treated with utmost care. It has
been argued by Orientalists, for example, that
many notions associated with Western democracy,
such as the notions of popular sovereignty, repre-
sentation, elections, secular laws, an independent
judiciary, and a civil society composed of a multi-
tude of autonomous groups, are alien to the
Muslim political tradition. Such statements abound
in the Orientalist literature and have deeply influ-
enced the Western conceptions of Islam, so much
so that Huntington argued that the West’s prob-
lem is not Islamic fundamentalism but Islam. It is
beyond the scope of this entry to discuss the philo-
sophical, historical, and empirical flaws of this
argument. Suffice it to say that Islam, like any
other major religion, is not a monolith and that it
has given rise to different interpretations and prac-
tices at different times and in different places.
Likewise, historically speaking, it has been com-
patible with different forms of government.
Looked at from a purely empirical point of
view, what is claimed to be “Muslim exceptional-
ism” seems more like “Arab exceptionalism.”
Thus, Alfred Stepan convincingly argues that Islam
is sometimes misleadingly equated with Arab cul-
ture. He observes that, while there are no democ-
racies in the Islamic countries of the Arab world,
about half of all the world’s Muslims live in
democracies, near-democracies, or intermittent
democracies. He then analyzes the cases of
Indonesia, Bangladesh, Pakistan, and Turkey as
examples of such hybrid regimes. Vali Nasr
describes the same cases (plus Malaysia) as exam-
ples of the “rise of Muslim democracy,” which he
compares with the early stages of Christian demo-
cratic parties in Europe. He states that, unlike
hard-line Islamists, Muslim democrats have a
pragmatic perspective and seek to build governing
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coalitions within a democratic arena whose bounds
they respect.

Turkey, with its militantly secular constitu-
tional and legal system and its more than 60 years
of (albeit interrupted) democratic experience, is
perhaps the leading example in this category.
However, the extensive tutelary powers enjoyed by
the military, and its less than desirable record on
political rights (judged by the ease and frequency
of party closures), allow us to classify it only as an
electoral democracy. Thus, according to the
Freedom in the World 2009 report, it is an elec-
toral democracy in the “partly free” category with
a rating of 3 for both political rights and civil liber-
ties, on a scale of 1 to 7, with 7 being the lowest
score. According to the same survey, the major
non-Arab, Muslim-majority countries have the fol-
lowing ratings (the first figure refers to the coun-
tries’ score on political rights and the second on
civil liberties): Albania (3 and 3), Bangladesh
(4 and 4), Bosnia-Herzegovina (4 and 3), Indonesia
(2 and 3), Malaysia (4 and 4), Pakistan (4 and 5),
Senegal (3 and 3), and Turkey (3 and 3). Of these,
Indonesia is placed in the “free” category and the
rest in the “partly free” category, and all are rated,
except for Malaysia and Pakistan, as “electoral
democracies.”

Although the Freedom House’s threefold clas-
sification of “free,” “partly free,” and “not free”
categories are not identical to Schedler’s fourfold
(liberal democracy, electoral democracy, electoral
authoritarianism, and closed authoritarianism) or
Diamond’s sixfold (liberal democracy, electoral
democracy, ambiguous regimes, competitive
authoritarian, hegemonic electoral authoritarian,
and politically closed authoritarian) typologies,
there is, no doubt, a large area of overlap. Thus,
liberal democracy clearly corresponds to the
“free” category, while closed authoritarianism
corresponds to “not free.” On the other hand,
Freedom House’s partly free category includes
both electoral democracies and electoral authori-
tarian regimes (or the four intermediate regime
types in Diamond’s still finer typology), and the
borderline between the two may not always be
clear. It may be said as a rule of thumb, however,
that countries with a Freedom House score of 3 or
4 may be considered electoral democracies, while
those with a score of 5 or 6 belong to the electoral
authoritarian category.
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Among the non-Arab, Muslim-majority coun-
tries, the former Soviet states occupy a special
place in that they are all in the “not free” or
“closed authoritarian” category, with the excep-
tion of Kyrgyzstan, which is rated partly free by
the Freedom House (with scores of 5 and 4).
Thus, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and Tajikistan
have scores of 6 and 5, while Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan are at the authoritarian end of the
continuum with scores of 7 and 7. This can be
explained by their strong totalitarian legacy. Iran
(discussed above) and Afghanistan are the other
two special cases.

Authoritarianism in the Arab World

The situation is not at all encouraging in the Arab
core of the Middle East and North Africa. In 2000,
among 16 countries, 10 (Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Libya,
Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia, and the
United Arab Emirates)—or 12 (if we include two
border states Mauritania and Sudan that have an
Arab majority)—were in the “not free” category
and only 6 (Bahrain, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Morocco, and Yemen) in the “partly free” category.
During the decade, Bahrain, Jordan, and Yemen
came into the “not free” category, and consequently,
in 2009, Freedom House scores for the remaining
partly free Arab countries were as follows: Kuwait
(4 and 4), Lebanon (5 and 3), and Morocco (5 and
4). Even more interesting, Stepan observes that,
while the 16 Arab countries are “underachievers” in
electoral competitiveness (relative to what one
would expect from their levels of gross domestic
product per capita), the 31 Muslim-majority but
non-Arab countries are “overachievers.”

To explain “Arab exceptionalism” requires no
less an effort than explaining the much more
debatable “Muslim exceptionalism.” It does not
seem convincing to attribute the Arab democracy
gap to certain inherent characteristics of the Arab
political culture. Therefore, one should look for
political, rather than ethnic or religious, particu-
larities of the region to explain such exceptional-
ism. But exactly what kind of “political” particu-
larities? Indeed, authoritarianism in the Arab
world has given rise to an extensive literature.
Although it is not possible to give the subject a full
treatment here, the most common explanations
can be summarized as follows.
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One such explanation is related to the historical
conditions under which Arab states emerged. As
Stepan correctly states, many contemporary Arab
states have relatively new and arbitrary boundaries
cut out of the Ottoman Empire and were after-
ward occupied and colonized by European pow-
ers. Compounding this problem of state identity is
the widespread appeal of pan-Arabism in many
parts of the region, based on a common language
and common religion. Against this background, it
is remarkable that the new Arab territorial states
have shown a high degree of resilience and durabil-
ity. Egypt, with its strong sense of identity and
tradition of statehood going back to several mil-
lennia, may be considered an exceptional case.
Another related factor is the impact of the colonial
or semicolonial experience in the political culture
of Arab states, where independence from foreign
rule was the dominant objective overshadowing
concerns such as democracy and human rights.

A second explanation centers on the concept of
“rentier state.” Many Arab countries are rich in oil
and natural gas reserves. The vast income deriving
from these sources enabled the ruling elites to buy
or co-opt some elements of the potential opposi-
tion as well as satisfy the basic material needs of a
large majority of the population. This has had a
retarding effect on the emergence of an indepen-
dent bourgeoisie that is the driving force for
democratization in Muslim as well as other coun-
tries. As Nasr says, Muslim democracy needs the
bourgeoisie, and the bourgeoisie needs Muslim
democracy. Nevertheless, the rentier state hypoth-
esis cannot explain the prevalence of authoritari-
anism in oil-poor Arab states.

A third argument, perhaps the most convincing
one, provides a cyclical explanation. Thus, the
repressive policies of Arab authoritarian rulers
against all opposition groups, secular and Islamist
alike, and their refusal to even partially liberalize
the system radicalize the opposition. The chief
beneficiary of this process is the Islamist opposi-
tion, much stronger, more broadly based, and bet-
ter organized than secular opposition groups. This,
in turn, increases the perception of threat (real,
exaggerated, or manipulated) on the part of the
ruling groups and is used to justify even more
repressive policies. This fear, although highly
exaggerated and manipulated, is also vivid within
the Turkish state elites (particularly the military

and the judiciary), and it constitutes one of the
most formidable roadblocks on the way to further
democratization.

The feeling of an Islamist threat also leads to a
paradoxical situation in that liberal or secular oppo-
sition groups that should normally have been on the
side of democratic reforms also support repressive
policies against the Islamist opposition. As Daniel
Brumberg argues, the alliance between potential
democrats and the authoritarian states in the Middle
East is the reverse of the political reform process in
Eastern Europe. In the latter cases, the not too
democratic elites nonetheless found democratic pro-
cedures useful for dealing with the opponents of the
regime, thereby leading to a “democracy without
democrats.” In the Middle East, by contrast, fear of
Islamist victories has produced “autocracy with
democrats,” as potential democrats now actively
support or at least tolerate autocrats as a lesser evil
than an Islamist regime. A similar process is under
way in Turkey in the ostensibly “social democratic”
and militantly secularist RPP’s (Cumhuriyet Halk
Partisi) support for the military’s harsh attitudes and
manipulative maneuvers against the governing
Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkinma
Partisi; AKP), even though the latter can in no way
be considered an Islamist or even a post-Islamist
party.

The dilemma of the authoritarian rulers in the
Middle East explains the zigzagged course of liber-
alization policies. It has been observed that peri-
ods of relative liberalization have often been fol-
lowed by those of deliberalization. Although in
some Arab countries, such as Jordan, Morocco,
Algeria, Kuwait, and Egypt, controlled or semi-
competitive elections have taken place, and mod-
erate advances have been made in areas such as the
freedom of the press, association, and assembly,
none of these regimes has advanced beyond the
level of electoral (or competitive) authoritarian-
ism. Many studies of these cases are rather opti-
mistic, probably reflecting the democratizing bias
of their authors.

And yet it seems a fruitful line of inquiry to
distinguish between the relatively more successful
and less successful of these cases. Thus, Brumberg
distinguishes between what he calls “dissonant”
states and “harmonic” states. The dissonant states
leave some room for competitive or dissonant
politics. The examples are Morocco, Egypt, Jordan,
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Kuwait, and Lebanon. That such regimes, however
autocratic, recognize and do not attempt to destroy
societal pluralism creates an arena for competition
and negotiation. The “harmonic” states, on the
other hand, in their attempt to impose an often
artificial unity through repression and cooptation,
leave little room for negotiation and compromise
and create a deadly game of “winner takes all.”
These are the states based on an ideology (be it
Islam, Arab socialism, or Kemalism) and a strong
sense of mission that attempt to mold the society
according to their image of the “good society.”
John Waterbury characterizes such states as “ends-
oriented” states, arguing that since the mission is
considered sacred, debates over ends or means are
seen as subversive or blasphemous.

The dissonant Arab states and those in the non-
Arab parts of the Muslim world permitted a degree
of electoral competition that, in turn, helped mod-
erate the Islamist groups and integrate them into
the political system. Turkey is the leading example
of this process, where the earlier Islamist parties
were transformed into a moderate, center-right,
conservative democratic party (the AKP). Other
examples include Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia,
and Pakistan. Similar processes are under way in
Morocco, Jordan, Kuwait, and Lebanon. As Nasr
observes, competitive elections push religious par-
ties toward pragmatism and make other parties
more sensitive to Islamic values in a game to win
the middle. Electoral competition may eventually
lead to a situation of “democracy without demo-
crats,” and this surely is much more preferable to
that of “autocracy with democrats.”

Conclusion

The early optimism and enthusiasm about the
global resurgence of democracy have been replaced
by a sense of greater realism. It is clear that author-
itarian regimes, in one variety or other, have
shown greater resilience and staying power than
originally anticipated, using a skillful mixture of
coercion, co-optation, divide-and-rule tactics, and
selective democratic openings. However, just as
the prospects for sustaining full-scale (or closed)
authoritarian regimes in an age of democratization
are not good, so are the prospects for electoral (or
competitive) authoritarian regimes. The uneasy
mixture of democratic and authoritarian elements

creates an inherent source of instability, with the
possibility of going in the direction of either elec-
toral democracies or less competitive hegemonic
authoritarian regimes.

Ergun Ozbudun
Bilkent University
Ankara, Turkey
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AUTONOMY, ADMINISTRATIVE

Within democratic systems, public organizations
carry out a large number of functions, ranging
from provision of education, health, and national
security and regulation of financial markets to
ensuring equal treatment for all. These bodies
perform these functions because delegation is
imperative: Elected politicians lack the time,
expertise, and resources both to enact and
implement laws and to delegate these tasks to
public organizations. To perform their tasks,
these bodies need a certain level of autonomy
from democratic oversight. The laws they imple-
ment often contain goals, such as “national
security” and “social welfare,” that need further
specification before they can be attained. Also,
several different approaches and policy instru-
ments to complex social problems may exist,
and the choice of approach or policy instrument
requires experience and knowledge of these
social problems. Public organizations are staffed
by civil servants with such experience and
knowledge, but they need some level of auton-
omy to analyze social problems and to choose
the best possible course of action for addressing
these. Administrative autonomy revolves around
a delicate balance. On the one hand, if public
organizations lack administrative autonomy,
they run the danger of being micromanaged by
politicians. On the other hand, if there is too
much administrative autonomy, politicians and
voters run the risk of having created public orga-
nizations that are nonresponsive to democratic
preferences.

Administrative autonomy is therefore a core
concept in the study of public administration. At
its heart lie democratic-theoretical questions con-
cerning the relationship between voters, politi-
cians, and civil servants as well as rational-
instrumental issues concerning the management
and design of effective and efficient public poli-
cies. As a theoretical concept, administrative
autonomy represents an abstract social construct.
Under this lemma, the background of the concept
of administrative autonomy within the field of
public administration is discussed first. Next, the
various attributes and dimensions of the concept
of administrative autonomy are described. Finally,
an overview of theories of administrative auton-
omy is provided.

The Concept of Autonomy in the
Study of Public Administration

In the field of public administration, the concept of
administrative autonomy has been enjoying the
close attention of many scholars for more than
several decades (see, e.g., Daniel Carpenter, 2001;
Peter Clark & James Wilson, 1961; Anthony
Downs, 1967; Philip Selznick, 1957). Admin-
istrative autonomy is considered a sine qua non for
nothing less than the “survival” of a public organi-
zation. To survive competition with other public
organizations over scarce resources, the attaining
of a substantial degree of administrative autonomy
is seen as a critical goal: “Autonomy gives an orga-
nization a reasonably stable claim to resources and
thus places it in a more favorable position from
which to compete for those resources” (Clark &
Wilson, 1961, p. 158). Administrative autonomy
as the lifeblood of successful public organizations
is still a vivid argument in contemporary public
administration scholarship. In his study of the
modernization of the American bureaucracy dur-
ing the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Carpenter
(2001) ascribes the success of various agencies,
among them the U.S. Postal Service and the U.S.
Food and Drug Administration, to their leader-
ships’ capabilities to forge autonomy for their
organization.

During the 1990s, we witnessed a renewed inter-
est in the concept of administrative autonomy. Three
developments were important drivers of this interest.
First, starting in the late 1980s and the beginning of
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the 1990s, by setting up “quasi-nongovernmental
organizations,” that is, quangos, governments
worldwide embarked on the path of restyling their
central governmental apparatus according to one
of the core prescriptions of the new public man-
agement (NPM) paradigm. In traditional Western
parliamentary systems, governments were con-
fronted with trade-offs between giving autonomy
to parts of their integrated central administrative
apparatuses and to retain control over the newly
created autonomous bodies.

The second driver of the renewed attention for
the concept of autonomy is the wide diffusion and
creation of independent regulatory authorities
(IRAs). The intellectual foundations for the cre-
ation of IRAs stem from the same source as that of
NPM described above. The financial and eco-
nomic reforms of the 1980s and 1990s resulted in
the liberalization of markets and the breaking
down of public monopolies. Deregulation led to
reregulation as contracts and property rights
within these newly created markets needed public
supervision. Legislatures entrusted the protection
of property rights and the enforcement of con-
tracts on these new markets to independent regula-
tory agencies. Their autonomy from government is
considered a necessary condition for guaranteeing
the credible commitment of the government to not
renege on the liberalization of these markets.
Consequently, the creation of IRAs brought imme-
diately to the fore the question of who controlled
these highly autonomous bodies.

The third and final driver is the emergence of
neo-economic theories within public administration
and political science. Neo-economic theories entered
the fields of political science and public administra-
tion through the latter’s adaptations from economic
and legal approaches to contract theories. Neo-
economic theories first made school within
American political science. The warm reception of
the principal-agency framework is partly the result
of the decades-old American interest in Congress’s
capability to control the bureaucracy. Principal-
agency and transaction costs theories introduced a
new conceptual tool kit into public administration
and concepts such as “contract,” “information
asymmetry,” “monitoring,” and “costs” started to
dominate our talk and thinking about politics and
administration. Neo-economic theories soon
crossed the Atlantic and assumed a prominent place

within  European studies on regulation,
Europeanization, and quangocratization. This
resulted in the growing attention on the concept of
administrative autonomy.

The study of administrative autonomy is col-
ored by sociological and neo-economy-inspired
political science theories. Whereas sociological
theories treat administrative autonomy as an
important asset of public organizations to success-
fully function within their own environment,
economic-political science theories consider the
autonomy of public organizations as a potential
liability. We will see that these perspectives consti-
tute the basic view within two of the three main
sets of theories of administrative autonomy.

The Anatomy of Administrative Autonomy

Administrative autonomy is an abstract concept
that is not directly observable. In this section, we
will present two dimensions of administrative
autonomy that are commonly used in studies of
this concept.

De Facto and De Jure Autonomy

The first distinction is between formal or de jure
autonomy and actual or de facto autonomy of
public organizations. De jure autonomy refers to
the formal-legal prescriptions concerning the rela-
tionship between politicians and public organiza-
tions. The laws that created the body (or the laws
and regulations that delegate specific tasks to pub-
lic organizations) state how a political principal
and its administrative agent should interact in
theory. As such, these laws spell out the rules of
the game that should be obeyed when these actors
interact with each other. To a certain extent, the de
facto or actual autonomy of a public organization
is reflected by its formal autonomy. A public orga-
nization that is not part of a ministerial depart-
ment, for example, will have more formal admin-
istrative autonomy than a unit of a ministerial
department.

However, the correlation between de jure and
de facto administrative autonomy is not always
strong. George Krause and James Douglas (2005),
for example, found that it was not the formal
administrative autonomy of three different U.S.
economic agencies that affected the outputs of
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their economic forecasts but the reputation of the
economic professionals who worked within these
agencies. Martino Maggetti (2007) found that a
higher level of formal administrative autonomy is
not a sufficient nor necessary condition for higher
levels of de facto autonomy. These findings point
at the existence of a discrepancy between rules and
competences on paper and rules and competences
in practice. In the words of Kutsal Yesilkagit
(2004),

Rules, procedures, and competences may seem
clear on paper as they inform all actors about the
formal intentions of the designers. However,
[after the body is created] public organizations
leadership can interpret the rules in a different
way than politicians had in mind when they
designed the rules. (p. 535)

Dimensions of Autonomy

Koen Verhoest, Guy B. Peters, Geer Bouckaert,
and Bram Vermeulen (2004) distinguish between
seven organizational domains and related dimen-
sions of autonomy. The first dimension is manage-
rial autonomy and refers to the extent in which
managers may decide on the allocation of the input
(e.g., budget) and resources (e.g., personnel) of
public organizations without prior approval from
a supervisory body (i.e., a minister). Second, policy
autonomy designates the discretionary space
within which managers of public organizations
can decide on the quantities of the goods their
organizations produce, choose from among the
policy instruments they have to their avail, and
arrange the internal procedures within their orga-
nizations. Managerial and policy autonomy hence
correspond to the discretionary authority of public
managers: a space within which managers enjoy
some leeway to manage their organizations as they
see fit.

External stakeholder may actively limit the dis-
cretionary space of the management of public
organizations. Administrative autonomy is then a
function of the exemption from constraints on the
actual use of decision-making competencies that
external stakeholders—that is, the ministers—
grant these organizations. In democratic systems,
central governments always retain certain powers
to fine-tune the amount of decision-making

competences of public organizations. This fine-
tuning may take place through the adjustment of
an organization’s structural autonomy, legal
autonomy, interventional autonomy, and financial
autonomy. Structural autonomy is the extent to
which the head of public organizations is exempted
from direct supervision of elected officials—that is,
the minister. If the head of a public organization
reports to a governing board and not directly to
the minister, then the structural autonomy of pub-
lic organizations may be considered as high. The
financial autonomy of a public organization is
high when it is entitled to draw its own financial
resources from the revenues of the services the
organization delivers; it is low when the revenues
of the organization come from the departmental
budget. With regard to the legal dimension of
autonomy, Verhoest et al. take the legal basis of
the public organization as the measuring rod. If a
public organization lacks legal personality or it is
established by a statutory instrument instead of a
statute, the position of the public organization vis-
a-vis the legislature or the cabinet will be weak, as
the latter can change the legal status of the public
organization with lesser (legislative) costs than
when public organizations was founded on pri-
mary law or a statute. Finally, interventional
autonomy is the extent to which a public organiza-
tion is exempt from ex post reporting, evaluation,
and audit requirements. Table 1 gives a brief sche-
matic overview of the dimensions of autonomy
and the substances to which autonomy and/or
exemptions refer.

Theories of Administrative Autonomy

Until now we have discussed the background and
various attributes of the concept of autonomy.
Here we will focus on the factors that affect levels
of administrative autonomy. In research as well as
in practice, we are primarily interested in why
some public organizations have more administra-
tive autonomy than others and what these organi-
zations (can) do with their autonomy in public life.
Overlooking academic research on administrative
autonomy over the past decades suggests that there
exist three sets of theories of administrative auton-
omy: (1) external-control theories, (2) internal-
administrative theories, and (3) dynamic-adaptive
theories.
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Table | Dimensions of Autonomy

Type of Autonomy

Autonomy Dimensions

Substance of Autonomy

Level of decision-making
competencies (discretionary powers)

Policy autonomy

Exemptions from constraints on
decision-making competencies

Legal autonomy

Financial autonomy

Interventional autonomy

Managerial autonomy

Structural autonomy

Decisions on inputs and allocation
of resources

Decisions on policy instruments,
production of goods

Exemptions from direct hierarchical
supervision

Legal basis of public organization
Source of agency funding

Exemption from ex post controls

Sources: Adapted from Verhoest, K., Peters, G. B., Bouckaert, G., & Vermeulen, B. (2004). The study of organisational
autonomy: A conceptual overview. Public Administration and Development, 24(2), 101-118; Christensen, J. G. (2001).
Bureaucratic autonomy as a political asset. In B. G. Peters & J. Pierre (Eds.), Politicians, bureaucrats and administrative

reform (pp. 119-131). London: Routledge.

External-Control Theories of
Administrative Autonomy

External-control theories of administrative
autonomy claim that the administrative autonomy
of a public organization is a function of the level of
pressures exerted on the organization by political
stakeholders in the environment of the public
organization. The theories that are grouped under
this heading have in common that they apply a
(version of) principal-agency theory of political
control. They assert that the degree of administra-
tive autonomy of public organization depends on
the instruments and resources that political princi-
pals, such as Congress or the president (in U.S.
studies) and parliaments or cabinets and ministers
(in studies on parliamentary systems), have to con-
trol the actions and outputs of public organiza-
tions. These instruments are usually divided
between ex ante controls, such as agency design,
administrative procedures, and ex post controls,
such as audits, reporting requirements, and (threats
of) budgetary cuts.

External control is not limited to political princi-
pals. Next to formal political actors, interest groups
too may act as principals of public organizations.
Interest groups are key players in the politics of
delegation and administrative design, as they, per-
haps more than elected politicians, care about the
control regime of public organizations as these
organizations are essential to the policy process and

the distribution of public services to their mem-
bers. Political control is therefore not an

dominance or
presidential control, but rather of shared authority
and the ability to influence policy in one direction
or another, a process whereby interest groups’
ability to access and shape policy both directly
and indirectly is evident and must not be
overlooked. (Scott Furlong, 1998, p. 61)

issue . ..of congressional

In other words, political control is a form of “joint
custody” of president, congress, interest groups,
and the courts, and administrative autonomy is the
resultant of the strategies pursued by multiple
interacting actors.

Internal-Administrative Theories
of Administrative Autonomy

In contrast to external control theories, inter-
nal-administrative theories of administrative
autonomy put public organizations and their inter-
ests, capacities, identity, and mission central to
their explanatory models. The main thesis of this
line of research is that the administrative auton-
omy of public organizations is a function of the
organization’s capabilities to forge its own auton-
omy from its direct environment. Whereas we
could say that in the former perspective, the orga-
nization is considered as a passive taker of the
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discretion that its environment grants to itself, in
this perspective, public organizations are consid-
ered as active seekers or forgers of autonomy
(Carpenter, 2001).

As suggested by Wilson (1989, pp. 188-192),
two sets of internal-administrative factors are
deemed crucial for achieving autonomy. One is
“political legitimacy” (Carpenter, 2001)—that is,
the belief and reputation that agencies can deliver
the services that are “worthwhile to some group
with influence over sufficient resources to keep it
alive” (Downs, 1967, p. 7). Agencies should
“impress those politicians who control the budget
that its function generate political support” (p. 7)
from which politicians can benefit in terms of their
reelection or strengthening of their party political
base. Second, administrative autonomy requires
the “organizational capacities” to deliver the ben-
efits to their supporters: It must have the staff with
the right skills and dedication to fulfill the organi-
zation’s ultimate goal of securing a stable and
strong autonomous position within the public
space. In line with this, Selznick (1957) saw care-
fully designed recruitment instruments as a prereq-
uisite for autonomy. The leadership of an organi-
zation, if it wanted to pass the initial survival
threshold and maneuver through critical periods
ahead, had to carefully select, first, the “social
base,” that is, those segments of “the [organiza-
tion’s] environment to which operations will be
oriented” (Selznick, 1957, p. 104).

Dynamic-Adaptive Theories
of Administrative Autonomy

The third set of theories of administrative auton-
omy commonly claims that the administrative
autonomy of public organizations is a function of
a complex pattern of interactions between public
organizations and its (political) environment. The
interactions consist of a mix of stimuli or signals
and responses that traverse from various venues in
the environment to a public organization as well as
from agencies to the political actors in the environ-
ment. “[Clausality” between control and auton-
omy “does not just flow from each democratic
institution towards the administrative organization
as assumed in many conceptualizations of political
control theories, but . . . also flows from agency to
political principals” (Krause, 1996, p. 1089).

According to Dan Wood and Richard Waterman,
stimuli are discrete events (e.g., a crisis, the election
of a new president), event progressions (e.g., yearly
budgetary appropriations, congressional oversight
hearings), and tonal stimuli (i.e., changes in the
tone of political-bureaucratic relationships), and
the responses are a function of the agencies’ techno-
logical, rational, and political assets. Unanticipated
behavior, a function of the general uncertainty in
any policy environment, also influences autonomy.
Policies are made in ambiguity; agencies do not
only often poorly anticipate possible events, but
they are also often not capable of making sense of
the stimuli that reach them, causing public organi-
zations to display unanticipated response behavior.

Conclusion

Administrative autonomy is a core concept in
the study of public organizations. As the concept
stands, it is studied in close relation to democratic-
theoretical notions such as legitimacy, public
accountability, and democratic control. In the pre-
ceding sections, we have discussed the various
attributes of this concept and theories of adminis-
trative autonomy. We have seen that research on
this topic is substantive. However, there are still
aspects of administrative autonomy that have not
yet been fully studied. Here, three lines of research
that are worthy to be explored by future research
are discussed.

In the studies discussed above, administrative
autonomy is treated as the dependent variable.
However, from a democratic perspective, the
degree of administrative autonomy of public orga-
nizations is particularly important for the extent it
enables or restrains public organizations in their
operation. Public organizations that are more or
less autonomous provide public services and regu-
late affairs across a variety of societal domains and
may deeply affect the lives of citizens. So one line
of research that deserves to be further elaborated is
on the relationship between administrative auton-
omy and performance or policy impact. The study
of administrative autonomy may be connected to
existing studies on bureaucratic responsiveness.
These studies examine the impact interest groups
have on decision-making processes of public orga-
nizations but leave the relationship with adminis-
trative autonomy somewhat unexplored.
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Second, an underexamined aspect of adminis-
trative autonomy is of a more normative nature,
namely, the discussion from which stakeholders
and public organizations should function autono-
mously. Public organizations are created to imple-
ment democratically chosen public policies. So,
autonomy from government will never be absolute,
as public organizations have been entrusted with
the implementation of collectively agreed-on pub-
lic policies. Furthermore, public organizations also
interact with and are responsive to a number of
nongovernmental organizations. So, public organi-
zations will not be entirely autonomous from non-
governmental stakeholders as well. The focus
within existing research has predominantly been
on the varying degrees of autonomy from govern-
mental and nongovernmental stakeholders, with-
out questions regarding the desirability of varying
degrees of autonomy from different stakeholders.

Finally, the globalization of the economy and
technological developments increasingly blur the
lines between the international order and domestic
administration. We move toward a postnational
bureaucracy that is hallmarked by the emergence of
dense international networks of civil servants.
Administrative autonomy becomes situated into a
new context as the environment of public organiza-
tions becomes more and more transnational. The
consequences of globalization of the executive branch
force on us new ways of thinking about the relation-
ship between politics and administration. Here, too,
administrative autonomy will be a core concept.

Kutsal Yesilkagit

Utrecht University
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AUTONOMY, SUBNATIONAL

The concept of autonomy is polysemous in scien-
tific literature and can be used in very different
contexts. When used with the word subnational,
the concept refers to the degree of autonomy in
governments below the level of central government,
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with the exception of local governments. Examples
include the Canadian provinces, the U.S. states,
the Spanish autonomous communities, the regions
and communities in Belgium, the German and
Austrian Ldnder, and the French departments and
regions. Autonomy refers to the degree of deci-
sional autonomy, sovereignty or self-government
within a nation-state, enjoyed by these subna-
tional governments.

This entry first discusses subnational autonomy
and the structure of the state. Second, it describes
the power, resources, and influence of subnational
governments. Regionalization is discussed in the
third section, the fourth section deals with multi-
level governance and subnational autonomy, and
the final one examines minority nationalism and
subnational autonomy

Subnational Autonomy and
the Structure of the State

Because nation-states vary in their structure, sub-
national governments also differ from country to
country. In many cases, vast differences are found
within a single country. This diversity results in a
strong asymmetry between subnational govern-
ments in terms of their autonomy. The autonomy
of subnational governments is based on several
factors, including the institutional setting of a
nation-state and the constitutional powers devoted
to a subnational government. The more a country
is constitutionally decentralized, the greater is the
extent to which subnational governments have
legislative powers and thus autonomy.

In unitary states such as Denmark or Israel,
subnational governments have little or no auton-
omy. A unitary state is a state governed as one
single unit in which the central government is the
decision center. Subnational and local govern-
ments exercise only the power that the central
governments choose to delegate.

In the case of a devolved or decentralized state,
subnational governments have more autonomy. A
decentralized state is generally a former unitary
state such as France. The authority and responsi-
bility for some public functions have been trans-
ferred from the central government to the regional
government. A devolved state is a centralized state
such as the United Kingdom (UK), where subna-
tional governments have a degree of autonomous

power devolved from the central government. A
devolved government cannot challenge the consti-
tutionality of central government’s law. The power
given by the central government can be revoked or
reduced. For example, the Northern Ireland
Assembly has been suspended many times by
London since its creation. In theory, decentralized
and devolved states are different, but in practice,
the differences are very thin.

A federal state is a type of sovereign state in
which sovereignty is constitutionally divided
between a central government and the subnational
governments (e.g., the Canadian provinces or the
German Linder). To qualify as a federation, a
minimum requirement is that the constitutional
powers of the subnational governments cannot be
changed unilaterally by the central government. In
federal systems such as Germany, Canada, the
United States, or Belgium, subnational govern-
ments have considerable autonomy. In Canada,
for example, provinces are constitutionally respon-
sible for health care, education, culture, and
municipalities. They can also act on economic
development, justice, environment, and so on. In
Belgium, the autonomy of communities and regions
goes even further. Since 1993, Belgium has been,
according to the first article of its Constitution, “a
federal state composed of communities and
regions.” The constitutional revision of 1993 per-
mits the regions and communities to become real
international actors. This includes the power of
representation and power to sign treaties with sov-
ereign states. Since the revision of the Constitution
in 1993, the organization of Belgium’s interna-
tional relations is fundamentally adapted to the
federal state structure. The autonomy of the
Belgian substate actors, with regard to external
policy, is unique in the world. Its exceptional
nature arises from the recognized constitutional
principle of in foro interno, in foro externo. On
top of that, there is an absence of hierarchy
between different levels of administration (see
Table 1).

Subnational Governments Power,
Resources, and Influence

The autonomy of subnational governments is also
related to the resources that these actors can mobi-
lize. Some subnational governments such as those
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Table | Typology of Democracies and Cases in
Relation to the Autonomy of Subnational
Governments

Decentralized
and Devolved

Unitary States States Federal States

Denmark France Belgium

Finland Netherlands Canada

Greece Portugal Germany

Ireland Great Britain United States

Sweden Spain Austria

Israel Italy India

in Quebec, Catalonia, Flanders, California, or
Bavaria possess more resources than many sover-
eign states. Let us compare subnational govern-
ments with the 192 members of the United
Nations. In terms of population, 40 states have a
population of less that 1 million and around 13
have between 1 million and 2 million. In the
United States alone, 43 states have a population
greater than 1 million, and 36 have a population
of more than 2 million, according to U.S. Census
Bureau data for 2008.

In 2008, according to the World Bank, nominal
2008 gross domestic product (GDP) estimates for
191 nation-states and territories, California would
rank among the top 10 in the world. The top 11
American states would rank among the first 25 in
the world, the top 26 in the United States are
among the top 50 globally, and all 50 states are
among the top 86 nation-states. The state of
California could even be a member of the G8
(Group of 8; or the G20 [Group of 20]) since its
GDP is greater than those of Canada and Spain.
The annual budget of California exceeds that of
Mexico and numerous sovereign states. Thus, sub-
national governments are among the most impor-
tant economic actors in the world.

Regionalization

Since World War II, authority has shifted away
from the central state to international organiza-
tions, such as the European Union or the World
Trade Organization, and to regions and munici-
pal governments. Regionalization represents a

transformation of regional authority where the
nation-state creates or reinforces the mesogovern-
ment level between the central state and the local
level. If Canada and the United States have been
federations for years, in Europe regionalization
has gone hand in hand with European integration.

After World War II, only Germany, Switzerland,
and Austria were considered decentralized federal
states. Since the 1950s, of the 27 countries that are
now part of the European Union, including Belgium,
Spain, Italy, the UK, and France, 19 have seen the
rise of a stronger and deeper regional or subna-
tional government. These governments now handle
a wide variety of policy responsibilities. Since 1950,
new regional governments have been created in 14
countries of the European Union (EU). Eighteen
regions in 7 countries, excluding the Belgian
regions and communities and the Spanish autono-
mous communities, have also been given a special
autonomous or different status. In 1950, only 5
countries had directly elected regional assemblies
covering the countries as a whole; by 2010, 16
countries had such assemblies. Only 2 countries in
Europe with a population of more than 2.5 million,
Sweden and Bulgaria, have not followed this trend.
In Sweden, decentralization reinforced the role of
municipal governments instead.

These meso or regional governments are a fairly
new thing in many countries with diverse political
history and constitutional setting. These new
regional governments are reshaping politics, the
distribution of power between the central govern-
ment and the subnational units, and accountability.

According to some researchers, the driving force
behind the rise of these regional governments is
related, in part, to globalization. According to some
scholars, the nation-state today is too small for the
big problems of the world and too big for the small
ones. In this context, regional governments are bet-
ter placed to deliver important public goods.

Other scholars identify the rise of regions with
the decline of the authority of the nation-states. In
Europe, European integration has reinforced
regionalization and decentralization. European
integration has noticeably weakened the central-
ized uniform states with the introduction of the
principle of subsidiarity in the Treaty of Maastricht
of 1992.

There are also more technical reasons for
regionalization or decentralization. For some
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scholars, the virtues of centralization and decen-
tralization differ from one policy area to the other.
The advantage of centralization is obvious: econo-
mies of scales and, in theory, greater equality
between the citizens of one country. The virtues of
decentralization are different. Some scholars sug-
gest that regionalization and decentralization
increase the efficiency of public policy. The funda-
mental principle of public goods analysis is that a
jurisdiction should encompass those who are posi-
tively or negatively affected by a specific policy.
Because the public goods differ, the scale at which
they are most efficient also differs. Some policies,
such as urbanism or fire protection, are best han-
dled at the local level. Some policies, such as edu-
cation or hospitals, are best handled at the regional
level, and others such as national transportation,
infrastructure, trade, and national security are bet-
ter handled at the national level.

Some believe that political participation is bet-
ter and more effective if the decision center is
closer to voters. Decentralized governments are
closer to the citizens and therefore have better
knowledge about what they want and need.
Regionalization thus contributes to better democ-
racy because it multiplies opportunities for citizens
to influence governments.

According to some researchers, regionalization
and decentralization are drivers for better democ-
racy. Elected officials in democratic states may shift
decision making away from the central state if it
can lead to more efficient decision making and can
attract more votes. By contrast, authoritarian states
tend to centralize the decision-making process. At
best, authoritarian regimes will deconcentrate pow-
ers in local outposts so that they can provide more
reliable information about local politics and imple-
ment more effective central policy. This fact
explains why the democratization of southern,
central, and eastern Europe went hand in hand
with decentralization and subnational autonomy.
The so-called third wave of democracy generated
more decentralization. Regionalization and decen-
tralization could thus, in theory, lead to more effec-
tive public administration and better democracy.

Finally, some specialists think that decentraliza-
tion comes primarily from the public finance crisis.
Regional governments are, in theory, more in
phase with the real needs of the population and
thus allocate resources more effectively. With the

crisis of the public debt in numerous countries,
decentralization is a way for the central state to
transfer some responsibility to regions in order to
reduce the pressure on public finance at the central
level.

Multilevel Governance

With regionalization and decentralization, the
responsibilities of substate governments have
expanded considerably. Subnational governments
have more power concerning economic develop-
ment, education, health care, environment, public
transport, and so on. Each of these public policy
domains requires coordination among governments
at diverse levels. Because no government is an
island, increased globalization and internationaliza-
tion have reinforced the need to coordinate local,
regional, national, and international policies as the
responsibilities of subnational governments expand.

The rise of regional government and subna-
tional autonomy has a big impact on multilevel
governance. Decisions taken at one level of gov-
ernment affect the decisions of the other level of
government. Most policy thus require some form
of coordination among international, European,
national, regional, and local governments. We
know that, for example, according to a United
Nations estimate, between 50% and 70% of all
adaptation and mitigation measures against cli-
mate change will call for implementation by the
regions or subnational governments

The concept of multilevel governance was cre-
ated within the framework of the EU to explain
the relation between the various levels of govern-
ment in EU policy making. Multilevel governance
means that there are multiple actors from various
level of government interacting to negotiate and
implement public policy coming from the EU. The
multilevel governance approach illuminates the
interdependence between the local, regional,
national, and international levels of authority.

At first, multilevel governance was developed
for the study of the EU. Now, however, it is
applied in various situations because virtually all
government activities today are affected by the
competence of at least one intergovernmental
organization, and frequently many more. In this
way, in the context of international organizations
and international conferences, themes are dealt
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with that relate to education, public health, cul-
tural diversity, the environment, business subsi-
dies, the treatment accorded to investors, the
removal of nontariff barriers, barriers to agricul-
ture, to services, and so on. This phenomenon is
magnified in Europe by the process of European
integration and in North America by the North
American Free Trade Agreement. Likewise, enlarg-
ing the scope of international issues means that all
government departments have activities that are
internationalized. This situation makes it harder
for a country’s ministry of foreign affairs to cen-
tralize the decision-making process.

In this context, subnational governments have
become more aware that their political autonomy
and their sovereignty—or, in other words, their
ability to formulate and implement policy—are
subject to negotiation in multilateral fora. Thus,
since the 1960s, there has been a noticeable
increase in the number of subnational govern-
ments that are interested and participate actively in
international affairs.

In the United States, for instance, only 4 states
had representative offices in other countries in
1970 versus 41 states with 245 representative
offices in 34 countries in 2008. In Germany, the
Linder have set up some 130 representative offices
since 1970, of which 21 are located in the United
States. In 2009, Quebec, one of the pioneers in the
field, had some 28 representative offices around
the world. In Spain, the autonomous region of
Catalonia operates some 50 representative offices
abroad, and in 2010 the Flemish government has
more than 100 political, economic, and economic
representations abroad. This phenomenon is also
evident in Japan and many other countries.

When considered from the perspective of theo-
ries of federalism and international affairs, the two
conceptions conflict: the centralizing school and the
school devoted to multilevel governance. From the
perspective of the centralizing approach, some
scholars believe that a monopoly of foreign affairs
is a “minimum power” of all central governments.
In his landmark study, Kenneth Clinton Wheare
highlighted the negative consequences of unbun-
dling central control over foreign affairs for the
national interest and for the functioning of the inter-
national system. To some scholars, international
relations are at the heart of federal regimes.
Centralization of the foreign affairs power is a

requirement of international law because a central-
ized political system is a necessary condition for
states to be able to play the role they are assigned
in international law and practice. In essence, with-
out the existence of a central government that has
a plenary authority on its territory in relation to
foreign affairs and the ability to participate in
international relations and to enforce international
obligations in the domestic order, interstate rela-
tions can only be seriously compromised. If the
power of codecision is granted regarding treaty
making, there would be a risk of paralyzing a
state’s foreign affairs. Every player would have a
veto, resulting in harm to the state’s image in the
international arena.

Supporters of the concept of multilevel gover-
nance take a different view. According to some
scholars, diplomacy or foreign policy cannot be
considered a monopoly of the central government.
Substate government will always have an impor-
tant role, even if it is only for the purposes of
implementing international agreements concluded
by the central government. In addition, giving a
monopoly over foreign affairs to central govern-
ments in federal regimes puts at risk the distribu-
tion of powers between the different orders of
government for the benefit of central authorities.
There are many examples of federal regime that
must operate with important constitutional limita-
tions on their powers in foreign affairs.

Foreign policy should be thought of as a complex
system where different actors within the federal
regime structure work with each other. Those who
favor a multilevel governance approach thus main-
tain that “obligations of cooperation” exist between
central governments and substate actors. To imple-
ment a coherent foreign policy, it is important to
consult substate actors and, indeed, give them an
important role by means of intergovernmental
mechanisms, so that they can participate actively in
the country’s treaty-making process. According to
this view, regional integration, multilateralism, and
globalization have thus rendered centralist theses
obsolete. The requirements of cooperation between
the different orders of government are more and
more important, and it is for this reason that one
notices a considerable increase in executive federal-
ism or intergovernmental relations in respect of the
conclusion of international treaties in federal
regimes.
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Subnational Autonomy and
Minority Nationalism

In multinational states, such as Canada, Spain, or
Belgium, decentralization and subnational auton-
omy are also seen by many scholars as a way to
reduce the likelihood of secession or political con-
flicts. Decentralization is a way to accommodate
substate nationalist movements such as those in
Catalonia, Flanders, or Quebec. The federalization
or decentralization of multinational states is seen
as a way to prevent the breakup of a country while
permitting political and cultural autonomy of
minority nations.

Many scholars have argued that some measure
of autonomy or form of self-government will sat-
isfy the majority of people within a minority
nation. In practice, that would mean that a minor-
ity nation would, to some extent, govern itself
while also participating in the nation-state institu-
tions. Federalization of nation-states does not
guarantee the end of the national question in mul-
tinational countries. The recent experience of
Belgium with the Flemish movement, that of
Scotland, or even those of Catalonia and Quebec
confirm that political conflicts will remain, but it is
hard to see any form of successful accommodation
in multinational countries that does not include
some elements of federalism and subnational
autonomy.

Some researchers have reservations about grant-
ing subnational autonomy to accommodate minor-
ity nationalism. One problem is that federalism
tends to accentuate the differences between the
majority and the minority nation within a nation-
state. The creation of an autonomous subnational
government at the regional level gives the minority
nation new tools to formulate new demands for
more autonomy, which is seen as a never-ending
story. Granting some form of self-government for
minority nations tends to heighten and politicize
the minority nation’s self-consciousness and to
facilitate the rise of a self-conscious intelligentsia.
In the end, federalization is seen as a last-resort
solution that risks fueling, rather than appeasing,
minority nationalism. The territorialization of
minority nations also risks reducing the cross-
cutting interactions between the majority nation
and the minority one. Giving some form of self-
government to a minority nation holds the

potential to polarize politics at the national level. It
is thus very difficult or even impossible to create a
national consensus on national issues.

Stéphane Paquin
Université de Sherbrooke
Sherbrooke, Quebec, Canada
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BALANCE OF POWER

The balance of power is, arguably, the most cen-
tral theoretical concept in the study of interna-
tional relations, yet it is also one of the most
controversial concepts in the field. It is a signifi-
cant concept because it underpins how theorists of
a realist predisposition think about international
relations, and realism is one of the most widely
acknowledged general theories in the discipline.
The concept is also controversial because realism,
in general, and the balance of power, in particu-
lar, have always been fundamentally challenged
by other schools of thought. Advocates of the bal-
ance of power argue that it helps account for the
most fundamental features of international rela-
tions and, in particular, the survival and stability
of any system of independent states. Critics, by
contrast, attack the concept by insisting that it is
either incoherent, thereby promoting a spurious
understanding of international relations, or dan-
gerous, because it promotes policies that can lead
to international tensions and often war. This entry
first examines the balance of power metaphor and
describes its historical development. It then dis-
cusses the roles the concept has in contemporary
thought, especially in the work of Hans J.
Morgenthau and Kenneth N. Waltz.

The controversy that surrounds the balance of
power is not a recent phenomenon. It can be traced
back for several centuries, although there is no
authoritative genealogy of the concept. Debates
about the balance of power became a regular feature
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of the theory and practice of international rela-
tions in Europe from the 16th century onward.
The balance of power is generally regarded as an
essentially Eurocentric concept, although this
assessment remains somewhat speculative because
so little is known about the theory underpinning
how other international societies have operated.

While the balance of power is generally regarded
as a concept that is quintessentially related to
international relations, it is also a concept that is
regularly used across the social sciences as well as
in general parlance. However, outside interna-
tional relations, the balance of power is not seen to
be particularly controversial. The term is employed
ubiquitously because it acts as a metaphor that
effectively transforms our conventional under-
standing of power. Unadorned, power is generally
treated as an attribute that enables an agent pos-
sessing power to regulate the activities of other
actors. In the literature on power, this usage is
often referred to as a behavioral or agential con-
ception of power. The balance of power metaphor
transforms this conventional meaning into a struc-
tural or systemic conception of power.

When treated as a metaphor, the balance of
power has been associated with a wide array of
images, from a chandelier to the arch of a bridge.
The image that most frequently springs to mind is
a set of scales. From the perspective of interna-
tional relations, the scales can be viewed as a sys-
tem in which the weights that are placed on the
pans of the scales are equated with the power
capabilities of the states that operate within the
system. What the metaphor demonstrates is that if
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the weight/power is increased in one pan, then the
weight/power on the other pan is automatically
affected. It follows that power must be treated as a
relative rather than an absolute phenomenon. But
the metaphor can also indicate that if there is a
disproportionately heavy weight placed in one pan
of the scales, then it is possible to establish an
effective counterbalance by placing a number of
lighter weights on the other pan. The even distri-
bution of power that is then formed is often repre-
sented as the definition of a balance of power.

If the metaphor is brought into focus, however,
it is clear that this very specific meaning should be
subsumed under a much broader conception that
associates the balance of power with a system in
which power is a structural attribute. Such a sys-
tem is, in effect, constituted by the distribution of
power that forms within the boundaries of the
system. So in a multipolar system, for example,
there are several main poles of power, whereas in
a bipolar system there are two main poles of
power, and in a unipolar system there is only one
main pole of power. This structural conception of
power has attracted the attention of many histori-
ans, theorists, and practitioners from the past and
the present who have wanted to understand inter-
national relations, and it has led them to presup-
pose that the behavior of states is or at any rate
should be significantly influenced by the structure
or balance of power that helps constitute the inter-
national system.

In general usage, by contrast, the same kind of
assumption is not made. If a wife goes out to work
and earns an independent income, it can be argued
that the balance of power within the marriage will
shift as a consequence. Or, in a multiparty system,
if two opposition parties ally, then the balance of
power within the political arena will alter. In both
cases, the metaphor brings the structure of the sys-
tem into focus. But there is no presumption that a
change in the balance of power will necessarily
strengthen or weaken the system. The metaphor
simply highlights the change in the distribution of
power. But in international relations, there is a
long-standing political myth that states will
respond to changes in the distribution of power in
a way that ensures that international stability is
restored. But the veracity of this myth has also
long been challenged, and a significant counter-
myth has arisen asserting that the preoccupation

with the distribution of power in international
relations is a major source of conflict and disorder.
This controversy about the balance of power has
been carried forward into the contemporary disci-
pline and accounts for the very distinctive role that
the concept plays in international relations.

Historical Development of the Idea

Despite its putative importance, we still do not
have a very developed understanding of how the
ideas associated with the balance of power have
evolved across time. Nevertheless, it is generally
accepted that the contemporary conception of the
balance of power can be traced back to the Italian
city-state system and that the key ideas relating to
the concept began to take shape in the 15th cen-
tury. By the start of the 16th century, Francesco
Guicciardini (1483-1540), a practicing diplomat
and an acquaintance of Niccold Machiavelli, was
able to call on these ideas when he came to write
The History of Italy. He wrote this history in
response to the French invasion of Italy in 1494;
his aim was to trace what he viewed as the tragic
loss of independence by the Italian city-states in
the first decades of the 16th century. He shows
how these states failed to respond adequately to
external pressures until eventually most of them
were absorbed by the Hapsburg Empire. The book
provides the first case study of states failing to fol-
low the logic of a balance of power system and, as
a consequence, succumbing to hegemony.
Guicciardini’s use of balancing metaphors is
restricted to the start of the book where he exam-
ines relations among the city-states in the final
decades of the 15th century. The focus is on
Venice, Naples, Florence, Milan, and Rome, and
he acknowledges that relations among these city-
states were characterized by suspicion and jeal-
ousy. But he also notes that Venice was by far the
most powerful state in the system and, moreover,
that it had hegemonic ambitions. But the logic of
this situation as depicted by Guicciardini is that it
preserved a balance of power system because, by
forming an alliance, the other city-states were able
to counterbalance Venetian power and thereby
preserve the independence of all the city-states.
Guicciardini, however, also acknowledged that
rivalry among the less powerful states could poten-
tially threaten the overall stability of the system.
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But this stability was preserved, according to
Guicciardini, because the ruler of Florence, Lorenzo
de’ Medici, recognized the importance of main-
taining peace among the less powerful states and
preserving the alliance against Venice. As a conse-
quence, he was willing to operate as a balancer
within the system. In other words, Guicciardini
argues that Lorenzo had to constantly shift his
own position in relation to the other states in the
system in order to ensure that the overall balance
was sustained.

What began to destabilize the system at the end
of the 15th century was an emerging tendency by
the city-states to invite outside states to help settle
disputes among the city-states. The problem with
this tactic, as Guicciardini saw it, was that states
such as France outweighed the combined strength
of all the Italian city-states. Nevertheless, when the
Milanese concluded that Florence and Naples were
forming an alliance against them, they called on
France for assistance. But this move had the effect
of destroying the Italian balance of power system
and Guicciardini resorted to medical metaphors to
characterize the subsequent developments.
Eschewing the balance of power metaphor, he
argued that external intervention was a medicine
with effects that were far worse than the original
disease.

The History of Italy was translated into other
European languages, and the ideas associated with
the balance of power were rapidly diffused across
Europe during the 16th century. By the end of the
century, therefore, the balance of power was
viewed as a Europe-wide phenomenon. But during
this period, the meaning of the balance of power
was also extended beyond the idea of shifting alli-
ances in a competitive or adversarial system. For
millennia, there has been a metaphorical link
between scales and justice, and during the 16th
century, there was a growing tendency to discuss
the balance of power in terms of a just equilibrium.
In other words, the balance of power began to be
associated with the establishment of a distribution
of power that was not only regarded as stable but
also fair. Initially it was argued that the balancer
state must have this capacity to establish the link
between stability and justice. But, over time, a
stable and just balance of power was seen to arise
from a general agreement among the great powers
in Europe, and so the concept began to be viewed

as a product of great power cooperation and
mutual association. By the start of the 18th cen-
tury, Europe-wide peace agreements such as the
Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 began to make reference
to a just equilibrium in their formal provisions. At
this juncture, therefore, the balance of power was
seen to provide the constitutional basis for what
was called the Republic of Europe. As a conse-
quence, it then became possible to extend the idea
of the balance of power back to the idea developed
by Greek and Roman theorists of a mixed or bal-
anced constitution. But the relationship between
these sets of ideas has yet to be teased out in any
detail.

By the 18th century, however, there was also
growing resistance to the idea that the balance of
power could be treated as either some kind of a
natural or a man-made law that could promote
peace and stability. On the contrary, the balance of
power was seen to be irrevocably tied to a system
where war was endemic. By the 19th century, crit-
ics such as the British radicals Richard Cobden and
John Bright were going further and arguing that
the balance of power was an utterly meaningless
concept. From their perspective, only by moving
beyond the balance of power thinking was it pos-
sible to promote a peaceful world. The battle
between advocates and critics of the balance of
power persisted throughout the 20th century and,
almost inevitably, when the study of international
relations developed as a formal academic disci-
pline during the present era, the balance of power
immediately became one of its central but also
deeply contentious concepts.

Contemporary Study of
the Balance of Power

It is not difficult to demonstrate that the balance of
power occupies a central position in the contempo-
rary study of international relations because the
concept lies at the heart of two of the very most
influential theoretical texts published since the end
of World War II. The first, Hans J. Morgenthau’s
Politics Among Nations, published initially in
1948, epitomizes classical realism and the second,
Kenneth N. Waltz’s Theory of International
Politics, published in 1979, spearheaded what is
now known as neorealism or structural realism.
Despite the fact that these texts are still enormously
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influential, both texts and, in particular, their use
of the balance of power have come under continu-
ous criticism ever since they were published. It is
certainly not the case, therefore, that either realism
or the balance of power has ever occupied a hege-
monic position in the field. Instead, it is more
appropriate to see them as occupying the central
ground but at the same time being engaged in a
constant debate with critics coming at them from
a number of very different directions.

As a classical realist, Morgenthau was well
aware that he was working in the context of a
long-standing tradition of European thought that
embraced the concept of the balance of power, and
he recognized the need to take into account both
its adversarial and its associational dimensions.
From his perspective, the American Constitution
and other similar domestic arrangements provided
the most effective examples of a functioning bal-
ance of power system, and it followed that, in an
international context, the balance of power could
work at best only imperfectly. For Morgenthau,
the golden age for the balance of power was the
era of dynastic international politics in the 18th
century when states were governed by an interna-
tional aristocracy that formed a distinctive interna-
tional society. Under these circumstances, it was
possible to achieve a just equilibrium by means of
largely consensual and Europe-wide peace agree-
ments. But even when these agreements broke
down, Morgenthau argued that the uncertainties
associated with any attempt to calculate the pre-
vailing balance of power generated restraint on the
part of the rival dynasties and encouraged them to
operate on the basis of the established dynastic
rules of the game. At the same time, however, he
readily acknowledged that the world had moved a
very long way from these conditions. In the after-
math of World War II, what he saw were two
ideologically driven behemoths operating in the
absence of any international society. The United
States and the Soviet Union were restrained only
by the crudest kind of balance of power, and he
feared for the future of the world. Morgenthau
argued that only if the two sides adopted the tools
of classical diplomacy was there any hope that
humans would survive.

Waltz approached the balance of power from
a very different direction, and he reached a very
different set of conclusions from those of

Morgenthau. He was writing in the context of a
detente that marked a period of relaxation in the
Cold War tensions between the United States and
the Soviet Union; however, his aim was to estab-
lish a general theory of international relations
that would transcend historical difference and
help reveal the essential differences between
domestic and international politics and explain
why the structure of the international system has
proved so enduring.

In the first instance, therefore, Waltz argues that
all political systems can be categorized under one
of two headings: hierarchy or anarchy. In a hierar-
chical political system, actors are functionally dif-
ferentiated and power is distributed on a vertical
plane, so that actors can exercise power over sub-
ordinate actors in the hierarchy but will themselves
be subject to the power of actors that occupy a
superior position in the hierarchy. Having made
the distinction, however, Waltz focuses his atten-
tion almost exclusively on anarchic political sys-
tems where actors are seen to operate on a hori-
zontal plane. In other words, these actors do not
consider that they are operating in a hierarchy or
in a functionally differentiated system. They view
themselves as independent and autonomous actors
operating on the basis of self-help and so they are
primarily concerned, in the first instance, with
maintaining their independence and autonomy. To
be able to do this, they must, from the start, estab-
lish how power is structured in the system. This
requires them to identify the dominant actors in
the system—those actors that possess a dispropor-
tionate amount of the overall power in the system.
Cutting through complexity, Waltz distinguishes
between bipolar and multipolar systems. Then,
contrary to Morgenthau, he aims to show theo-
retically why multipolar systems are prone to gen-
erate an unstable balance of power, whereas bipo-
lar systems are prone to generate a stable balance
of power.

Focusing first on multipolar systems, Waltz
argues that if the balance of power begins to move
against any of the dominant states in such a sys-
tem, they will be pushed to respond by either inter-
nal or external balancing. Internal balancing
requires the actor to enhance its power position by
domestic means. The most obvious mechanisms
are either to expand existing military resources or
to seek technological improvements. But Waltz
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also acknowledges that in a self-help or anarchic
political system, there will be a tendency for any
action that gives an actor a potential or future
power advantage to be emulated by the other
dominant actors in the system. As a consequence,
he argues that in an anarchy there will be a ten-
dency for actors to take the form of like units.

In a multipolar system, however, Waltz argues
that when the balance of power shifts, there is the
alternative strategy of external balancing. In other
words, states can form alliances with each other to
enhance their security. But Waltz is very well
aware that alliances are an inherently unstable
feature of any anarchic system. The literature on
alliances reveals that an alliance generates at least
two contradictory fears. On the one hand, there is
the fear of entrapment, as the result of being
drawn by an ally into an unnecessary or dangerous
conflict. But, on the other hand, there is also the
fear of abandonment. Such problems are endemic
in a multipolar system. The problem persists even
in the face of a rising hegemon when, rather than
forming an overwhelming alliance, states will
often choose to pass the buck and, at least in the
first instance, leave it to other states to confront
the hegemon.

Because of these sorts of uncertainties, it
becomes extraordinarily difficult in an anarchic
system to identify the nature of the balance of
power at any point in time. Nevertheless, despite
these uncertainties, Waltz argues that there is suf-
ficient flexibility in the system to ensure that any
potential hegemonic state will eventually be met by
an effective counterbalancing alliance. But, by the
same token, Waltz insists that it is very much eas-
ier to identify the state of the balance of power in
a bipolar system: There are no alliances to compli-
cate the assessment, and the two dominant states
simply have to monitor each other’s activities. As
a consequence, not only are there fewer sources of
instability, but it is also easier for the two domi-
nant states to reach mutual agreement and thereby
to move from an adversarial balance of power
through to an associational balance of power,
although Waltz does not use this terminology.

Waltz has proved to be extremely influential
because he articulated a balance of power theory
in such unequivocal terms, and it has encouraged
other theorists to either revise or reject the theory.
Offensive realists argue that dominant states aim

to maximize their power position, and they char-
acterize Waltz’s approach as defensive realism
because of the assumption that dominant states
only aim to preserve their independence. They dis-
miss the idea of an associative balance of power
and are much more willing to entertain the possi-
bility of hegemonic success. In the same vein, theo-
rists working from a world-historical perspective
insist that anarchic systems transform into hierar-
chical or at least unipolar systems on a very regular
basis. This poses a very significant problem for
Waltz and for the balance of power theory more
generally. But a more immediate problem for
Waltz is the persistence of unipolarity in the post—
Cold War world. Waltz insisted after the demise of
the Soviet Union that unipolarity is a very unstable
structure and that it would rapidly give way to
multipolarity. But realist critics argue that there
are few signs that any states are willing to compete
with the United States in the military arena and
that in any event Waltz’s own Neorealist logic can
be used to show why unipolarity is a very stable
structure. It is unlikely that these debates are going
to be easily resolved, and, as a consequence, the
balance of power will continue to provide a theo-
retical focal point for theorists and practitioners in
the future.

Richard Little
University of Bristol
Bristol, United Kingdom
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BARGAINING

Bargaining is an everyday activity that pervades
all social life and, arguably, is the most important
mode by which political decisions are made. It
summarizes all social activities in which individu-
als or corporate actors have a common interest in
working together but disagree on how they should
cooperate. Bargaining is therefore a voluntary
process through which negotiators try to distrib-
ute among themselves a mutual benefit. In poli-
tics, the mixture between cooperation and conflict
that characterizes bargaining situations becomes
apparent at all levels of decision making. An
example of a recurrent, difficult bargaining pro-
cess is the distribution of the taxed income of a
polity between competing interest groups who
advance contradicting claims to bolster their
demand for a large share. Below, major game
theoretical solutions to bargaining problems and
their possible applications in political science are
discussed.

In the simplest political bargaining problem,
two negotiators disagree over how to divide a pie
worth one unit of a fictitious currency (eurodol-
lar). Any outcome in the “bargaining zone,” which
is delimited by the minimal individual payoffs the
actors expect, can result from the negotiations.
Trivially, no bargain is feasible if the minimal
expectations do not overlap or, in other words, if
the set containing the possible outcomes is empty.
If the minimal expectation—technically often
called the “reservation price”—of one player is
zero, an extreme solution in which one side cashes
in 1 eurodollar while the other side leaves the
negotiation table empty-handed can occur, since
the unlucky negotiator is assumed to be indifferent
to the lack of a reward and the failure of negotia-
tions. The “fair solution,” in the absence of any
power imbalance or neediness of a negotiator, is a

50:50 deal that splits the eurodollar into equal
shares.

In many bargaining situations, actors demand a
disproportional division of the spoils. The other
negotiators then have to judge whether a credible
claim that negotiations would fail without a con-
cession from the other side supports the request. If
they reject this demand, bargaining stops or is
interrupted. Another suboptimal outcome materi-
alizes when negotiators accept a disproportional
division and fail to call the bluff by the other side
that the negotiations would break down if no con-
cession were granted. The fate of a claim depends
on the ability of the negotiators to communicate
credibly that their claims are sincere. This creates
in return an incentive to bolster the credibility of a
specific position through strategic moves.

Social scientists who try to understand bargain-
ing belong to either one of two camps. The first
approach stems largely from social psychology and
is, by and large, empirical. It tries to assess the
importance of cognitive failures and other psycho-
logical features based on the performance of indi-
vidual negotiators. In political science, the strategic
theory of bargaining, as it was developed by
Francis Edgeworth, Arthur Bowley, Frederik
Zeuthen, and John Nash, is more influential as it
takes into account that negotiation outcomes
result from the interaction of at least two forward-
looking actors. Technically, the strategic theory of
bargaining is based on game theory. Its applica-
tions pertain to any subfield within political sci-
ence and cover a wide variety of issues, ranging
from the analysis of interstate war to delegation
problems in public bureaucracies.

Bargaining games are answers to what is known
as the “bargaining problem”: Is it possible to pre-
dict the equilibrium outcome of a social negotiation
in which all participating actors expect an individ-
ual gain? It took the genius of Nobel Prize winner
John F. Nash to predict a unique equilibrium—that
is, a single point—to the bargaining problem. In
the Nash bargaining solution (NBS), this out-
come represents the maximal product of the
differences between the utility a negotiator
attaches to his or her share x and the utility of
the reservation price q.

By way of illustration, imagine a bilateral bar-
gain in which the reservation price of two equally
skilful negotiators is 0 so that actor 7 receives x and
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its counterpart j receives 1 — x = y. We obtain the
equilibrium prediction through the maximization
of the Nash product x(1 — x). Setting the differ-
enced equation to zero (1 — 2x = 0), x = 1/2 and
y = 1/2 result. A power-free bargain situation entices,
in other words, a fair division.

As bargaining power has many facets, it can
enter the calculus of the social outcome in various
ways. One possibility is to equate power with
capabilities ¢, that enter as an exponential weight
the utility function of the individual actor, where
the sum of the capabilities add up to 1 within a
society. Hence, if negotiator i is twice as powerful
as counterpart j, the maximization problem in the
bilateral case reduces to x*(1 — x). Differentiating
x* — x3 and setting the result to zero, we receive
2x — 3x* = 0. If we disregard the outcome x = 0,
actor #’s share amounts to 2/3.

A further aspect of power at the center of the
strategic theory of bargaining stems from the
attractiveness of a so-called outside option. This
outcome is equivalent to what an individual nego-
tiator could reach if the negotiations fail or if they
are stalled for some time. Another Nobel Prize
winner, Thomas Schelling, made this point through
the counterintuitive “paradox of weakness,”
according to which the less flexible negotiator pos-
sesses a bargaining advantage. Generally, the pres-
ence of an attractive outside option helps negotia-
tors in their attempt to commit themselves credibly
to a more beneficial bargaining position. Robert
D. Putnam has used this insight in his “two-level
games” metaphor, which stands for negotiations
between governments that have to care about
domestic pivot players. In such negotiations, gov-
ernments who face a strong, isolationist opposi-
tion and a supramajoritarian ratification hurdle
back home can convince a more cooperation-
minded negotiation partner that only a minimal
agreement is feasible. The commitment of such
constrained governments is more credible precisely
because they cannot get an agreement ratified that
does not find the support of certain sections of the
opposition. A treaty that is too close to the bar-
gaining position of the foreign government is con-
sequently doomed to fail in the negotiations or at
the ratification stage.

The “Schelling conjecture” that the seemingly
weak is in real life the strong actor can be illus-
trated within the NBS framework through the

assumption that one of the actors can be commit-
ted to a disagreement point of 0.5 in the bargain
over a pie of unit size. This credible claim lets the
“zone of agreement” shrink and alters the maximi-
zation problem to (x - 0.5)(1 - x), which leads
after differentiation to a division of x = 0.75 and
y = 0.25.

Criticisms of the NBS deal with its static nature,
its axiomatic foundations, and its reliance on coop-
erative game theory. The first objection answers to
the observation that most (but not all) negotiations
consist of lengthy haggling. The second and the
third of the perceived problems respond to the gen-
eral criteria (axioms) that a bargaining solution
has, in Nash’s view, to fulfill in order to qualify as
a socially rational outcome of a negotiation. His
model, in particular, assumes in line with coopera-
tive game theory that the negotiators agree on
certain rules of the game and do not try to out-
smart each other through unilateral moves.

A response to these objections is the develop-
ment of noncooperative bargaining models that are
dynamic and include relevant one-sided actions.
Noncooperative bargaining models also often study
the impact of information deficits on the bargain-
ing outcomes. The most prominent analytical
framework that assumes, in its most basic form,
fully informed actors is the Stdhl-Rubinstein bar-
gaining model. This sequential game introduces a
strict bargaining protocol (a term standing for the
order in which the actors are allowed to move)
where the right to make an offer moves back and
forth between two players. One version of this ana-
lytical framework assumes that actors discount the
future with the factor 3, (0 < 8, = 1). Hence, the
longer the bargaining goes on, the less attractive it
becomes. The model predicts again a unique out-
come that is largely driven by the size of the dis-
count parameters and hence by the patience of the
negotiators. In general, the more patient an actor
is, the larger is the share of the pie that she or he
can bring home. If the intervals between the nego-
tiation rounds converge toward zero, the Stahl-
Rubinstein bargaining model coincides with NBS.

The Stahl-Rubinstein framework of analysis has
been extended to negotiations among 7 actors. To
make sensible equilibrium predictions in such a
context, some additional assumptions about the
bargaining protocol and the feasibility of certain
strategies are necessary. The Baron-Ferejohn model
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of legislative bargaining, for instance, assumes that
one member of parliament is randomly recognized
as an agenda setter who can make equilibrium
proposals to a majority of other legislators.

Generalizations of Schelling’s insight that cred-
ible commitments are a key prerequisite to bar-
gaining success incorporate models in which some
negotiators are assumed to be imperfectly informed.
Such “asymmetric information” pertains in the
bargaining context most often to the credibility of
a negotiator’s claim that an outside option is more
attractive than the proposal made by the badly
informed negotiator. The better informed side tries
in such a situation to improve the credibility of its
claim through what is called “costly signals”; this
is why such bargaining games belong to the cate-
gory of “signaling games.” In an interstate crisis,
for instance, a costly signal can consist of a public
warning or the mobilization of the troops. Signaling
games have been successfully developed to under-
stand conventional and nuclear deterrence; crisis
behavior of this sort belongs to what is known as
tacit bargaining, where actors use nonverbal means
of communication to bolster their claims for a spe-
cific division of the spoils. The disadvantage of
limited-information models, as games with asym-
metric information are also called, is the plethora
of possible equilibrium solutions. Oddly, this over-
supply of predictions can only be trimmed down at
the cost of asking the model agents to behave even
more rationally.

The empirical evidence in favor of the equilib-
rium predictions that can be derived from bargain-
ing models is mixed. In comparison with other
decision-making modes such as voting or delega-
tion, bargaining models predict outcomes more
accurately. However, the extreme 100/0 division
that some bargaining games suggest as a rational
strategy hardly finds any support. Both laboratory
and field experiments have shown that privileged
negotiators often propose fair divisions against
their own self-interest. The theoretical merit of
these findings remains, however, controversial,
although some powerful causal mechanisms that
account for such seemingly irrational behavior
have been proposed.

Gerald Schneider
University of Konstanz
Konstanz, Germany
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BEHAVIORALISM

The behavioral approach may be characterized as
an attempt to conduct political science according to
the example of the natural sciences—that is to
describe, explain, and predict political phenomena
as exactly as possible. It is the goal of behavioral-
ism to gain scientifically valid—that is, methodi-
cally secured—generalizations on its subject. This
method is not unique to the field of the social sci-
ences; this application of the natural sciences to
political science must be interpreted as being a part
of a greater movement of which—despite great
changes—all social sciences have become a part.
From this point of view, behavioralism is a phenom-
enon of general social scientific empiricism that has
found and still finds many supporters particularly in
the United States. This entry reviews the beginnings
of behavioralism and its evolution in the mid-20th
century as a movement that reshaped the discipline
of political science. It traces its emphasis on expla-
nation, prediction, verifiability, and quantitative
research and its growing influence in academic insti-
tutions as well as professional organizations. The
entry concludes with a discussion of the goals and
methodological assumptions that characterize the
behavioral approach in political science.
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Origins of Behavioralism

Although behavioralism as a trend began primarily
after World War II, there are important predeces-
sors in the context of American political science
that paved its way. Beginning in the 1920s, the
Chicago School and the New Science of Politics
movement urged a greater use of empirical research
to establish a scientific identity to the discipline.
Charles E. Merriam, a leading figure in political
science during those years, and Harold D. Lasswell,
with his decades of work in the interdisciplinary
area of policy studies, were key figures in those
times; without their work, political science may
well have taken a different course. Early behavior-
alist considerations developed in the 1920s as a
reaction to the then predominant institutionalist
approach, which was called “institutional real-
ism,” “realistic institutionalism,” or simply “real-
ism.” The realist approach focuses on the analysis
of the actual relations (in contrast to relations as
legally defined) between different government
institutions, political parties, and interest groups.
In general, the traditional political-scientific analy-
sis of political institutions aimed less at the devel-
opment of theories than at finding facts. A strict
distinction between factual claims and value judg-
ments was an exception rather than the rule.

Originally, behavioralism was a protest move-
ment due to dissatisfaction with traditional politi-
cal science. The latter—in contrast to its neighbor-
ing sciences of sociology and economics—was
accused of being characterized neither by cumula-
tive research nor by reasonable scientific commu-
nication or even scientific cooperation. This flaw,
it was stated, was among others due to political
scientists having no common language, no com-
mon issues, and no agreement on methods. This
was explained by the lack of comprehensive, gen-
erally accepted models or terminology schemes of
the political process by which research was guided
(David Easton, 1969).

This protest was initiated primarily by younger
scientists who came from very different intellectual
approaches and who were initially rather isolated,
since they worked in different fields of political
science. Protest was nourished by the experience of
increased cooperation between political scientists
and government institutions following the New
Deal and, most of all, during World War II, when

contact with representatives of the other social sci-
ences had also increased. One result of this
increased interaction between political scientists
and politicians was the painful insight that there
was an almost insurmountable difference between
what was needed for political advice and what
political science could offer. This difference
between theory and praxis was not as strong in the
neighboring disciplines, particularly psychology
and economics, and, to a lesser extent, in sociol-
ogy. In any case, government institutions were
much less interested in advice from political scien-
tists than from economists, psychologists, and
sociologists, whose theoretical orientation and
methodological basis were generally held in higher
esteem than that of political scientists. In this con-
text, the inability of traditional political science to
predict events was particularly criticized.

The inability of traditional political science to
predict and explain the rise of fascism in Europe
was another reason for the dissatisfaction of
behavioral-oriented young scientists. But fascism,
particularly national socialism, also influenced the
rise of behavioralism in another way: in the sub-
liminal reorientation of the philosophy of science
in American social sciences, influenced by emi-
grated European researchers. The popularization
of Max Weber by Talcott Parsons and the publica-
tion of some of Weber’s science-theoretical essays
by Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills (1946) were
significant because they left out some of the prag-
matist philosophical traditions. With many later
behavioralists, the pragmatic philosophy, stating
that value statements can be validated by practice,
which was then predominant in the United States,
was replaced by Weber’s position that value state-
ments cannot be proven by empirical means.

Another reason for the rise of behavioralism
seems to be the changed international situation
after 1945 and particularly the leading political
role played by the United States in the postwar
period. Increasing international interdependence,
decolonization, and finally the Cold War con-
fronted the political-scientific disciplines of inter-
national politics and comparative politics with
tasks that could not be solved using traditional
concepts such as diplomatic history, international
law, and the comparison of institutions.
Dissatisfaction with traditional political science
was strongly supported by the exemplary effect of
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some social-psychological and sociological publi-
cations such as The People’s Choice (1944), The
American Soldier (1949), and The Authoritarian
Personality (1950), where the empirical methods
of random sampling, the questionnaire, and atti-
tude analysis or panel analysis were employed and
techniques of statistical evaluation were used to
answer scientific questions. These methods previ-
ously seemed to have been reserved for economics
and psychological diagnostics. These studies some-
how served as signposts for a successful political-
scientific behavioral research as it was imagined by
early behavioralists.

It was predominantly the younger political sci-
entists who in the early 1950s became fierce critics
of the realist approach, most of all Easton. In sev-
eral programmatic publications, reaching back as
far as the early 1950s, he criticized the theoretical
deficit of realist research, the lack of methodologi-
cal reflection and terminological clarity, the absence
of modern methods of data collection and analysis,
and the one-sided emphasis on institutional aspects.

Realigning the Discipline of Political Science

In the beginning, the supporters of behavioralism
were a small, scattered group of lonely fighters
who were not bound together by any kind of orga-
nization and who felt connected to each other only
by their way of understanding science. They met at
seminars and in the context of conventions of the
American Political Science Association (APSA) to
discuss new methods of empirical research in poli-
tics. It was their goal to readjust the entire disci-
pline of political science according to the criteria of
behavioralism, not simply to add another subdisci-
pline. It is not surprising that such a demand for a
fundamental readjustment of political science was
strictly opposed by many established political sci-
entists who met the new methods and theoretical
perspectives with a lack of appreciation and even
reacted with open dislike. As Dwight Waldo
(1975) and Jiirgen W. Falter (2001) have described,
this resulted in the first phase of the so-called
behavioralism controversy.

Behavioralism has been characterized by its
interpreters and proponents as a “movement,” as
a “mood,” a “conviction,” and a “protest,” as
well as a “revolution” and a “renaissance.” Easton
distinguished between an intellectual trend and an

academic movement; the former, he stated, had
many more supporters than the latter. However,
he said that it was difficult to identify both the sup-
porters of the movement and the practitioners of
the intellectual trend, because membership criteria
were vague and the borders of the behavioralist
conviction were unclear. In particular, he stated
that it was almost impossible to distinguish “true”
members of the movement, fellow travelers, and
occasional sympathizers from each other.

Easton argued that behavioralism did not show
any formal organization as a movement. Although
there had been short-term plans in this direction,
efforts to bring the movement together had not
been very fruitful. On the other hand, there had
always been a feeling of being loosely connected
and an agreement on basic assumptions and scien-
tific ideals, as well as lively mutual communication.
Also, certain spokespeople of the movement had
always been accepted by the scientific community.
The success of behavioralism, he stated, was due
not only to its effective leaders, its capable support-
ers, and the exemplary effect of important publica-
tions but also to a number of favorable conditions.
In addition to the funding policies of the great
foundations, the significance of the fact that the
Social Science Research Council and its committees
provided the behavioral movement with organiza-
tional vehicles for the development of American
political science cannot be overemphasized.

Growing Institutional Influence

In the 1950s and the early 1960s, the increase in
numbers of supporters of the behavioral approach
seemed unstoppable. It experienced early, impor-
tant success, as Harold D. Lasswell, perhaps the
most important intellectual pioneer of behavioral-
ism, was elected president of the APSA in 1955-
1956. His successor, V. O. Key Jr., who was
president in 1957-1958, was a behavioralist as
well. Under their presidencies, for the first time,
the APSA established a special team dealing with
questions of political behavior. The number of
behavioral-oriented teams at APSA meetings grew
considerably until 1960. The rise of behavioralism
became manifest in a dramatic rise of research
papers after 1960. Soon there was no longer any
subfield of political science without behavioral-
oriented studies, although naturally the extent to
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which behavioral thought penetrated the various
subfields varied greatly. The focus of research was
the analysis of decision-making processes and pat-
terns of behavior. The individual served as a basis
for collecting data, and the individual actor, the
group, the institution, or even the political system
in its entirety, was the subject on which statements
were made. The core concepts of behavioral
research took shape mainly in the work by Herbert
Simon on political decision making, Heinz Eulau
on roles, David Truman on interest groups, David
Easton on the political system, Harold Lasswell
and Abraham Kaplan on the concept of power,
and others. Political-scientific research now focused
on theoretical concepts rather than on the analysis
of everyday politics as the realists had preferred.
From about 1960 on, a number of important
research papers based on the model of behavioral-
ism were published, among them The American
Voter by Angus Campbell and Philip E. Converse
(1960), The Civic Culture by Gabriel Almond and
Sidney Verba (1963), and Karl Wolfgang Deutsch’s
The Nerves of Government (published in German
in 1963). In addition to studies on elections devel-
oped at Columbia University and the University of
Michigan (Voting and The Voter Decides), several
programmatic and empirical studies were published
that were targeted at fundamentally restructuring
the subfields of comparative politics and interna-
tional relations. After 1956, the profile of the
American Political Science Review also changed
drastically, indicating a gradual change in the disci-
pline. Clearly, the quantitative element was gaining
ground. Now, almost all American universities
appointed behavioralists to their departments of
political science, which triggered off a kind of chain
reaction, further supporting the spread of the
behavioral conviction. Studies written in the spirit
of behavioralism started to dominate the appear-
ance of the most important scientific magazines in
the United States. With just a few exceptions, for a
number of years after 1964, almost all APSA presi-
dents came from the behavioral movement or were
at least related to it. In the course of only 1%
decades, behavioralism had succeeded in fundamen-
tally changing political science in the United States.
In the course of the second phase of the struggle
of the behavioral research program, following the
students’ revolt of the 1960s, a strongly applica-
tion-oriented dimension was added to behavioral

political science. In this, policy studies tried to com-
bine a strictly scientific way of proceeding with
practical relevance in order to provide political
advice. Although it has often been declared dead,
the behavioral research program is still alive, and
contemporary scientists working quantitatively and
empirically would call themselves behavioralists.
There has always been a fundamental difference
between empirical and theoretical behavioralism.
Both were based on the same philosophy of sci-
ence—that is, logical empiricism. However, they
deal with different questions and use different
theoretical analysis units. Whereas a great part of
empirical research earlier referred to and still refers
to explaining individual behavior, theory-oriented
behavioralism was mainly interested in the politi-
cal system. Both kinds of behavioralism turned
against philosophically normative, purely institu-
tionalist, or social criticism—oriented approaches
of political science. As Falter (1982) notes, a bitter
behavioralist struggle in American political science
resulted, from which, however, the behavioral
research discipline survived relatively unscathed.

Goals and Methodological Assumptions

In this section, the 10 most important goals and
methodological assumptions of behavioralism are
summarized and commented on. This catalog of
behavioral principles tries to comprehensively
explain the common core of the various behavioral
trends in the context of political science, as far as
it is possible to bring the variety of approaches
together.

The Need for Theory

The goal of behavioralist political science is not
merely to describe political processes but also to
explain and predict them. In this context, theory is
seen as guiding the selection of research topics and
the description and integration of empirical findings.

Looking for Regularities

According to the behavioral basic assumption,
one must reach back to law statements in order to
be able to explain and predict political processes.
One pragmatic precondition for the search for reg-
ularities is the assumption that social and political
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processes are subject to such laws. However, with
its search for laws, behavioralism does not restrict
itself to empirical generalizations but tries to go as
far as possible to theoretical statements. This makes
it different from the classical and radical behavior-
ism of John Watson and B. F. Skinner with
which—erroneously—it is often equated. This, at
first, only a verbal equation, which, however, is
often supposed to disqualify behavioralism as being
“positivist” and thus out-of-date, blurs important,
fundamental differences between the two trends.
Behavioralism, which indeed is also an analysis of
behavior using empirical and quantifying methods,
goes far beyond the purely descriptive recording
and generalization of behavior. Psychological
behavioralism, being a theory-guided empiricism,
(a) looks primarily for explanations and not for
empirical generalizations and (b) includes interven-
ing variables moderating between stimulation and
reaction, for example, cognitive consciousness pro-
cesses, in the form of theoretical constructions, in
its analysis. Thus, in contrast to purely empirical
generalizations, the theoretical statements of behav-
ioralism deal not only with processes that could be
directly observed but also with dispositional factors
such as personality traits and attitudes that by
empirical means can only be described indirectly—
that is, with the help of indicators. These latent
dimensions, which cannot be directly observed, are
described with the help of theoretical concepts—
that is, by so-called constructs. An example of such
a theoretical construct is the concept of identifica-
tion with a political party. Theoretical constructs
are connected by definitions and lawlike state-
ments. These theoretical concepts are connected to
the observation level by so-called correspondence
rules, which make the empirical evaluation of a
theory possible. According to the behavioral opin-
ion, all theoretical concepts must be operational-
ized (or rather be operationalizable).

Striving for Verifiability and Objectivity

It is typical for science, in the behavioral sense,
that all statements must be verifiable. From the
empirical point of view, statements are verifiable
only if they either immediately refer to observable
facts or can at least be based on statements formu-
lated in the observational language. In contrast to
the analytical philosophy of science, which only

demands that statements must be (at least indi-
rectly) observable or that they can be falsified,
behavioralism still follows the verification princi-
ple of neo-positivism. For it, sentences that cannot
be verified must be excluded from the scientific
canon. To meet the criterion of verifiability, the
measurements of the empirical researcher must be
as objective as possible—that is, independent of
the individual scientist. Objective research results
are characterized by the possibility of their being
repeated by other scientists under the same circum-
stances. To be verifiable, the applied research tools
must provide reliable measured values. A measure-
ment tool is reliable if it produces the same results
in the case of repeated measurement of the same
events, with a certain leeway for mistakes that
must be as small as possible. This way, however,
one does not know if a reliable measurement tool,
for example, a scale, really measures that what is
supposed to be measured. For this reason, mea-
surements must not only be formally reliable but
also topically valid. In this context, the formal
exactness of measurement is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for the topical exactness of
measurement. To guarantee the verifiability or
more generally the meaningfulness of its results,
empirical research must also argue in a way that is
without logical contradictions, that explicitly
defines its terms and uses them consistently, and
that excludes all concepts from the scientific lan-
guage that do not refer to empirical facts.

Elaborated Research Techniques

Empirical social research employs a number of
tools for data collection and data evaluation. These
include various methods of attitude measurement,
techniques such as the interview, the methods of
quantitative topical analysis, and standardized
observation schemes. Among the most important
research techniques of empirical political science
are various random sample procedures. Statistical
methods of evaluation include regression analysis,
variance and covariance analysis, as well as factor
and path analysis, among others. It is the goal of
the statistical methods of evaluation to cope with
extensive amounts of data, to determine connec-
tions between analyzed variables, and to determine
the degree of safety by which the measured connec-
tions can be accepted. In this context, the use of
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constantly improved, refined research techniques is
not an end in itself but a means to meet the previ-
ously described quality criteria of research.

The Trend Toward Quantification

Inevitably, the demand that measurement results
must be as exact as possible results in the attempt
to make data collection and data evaluation as
precise and standardized as possible. In this way,
the tendency toward verifiability and comparabil-
ity of statements is increased. According to its own
statement, the call for quantification is not meant
as a dogmatic demand but as a useful goal to strive
for where it is reasonable for the object. Other
goals, such as the theoretical and practical rele-
vance of research results, are not supposed to
retreat. Often—and sometimes with justification—
the opponents of behavioralism object that its
most important characteristic is its quest for maxi-
mum quantification while often losing focus on the
subject under analysis.

Focusing on Individual Behavior

According to the behavioral point of view, all
statements must be referred to as observable behav-
ior. On rare occasions, the behavioral concept of
behavior also refers to small groups. However, the
behavioral concept of behavior is very comprehen-
sive and includes both acts of behavior in the
stricter sense and the expression of attitudes,
intended behavior, or values as they are collected
by using questionnaires or scales. If at the begin-
ning of the behavioral movement, its spokespeople
assumed that empirical and theoretical analysis
units could be made to coincide—that is, the levels
of observation and statement match—soon this
behavioral-psychological remnant was abandoned.
Political science deals also with groups, associa-
tions, and institutions that cannot be excluded
from the field of political science just to meet a
methodological demand. Otherwise, behavioral
political science would actually have been reduced
to the social psychology of the political behavior of
individuals, as is often claimed by its critics.

Inductivism

Another typical feature of behavioral research
activity is its inductive way of proceeding.

Usually, research happens by observing empirical
regularities—for example, that Catholics on the
European continent vote for conservative parties
more often than Protestants do. These empirical
regularities are conceptually expressed by way of
law statements. Also, theoretical constructions are
definitely used—for example, that of the dogmatic
personality. According to the behavioral point of
view, these theoretical constructions, which are
employed to explain and predict political behav-
ior, must always be directly operationalized,
which, however, is not at all necessary according
to the point of view of the analytical philosophy
of science. Thus, they stay comparatively close to
the empirical surface, which might be one of the
reasons why behavioralist theses are compara-
tively less fruitful, which, however, in this respect
is hardly different from the theories of its neigh-
boring sciences of sociology and social psychol-
ogy. What exist in rich quantities are empirical
single results and culture-specific generalizations,
which, however, are comparatively unconnected.

Value Relativism

The behavioral position and the philosophy of
science share the opinion that it is not possible to
give reasons for value judgments with the help of
empirical methods alone. Only cognitive state-
ments can be empirically verified—that is, state-
ments on the world as it is or, rather, as it appears
to the scientist, but not statements on what the
world should be like or how the scientist would
like it to be. Thus, according to the behavioral
opinion, value judgments are not capable of truth:
They cannot be inferred from statements on facts.
According to Arnold Brecht, between is and ought
there is a gap that cannot logically be bridged and
that makes it impossible for the scientist to present
value judgments as a result of his or her research.
Value positions that are included into empirical
statements will distort the results of research.
Thus, the individual scientist must try to neutralize
his or her value tendencies and prejudices. This is
why empirical science follows the ideal of impar-
tiality in this sense, although it is in some way like
the “Blue Flower” for scientists—a goal that they
will never fully achieve. Even according to behav-
ioral opinion, the individual will always be some-
what a prisoner of his or her value preferences.
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Giving up on empirically reasoned value judg-
ments does not rule out that values might be
empirically analyzed as dependent or independent
variables. Furthermore, according to Immanuel
Kant, empirical political science is capable of ana-
lyzing systems of value preferences in respect of
their consequences as well as of showing inconsis-
tencies and incompatibilities, of researching the
conditions for their realization, and of giving tech-
nological recommendations in the form of hypo-
thetical imperatives.

Orientation Toward Basic Knowledge

The use of scientific insights for the realization
of societal goals is possible only if there is a suffi-
cient amount of basic knowledge. But even today
this is not the case with most subfields of political
science. Even after approximately 60 years of
behavioral-oriented research, sufficiently con-
firmed theories are rather an exception. On the
other hand, application-oriented research contrib-
utes little to the growth of scientific basic knowl-
edge. To be able to make sound predictions,
according to the behavioral program, there must
be knowledge of behavioral regularities as well as
theories using general terms, among others. The
technological application of scientific insights
depends on the existence of a knowledge stock that
must be worked out by way of basic scientific ori-
entation. That is why (at least originally) behavior-
alism supports a program of “true science,”
although as a consequence of Easton’s postbehav-
ioral revolution we observe that, in this respect,
points of view are not so strict anymore. Today,
many younger researchers, who nevertheless are
definitely connected to behavioralism in respect of
their research techniques, try to combine theoreti-
cal and practical relevance, most of all in the field
of policy studies.

Integration and Interdisciplinarity

For its efforts to work out a secured and grow-
ing knowledge stock, political science must reach
back to the concepts, procedures, and results of
other social sciences. According to the behavioral
opinion, politics include only one field of the
social; personality traits in the widest sense may be
as significant for political behavior as social or

economic facts. It is necessary to reach back to
data collection and evaluation techniques of
other social sciences because there are only a few
empirical methods developed by political science
itself. Almost all the research techniques used by
it are takeovers or modifications of sociological,
social-psychological, economic, or individual-
psychological methods and give reason to the
demand for an interdisciplinary approach and the
integration of research results.

The Lasting Influence of Behavioralism

Even if few political scientists today consider
themselves behavioralists in the stricter sense, it is
a fact that at first American political science and
later international political science have been char-
acterized and penetrated by behavioralism to such
an extent that in Thomas Kuhn’s sense—with a
grain of salt—we may speak of a scientific turn-
around whose heuristic possibilities do not seem to
be exhausted at all even after 60 years. It is an
achievement of the behavioral revolt that today
empirical-quantitative studies are a matter of
course. As for the methodical-statistical refinement
of analysis, for a long time empirical political sci-
ence has been acting at the same level as its neigh-
boring disciplines. The bitter quarrels between
doctrines from the 1950s to the 1970s have been
replaced by a peaceful coexistence of many
approaches and theoretical positions. In so far,
Robert Dahl proved to have almost prophetic
qualities when he subtitled a 1961 article with an
early obituary for behavioralism, “Epitaph for a
Monument to a Successful Protest.”

Jiirgen W. Falter
Johannes Gutenberg-University Mainz
Mainz, Germany
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BELIEFS

Political beliefs can be defined as individual psy-
chological orientations toward objects of a cogni-
tive nature in the political world (e.g., polities,
institutions, actors) that consist of the perceived
likelihood of a given attribute being attached to
them. Therefore, a political belief has three basic
components: an object, an attribute, and the per-
ceived subjective probability that the object and
the attribute go together. However, as with other
concepts such as values or attitudes, political
beliefs are hard to define properly, having been
subject to different and even contradictory uses.
Furthermore, any survey of the literature will
show how political beliefs are measured in differ-
ent and often imprecise ways. It is, thus, a concept
still “open” to full discussion, or, as Imre Lakatos
would have put it, it is a concept still in the “mor-
phological phase.” Therefore, this entry first
reviews the main uses and definitions of the con-
cept found in the literature to appropriately frame
the definition advanced above. This concept of

beliefs is then discussed in the wider context of
belief systems.

Conceptual Problems

Generally, one can think of political beliefs as indi-
vidual orientations toward politics, related to
other similar concepts such as political values and
political attitudes. But the terminological jungle
that comes along with these concepts makes it very
hard to make sense of such a definition; as William
J. McGauire has stated, we find ourselves with a set
of names in search of a distinction rather than with
a distinction in search of a terminology, making
the situation rather complicated and blurry. An
often implicit assumption is that these concepts
(beliefs, values, and attitudes) can be placed on an
underlying continuum ranging from the most basic
or abstract to the most specific. The most abstract
ones would therefore be the filters through which
citizens form their more specific orientations.
However, this continuum is often defined by the
opposition between attitudes and values. Values
are commonly placed on the top of the scale, at the
highest level of generality or abstraction, and atti-
tudes are conceptualized as being more specific.
But the place of political beliefs within this frame-
work is not so clear. A review of the uses of the
concept shows that there is deep controversy over
how to locate political beliefs within this context.
Indeed, on one hand are scholars who quasi auto-
matically equate political beliefs with values and
use both terms almost interchangeably, such as
Stanley Feldman, who treats “core” beliefs as
roughly equivalent to political values. On the other
extreme, there are many scholars who consider
beliefs as the more specific components of atti-
tudes. In this latter framework, attitudes are con-
ceptualized as summary evaluations made of opin-
ions and beliefs, and therefore, beliefs would be
placed at a lower level of generality or abstraction.

This controversy often passes unnoticed because
most scholars simply do not pay attention to the
definitional issue. Nevertheless, the extremely
divergent uses of the concept must lead us to con-
clude that the placement of the concept in a latent
(undefined) scale is not the appropriate path to
follow if we aim at analytical precision. There is no
clear consensus on where to place beliefs in such a
scale and, therefore, its usefulness is extremely
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limited. We thus turn our attention to other
attempts that are more analytically oriented.

These contributions are to be found especially
in the field of social psychology. Martin Fishbein
and Icek Ajzen advanced perhaps the clearest defi-
nition of beliefs: They define the term as the per-
ceived likelihood, or the subjective probability,
that an object has a specific attribute or character-
istic associated with it. Therefore, political beliefs
would be presented only by statements of the fol-
lowing nature: “The government is efficient,”
“The government is responsive,” “The judiciary
system is fair,” or “Health care is free for all,” and
so on. These are cognitive thoughts and ideas that
subjectively link specific attributes to political
objects. Additionally, as stated by Oskar
Niedermayer and Bettina Westle, beliefs can differ
in strength, certainty, and subjective relevance or
salience. Thus, they should be measured on a sin-
gle dimension of subjective probability of an
object—attribute relationship (i.e., how likely or
certain it is that object X has the attribute Y), com-
monly through the degree of agreement or support
to a given statement that must be both object and
attribute specific.

This conceptual framework allows for a clearer
conceptualization of the term, and it lays the
ground for a distinction between beliefs and atti-
tudes. Beliefs are primarily of a cognitive nature,
while attitudes are evaluative. As Lester Milbrath
states, beliefs are cognitions with a feeling of cre-
dulity attached to them. In other words, a belief
contains a cognitive component of an object (it has
to be known for the belief to exist) linked to “cred-
ible (believable) or incredible (unbelievable)” fea-
tures of that specific object. In this sense, beliefs
are distinct from values and attitudes, since the
latter imply the attachment of a feeling of valence
(like/dislike) to the cognition rather than to credu-
lity. (In Milbrath’s scheme, both beliefs and atti-
tudes have a cognitive dimension since one can
only believe or evaluate known objects.) Both feel-
ings, Milbrath insists, are interrelated (i.e., we tend
to believe what we like), but at the same time, they
are different (we can believe things that we dislike
and vice versa). In any case, the argument is the
same: Beliefs are based on the perceived probabil-
ity that an object has a given feature associated
with it. An implication of this conceptualization is
that beliefs can often be falsified with external,

objective criteria, while this is not the case for atti-
tudes and values.

However, as Stuart Oskamp notes, this way of
conceptualizing beliefs and attitudes raises the
problem of the status of the so-called evaluative
beliefs that combine the perceived likelihood of
having a given attribute on one hand, and an
evaluation on the other (e.g., “The government is
inefficient,” “The authorities are responsive,” or
“The political system is democratic”). This is so
because the attributes being believed or disbelieved
have a clear and widely shared positive or negative
implication. Even if these statements are syntacti-
cally nonevaluative, since they refer to the likeli-
hood of an attribute being attached to an object,
semantically they are clearly evaluative orienta-
tions. This ambivalence makes evaluative beliefs
almost indistinguishable from attitudes. Evaluative
beliefs might be considered as an intermediate cat-
egory, but what they reveal is indeed a continuum
that ranges from the most objective (and falsifi-
able) beliefs to the most evaluative ones.

The inability to distinguish beliefs from atti-
tudes in this kind of literature points again to a
serious flaw in conceptualization. As noted above,
any meaningful definition of beliefs must, at least,
allow us to separate them from political attitudes.
Scholars using this theoretical framework try to
resolve this problem by going back to the same
kind of scale of generality or abstraction: Attitudes
are considered to be generalized and enduring
evaluations of an object, while beliefs are singular
and specific statements (evaluative or not) that
refer to particular characteristics of the object.
Therefore, most scholars of this framework con-
sider that a person’s attitude toward an object can
be thought of as a summary of his or her evalua-
tive beliefs. For example, the overall evaluation of
the political system would be an attitude, while the
evaluation of each of its specific features (respon-
siveness, efficacy, transparency, etc.) would, within
this framework, be thought of as a belief.

There is an additional empirical problem in this
conceptualization: Cognitive beliefs are the foun-
dations for evaluative attitudes and, therefore, we
must expect a close empirical relationship among
them. However, this relationship is not present in
many instances. Scholars justify this lack of empir-
ical evidence by saying that cognitive orientations
and evaluative attitudes may not be empirically
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related. However, attitudes made up of summary
evaluations must show—at least partially—some
congruence with the set of beliefs that produces
such general evaluations. Without such an empiri-
cal congruence, therefore, we should not think of
those attitudes as summarizing a set of beliefs.

Ideology and Political Beliefs:
The Belief-Systems Debate

Despite the relevance of the preceding definitional
discussion, we must acknowledge that the core
debate in political science on political beliefs has
basically revolved around the concept of belief
systems—their nature, structure, and internal con-
sistency. This debate was originated by Philip
Converse’s seminal work The Nature of Belief
Systems in Mass Publics. The following section
briefly reviews the concept and the terms of the
debate, which has been both conceptual and
empirical.

The key concept is political belief systems. In
Converse’s framework, belief systems are coherent
structures of “attitudes and ideas” whose compo-
nents are logically organized. The internal coherence
of belief systems stems from political ideology—
mainly in terms of left-right ideology. Ideology,
therefore, consists of an overarching set of inte-
grated principles about politics and the social
world from which specific beliefs are deductively
derived. This concept was meant to overcome the
limits of the term ideology, since its multiple (and
often contradictory) uses and its normative over-
tones made it of limited utility for research. How
do belief systems acquire their structure and even-
tually their internal coherence? Converse’s per-
spective, which has its foundation in physics,
implicitly assumes randomness to be, somehow,
the natural condition of things. This underlying
assumption implies that whenever we find a given
structure in citizens’ political beliefs, we must
look for an external force, which, in his frame-
work, is called a “constraint.”

What are these external forces, or constraints?
Converse discusses two types of constraints: the
social and the psychological. However, his focus,
and the focus of the literature following him, has
been disproportionately placed on the first one. A
social constraint for the political belief system
comes from the dominant role of political elites,

who “package” attitudes and beliefs in coherent
structures for consumption by the public, as
expressed by Stanley Feldman. These packages are
often referred to as “political ideology.” The psy-
chological constraints are based on the role of
superior convictions concerning humans and soci-
ety that bind together more specific orientations,
such as attitudes and beliefs. In other words,
Converse is referring to what has otherwise been
called “values” or, in Stanley Feldman’s terminol-
ogy, “core beliefs.” Therefore, the ideological
structure of mass belief systems (in terms of left-
right opposition) might be thought of as a “social”
or elite-driven constraint, while the alternative
perspective of values and core beliefs, or even non-
political normative judgments, may fall under an
alternative psychological constraint.

The actual structure (or lack of structure) of
citizen belief systems, as well as its main determi-
nants, has also been the subject of an enduring
controversy. The empirical findings to test this
theory have displayed very little consistency across
time and across issues or beliefs. Only a reduced
segment of the publics (the so-called ideologues)
shows a coherent pattern of beliefs congruent with
the basic left-right ideological scheme. This low
interitem congruence and overtime stability may
signify a limited political understanding of citizens
in ideological terms, but it could also be an artifact
or measurement error. Furthermore, Converse
himself has shown that party identification is sub-
stantially more stable over time than ideological
self-positioning.

More recent research has led to new reviews of
Converse’s findings. For example, John Zaller has
shown in The Nature and Origins of Public
Opinion how citizens’ beliefs and attitudes are
changed and polarized according to political elites’
discourses even within the group of citizens in
which ideologies are not structured and coherent
belief systems are not dominant. Additionally,
comparative research has shown how the extent to
which citizens hold ideologically structured belief
systems also depends on some contextual features,
such as the political party system, the structure of
party competition, and the electoral system.

Mariano Torcal and Jordi Mutioz
Universitat Pompeu Fabra
Barcelona, Spain
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BILATERALISM

Bilateralism refers to any relationship between
two parties. In the study of international relations,
we normally think of bilateralism as referring to
relations between two states. But this is an overly
narrow definition. Bilateralism can denote an
arrangement between two private companies—
economists, for instance, write of a “bilateral
monopoly” where there is effectively only one
seller and one purchaser in a market. Alternatively,
bilateralism can involve two nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), two intergovernmental
organizations, or any two-party combination of
these actors (including states). For instance, a
bilateral agreement is negotiated when an inter-
governmental organization, such as the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), commissions
a local NGO to manage a project for it.

The term bilateralism is also used to refer to a
strategy of how relations are conducted; it denotes
an approach that prioritizes reaching agreement
with one other party rather than acting by oneself
(unilateralism) or together with two or more other
parties (multilateralism). It is also differentiated
from regionalism, where relations are conducted
with two or more other parties within the same
geographical area. Bilateralism need not involve
geographical proximity—an instance is the U.S.
free trade agreement with Bahrain.

The vast majority of treaties between states are
of a bilateral character. These cover the full range
of diplomacy, including agreements on extradi-
tion, overseas development assistance, cultural and
educational exchanges, aviation, double taxation,
cooperation on criminal and terrorism issues, the
exchange of nuclear materials, postal services, visa
requirements, mutual acceptance of domestic stan-
dards, cooperation on meteorological services and
space exploration, as well as defense, investment,
and trade issues. It is in the areas of investment and
particularly trade that strategies of bilateralism
have become most controversial in recent years:
The focus in the remainder of this entry is on these
areas.

Bilateralism has been the dominant form of
international trade agreement since the start of
international commerce. Such treaties have a his-
tory as long as that of international trade itself—
the first known bilateral trade agreement was
between Egypt and Babylonia, dating to 2500
BCE. As international commerce expanded, so did
the number of bilateral trade treaties multiply,
driven first by the establishment of the great mari-
time empires of the 16th and 17th centuries and
then by the Industrial Revolution in the 18th and
19th centuries.

These bilateral agreements customarily assumed
the form of a treaty of friendship, commerce, and
navigation, which typically outlined the terms
under which trade and shipping between the two
states would take place and the rights enjoyed by
individuals and firms from one state who lived,
conducted business, or owned property in the part-
ner state. The treaty also detailed the tariff treat-
ment to be applied to various goods.

In the 19th century, in particular, these bilateral
commercial treaties were used not just to protect
existing commerce or to establish, on a reciprocal
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basis, new markets for the two parties but also to
impose decidedly unequal arrangements on mili-
tarily weaker states. The most notorious examples
were the treaties imposed by Britain on Qing
Dynasty China after the First Opium War (1839-
1842). The Treaty of Nanking opened five ports to
British exports, at fixed tariffs to be agreed
between the two governments, and ceded Hong
Kong to Britain. Other industrializing countries
followed suit, the United States, for instance, nego-
tiated a commercial treaty with China in 1884 that
was markedly unequal in the concessions made by
the two parties.

Although the development of the unconditional
most-favored-nation principle by leading European
trading states in the 19th century laid a foundation
for multilateral commercial treaties, bilateralism
remained the norm throughout the interwar period.
The decline in commerce following World War I
prompted an innovative attempt at multilateral
cooperation on trade through the staging of a
World Economic Conference in 1927, but the
treaty negotiated failed to gain enough signatories
to come into effect when countries retreated into
protectionism as the depression deepened at the
end of the decade. In response to the Great
Depression, governments typically sought to nego-
tiate bilateral commercial treaties.

Only with the establishment of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1947
did a multilateral approach to trade cooperation
gain precedence over bilateral treaties. The GATT
established rules intended to ensure that countries
that agreed to participate in multilateral rounds of
tariff reduction negotiations would not be able to
act unilaterally to negate the obligations to which
they committed. The GATT, however, did permit
some exceptions to its rule—that contracting par-
ties must unconditionally provide most-favored-
nation status to other parties. It thereby opened
the way for bilateral agreements to continue to
play a role in the governance of global trade. First,
it “grandfathered” existing arrangements between
imperial powers and their current and former colo-
nies. Second, it permitted the negotiation of free
trade agreements and customs unions. Although
the original expectation was that the latter provi-
sion would apply primarily to regional arrange-
ments, it has increasingly been used to legitimate
bilateral arrangements.

For most of the period between the establish-
ment of GATT and that of its successor, the World
Trade Organization, in 1995, multilateralism dom-
inated the governance of international trade. All
the major trading powers (the United States, the
European Union [EU], and Japan) gave strong sup-
port to multilateral liberalization despite domestic
resistance to the opening up of “sensitive” sectors.
In the 1980s, however, bilateral strategies gained
new prominence on two dimensions.

First, with the rapid growth of exports from
East Asia that caused problems for domestic man-
ufacturers in North America and Europe, and led
to rapidly burgeoning trade imbalances, govern-
ments increasingly turned to bilateral agreements
(as well as unilateral measures) to alleviate these
problems. Most prominent were the actions taken
by the U.S. government under Section 301 of the
U.S. Trade Act. The 1962 Trade Expansion Act
had contained a provision granting the U.S. presi-
dent authority to impose retaliatory measures
when foreign governments were considered to
have harmed U.S. trade interests. This measure
was substantially strengthened by Section 301 of
the 1974 Trade Act, which moved the primary
responsibility for action from the president to the
U.S. Trade Representative (USTR).

Section 301 provided that in the event of the
USTR determining that foreign trade practices were
unfair, negotiations should take place, and, if these
failed to realize a satisfactory outcome, the United
States could then impose restrictions on its partner’s
exports or withdraw existing concessions. Although
the act allowed for unilateral action, the outcome of
the Section 301 investigations often took the form
of bilateral negotiations. These produced agree-
ments with a number of East Asian and other indus-
trializing economies (most notably Japan, Korea,
and Taiwan), under which their governments under-
took to limit the volume of exports of specific prod-
ucts (at various times, automobiles, steel, textiles,
clothing, and footwear). These arrangements cir-
cumvented GATT regulations in that the country
responsible for exports “voluntarily” undertook to
restrain them. In 1984, the EU implemented a com-
mercial policy regulation that had similar provisions
to the U.S. legislation. “Voluntary export restraints”
were outlawed by the World Trade Organization
(WTO) Treaty: Such bilateral agreements, subse-
quently, have largely disappeared.
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Meanwhile, a new form of bilateralism gained
prominence from the mid-1980s: preferential trade
agreements (PTAs). As noted above, the GATT
exempted parties to free trade areas and customs
unions from the requirement of applying for most-
favored-nation treatment. In the 1960s, a wave
of PTAs had been negotiated by developing
economies—but most of them proved ineffective.
Among industrialized economies, only the
European countries—through the EU and the
European Free Trade Association—had pursued
regional strategies that led to significant excep-
tions to the multilateralism of the GATT. The
United States and Japan (and other East Asian
economies) were enthusiastic supporters of multi-
lateralism. Their attitude began to change—in
part because of concerns about the “unfair” trad-
ing practices of East Asian economies and about a
perceived loss of bargaining power vis-a-vis the
EU. The key development that symbolized a U.S.
move away from a multilateralism-only strategy
was the negotiation of its first bilateral free trade
agreement—with Israel—in 1985 (the United States
had earlier entered into a bilateral sectoral agree-
ment with Canada—the U.S.-Canada Automotive
Products Agreement of 1965—and had introduced
a system of trade preferences for Caribbean coun-
tries in 1983). The Canada-U.S. Free Trade
Agreement followed in 1989; in turn, this was con-
verted into the North American Free Trade
Agreement in 1993 with its extension to Mexico.

Other countries quickly followed suit; the conse-
quence was a veritable explosion in the number of
bilateral trade agreements in the years after the
establishment of the WTO in 1995 (an ironic out-
come in that the creation of the WTO had been
regarded as a significant advance in multilateralism).
The WTO reported that it had been notified of
nearly 300 new PTAs between 1995 and 2008;
bilateral agreements accounted for more than three
quarters of all PTAs notified and in force. Of par-
ticular significance in this context was the abandon-
ment by East Asian states of their previous commit-
ment to nondiscrimination. Whereas only one pref-
erential trade agreement was in place in the region in
the mid-1990s (the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement),
a decade later more than 80 PTAs either were being
implemented or were under negotiation.

Several factors contributed to this growth in
bilateralism: the slow progress made in global

trade negotiations and perceptions that bringing
the Doha Round of WTO negotiations to a suc-
cessful conclusion would be difficult; the growth in
regionalism in other parts of the world (especially
the enlargement and deepening of cooperation
within the EU), which caused a “domino” effect as
other countries sought not to be excluded from the
new preferential agreements; and the financial cri-
sis in East Asia in 1997-1998 (which led govern-
ments to reconsider prevailing orthodoxies on
trade policy).

Proponents of the new bilateralism believe that
it offers several advantages over regional and mul-
tilateral negotiations: In principle, bilateral agree-
ments should be simpler to negotiate given the
small number of parties involved; they also afford
an opportunity to negotiate “deeper” cooperation
than in the WTO and in doing so can construct a
model that provides states with an incentive to
emulate its provisions at the global level. Critics, on
the other hand, argue that such arrangements are
inherently discriminatory, cause distortions because
partial and discriminatory liberalization can advan-
tage actors who are not the most efficient produc-
ers, politicize trade and bring power considerations
to the fore (see the “Unequal” treaties of the 19th
century or those between Nazi Germany and its
Central European neighbors), and divert attention
and scarce resources from potentially more benefi-
cial negotiations at the global level.

John Ravenbill
Australian National University
Canberra, Australia
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B1oLOGY AND POLITICS

For most of the past century, the so-called stan-
dard social science model (SSSM) has been the
overwhelmingly dominant paradigm in American
political science. As we know, the SSSM holds
three tenets to be critical:

1. that humans have no innate behavioral
tendencies;

2. that, consequently, human nature and human
behavior are solely the products of learning and
socialization; and

3. that, consequently, human nature and behavior
are essentially malleable.

The launching of the “biology and politics”
movement in the mid-1960s by a handful of politi-
cal scientists was the result of two intellectual con-
victions they held in common. One was an acute
dissatisfaction with the state of the discipline in
general and with the hegemonic SSSM in particular;
the other was a growing appreciation of the signifi-
cance for political science of recent advances in the
biological sciences—especially in neo-Darwinian
evolutionary theory, genetics, psychopharmacology
(the demonstrated ability of some drugs to change
behavior), primatology, and ethology. The first
conviction led to a profound difference with their
mainstream colleagues in their understanding of the
factors that shape human nature and human politi-
cal behavior. The second produced equally sharp
differences with regard to the proper scope and
method of political science research and the third in
their respective understanding of what constitutes
sound public policy. These three, then, constitute
the major points of disagreement between propo-
nents of what is commonly called biopolitics and
the loyal partisans of the SSSM.

The Wellsprings of Political Behavior

As noted above, the SSSM tenet that culture alone
shapes behavior is flatly rejected by those who

believe in a “more biologically oriented” political
science. Yes, culture is important, they agree, but
so are the genetically transmitted behavioral ten-
dencies that our species, as social primates, has
evolved over literally millions of years. To ignore
or even to slight these is to turn a blind eye to
forces that often powerfully influence how we act
socially and politically. If the discipline ever hopes
to understand and explain political behavior, they
insist, both nature and nurture must be given seri-
ous attention. That calls, in turn, for some major
changes in both the scope of what we study and
the methods employed in our research.

Research

Expanding the Scope

The Importance of Genetic Influences

Mainstream political science, to be sure, rejects
this idea entirely. From an evolutionary stance,
like it or not, there are a number of genetic predis-
positions that we share with other social primate
species. Among the politically most important of
these are a proclivity for hierarchical social and
political structures characterized by dominance
and submission, marked differences of status
resulting in unequal access to the good things of
life, aggressive behavior (especially among males),
xenophobia, and nepotistic favoritism.

Relevance of Primatological Data

According to the SSSM, since behavior is shaped
entirely by culture, knowledge of other species,
no matter how akin to ours, serves no useful pur-
pose. From a biopolitical viewpoint, however, the
study of closely related species—and especially
the social primates—can yield valuable clues as to
the possible sources of our own behavior. This
being the case, careful attention should be given to
the other apes and, especially, to the species with
which we share some 98% of our genetic material,
the chimpanzees.

Better Methods

The study of human behavior from a neo-
Darwinian perspective emerged from ethology, a
biological discipline guided by the dictum that if
we hope to understand how and why an organism
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acts as it does we must study its actual behavior in
its natural setting. This means that while there are
many similarities in research methodology between
the two approaches there are also some key differ-
ences. We will mention only two here:

Survey Research

The strengths and shortcomings of survey
research as a means of ascertaining attitudes, pos-
sible future behavior, or reporting past actions
have already generated an abundant literature, so
we will be quite brief. As John Wahlke (1979)
argued in his American Political Science Association
(APSA) presidential address, survey data, which
are necessarily based on self-report and with
responses often possibly colored by the framing of
the questions, are too often unreliable guides to the
respondents’ actual political behavior, political
beliefs, or the intensity of those beliefs. Accordingly,
biopolitics, with its ethologically derived focus on
actual behavior, sees surveys, by and large, as a
research instrument of reluctant resort.

Experiments

Mainstream political science and biopolitics
alike view experiments as a valid means of inquiry.
The latter insists, however, that the experiments
mirror, to the greatest degree possible, the chal-
lenges, problems, and environments that its
subject(s) would encounter under real-life condi-
tions. Accordingly, its practitioners are skeptical
about the validity of experiments where subjects
(often college students, hardly representative of the
general population) are placed in a patently artifi-
cial setting and asked to perform tasks that lack
meaningful consequences.

The Formulation of Public Policy

Not surprisingly, the disagreements on the well-
springs of human behavior, on the need to study
closely related species, and on key aspects of
research methodology result in markedly dis-
similar conceptions of how to best shape public
policy. Two of the most important of these are
the view that past behavior can guide future
behavior and that it is able to be converted into
policies.

Past Bebhavior as a Useful
Clue to Future Action

Evolutionary theory assumes that, barring
mutation and/or some profound environmental
change, the behaviors that a species has evolved
and exhibited in the past are likely to remain essen-
tially the same. Thus, as those in biopolitics see the
world, when efforts to alter or even prohibit
“undesirable” social and political behaviors have
consistently failed in the past, similar policies are
unlikely to be any more successful in the future. In
short, the leopard does not readily change its
spots. On the contrary, by believing in the essential
malleability of human nature, the SSSM is much
more prone to discount past failures. Maybe by
better manipulating its environment, we can
induce, or even better, compel, the leopard to
change its coloration.

Trade-Offs Versus “Solutions”

Evolutionary change almost always entails a
trade-off—that is, a price. A massive protective
shell or carapace comes at the cost of lessened
mobility and greater size requires greater caloric
demands; as we have seen with our own species,
larger brains carry the cost of more painful and
more hazardous childbirth. Given their neo-
Darwinian set of mind, those in biopolitics tend to
approach public policy problems less in terms of
far-reaching “solutions” and more in terms of
what is to be gained—and what might possibly be
the negative political or social consequences. These
are matters almost totally ignored, to take some
obvious instances, by the ill-fated Eighteenth
Amendment, the futile “War on Drugs,” and the
predictably futile efforts, literally over the centu-
ries, to prohibit prostitution.

There could be no more convincing an example
of the “big-solution” approach than the decision
to forcibly export “democracy” to Iraq. Given
Homo sapiens’ innate inclination to hierarchical
and authoritarian social and political structures,
an inclination evidenced both by the rarity of
democracies historically and their relative scarcity
today in a so-called Age of Democracy, this mode
of governance requires a complex of “special
enabling conditions” for its emergence and sur-
vival. But even to the most untutored eye, very,
very few of these essential, enabling conditions
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were—or even now are—present in that unfortu-
nate nation.

Slow Start, Brightening Prospects: Long-Term
Implications for Political Science

The attempt of the biology and politics movement
to reshape the discipline quickly received formal
recognition from the International Political Science
Association in 1973 and, a bit less readily, from
the American Political Science Association in
1981. The task of achieving a distinct “field” iden-
tity was basically completed with the establish-
ment of a professional organization, the Association
for Politics and the Life Sciences in 1980; the
establishment of a peer-reviewed journal, Politics
and the Life Sciences, in 1982; and the publication,
several years later, of a 90-page Master Bibliography
listing more than 1,000 “biopolitical” papers,
articles, and books.

Nonetheless, their determined evangelical efforts
notwithstanding, until quite recently the propo-
nents of a “more biologically oriented” political
science constituted only a minuscule fraction of the
discipline, with the Association for Politics and the
Life Sciences having, at most, only 300 or 400
members in contrast with APSA’s some 101,000
members. Understandably, the great majority of
the profession was unwilling to consider, let alone
embrace, a conceptual framework at loggerheads
with the orthodoxy in which they had been trained
and had labored. Although a biopolitical course or
two eventually made its way into the graduate cur-
riculum at a dozen or so schools, only one depart-
ment (at Northern Illinois University) initiated a
formal doctoral program in the field; very few of
the professional journals published biopolitical
articles; with rare exceptions, biopolitical books
somehow escaped the attention of the journals’
book review editors; and the one or two biopoliti-
cal panels at APSA’s annual meeting were fortu-
nate to draw more than a dozen or so attendees.

Over the past 3 or 4 years, however, there has
been a definite sea change. The professional journals
have become much more receptive to biopolitical
topics; both the number of biopolitical panels and
panel attendance at the APSA meetings have notably
increased; and a biopolitically oriented Conference
on Experimental Political Science held its third
annual meeting in 2010.

There are several reasons for this development.
The introduction of functional magnetic reso-
nance imaging (MRI) technology has opened a
new way to study how the brain reacts when
experimental subjects are presented with political
questions or stimuli—and this research has
received a surprising, if regrettably uncritical, cov-
erage in the popular media (some relevant works
on the neuropolitical perspective can be found in
Rose McDermott, 2007, and Darren Schreiber,
2007). Another handful of biopolitical papers
have reignited interest in the debate about the
respective roles of nature and nurture in shaping
political attitudes (in this instance, of identical
twins)—and these, too, have received flattering
media attention.

In addition, other influences have also been
operative. Over the past couple of decades, biolo-
gists have done a superb job of popularizing evo-
lutionary theory and the understanding of, and
interest in, the manner in which genes and culture
interact to shape our behavior. At the same time,
an evolutionary approach has made considerable
headway in several of the other behavioral sci-
ences—anthropology, sociology, psychology, law,
and what is now called “behavioral” economics.
Political science has a well-established history of
borrowing concepts and methods from our sister
disciplines, and, among these, psychology and eco-
nomics have long been the most prestigious and
influential. And we should surely mention one
more possible influence. According to Thomas
Kuhn (1970), new paradigms often triumph not
simply because of their superior scientific merit but
also because of the implacable toll taken by rigor
mortis on the avatars of the old order.

Whatever the relative weight of these several
factors, their combined impact will almost surely
profoundly modify our discipline’s understanding
of the forces shaping political behavior, the man-
ner in which it conducts its research, and the intel-
lectual framework within which it formulates its
public policy recommendations. In the future,
advocates of these views may come to represent a
sizable plurality of the profession rather than the
current small minority.

Albert Somit
Southern 1llinois University

Carbondale, Illinois, United States
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BIPOLARITY AND MULTIPOLARITY

Bipolarity and multipolarity are theoretical con-
cepts that refer to the distribution of relative power
capabilities among the major powers in the global
and/or regional international system. Bipolarity
exists when there are two dominant powers—
commonly referred to as “superpowers”—in the
system whose power capabilities are considerably
greater than those of other major powers. The
prime example of bipolarity is the U.S.—Soviet
competition during the Cold War. Multipolarity
exists when there are three or more great powers

in the system. Historically, multipolarity has been
the dominant power configuration in the modern
European states’ system.

Polarity: Theoretical Approaches

The significance of the distribution of relative
power capabilities in the international system is
widely contested. For realists, it is the single most
important determinant of international politics.
Liberals also accept that the distribution of power
is an important factor shaping international poli-
tics, although they attach greater significance to
domestic-level factors (such as regime type) or the
existence of international regimes and institutions
as determinants of international outcomes.
Similarly, the English School has traditionally rec-
ognized the importance of the balance of power
and the management role of great powers, even
though this approach stresses the importance of
“international society” as a factor that ameliorates
the operation of power politics.

Critical theorists and postpositivists, on the other
hand, question the significance of polarity as a theo-
retical tool for understanding international politics.
These, more radical approaches challenge the very
concept of “power” as used by realists and other
rationalist theories; power, they argue, cannot be
reduced to resources, geography, and other material
factors. Like constructivists, they tend to emphasize
the significance of normative and ideational factors
and stress the role of nonstate actors. Consequently,
they argue that concepts of bipolarity and multipo-
larity are irredeemably freighted with realist assump-
tions and that focusing on polarity obscures the
“real” operation of power in the international sys-
tem that serves the interests of privileged elites.

For realists, however, the distribution of power
in the international system is the key factor shap-
ingany regional or global conjuncture. International
political systems are inherently unequal, diverse,
and pluralistic: They consist of a variety of differ-
ent actors with wildly differing power capabilities,
with a relatively small number of more powerful
states. Realists argue that this handful of powerful
states—generally known as great powers—exert a
disproportionate influence on international affairs
and that relations between them provide the key
determinants of the structure and dynamics of the
international system.
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Classical Realism

The classical realist tradition of Hans
Morgenthau, E. H. Carr, and Reinhold Niebuhr,
as well as English School theorists such as Hedley
Bull and Martin Wight, were centrally concerned
with the balance of power. They explored the rela-
tions between the great powers from a perspective
informed by the study of history and philosophy,
and their analyses of multipolarity and bipolarity
drew heavily on the experience of the modern
European states’ system. Much of their work
explored the implications of multipolarity and
bipolarity for diplomacy and statecraft. Classical
realists tended to regard multipolar systems as
more stable than bipolar systems, because their
greater uncertainty and unpredictability encour-
aged foreign policy decision makers toward cau-
tion and circumspection.

Waltz’s Theory of International Politics

With the publication of Kenneth Waltz’s Theory
of International Politics in 1979, the concepts of
multipolarity and bipolarity acquired a new theo-
retical context and analytical significance. Waltz
sought to introduce a far-reaching “Copernican
revolution” into the study of international rela-
tions by demonstrating how much of states’
actions and interactions, and how much of the
outcomes their actions and interactions produced,
could be explained by forces operating at the level
of the system rather than at the level of the units.
His neorealism (also known as structural realism)
was a parsimonious theory that focused almost
exclusively on the distribution of relative power
capabilities between states, specifically the great
powers. Waltz argued that the determining feature
of any international system, and the basis for any
theoretical analysis of international politics, must
be about how power is distributed between the
major units. If there were three or more great pow-
ers, the system was characterized by multipolarity;
if there were only two great powers—or super-
powers—the system was bipolar. This distribution
of relative power capabilities was thus crucial in
determining international political outcomes and
shaping the structural conditions for war or peace.

Waltz’s Theory of International Politics was as
controversial as it was influential. In contrast to
many of his classical realist predecessors, Waltz

argued that multipolar systems were more unsta-
ble and war prone than bipolar systems because in
the former, the great powers had a number of
potential conflict dyads and defection from an alli-
ance could have a destabilizing impact on the bal-
ance of power. In multipolar systems, he argued,
dangers were diffused, responsibilities unclear, and
definitions of vital interests easily obscured.
Moreover, in multipolarity, it was not always clear
who was a danger to whom, which complicated
the process of alliance building and the establish-
ment of a stable balance of power. In bipolar sys-
tems, in contrast, there were only two superpowers
and, consequently, the question of who was a
danger to whom was never in doubt. This, he
argued, was the first big difference between bipo-
larity and multipolarity. Moreover, power balanc-
ing between them depended primarily on “internal
balancing” rather than on “external balancing”
(i.e., on the generation and more effective use of
their own capabilities and resources rather than on
alliance building, which relies on the capabilities of
others). Thus, the defection of allies was of less
significance than in multipolar systems.

Waltz, however, also argued that the “default”
position of international systems, whether bipolar
or multipolar, was the balance of power. This, he
argued, constituted the key insight of his theory of
international politics. From the theory, he argued,
one could predict that states will engage in balanc-
ing behavior, whether or not they consciously seek
a balance of power. The expectation, he argued, is
not that a balance, once achieved, will be main-
tained but that a balance, once disrupted, will be
restored in one way or another. Waltz’s argument
that international political systems tend toward bal-
ance, and that states were primarily concerned with
maximizing their security rather than their power,
gave his brand of structural realism a relatively
benign and status quo flavor, leading some of his
realist critics to dub his theory “defensive realism.”

Neorealist Critiques of Waltz

First and foremost among Waltz’s Neorealist
critics was John Mearsheimer. He argued that
precisely because great powers were security maxi-
mizers, they were also power maximizers. In a
competitive, self-help system, Mearsheimer argued,
the most effective way for great powers to ensure
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their security was by becoming the most powerful
state in their neighborhood and establishing their
regional hegemony. Hence, great powers, whether
they liked it or not, were faced by a systemic imper-
ative to maximize their power. This emphasis on
power maximization is at the heart of Mearsheim-
er’s theory of “offensive realism,” which presents a
much more conflict-prone and pessimistic view of
the “tragedy” of great power politics.

Mearsheimer also introduced an important dis-
tinction between different forms of multipolarity.
He argued that where power capabilities are
roughly equivalent between the great powers, a
situation of “balanced multipolarity” existed in
which no one great power could make a bid for
regional hegemony. In this context, great power
cooperation was possible, as occurred in the
“Concert of Europe” following the end of the
Napoleonic Wars. However, in the context of a
multipolar system in which one great power was
significantly stronger than the others, “unbalanced
multipolarity” existed. Unbalanced multipolar sys-
tems were inherently war prone, because the stron-
gest great power would face a systemic imperative
to maximize its power by making a bid for regional
hegemony. For Mearsheimer, his theory of “offen-
sive realism” provided an explanation for the
major great power conflicts, such as the Napoleonic
Wars and World Wars I and II.

The Contemporary Debate

With the end of Cold War bipolarity, a wide-
ranging debate has taken place on the nature and
significance of the distribution of relative power
capabilities in the international system. One thread
of this debate focuses on the concept of “unipolar-
ity.” Some realists have argued that the United
States, as the sole remaining superpower, is so over-
whelmingly powerful compared with other great
powers that the system is best described as “unipo-
lar.” Among American realists, much of the debate
has focused on whether this “unipolar” world
order will be relatively short lived or long lasting
(i.e., whether it constitutes a unipolar “moment” or
a unipolar “era”). Waltz, on the other hand, has
argued that after a relatively brief interregnum in
which former great powers “relearn” their great
power roles and new great powers emerge, the sys-
tem will return to a multipolar dynamic. In this

context, the emergence of the “BRIC” countries
(Brazil, Russia, India, and China) has been taken
by some as heralding the emergence of a new mul-
tipolar international order.

Against these debates among realists on the
nature of contemporary polarity, more radical
approaches have taken issue with the realist under-
standing of the nature of power and power politics.
Power is an essentially contested concept in politi-
cal science, and some have argued that power can-
not be understood in terms of material capabilities.
Rather, they argue that nonmaterial factors such as
reputation, trust, and the attractiveness of states’
economic, political, social, and cultural attributes
constitute a new form of power, which they
describe as “soft power.” Some critical theorists
even speak of “normative power” (i.e., the power
of norms and values), which, they suggest, can have
a system-transforming impact over the long term.

These more radical understandings of power are
linked to arguments about the changed nature of
international politics. Some argue that economic
interdependence and the emergence of a globally
integrated international order have weakened the
significance of the distribution of hard power capa-
bilities and therefore made long-established notions
of multipolarity and bipolarity largely redundant.
Globalization, some now argue, has blurred the
distinction between domestic and international
politics and weakened the significance of sover-
eignty. In this postmodern system, borders are
increasingly porous, power is diffused, and security
can be achieved through governance and interde-
pendence rather than through the balance of power.
Concepts of bipolarity and multipolarity thus con-
tinued to be employed in international relations,
although their significance is deeply contested.

Adrian Hyde-Price
University of Bath
Bath, United Kingdom
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BOOLEAN ALGEBRA

Boolean algebra is the subfield of mathematical
logic devoted to operations and functions of logi-
cal variables. After a brief historical introduction,
a broad idea of its main concepts, ideas, rules, and
applications is given below.

Origins
In his work about the laws of thought, the English
mathematician George Boole (1815-1864) showed
that it is possible to represent logical thought pro-
cesses using a system of binary variables: 0-1,
TRUE-FALSE, and YES-NO.

As early as 3000 BCE, the Chinese emperor Fu
Hi used, within a magical symbol, a set of eight
trigrams, in which three binary variables yield a
written representation of integers from 0 to 7
(Figure 1). Gottfried W. Leibniz (1646-1716) took
inspiration from it when he laid down the basic
rules of binary arithmetic (Explanation of Binary
Arithmetic, 1703). He realized that he had found a
way to translate logic into calculations and laid
plans for the first four-operation computing engine.
However, it needed Boole’s work for the idea to
mature, giving birth to a genuine theory—Boole’s
algebra—with its calculation rules, its properties,
and its theorems.

Sets, (Classical) Logic, and Boolean Algebra

A specificity of this new theory is that it may be
explained under three completely equivalent
forms, notwithstanding their apparent differences,
using set theory, elementary logic, or Boolean
algebra. In a way, we have three different descrip-
tions of the same theory, in three different

Figure | Fu HiTrigrams (From Ancient China)

languages, but allowing perfect translation
between them.

Sets

“Naive set theory” uses a set of well-defined
elements—its universe—and considers a series of
relations and operations between those elements
and subsets of this universe. For example, if the
universe is the set of all national flags at some spe-
cific moment in time, one can easily imagine all
kinds of subsets: flags using red, black, or both;
those featuring a cross, a circle, bars, stripes; and
so forth. Using red is a binary variable, with value
YES (or 1) or NO (or 0) for each flag.

Although not absolutely needed for conceptual
development, a visual representation using Venn
diagrams can show this relationship (see Figure 2).
This figure shows the flag Universe and three of its
subsets, namely flags using red (R), those using
black (B), and those using yellow (Y). It immedi-
ately can be seen in the diagram that each subset
automatically determines its complement (flags
without black, without red, or without yellow).
The Italian flag (i), for example, belongs to subset
R but to neither B nor Y; this can be noted as i €
R,i¢ B,and i ¢ Y.

It is also possible to consider operations on sub-
sets. The intersection (N) of R and B is the subset
of all flags using both red AND black; the union
(U) of R and B is the subset of all flags using either
red OR black—or both; this is the inclusive variant
of OR. One can see that the French flag () satisfies
f€ RUBand f¢ R N B. Finally, some subset may
be totally included (C) within another: The set of
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—>Without red
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Figure 2 Venn Diagram With Three Subsets of Flags

all flags using both red and black is included in the
set of all flags that merely use red. This is noted as
RNBCR.

Logic

Classical logic is able to translate any statement
of the elementary set theory; for example, R N B
C R translates into an implication (=): If a flag
uses both red and black, then it uses red. More
generally, any statement of the form A C B
becomes A = B (if A is true, then so is B). Three
logical operators are defined at the beginning:
logical conjunction, “AND?”; logical disjunction,
“OR”; and negation (or denial), “NOT.”

Boolean Algebra

Boolean algebra is based on the following con-
ventions: Each variable is binary; it has only two
possible values; and those will be noted 0 (corre-
sponding to the empty set and logical FALSE) and
1 (corresponding to the universe and logical TRUE).

Boole then defined three operations: Boolean
product (-), Boolean sum (+), and complement.
Boolean product corresponds to logical AND and
a set-theoretical intersection; Boolean sum corre-
sponds to OR and set-theoretical union; and
complement corresponds to set-theoretical com-
plement and logical NOT.

To determine how operators make this algebra
work, the rules of the game—that is, the axioms—
are needed. They are the following:

Law of excluded middle: A + A = 1
Noncontradiction principle: A - A = 0

Boundedness conditions: A - 1=A; A + 0= A
Twofold commutativity: A+ B=B + A;A-B=B-A

Twofold associativity: (A + B) + C= A + (B + C);
(A-B)-C=A-(B-C)

Reciprocal distributivity of “+” and “-”: (A + B) - C =
(A-C)+(B-C);(A-B) + C= (A + C)- (B + C); this
last identity is less intuitive than others, since it does not
hold in ordinary (real-number) arithmetic.

From there, several properties may be deduced,
among which are the following;:

0=1and1=0
Idempotence: A-A=A; A+ A=A
Absorbing: A +1=1and A-0=0

Successive applications of these rules make possible
the simplification of complex Boolean expressions,
in particular by using the following results:

Absorption theorems: A + (A-B) = A;A- (A + B)= A

Redundancy theorems: (A-B) + (A-C) = (A-B)
(A-C)(B-C)

De Morgan’s laws: A+ B=A-B; A-B=A+B

Boolean Functions and Truth Tables

Any Boolean function—that is, any combination
of Boolean variables using Boolean operators—
may be analyzed using its truth table. The truth
table for a function of # variables is always made
of 2% lines and n + 1 columns; each line corre-
sponds to one combination of values of the
variables (0 or 1). For example, the truth table for
function F(A,B) = A-B +A-B. B is as follows
(Table 1):

Table | Truth Table for F(A, B)

A B F(A,B)
0 0 0

0 1 1

1 0 1

1 1 0
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All truth tables of two variables will have the
same first two columns as this one; the third col-
umn completely describes the function. This last
column is made up of four binary values; there-
fore, there are 24 = 16 different functions of two
variables. Using set-theoretical representation,
function F(A,B)=A-B +A-B. B is shown in
the shaded part of Figure 3.

Using two variables, 16 different shaded
zones may be defined, made up of 0 to 4 ele-
mentary zones (the quadrants of the diagram)
(Table 2).

This number increases rapidly with the number
n of variables.

This exponential increase explains the need
for using algorithms when analyzing Boolean
functions of more than three variables (see
Figure 3).

Each compound zone of a Venn diagram also
corresponds to a Boolean function. However, there
is more than one formula for a given function.

It is therefore interesting to find, among those
logically equivalent formulae, which one is the

A(_—»Non A
TNon B

B
Figure 3 Venn Diagram With Two Subsets
Table 2 Number of Zones
Number of Elementary Compound
Variables Zones Zones
1 2 4 =22
2 4 16 = 2¢
3 8§ =123 256 = 28
n 2" 201

simplest. Simplicity is not a well-defined notion,
but an intuitively reasonable approximation will
be to choose the shortest formula.

Reducing a Function’s Algebraic Expression

The longest formula for a given function (its
canonical disjunctive form) is very easy to write
down: It is merely made up of a union of elemen-
tary zones, therefore of a sum of products (mono-
mials, minterms) using all variables. For example,
to the following truth table (see Table 3) corre-
sponds the long formula F(A,B,C)= A -B-C +
A-B-C+AB-C+A-B-C.

This formula lacks brevity. Using a succession of
Boolean algebra rules allows us to simplify it until
we get the shortest possible formula:

F(A,B,C)=A-B-C+A-B-C
+AB-C+A-B-C

F(A,B,C)=1-B-C+1-B-C

F(A,B,C)=B-C+ (B-C)
=(B+B)-C=1-C=C.

This search for the shortest form of the function
is the object of the simplification algorithms men-
tioned above. Karmaugh’s algorithm, a heuristic
method for simplifying that can be worked by
hand, with acceptable results, for 7 < 4, may give
a good idea of how such algorithms work; other
algorithms need a computer to perform, such as the

Table 3 Truth Table for F(A, B, C)

A B C F(A,B,C)
0 0 0 0

0 0 1 1

0 1 0 0

0 1 1 1

1 0 0 0

1 0 1 1

1 1 0 0

1 1 1 1




158 Breakdown of Political Systems

Quine-McCluskey algorithm, used in qualitative
comparative analysis software.

Gisele De Meur
Université Libre de Bruxelles
Brussels, Belgium
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BOOTSTRAP

See Robust Statistics

BREAKDOWN OF POLITICAL
SYSTEMS

The term breakdown of political systems con-
notes the collapse of any rule-based institutional
network engaged in the allocation of scarce
resources. Though this rubric could technically
embrace networks ranging from empires to
smaller, nonstate entities such as clans, the vast
majority of the literature on the breakdown of
political systems focuses on the collapse of either
regimes or states. The disintegration of both
regimes and states has been a constant through-
out history, and thus, the literature on the break-
down of political systems is vast. This overview
merely introduces this literature through a discus-
sion of its basic terms, its origins, and some of its
principal arguments. The discussion is confined to
four types of political system breakdown: the
breakdown of dictatorship, the breakdown of

democracy, and the breakdown of states, leading
either to new, functioning states or to failed states.

The Basic Notions and Its Origins

Drawing on Robert Fishman’s distinctions, we can
define a regime as a country-based network of for-
mal and informal organizations at the center of
political decision making that determines who has
access to political power and how those who are in
power deal with those who are not. Democracies
and dictatorships are the dominant regime types in
our literature.

A state is the larger institutional context in
which a regime exercises its power. A state is a
more permanent structure of domination and coor-
dination in part because, unlike a regime, a func-
tioning state always maintains a coercive apparatus
and both the means to administer a society and to
extract resources from it. Though there are many
state types in our literature, the distinction most
relevant to a discussion of system breakdowns is
the one between functioning states and failed states.

The current literature on the breakdown of mod-
ern political systems has its roots in ancient Athens.
Plato attributed political system change (and differ-
ence) to “the dispositions of men” and argued that
regime types were forged from “the human natures”
of their citizens. Later classic commentaries linked
the breakdown of oligarchy to societal crises related
to taxation, to the successful uprising against the
Spartan occupation that followed conflict between
Athenian elites, and to structural changes related to
the Persian Wars. Aristotle linked political system
longevity to levels of economic inequality.
Arguments relating the breakdown of political sys-
tems to cultural dispositions, fiscal crises, elite divi-
sions, war, and economic inequality remain funda-
mental to political science literature today.

The Ancients’ attempts to derive general,
explanatory arguments from specific, contempo-
rary political events remain fundamental to current
literature as well. This is one of the reasons why
scholarship on the breakdown of political systems
has so often come in clusters, following waves of
dramatic political system change. Four clusters of
system breakdown stand out as catalysts.

The Main Explanations

The first set of debates about regime collapse in
the 20th century focused on the breakdown of
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democracy in interwar Europe. Proponents of psy-
chosocial arguments asserted that the cause lay in
the nexus of personality and politics: Individuals
who were profoundly insecure found the uncer-
tainty of democracy intolerable and sought comfort
in authoritarian leaders and authoritarian regimes.
Though this argument was rooted in social psychol-
ogy, it resonated with scholars of politics as well.
Hannah Arendt attributed the breakdown of inter-
war democracy to the “negative solidarity” engen-
dered by a mass of “furious individuals” united by
“apprehension.” Seymour Martin Lipset attributed
“working-class authoritarianism” to economic
insecurity and authoritarian family patterns.

While some analysts concentrated on citizen
attitudes as a root cause of democratic breakdown,
other scholars concentrated on classes instead.
Barrington Moore attributed the breakdown of
interwar democracy to an alliance between landed
elites and sectors of the bourgeoisie who desired a
level of labor repression that democracy would not
allow. Gregory Luebbert attributed the break-
down to alliances between the family peasantry
and the urban middle classes, arguing that their
interactions with socialist parties were decisive.

The focus on class actors was eventually chal-
lenged by approaches that focused on political
institutions and political (rather than class) elites.
Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan took the lead in fos-
tering this approach. Though Linz ultimately
blamed the breakdown of democratic political
systems on “citizens of weak commitment,” he
attributed citizen defections to a broad range of
nonstructural factors, including ineffective leader-
ship and problematic institutional design. In so
doing, he argued that system breakdown might
have been avoided with better judgment and better
institutions, including single parliamentary execu-
tives, constructive votes of no confidence, and laws
preventing the proliferation of small parties.

The breakdown of democracy occurring during
the Cold War was the second major stimulus for
explanatory theory and Linz intended his argu-
ment to apply to these cases as well. Gabriel
Almond and Sidney Verba also sought to offer a
general theory of democratic breakdown but pro-
moted arguments related to political culture
instead. They proposed that democratic stability
could only be ensured where a “civic culture”
based on moderate attitudes, interpersonal trust,
and muted interest in political participation existed.

In a similar vein, Harry Eckstein proposed that
political systems would be viable only if their
authority patterns were congruent with authority
patterns in other social organizations.

Suspecting that the roots of citizen attitudes and
behaviors lay in economic structures, Lipset pro-
posed that a democratic system breakdown would
be less likely as economic development progressed,
arguing that the prospects for democratic system
stability improved as wealth, industrialization,
urbanization, and education expanded. A large
middle class would mean decreasing class differ-
ences, more moderation, and better odds for
democratic system stability.

Focusing on the frailty of democratic political
systems in South American countries with com-
paratively large middle classes, Guillermo O’Donnell
challenged Lipset and argued that economic devel-
opment would not guarantee democratic stability if
it took place in the context of economic depen-
dency. Democracy could not be maintained in the
face of contradictory pressures from transnational
capital on the one hand and a popular sector
empowered by democratic freedoms on the other.

Debates about the cause of democratic system
breakdown were still unresolved when authoritar-
ian regimes began to break down in the 1970s. The
theories stimulated by this third set of events were
equally diverse. Philippe Schmitter and Guillermo
O’Donnell offered one of the first attempts to
make sense of the change. They proposed that the
breakdown of dictatorship is always the conse-
quence of divisions among regime elites and that
“elite dispositions, calculations, and pacts” deter-
mine whether system breakdown is possible.
Beyond this, they insisted that the breakdown of
authoritarianism constituted an example of “under-
determined” social change where class, sectoral, or
institutional analysis had little predictive utility.

As cases of authoritarian breakdown began to
accumulate, scholars argued that the causes of
regime breakdown varied across countries. Samuel
Huntington drew attention to three scenarios for
breakdown: one in which regime elites played a
major role, another in which the breakdown of
dictatorship resulted from joint action by regimes
and oppositions, and a third in which oppositions
took the lead. This last scenario dominated in
Africa and Eastern Europe.

Barbara Geddes pointed out that different sorts
of authoritarian systems broke down for different
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reasons and at different rates. Through quantitative
work, she found that military dictatorships were the
most likely to break down, that personalist regimes
were more resilient, and that single-party regimes
were the most resilient of all. Military regimes were
susceptible whenever the interests of the military as
an institution were at risk. Personalist regimes were
susceptible when an equilibrium based on coercion
and spoils was disturbed by the death of the leader
or by economic crisis. Single-party regimes were the
least susceptible to breakdown because their leaders
typically had no alternative source of power and
thus had stronger incentives to face crises and
resolve disputes internally.

The idea that economic crises or economic fac-
tors of some sort are the root cause of the break-
down of dictatorship is widespread but still con-
tested. Studying the period between 1950 and
1990, Adam Przeworski and Fernando Limongi
found that the relationship between economic
development and the breakdown of dictatorship
was bell shaped. Though the likelihood of regime
breakdown rose with development in middle-
income dictatorships, dictatorships in countries
with either very low or very high incomes tended
to be stable despite growth. Studying the period
from 1800 to 1990, Carles Boix and Susan Stokes
drew a different conclusion. They found that eco-
nomic development always increased the probabil-
ity that dictatorships would become democracies,
though the impact of growth on the likelihood of
regime change decreased at higher levels of devel-
opment and after World War IL.

Debates about the roots of dictatorial political
system breakdown were enriched by the wave of
regime changes associated with the collapse of the
Soviet Union in 1989. This fourth stimulus for
explanatory theory brought arguments with an
international focus to the fore. Scholars such as
Marc Beissinger showed how the breakdown of
dictatorships was affected by the cross-border dif-
fusion of models for mobilization. Huntington
argued that demonstration effects were so power-
ful that they worked independent of economic and
social conditions. Jon Pevehouse illustrated that
the breakdown of dictatorship was linked to
membership in international organizations domi-
nated by democracies. Dankwart Rustow con-
cluded that the most powerful impetus for the
breakdown of dictatorship was the global trend of

“intensifying communication and economic inte-
gration,” which spread the awareness of “demo-
cratic lifestyles” and delegitimated the myths that
sustained dictatorship.

In addition to invigorating work on the break-
down of regimes, the disintegration of the Soviet
Union sparked new interest in theories explaining
the breakdown of state systems. Scholars explained
why new states emerged from old states with a
variety of arguments. Linz and Stepan attributed
the change to problems of “stateness”: Sub-
nationalist groups that never accepted the bound-
aries of the state moved to change them as soon as
coercion declined. Valerie Bunce offered an institu-
tional explanation, highlighting the fact that all the
European states that split apart after 1989 were
federal. Carol Skalnik Leff made the point that
democratization had a “state-shattering” impact
because it shifted power to regions and thereby
changed the incentives of regional elites.

The system breakdowns after 1989 also sparked
new literature explaining the emergence of “failed”
states as places where state actors prey on their
citizenry, enjoy no monopoly of force, and fail to
control rampant violence. This form of system
breakdown is most likely in poor countries, but
Robert Bates points out that its roots may lie in
poor state resources rather than in poverty per se.
Robert Rotberg argues that poverty and institu-
tional weakness contribute to state failure but
accords the greatest weight to leadership errors and
the drive for personal gain. Jack Goldstone, Robert
Bates, Ted Robert Gurr, and Monty Marshall con-
clude that state failure is most rooted in political
factors and that hybrid regimes that are neither
democracies nor dictatorships are most susceptible
to collapse. We cannot know which of the many
explanations for system breakdown given here will
prove most convincing in the future, but we can be
almost certain that political systems will continue
to collapse.

Nancy Bermeo
Nuffield College, University of Oxford
Oxford, United Kingdom
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Failure
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BUDDHISM

Buddhism is frequently regarded as a quietist reli-
gion, but while there may be some justification for
this perception, its political presence and impact in
many parts of Asia should not be underestimated.
Ever since the period of the Indian emperor Asoka
(269-232 BCE), the religion has shown itself to be
a distinctive social and political force in various
countries, having considerable backing among the
relevant populations. Naturally, where Buddhism
is a small minority, as in modern Western coun-
tries, its influence is small and the quietist image is
strong, but in the countries of Asia, where
Buddhism is the majority religion, the situation is
quite different. Here, both Buddhist monks and
lay leaders have been prominent from time to time
in elitist and military maneuverings and more
recently in revolutionary and electoral situations.
Self-consciously Buddhist political activism is not
a stranger in India, Burma, Thailand, and Vietnam.
Indeed, in most Asian countries, Buddhist leaders
have at various times contributed to both support
the prevailing establishment and revolt against it.

Characteristics of Buddhism

The underlying reason for the complex interactions
between Buddhism and political forces may be

found in two characteristic features of the religion.
First, we must look back to the story of the histori-
cal Buddha’s decision to proclaim his teaching in
the first place, which is a constitutive narrative both
for his own biography and for the emergence of
Buddhism as an organized religious system. The
central story is that Gautama (in the Sth century
BCE), though blessed with many privileges as a
young man, passed through a personal heart-
searching experience about human suffering, illness,
old age, and death. Recognizing the transience of
existence, he perceived the cause of suffering to lie
in ignorance, desire, and attachment to transient
things, while its resolution lay in knowledge and
detachment. The understanding of all these rela-
tionships is summed up as his “enlightenment” or
bodhi, which is why he was regarded as a buddba,
an enlightened one. Had he preferred a quietist,
personal resolution of these general questions of
human existence, which according to the narrative
he considered steadily as an option, the social
impact would most likely have been nil. As it was,
the very decision to proclaim his system of teaching
(in Sanskrit dharma, in Pali dhamma) led not only
to the first ordinations of monks but also to spon-
sorship by prosperous laity and royalty. This
meant that a strong and active symbiosis with a
supportive laity grew up from the very beginning,
so that the social and political ramifications began
to extend themselves in a continuous process.
Second, the concept of the “wheel turner” (in
Sanskrit cakravartin, in Pali cakkavatti) is signifi-
cant. On one hand, it is part of the mythologiza-
tion of the figure of the Buddha himself, for he is
regarded as having achieved the right to “turn the
wheel of dharma.” However, the same concept is
applied to kingship, for a “wheel-turning mon-
arch” is one who claims the power of extending
his rule to the four quarters of the earth, spreading
stability in support of a moral society. When a
suitable individual is reborn as a “great person,”
with excellent qualities and at an appropriately
high-class of society, he—presumed to be male—
has the option of turning the wheel of dharma or
of turning the wheel of political power. Ideally,
therefore, a powerful and righteous king will be
the contemporary and the patron of a living
Buddha. This dual, tandem-like concept was later
integrated under the concept of the “wonderful
union of king and Buddha.” In some cases, such as
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the Tibetan model, this means that the incarnated
spiritual leader or Dalai Lama is at the same time
the political head of the population, which natu-
rally causes a collision with any modern state such
as China, with its secular ideological base. Tensions
over this model may be seen to a lesser extent in
Mongolia, Bhutan, and Nepal. In a variation of
this union, certain kings or princes have been given
thetitle of “DharmaKing” (in Sanskrit dharmaraja),
which has usually implied not only an elitist
espousal of Buddhism, but also that they have
authority, direct or indirect, over senior appoint-
ments in the monastic hierarchy, as frequently seen
in premodern Japan.

Evolution of Buddhism in
Southeast and East Asia

The expansion of Buddhism into the countries of
Southeast and East Asia took place largely with the
help of political domination or influence, with the
notable exception of China. As a result, these
underlying concepts of the Buddha as both politi-
cal and spiritual head have played a major role.
Starting with a response by the Indian Emperor
ASoka to the Sri Lankan king of the time,
Devanampiyatissa, the Theravada monastic order
was set up in Sri Lanka. While this order had royal
patronage, the tradition of lay support for the
order spread to most levels of society. As a result,
the postcolonial independence movement looked
to Buddhism, still predominating in a religiously
and culturally plural society centuries later, to pro-
vide an ideological reference point that would be
nationally recognizable as Sinhalese. An important
modern Sri Lankan Buddhist was Dharmapala
(1864-1933), who, assuming the title of Anagarika
or “homeless one,” did much to further a modern
revival of Buddhism in India itself, where it had
largely died out. This revival was massively fur-
thered by the conversion of Dr. Babasaheb R.
Ambedkar (1891-1956), a major contributor to
the constitution of independent India, who led
some millions of previous “untouchables” into a
casteless state under the banner of a modernist,
rationalist, and ethically oriented Buddhism.
Following the earlier mission to Sri Lanka, a
transmission of the Dhamma to Burma, Thailand,
Vietnam, and Laos followed in various stages,
with the result that Buddhist traditions played a

major role in state formation in all of these coun-
tries. There were also establishments in Sumatra
and Java that had less long-term influence. While
kingship models derived from Hinduism were also
influential, with even Brahmans functioning at the
Thai court, it was the Buddhist monastic order
that has remained a pillar of political influence in
mainland Southeast Asia. Thus, regardless of con-
temporary politicians, the two fundamental foci of
authority in Thailand remain to this day the mon-
archy and the monastic order. A key figure in the
formation of Thai national consciousness was
King Mongkut (Rama 4th, 1824-1851) who man-
aged the modernization process of the whole coun-
try while preserving its independence from Western
colonial powers. Before becoming king, he was a
dedicated monk who played a leading role in
reforming and modernizing the Buddhist religion
in Thailand. The process of modernization was
continued by his successor Chulalongkorn (Rama
5th) and later monarchs. In Burma, Buddhist lay-
man U Nu (1907-1995) played a major role
in postcolonial political development under the
slogan of “Buddhist socialism,” while at the begin-
ning of the 21st century a number of monks have
been attempting to recall the country to its rightful
path as they see it. In Vietnam, the wars of inde-
pendence saw cases of Buddhist monks burning
themselves alive in the 1960s as a symbolic act,
protesting against the repression of the population.
This engagement in the social and political process
became widely known through writings of the
monk Thich Nhat Hanh, such as The Lotus in the
Sea of Fire.

If China, with its strong Confucian traditions,
did not really need the Buddhist religion to provide
a leading civil ideology, the importation of
Buddhism from India via Central Asia nevertheless
presented a strong challenge to the incipient reli-
gious institutionalization of Daoism. Buddhism
reached a high point of influence during the Tang
dynasty, but it suffered greatly as a consequence of
Daoist-inspired persecution in the mid-9th cen-
tury. If the rivalry of the three religions had fre-
quently led to strife and persecution, now of
Daoism and now of Buddhism, there were also
attempts to coordinate them. The classic model for
this was the idea of the “three teachings” (san
jiao), which was most influentially set forth in a
treatise ascribed to the first Ming emperor shortly
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after he had taken political control of the country.
The compromise that he regarded as essential for
political stability does not give a privileged place to
Buddhism among the “three teachings,” but it
crystallized a model that even today implicitly
underlies the law of a secular Chinese regime. Just
as the Ming solution juxtaposed Confucianism on
the one hand with Buddhism and Daoism on the
other, so also now the state ideology of commu-
nism is the common reference point for the permit-
ted religions: Buddhism, Daoism, Islam,
Catholicism, and Protestant Christianity.
Confucianism does not occur here as “religion,”
having been displaced by communist ideology as
the normative backdrop, but Buddhism holds a
clear position. The older “three teachings” concept
implied the exclusion and suppression of the so-
called heretical sects on the assumption that such
minority sects lead to instability and are probably
a cloak for agitation. This reasoning is therefore
not a new communist invention, and observers
need to consider contemporary cases carefully, for
example, when new movements such as Falungong
claim to be “Buddhist” and at the same time call
for the overthrow of the government.

Buddhism was transmitted first to Korea and
from there to Japan from the 6th century onward.
If the dominant ideology in Korea up to the
Japanese imperialist period was Confucianist, the
postcolonial and postwar period has seen a resur-
gence of pride in the shamanistic traditions of that
country, thus giving them a civil religious function.
The political and social influence of Buddhism
arises less from the traditional orders in Korea—
strongly established though these are—and more
from the newly founded lay movements such as the
self-consciously modern Won Buddhism. Japanese
history has seen immensely complicated variations
of Buddhist influence via the imperial court on one
hand and the power centers of major denomina-
tions on the other. While monks of Mount Hiei to
the northeast of Kyoto occasionally led armed
raids into this former capital, the millions of fol-
lowers of the Shin Buddhist faith and others in the
Nichirenite tradition were also a political force to
be reckoned with and occasionally suffered dire
consequences. In modern, postwar times, the influ-
ence of the Buddhism-inspired Komeitd (“Public
Brightness Party”) has been considerable but
seems to be receding in the 21st century.

Increasingly, lay Japanese Buddhist leaders have
promoted a “peace” agenda, the Nichiren-oriented
Rissho Kosei-kai and the Soka Gakkai being prom-
inent in this respect. The strongly established Shin
Buddhist denominations have led the way in
reflecting on Japanese war responsibility and in
educating their followers accordingly. In S6t6 Zen
Buddhist circles, there has also been much heart
searching while various influential Buddhist voices
support the campaign to preserve Clause 9 of
Japan’s present constitution, prohibiting war as a
means of settling international disputes.

Michael Pye
Philipps-Universitit Marburg
Marburg, Germany
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BUDGETING, RATIONAL MODELS

Budgeting refers to decisions about how much
funding to provide for the programs, staffs, and
infrastructures of government, as well as about the
processes used to arrive at funding levels. In exam-
ining processes, budgeting theories explain how
individuals who hold budget-writing positions
choose funding levels for programs. A second class
of theories explain how and why political elites try
to manipulate budgets to foster their goals.
Rational theories of individuals responsible for
choosing how much to fund budget lines offer
bounded rationality explanations of these decisions.



164 Budgeting, Rational Models

Due to limits on human cognition, vast numbers of
lines in the budget, and complex decision-making
environments, budgeters’ forecasts about how well
their choices will facilitate their goals are imper-
fect. Despite these limitations, budgeters use deci-
sion-making strategies that help them foster their
goals. Such strategies are boundedly rational
because, although the choices and behavior result-
ing from such strategies are not optimal, budget-
ers’ decisions still help them realize program goals.
In this way, budgeters “satisfice”—they make
decisions that are “good enough.”

The first generation of boundedly rational bud-
geting theories was developed in the 1960s by
Aaron Wildavsky, whose contributions to under-
standing budgeting continue to exert a profound
influence on budgeting scholarship. This perspec-
tive, developed with respect to the federal govern-
ment in the United States, emphasizes that indi-
viduals responsible for contributing to the budget
must take an incremental approach to arrive at
funding levels. Budgeters begin by examining the
“base” for each budget line, which refers to the
amount that was spent on the line in the previous
year’s budget. From this base, budgeters make
small adjustments based on new information and
limited by the availability of funds. For example, if
program advocates can make an effective argu-
ment about why additional funds are needed, bud-
geters may increase funding levels slightly from the
previous year. Nevertheless, even if budgets change
from year to year, budgeters do not make drastic
changes. Budgeters follow this approach out of
necessity. Examining the budget holistically would
involve the impossible task of investigating each
budget line to ascertain the optimal volume of
funds required to realize the goals embodied in the
programs. Unfortunately, such an approach is not
feasible given the vastness of the government and
the resulting volume of decisions that must be
made. By taking an incremental approach, how-
ever, budgeters arrive at funding levels for all bud-
get lines, ensuring that programs continue serving
their purposes even if neither the funding levels nor
the achievement of program goals are optimal.

Additional research, however, observed that
many budgeting decisions were not incremental,
spurring refinement of Aaron Wildavksy’s
approach. John Padgett’s serial judgment theory of
budgeting stresses continuity with the incremental

perspective in that budgeters’ decisions are under-
stood from a boundedly rational perspective.
Budgeters cope with the volume and complexity of
the decisions they face by starting with the level of
funding from the previous year and satisficing to
arrive at funding levels for the current budget.
However, the heuristic employed by budgeters is
not incremental choice. Rather than consciously
choosing a funding amount that differs slightly
from that disbursed previously, budgeters con-
sider, one after another, alternatives for funding
levels until they arrive at one that is acceptable. In
this way, budgeters satisfice in that they do not try
to discover optimal funding levels for programs.
Critically, though, budgetary outputs are predicted
to differ from outputs predicted by incremental
approaches. Because budgeters move from alterna-
tive to alternative until they reach an outcome that
is good enough, it is possible for them to arrive at
funding levels that are substantially different from
the amounts funded in the previous year’s budget.
Such dramatic changes can occur, for example,
when budgeters’ understandings of what is neces-
sary from a programmatic standpoint leads them
to pick a funding level that happens to be a sig-
nificant departure from the previous year’s base.
Research focusing on the distribution of year-to-
year changes in programs’ funding levels in the
context of U.S. government budgets revealed that
this perspective explained better the distribution of
year-to-year changes than an incremental approach
did. By specifying more precisely the decision-
making heuristics employed by budgeters, the
serial judgment perspective improved on the incre-
mental model while remaining anchored firmly to
a realistically bounded rational view of human
decision making.

More recent research by Frank Baumgartner
and Bryan Jones integrates research on agenda set-
ting with a boundedly rational approach to bud-
geting. Because the set of issues that they can
attend to is small, budgeters ignore most informa-
tion from the political environment. They do so
even in the face of political mobilizations by coali-
tions favoring substantial funding changes. Under
these circumstances, year-to-year changes in bud-
gets are characterized by incremental shifts in
funding levels. However, when groups in favor of
change are successful in securing space for their
concerns on the government’s agenda, budgeters
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are forced to attend to the issues that these groups
prioritize. In doing so, budgeters begin to consider
alternative funding amounts for budget lines seri-
ally. Since past decisions related to the issues have
resulted in incremental changes, political coalitions
that have focused budgeters’ attention on a specific
budget line are likely to desire significant change in
that line. Therefore, the funding levels that allow
budgeters to satisfice in such instances are likely to
constitute sizable increases/decreases. After all,
substantial changes are the only ones likely to sat-
isfy the political forces behind the mobilization. In
this way, the heuristics that budgeters employ dif-
fer depending on whether advocates for change
can secure space for their priorities on the agenda.
If not, budgeters ignore information from such
groups, leading to incremental changes. However,
when agenda space is secured, serial judgment heu-
ristics are triggered. What is more, the nature of
the mobilization implies that only substantial
changes in funding levels allow budgeters to allay
the concerns of the coalitions—and, by extension,
allow budgeters to satisfice.

Shifting gears, a separate tradition on govern-
ment budgets asks whether political elites manipu-
late budgets to serve their goals. One line of such
research asks whether ruling political parties stim-
ulate the economy prior to elections in order to
maintain their control of government and its deci-
sions. This political budget cycle thesis was spurred
by research conducted in the 1970s examining
indicators of economic health in light of election
cycles in the United States and in other major
industrial democracies during the post-World War
II era, observing that unemployment dipped and
economic growth increased in years during which
elections occurred. Naturally, the argument behind
the thesis is that the ruling party prefers to remain
in control of government. Therefore, it pursues
policies that stimulate the economy to achieve eco-
nomic growth prior to the election. Voters, the
ruling party hopes, observe this performance and
reward it by returning it to power.

Subsequent research on this hypothesis has pro-
duced mixed findings regarding the ability of rul-
ing parties to pursue this strategy successfully. In
recent research, James Alt and David Lassen sug-
gest why: The ability of ruling parties to exploit
their position is conditional on several factors. The
first involves how transparent the government’s

fiscal policy decisions are to the public.
Transparency allows the media and political oppo-
sition, and by extension the public, to observe the
government’s intentions, making it more difficult
for the ruling party to try to create economic
growth without being accused of doing so for its
own benefit. The second factor is the level of
polarization between parties. As policy conflict
increases between the ruling party and its rival(s),
the costs to the party of losing control of govern-
ment to the opposition increases. These costs
increase with policy conflict because the policies
that the opposition (as the future ruling party) will
adopt will be more offensive to the (present) ruling
party for higher levels of policy disagreement
between parties. In summary, while it may be fea-
sible for the ruling party in government to rig the
economy in order to maximize its chances of con-
tinuing in power, the circumstances under which
this strategy is feasible may be limited.

Another line of research focusing on elite influ-
ence over budgets examines the participation of
bureaucrats in shaping the budgets of their agen-
cies. One theory advanced in the early 1970s held
that bureaucrats were “budget maximizers” in
that they wished to expand the size of their agen-
cy’s budget as much as possible. What is more,
bureaucrats are well positioned to do so because
they possess more information about what is nec-
essary to achieve the policy goals their agencies are
responsible for meeting than elected officials who
create budgets. This information asymmetry allows
bureaucrats to receive substantial increases in their
agencies’ budgets.

Subsequent research in the tradition of the
budget-shaping perspective by Patrick Dunleavy and
others, however, has led to a substantial refinement
of this view. In addition to noting that budgets are
not characterized by the growth predicted by the
maximization perspective, these critics note that,
because an agency’s budget is a collective good,
bureaucrats face a collective action problem in advo-
cating budget expansions. Moreover, because agen-
cies’ budgets are disaggregated, bureaucrats possess
no guarantee that increases to the budget will accrue
to their corner of the agency, undercutting the incen-
tive to lobby. Bureaucrats also face varied incentives
to lobby for expansions based on the type of agency
they work for and their position within their agency.
In particular, the highest ranking officials most
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capable of lobbying possess the least incentive to
do so because, from a pecuniary standpoint, their
salaries do not increase with budget increases.
Instead of budget maximizing, the budget-shaping
view argues that agency executives prefer to use
the budget to construct an agency such that its
staff perform professional functions characterized
by high levels of discretion that foster creative
solutions to problems. Executives in public agen-
cies are thought to prioritize such “shaping”
because individuals drawn to career advancement
in such agencies are likely to value such a profes-
sional orientation. Additionally, and at any rate,
laws forestall the ability of bureaucrats to capture
pecuniary rewards from public service beyond
their salaries.

Jason A. MacDonald
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BUREAUCRACY

The term bureaucracy denotes a particular form
of organization that is complex and differentiated,
has defined rules and procedures, and is subject to

a command-and-control system of hierarchical
authority. This entry discusses the nature and
functions of bureaucracy and the bureaucratic
state, as well as the problems and deficiencies
associated with it.

Definition and Characteristics

The illustrious German sociologist Max Weber
noted several characteristics of the bureaucratic
form of organization that defined it as an ideal
type.

First, bureaucracy derives its authority through
law. It depends neither on traditional nor on per-
sonal modes of authority. It is instead based on a
form of legal-rational authority that defines the
foundations of the organization’s jurisdiction and
its procedures of operation.

Second, bureaucracy has differentiated offices
or units that have specialized competencies and
jurisdictions. This aspect of bureaucracy provides
it with some obvious advantages, including the
ability to bring technical expertise and experience
to bear on particular aspects of problems. It also
raises some difficulties, however, in coordination
of tasks, and it sometimes creates conflicting per-
spectives as to what the task is or how a problem
should be defined.

Third, bureaucracy is characterized by an inter-
nally hierarchical system of authority required to
bring its distinctive parts together as part of a uni-
fied system of coordination. The extent to which
this hierarchical control system can actually be put
in place is almost always imperfect, though the
extent to which it can be consummated rests on
many factors other than coercion. These include
leadership that obtains support from all of the
organization’s distinctive offices and units, clarity
of purpose from organizational leadership, and
careful assessments of feasible paths to ends.

Fourth, bureaucracy is also characterized by
rules and procedures that govern its internal func-
tions. It has a memory and a set of procedures for
dealing with recurring matters. Weber referred to
this as the organization’s “files,” and this storage
of experience and written rules anchors bureau-
cracy in the legal-rational system of authority. The
files provide precedents and also produce standard
operating procedures (SOPs) that enable bureau-
cracies to become more proficient in responding to
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problems that can be readily identified and are
within the organizational repertoire. The more
ambiguous or multifaceted the problem, however,
the more complicated will be the sorting process
within a bureaucratic organization and the more
likely, therefore, that problems are recognized and
defined in ways reflecting the complex differentia-
tion of bureaucratic organizations. This means
that there are likely to be many different perspec-
tives rather than a unified one.

Fifth, bureaucracy is typically characterized by
a full-time corps of officials. In governments, these
officials are known as civil servants; they represent
the continuity of the organizations of government,
their missions and functions, and the antecedent
ongoing commitments of government. Similarly, in
private enterprise and even in nonprofit organiza-
tions (nongovernmental organizations), full-time
managers and subordinates provide the basic
maintenance functions within an organization,
negotiate its external environment, and organize
its production and marketing functions.

Realities are often more complex than this
ideal-type description of bureaucracy. Sometimes
bureaucratic forms exist but without the reputed
benefits of expertise and efficient allocations of
attention. Bureaucratic pathologies may run deep
reflecting both environmental and cultural influ-
ences, shortages of resources, and incentives for
suboptimal performance. These pathologies are
especially notable in less developed countries.
Consequently, to understand the topic better, this
entry addresses the following questions: Why do
we have bureaucracy? What are the relationships
with capitalism and market? What is the bureau-
cratic state and what are its relationships with
democracy? What are the internal and external
pathologies of bureaucratic behavior?

Why Do We Have Bureaucracy?

In Weber’s ideal-type description of bureaucracy,
he noted that bureaucracy was the technically most
proficient and efficient form of organization. Far
from the negative stereotypes that have arisen in
the contemporary era from pathologies associated
with bureaucracy, Weber observed that bureau-
cratic organization was a necessary concomitant
condition for the rise of capitalism based on eco-
nomic efficiency. The rise of the modern public

stock corporation separated management and
ownership making the managers extremely impor-
tant to the direction and guidance of the firm.

Capitalism necessitated legal-rational forms of
authority. The modern corporation is itself a legal
entity. Unlike a person or even a partnership, corpo-
rations have limited liability for their officers.
Corporations and other types of firms require legally
grounded rules in a capitalist system. Disputes must
ultimately be settled through juridical means, and
agreements must be carefully and legally delineated
so that there is a record—what Weber referred to as
“the files”—or a recorded precedent. Impersonal
authority is central to a system of rational-legal
authority, and bureaucracy is the embodiment of an
organization defined by rules of procedure and
responsive to external legal authority.

Above all, complexity requires organizational
differentiation, specialization, and limited jurisdic-
tion coordinated through a hierarchical system of
authority. These crucial aspects of bureaucracy not
only allow for greater efficiency, economy of
effort, and expertise but also lead to problems of
coordination.

Bureaucracy and Markets

On the face of it, bureaucracy and capitalism seem
to live in an uneasy coexistence. One is structured
by authority and legal rules, while the other in its
pure form reflects an uninhibited free exchange of
goods and services mediated by the price mecha-
nism. The reality, however, is much more compli-
cated. Sellers are not necessarily numerous, and
where possible, they seek to control markets and
thus influence, if not dictate, prices. Public stock
corporations’ interests lie in increasing the value of
their stock. Rarely are consumers fully armed with
perfect information as classical theories of econom-
ics assume. The rise of governmental regulation of
markets and marketing practices and of the safety
of products provides a means of short-circuiting
the information needs that consumers by them-
selves would be unlikely to obtain. As a conse-
quence, the rise, and, to some degree, the inevitable
excesses of the profit motive lead to the necessity
of regulation and the growth of governmental
bureaucracy. Newly capitalistic systems, in fact,
often suffer from a rapid expansion of production
without adequate means of regulating the quality
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or safety of what is being produced. Such mecha-
nisms tend to evolve in developed capitalist sys-
tems in order to counter the adverse impacts of
unregulated capitalism.

The ascendency of capitalism and the modern
corporation roughly parallels the rise of profession-
alism in government and the development of the
modern state, characterized by governmental
bureaucracy. Ironically, while it is sometimes
claimed that capitalism rests on the free exchange
of goods and services through the price mechanism
and is thus antithetical to bureaucracy, the reality is
that modern governments, through their bureau-
cracies, pave the way for markets to function by
providing infrastructure, regulation of markets,
transparency in market processes, and regulation of
the relationships between private and public inter-
ests. In reality, states and markets have been more
often collaborative than in conflict. Indeed, it is
hard to imagine the effective functioning of markets
without the effective functioning of government.
The complexity of the modern corporation and the
complexity of modern government have grown
together more symbiotically than antagonistically.

The Bureaucratic State

It is hard to imagine modern government without
bureaucratic capability. Weak states lack capabil-
ity. And weak states are often characterized as ones
affected by civil strife, lacking effective records,
influenced by corruption, and unable to bring ser-
vices to their populations, especially those that are
remote from their capital cities. They are also typi-
cally incapable of collecting revenues in an impar-
tial fashion. Cronyism runs amok. A professional
corps of civil servants is usually absent and govern-
ment is most often turned into a spoils system of
tribal winners—or, as a means of keeping peace
among contending factions, sometimes awarding
some of the spoils to each of them. Weak states are
inept precisely because they lack the desiderata of
professional bureaucratic organization and a pro-
fessional civil service and the resources to ensure
their ability to function. Consequently, modern
government and bureaucracy are nearly inter-
changeable. Continuity, specialized expertise, a
professional corps of civil servants, the rule of law
and impersonal authority, and documented records
are the essence of bureaucracy and of modern

states capable of governing, providing services,
and collecting revenues.

For the most part, the bureaucratic state largely
preceded the arrival of democratic government. It
served the interests of a sovereign crown and typi-
cally led to the crown’s extension of its authority
and, eventually, to what we know of today as the
modern state. As a result, the state bureaucracy
often has been seen as a conservatizing force in
society—the consolidator of existing authority
rather than a challenger to it. With the growth of
mass enfranchisement, the bureaucracy was often
viewed as the upholder of the existing regime and
a potential threat to democracy. Its power rests on
its continuity and specialized expertise and its per-
manence and durability, while the temporarily
mandated leaders of government are often in a
position of dependence on the bureaucracy. In a
frequently invoked phrase, are the experts on tap
or on top?

One major exception to the bureaucracy—
democracy sequence was the United States where
mass enfranchisement among White males pre-
ceded the development of a professionalized
bureaucracy. Even after a professional civil service
emerged, the federal government had few respon-
sibilities until the 1930s, when the Franklin
Roosevelt administration extended the federal role
into the realms of economic and business regula-
tion, the provision of social insurance, and, ulti-
mately, the welfare state.

There has been much discussion across many
developed societies about transforming bureau-
cracy, lightening its load, and moving toward
market-oriented incentives, but especially in the
United States, the bureaucracy has been deeply
controversial. There, the identification of bureau-
cracy with “big government” and with controver-
sial social reforms makes it both a point of parti-
san division and an object of derision.

The essential point is that while a facade of
bureaucracy is no guarantee of effective govern-
ment, it is virtually impossible to imagine effective
government without bureaucracy. That, however,
does not mean that public bureaucracy will be
without controversy or demands for reform to
which it has been subjected especially since the
1980s. Nor does it mean that the bureaucratic
organizational form is without contradictions or
that it can lead to certain pathologies.
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Bureaucratic Pathologies

Despite the advantages conferred by bureaucratic
organization, pathologies result from the internal
contradictions of this form of organization. These
we will call internal pathologies. Another set of
pathologies results from the ways in which bureau-
cracies relate to their environment. These we will
call external pathologies.

Internal Pathologies

Analysts, as well as antagonists, of bureaucracy
have pointed to a variety of problems stemming
from the logic of bureaucratic organization. These
are presented in no particular order of importance.

One pathology stems from the very system of
impersonal authority and legal rationality on
which bureaucratic organization is based. As a
rule-driven form of organization, bureaucracies
must defend decisions based on legal rulings and
precedents. Consequently, bureaucracies may be
short on compassion, empathy, or extenuating
circumstances of case equity. Uniform procedures
rather than case equity are a hallmark of bureau-
cratic organization. A frequent criticism of this
formalism in bureaucracy is characterized by accu-
sations directed to “faceless,” “nameless,” or
“unfeeling” bureaucrats whose decisions defy
“common sense.” Actually, some studies of
bureaucrats dealing with clients indicate that
bureaucrats themselves often try to provide sym-
pathy, guidance, and solace within the constraints
of the law. But law is what guides bureaucracy,
and this particular pathology, in reality, is a cri-
tique of the rule of law. By contrast, personal rela-
tionships often govern politics, and these relation-
ships, in turn, generate charges of favoritism.

A second pathology stems from the command
and control system of hierarchy in bureaucracies.
Hierarchical authority is necessary to coordinate
the various specialized jurisdictions as well as to
provide an ultimate point of organizational
accountability. Still, there is a continuous tension
in all complex organizations between strict control
from the top and devolution of authority to those
at more operational levels within an organization.
Paradoxically, control from the top downward
produces more definitive accountability while also
stymieing an organization’s ability to adapt to
problems it encounters on the ground. It also may

encourage risk-averse behavior and a desire on the
part of subordinates to keep chastening news away
from their superiors. Studies of military units
observe that noncommissioned officers (the bot-
tom rung of authority) are crucial to adaptability
and to organizational effectiveness. How to appor-
tion and allocate authority in bureaucratic organi-
zations in ways that keep it from flying apart and
thus adhering to no common identity remains
unresolved. At the same time, how to imprint lead-
ership direction without imposing stultifying
restrictions on operational units is also unclear.
Organizations need to be responsive and adaptive
to their environments but frequently cannot be
if control from the top is excessively restrictive.
Obviously, balance is needed, but it is unclear,
certainly in the abstract, as to exactly where that
balance should be struck. Without sufficient
control, unaccountable behaviors may become
rampant—a potential issue especially for organiza-
tions with many “street-level” bureaucrats. But
too much control is likely to lead to cautious, per-
haps even timid, behaviors on the part of those
responsible for hands-on operations.

A third pathology of bureaucratic behavior
stems from the differentiated and specialized juris-
dictional character of bureaucratic organization.
Especially when individuals have spent much of
their careers in a given unit, they are likely to look
at and define problems within the definitional con-
text of their units. A number of studies show that
each unit tends to see the “face of a problem” in a
way consistent with their unit’s responsibilities and
the subculture of their unit. Given the tendency to
search for problem definition and responses in a
cognitively economical fashion, responses are apt
to rely deeply on how specific organizational units
define and codify responses and perpetuate them.
Does this produce a cacophony of voices or a neces-
sary diversity of perspectives? Again, a problem of
finding the ever-elusive right balance appears.
Organizational subunit responses are not random.
In fact, they are typically predictable. But the vari-
ous subunits’ responses cannot all be equally satis-
fied, which is, of course, where leadership comes in.
Differentiation and the codification and subcultural
practices that stem from the distinctive component
parts of bureaucratic organization provide predict-
ability but not synthesis, which then becomes the
responsibility of central organizational leadership.



170 Bureaucracy

Studies, even of crises, show how distinctive “the
face of the problem” will appear to different orga-
nizational units in accordance with their distinct
missions and their core cultures, technologies, and
perspectives. Can unity and clarity of direction be
woven against the backdrop of these distinctive
perspectives? And can central organizational leader-
ship coax the losers in bureaucratic battles to coop-
erate rather than to continue the struggle covertly?

A fourth potential pathology of bureaucratic
organization is the reliance on precedent. One of
the most important characteristics of bureaucracy
is that it provides for continuity. Critical to conti-
nuity is the recording of precedents and the use of
precedents as a platform through which to assess
current issues. Precedent serves to economize on
cognitive energy. Basing current choices on prece-
dents reduces the costs of search for organizations.
However, reliance on precedents may lead to a
highly conservative outlook temperamentally, one
that may be more wedded to the past than to the
future. Bureaucracy tends to be thought of as a
lumbering status quo form of organization. That is
due in no small part to the emphasis on following
rules and procedures and the reliance on prece-
dents set by the organization. Ultimately, bureau-
cracies are expert at routinizing the previously
unexpected or contingent. But once this is done,
continuity with precedents becomes part of the
operating modality and departures that may be
required for adaptability, equity, or even sensibil-
ity become harder to achieve. Bureaucracy pro-
vides ballast and stability but by itself is unlikely to
provide fresh direction.

A fifth possible pathology lies in the intersection
between the individual interests of bureaucrats and
collective well-being. Some analysis based on eco-
nomic models, for example, suggests that bureau-
crats have a stake in the growth of their agencies’
funding as they themselves are apt to benefit from
the growth of revenue. A more compelling inter-
pretation, though, would propose that where the
fundamental technology of an organizational unit
is invested in significantly by the bureaucrats of
that unit, changes in the core technology puts at
risk those whose training has been part of a prior
technology. The more intensive and specialized
that training, the more resistance there may be to
alterations in it that would threaten the status of
the current technology. The usual cliché about this

is that all military forces are prepared to fight the
previous war. This bit of conventional wisdom
may well be overstated but there is a fundamental
truth behind it, and that is that no one likes to be
displaced by a newer or different technology that
renders one’s own training obsolete. The human
being inside the machinery of complex bureau-
cratic organization, therefore, needs to be taken
into account.

In summary, the virtues of bureaucratic organi-
zation also contain the seeds of its deficiencies.
Continuity, predictability, legality, precedent, and
specialized expertise, accordingly, may lead to dif-
ficulties in adapting to change or recognizing nov-
elty, difficulties in applying case equity, and prob-
lems of coordination. Hierarchical authority also
can lead to a lack of sensitivity to problems on the
ground. Yet a lack of hierarchical control may lead
to a lack of accountability. Because these problems
are built into a system of law and impersonal
authority, there are no set formulas for resolving
them. But they remain problems inherent in
bureaucracy.

External Pathologies

Despite our dependence on bureaucracy to pro-
vide orderly processes, the virtues of bureaucracy
tend to be hidden to the unschooled eye, whereas its
deficiencies seem to be obvious. One of these defects
lies in the rule boundedness of bureaucracy resulting
in the well-known “red tape” problem. In contrast
to the realm of personal authority where one may
petition to have a problem fixed through political
means, procedural fairness and the accountability of
bureaucracy to legal and auditing requirements
inevitably produces large amounts of paperwork.
The objective is to reduce the improper use of funds
and procedural irregularities and to ensure a record
of transactions. Few people, even bureaucrats, are
enthralled by red tape. Most are frustrated by it. But
red tape is the product of demands for accountabil-
ity and procedural regularity, especially in the public
sphere. A bureaucracy notably responsive to its cli-
enteles might be regarded as showing favoritism and
evading lawful procedures. The reality is that while
we extol the rule of law in the abstract, we often
prefer personal relationships concretely. That is, we
often want a “fixer” to deal with the complications
that regularity of procedures demands. Everyone



Bureaucracy 171

wishes to cut through the maze of red tape to get
what they want, but they also want to have proce-
dures in place to deter others from getting what is
improper.

Public bureaucracies particularly are expected
to be both accountable and responsive. These
terms, however, are remarkably elusive.
Accountable to what and responsive to whom are
questions that immediately arise. There appears to
be no definitive agreement as to what precisely
these words mean. Often, they are used inter-
changeably. If, however, accountability is taken to
mean being answerable to a legally grounded
authorization—a constitution, a sovereign, a law,
or a fiduciary responsibility—and if responsiveness
is taken to mean acceptance of the demands of
temporary political authorities or of agency clien-
teles, one can see how these ideas may come into
conflict. The great dilemma is for bureaucracies to
be accountable and responsive up to a point—a
point, however, that rarely can or even ought to be
satisfied fully. An overly responsive bureaucracy
will no longer be seen as neutral, fair, or judicious.
A bureaucracy, however, that is unresponsive
either has succeeded in displacing the elected or, at
the other extreme, has lost its political relevance.
Bureaucrats need some independence from the cur-
rent political authorities if they are to function
properly, but the line demarcating independence
and unresponsiveness is very murky indeed. To
find the appropriate balance is as difficult as it is
necessary. Studies of senior civil servants in many
developed countries indicate that they are sensitive
to their political context but are frequently con-
cerned about the proper equilibrium between neu-
tral competence and accountability on the one
hand and political/policy responsiveness to the
current authorities on the other.

From a political perspective, another criticism
of bureaucracy, especially as a regulator of busi-
ness is that it is a “deadweight” on the functioning
of markets by imposing costs on firms that add to
prices. While regulation by bureaucrats is the
product of political decisions made by duly autho-
rized governments, free market proponents believe
that bureaucratic regulation diminishes economic
dynamism and efficiency. Each new regulation
drives up the cost of doing business and restricts
the options that businesses may have available to
them. When the regulatory hand is made lighter,

however, risks often arise that result in crises or
avoidable tragic outcomes, and the call for regula-
tion is renewed. The proper balance between
regulation and business flexibility, as with other
relationships between desirable but contradictory
values, is hard to define, and the proper instru-
mentation for overseeing and enforcing regula-
tory behavior is equally difficult to pinpoint.

Finally, a significant criticism of bureaucracy is
that its incentive structures are all wrong. Civil
servants are insulated through tenure. This insula-
tion may lead to behavior that provides little
incentive to promote efficiencies that could disturb
the status quo since there is little reward for doing
so. A contrast is frequently drawn with private
enterprise where continuous innovation is believed
to be necessary for a firm’s health and growth
prospects. According to this perspective, the busi-
ness model is presumed to be the form of organiza-
tion worth emulating, though, of course, most
large-scale businesses are also bureaucracies.
Administrative-reform efforts beginning in the
1980s, falling under the rubric of “new public
management,” essentially emphasized the business
model, emphasizing the off-loading of many gov-
ernment functions to the private sector and provid-
ing managerial incentives to improve performance
in a scaled-down public sector. The assumption
was that what worked in the market place would
work equally well in government. Freeing up the
managers and holding them accountable for per-
formance was one reform pathway. Creating agen-
cies and managers with limited-term contracts was
another. In at least one case, tenure itself was
eliminated in the public sector.

The results of this emphasis on making govern-
ment more like business are still uncertain, and the
movement toward providing incentives for pro-
moting efficiency and improved performance may
rest on an as yet unconfirmed assumption that
officials in the public sphere have similar motiva-
tions as their counterparts in the private sphere. In
fact, what evidence there is on this matter suggests
otherwise. In the business model critique of bureau-
cracy, performance should be based less on adher-
ence to rules and more on results. A lessening of
rules-based administration, one can imagine,
would be open to extensive challenges, and a fun-
damental search for consistent application of law
would hardly disappear. Emphasizing results, of
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course, requires agreement on what the results
should be and on the metrics required to assess
performance. It is likely that some agency missions
may not be easily susceptible to clear metrics. It is
also likely that some agencies will adjust the defini-
tion of their missions in ways that allow for favor-
able metrics even if they are peripheral to their
broader, if ill-defined, missions.

Living With Bureaucracy

Not all organizations are bureaucratic and, indeed,
some of the most innovative ones in the private
sector tend to be flat and intermingled to some
degree in their functions. However, the growth of
bureaucracy reflects modernity and a system ruled
by legal authority and by differentiated function.
That produces annoyances such as the heavy
emphasis on procedures, rules, and specialized
offices whose understandings may not be fully
integrated with one another. Nevertheless, bureau-
cracy is able to provide continuity in government,
consistency in application, proficiency through
specialized and limited jurisdictions, and profes-
sionalism through a full-time civil service based on
merit.

The limits and critiques of bureaucracy are
notable. Its virtues are also often its vices. Balancing
the contradictory tensions of the bureaucratic
form of organization presents a continuing chal-
lenge. There is also no doubt that much of the
criticism of bureaucracy is distinctly political and
has little to do with bureaucracy itself and more to
do with views about the appropriate scope of gov-
ernment. Finally, to appreciate the advantages of
bureaucracy, it is useful to contemplate life with-
out it. It would be a world without continuity,
without consistency, and with a shortage of com-
petence. We may not like bureaucracy, but we
would assuredly dislike a world without it even
more.

Bert A. Rockman
Purdue University
West Lafayette, Indiana, United States
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BUREAUCRACY, RATIONAL
CHOICE MODELS

This entry discusses rational choice models of the
bureaucracy. It first defines what it means for a
theoretical model of the bureaucracy to employ
rational choice and discusses two major applica-
tions of these models. It then discusses the basic
assumptions underlying most models of the
bureaucracy. Finally, it presents major themes and
findings in the literature and discusses how these
are related to modeling assumptions.

Rational choice models of the bureaucracy oper-
ate under the assumption that all relevant actors are
rational. All players in the model—the government,
bureaucrats, and private sector entities affected by
bureaucratic decisions—have well-defined prefer-
ence orderings over possible outcomes and act in a
manner that ensures that their preferred outcomes
are realized.
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To facilitate analysis, scholars in this tradition
typically assume that players’ preferences satisfy
several properties. It is generally assumed that
players’ preferences can be represented by a utility
function, such that a player prefers outcome A to
outcome B if and only if that player’s utility from
outcome A is greater than that from outcome B. It
is often further assumed that players have consis-
tent preferences regarding risk, so that preferences
over uncertain outcomes may be represented by
expected utilities. Many models further assume
that players react to new information according to
Bayes’s rule (i.e., how one should change one’s
existing beliefs in light of new evidence).

Rational choice models of the bureaucracy tend
to be game theoretic. All players are assumed to be
strategic in their interactions—each player consid-
ers the strategies of all other players in attempting
to reach his or her preferred outcome. Analysts
derive equilibrium solutions to these models,
where an equilibrium is defined as a set of strate-
gies wherein each agent’s strategy is a best response
to all other agents’ strategies, and agents’ beliefs
are consistent with those strategies.

The rational choice literature on bureaucracy
has primarily focused on two, interrelated, prob-
lems: delegation and special-interest influence.
Models of delegation involve a government grant-
ing authority to a bureaucratic agent. The crucial
problem for the government lies in the fact that the
bureaucracy may not perfectly share its prefer-
ences. The government must, therefore, oversee
bureaucratic decisions and provide incentives to
ensure that the bureaucracy acts in the desired
manner. This problem closely relates to the branch
of microeconomics known as principal-agent (or
contract) theory, which examines a similar prob-
lem between firms and their employees.

Models concerned with the influence of special
interests focus on the interaction between the
bureaucracy and the private sector. Private sector
agents may wish to manipulate the behavior of
bureaucrats. The mechanisms to do so may involve
bribery, appeals to bodies charged with bureau-
cratic oversight, or the provision of jobs to former
members of the bureaucracy (following the prin-
ciple of the “revolving door). Such models may
also relate to delegation, as the government may
wish to curtail special-interest influence and will
conduct oversight accordingly.

Model Assumptions
The Preferences of Bureaucrats

Since rational choice models of bureaucracies
assume that bureaucrats act to achieve their most
preferred outcomes, these models critically depend
on assumptions about what bureaucrats prefer.
Preferences may be assumed to be primitive, or
they may be induced. Primitive preferences describe
outcomes bureaucrats inherently enjoy. Induced
preferences are defined by actions. Bureaucrats are
driven to prefer certain actions as, in equilibrium,
these lead to preferable outcomes.

The rational choice literature on bureaucracies
has generally defined bureaucrats’ preferences in
one of three ways. William Niskanen introduced
the assumption that bureaucrats attempt to maxi-
mize their agencies’ budget allocations. This pref-
erence is treated as primitive for modeling pur-
poses. But Niskanen argues that the preference for
budget maximization results from an implicit the-
ory of the interaction between bureaucrats and the
government. An individual bureaucrat is presumed
to attempt to maximize his or her salary (both cur-
rently and in the future) and prestige. Both salary
and prestige depend, in part, on the budget of the
bureaucrat’s agency. Since the bureaucrat’s salary
and prestige are assumed to be improving in the
budget allocated to the bureaucrat’s agency, the
bureaucrat acts to increase this allocation.

Other models of bureaucracy work with assump-
tions regarding bureaucrats’ primitive economic
preferences. Like other economic agents, bureau-
crats attempt to maximize consumption and leisure.
Such models may be used to derive induced prefer-
ences over actions. For instance, career concerns
models predict that bureaucrats act to maximize
their reputation in time ¢ because this reputation
affects their career prospects, and thus consumption,
in time ¢ + 1. This result is an equilibrium prediction
from the model—an author of a career concerns
model need not assume that bureaucrats have prim-
itive preferences regarding their reputation.

Finally, many models of bureaucratic politics
treat bureaucrats (and governments) as having pref-
erences over policy outcomes—that is, ideological
preferences. Ideological preferences are generally
treated as primitive. Individual bureaucrats may
have inherent preferences over policy outcomes—a
reflection of their individual political ideology.
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Alternatively, ideological preferences may be treated
as induced by an unmodeled interaction between
bureaucrats and other entities. For instance, many
models of the American bureaucracy assume that
agency preferences reflect those of the president.
Because the president is able to appoint and remove
many agency heads, it is assumed that bureaucrats
will behave as if they share the president’s ideology.

Information

The information available or not available to
players shapes their strategies to achieve their pre-
ferred outcomes. In models of delegation, it is
typical to assume that bureaucratic agencies have
an informational advantage vis-a-vis the govern-
ment. The government delegates rule-making
authority to agencies because bureaucrats have
technical knowledge and experience that are not
available to the average member of government.
Governments may be less able than bureaucracies
to design policies to achieve desired outcomes.

Other forms of informational asymmetries may
also be incorporated into models of the bureau-
cracy. For instance, if the government cannot per-
fectly observe the skill or ideology of potential
bureaucrats, it is faced with a problem of adverse
selection. In models of adverse selection, the gov-
ernment must conduct oversight and provide
wages keeping in mind the type of agents these
incentives will attract. For instance, if some possi-
ble recruits are willing to engage in corruption,
while others are not, sufficiently low wages may
attract corruptible recruits who are better able to
supplement their salaries with illicit income.

If the actions of bureaucrats in office are only
imperfectly observable, then governments are faced
with a problem of moral hazard. It is important to
note that moral hazard is only an issue if outcomes
are also imperfectly observable or are imperfectly
determined by bureaucrats’ actions. If bureaucrats’
actions perfectly map into observable outcomes,
then the government can accurately deduce bureau-
crats’ behavior based on these outcomes. However,
if this is not the case, then the government must
conduct oversight in a manner that minimizes the
costs of moral hazard. These costs arise because the
government is not able to optimally reward and
sanction agent behavior. Instead, it can only respond
to outcomes that imperfectly reflect this behavior.

Finally, all players may lack information over
the future composition of the government due to
political uncertainty. Members of the current gov-
ernment may be replaced by elections, coalition
realignments, retirement, or death. As new indi-
viduals enter government, the ideological prefer-
ences of the government may change. All players in
the model are therefore uncertain of future govern-
ment policy preferences.

Government and Bureaucratic Structure

The final elements in a model of bureaucratic
politics are assumptions about the number and
composition of players. Models of delegation must
include, at least, a unitary government and a single
representative bureaucratic agent. Similarly, mod-
els of interest-group influence require at least a
representative bureaucrat and a single special-
interest group. But more sophisticated models may
incorporate more realistic assumptions about the
number of players and their interactions—with
important effects on equilibrium outcomes.

For instance, models may vary the number of
players considered to be in the government. Some
models may incorporate the existence of multiple
legislators or the separation of powers between
branches of government. Such a model is said to
include multiple principals.

Similarly, bureaucracies may be modeled as
consisting of multiple bureaucrats or multiple
agencies. Models incorporating more than one
bureaucrat are said to feature multiple agents.
Bureaucrats or agencies may be redundant—that
is, assigned to similar or identical tasks.
Alternatively, some agencies may be granted over-
sight authority over others.

Finally, all models of special-interest influence—
and some models of delegation—incorporate pri-
vate sector agents. These may be one or more firms
seeking to maximize profits, one or more citizens
or groups thereof with ideological preferences, or
groups of consumers. The number and composi-
tion of these interests affect their interactions with
the government and the bureaucracy.

Models of Delegation

As noted above, models of delegation involve a
g
government’s decision to grant authority to a
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bureaucratic agent, who may not perfectly share
the government’s preferences. These models are
used to derive predictions about which bureaucrats
will be appointed, how they will perform in office,
what forms of oversight will be employed, and
how much discretion they will be granted. These
predictions will depend, in part, on assumptions
regarding the preferences of—and information
available to—all players, as well as the number and
composition of players in the model.

Appointment

Models of appointment attempt to deduce
which candidates will be selected for bureaucratic
office, where candidates vary on some dimension.
Typically, models of appointment assume that
candidates for bureaucratic office have primitive
preferences over policy, and candidates vary in
their preferred policies.

In most settings, models of bureaucratic appoint-
ment predict that governments will appoint officials
whose primitive ideological preferences are most
proximate to the government’s own. This finding is
known as the Ally principle. The logic of this find-
ing is straightforward: If a bureaucrat is granted
discretion to implement policy, his or her policy
choice will be dictated by his or her preferences.
The closer the bureaucrat’s ideological preference
to that of the government, the more the government
can expect to benefit from the bureaucrat’s policy
choice. This principle relates closely to the literature
on attempts to politicize the bureaucracy.

However, the Ally principle may be violated
under conditions of uncertainty. Assume now that
candidates for office vary not only in their ideo-
logical preferences but also in their technical
knowledge. More precisely, assume that some can-
didates are better informed of the mapping from
policies into outcomes than are others. In this
instance, the government may prefer to appoint a
more knowledgeable candidate with preferences
more removed from its own over an ill-informed
candidate with proximate preferences. The ideo-
logically proximate candidate may be unable to
ensure that the policies he or she would adopt in
office would, in expectation, lead to outcomes that
the government prefers over policies that the more
ideologically distant—but more competent—
candidate would adopt.

The Ally principle may also fail to hold in set-
tings where bureaucratic appointees interact with
other players in formulating policies. For instance,
a government may prefer to appoint a central
banker who is more inflation averse than the gov-
ernment itself. This result holds because policy
outcomes—here inflation and unemployment—
reflect the interaction between the central banker
and the public. Central bankers cannot commit to
implement policies they do not prefer. Therefore, if
the central banker is not inflation averse, the pub-
lic will expect him or her to attempt to generate
unexpected inflation—thus reducing unemploy-
ment. These inflationary expectations produce
inflation—and no reduction in unemployment—in
equilibrium. However, if the central banker is
inflation averse, the public will expect inflation to
remain low—a more favorable outcome for the
government.

Bureaucratic Slack

A second major concern of models of delegation
is the danger of bureaucratic slack. Bureaucrats are
said to be shirking—yielding slack—when they
exert little or no effort in their duties. Slack is
typically a feature of models wherein bureaucrats
are assumed to have economic preferences—they
maximize consumption and leisure. Slack thus
occurs when bureaucrats face insufficient incen-
tives to forgo leisure.

Questions of bureaucratic effort are intimately
linked to the power of the incentives bureaucrats
are offered. Incentives are said to be high powered
when rewards and punishments are heavily condi-
tioned on outcomes. They are low powered when
rewards and punishments are largely independent
of outcomes. Low-powered incentives tend to
increase slack.

The degree of bureaucratic slack will also depend,
in part, on the structure of information in the
model. In particular, moral hazard will tend to
increase shirking. The rationale behind this result is
intuitive: If the government is unable to determine
the degree of effort exerted by bureaucrats, it will be
difficult to reward or punish this effort. It is there-
fore difficult to encourage bureaucrats not to shirk.

Slack will also be affected by the number of
players with authority over the bureaucracy.
Models with multiple principals will tend to have
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lower-powered incentives and greater slack than
models with a single principal. Slack will also tend
to increase as the interests of the principals diverge.
So, for instance, one might expect greater bureau-
cratic slack to occur when powers are separated
between branches of government and when differ-
ent parties dominate each branch.

The presence of multiple government principals
may produce bureaucratic slack for one of two
reasons. First, multiple principals may all try to
induce bureaucrats to behave in their preferred
manner. If principals have different interests, these
incentives will tend to conflict, offsetting one
another. This type of model is most likely to make
sense when depicting a lower level bureaucrat with
multiple overseers.

Alternatively, multiple agents within the gov-
ernment (e.g., legislators) may need to coordinate
to punish or reward a bureaucrat for his or her
performance. As the number of legislators with
conflicting interests rises, it grows less likely that a
reward or punishment will be agreed on.

Slack will also be affected by the presence of
multiple bureaucratic agents in a model.
Redundancy—the assignment of an identical task
to more than one bureaucrat—will tend to increase
slack when bureaucrats only care whether one
member of a team performs a task successfully.
Such a situation may result if, for instance, multi-
ple police officers are assigned to a given case and
all share credit if the case is successfully solved. In
such a situation, each officer prefers to shirk while
the others work on the case. He or she then might
enjoy leisure time and benefit from the rest of the
team’s efforts. Since all officers have the same pref-
erence for slacking, no officer will exert the opti-
mal amount of effort in solving the case. As a
result of this problem, the probability that at least
one member of the team solves the case may not
rise with the number of officers assigned.

However, in situations characterized by moral
hazard, redundancy may reduce slack. In such a
situation, the government may compare the per-
formance of one bureaucrat or agency with that of
other bureaucrats or agencies charged with the
same task. This comparison will allow the govern-
ment to deduce better the level of effort exerted by
the agency and reward or punish it accordingly.

Low-level bureaucrats may also slack in models
where the bureaucracy assumes a tiered structure,

such that some agents are given oversight author-
ity over others. In such a system, low-level bureau-
crats will tend to face low-powered incentives.
Were they to face high-powered incentives, low-
level bureaucrats may attempt to bribe their over-
seers to ignore poor performance. As the power of
their incentives increases, low-level bureaucrats
have greater reason to collude with their overseers
and are thus willing to pay larger bribes. The gov-
ernment will thus optimally reduce the power of
incentives faced by low-level bureaucrats so as to
deter such collusion.

Bureaucratic Drift

Bureaucratic drift refers to the phenomenon
wherein bureaucrats adopt policies that differ from
those preferred by the executive or legislature.
Drift is therefore typically a concern in models in
which bureaucrats have preferences over policy.
Drift results when bureaucrats are given discretion
to implement their preferred policy outcomes.

Drift is typically controlled through one of two
mechanisms: ex ante limits on bureaucratic discre-
tion or ex post review of bureaucratic decisions.
The former refers to legislative limits that prohibit
certain policy positions from ever being adopted.
The latter refers to the ability of other government
entities (the legislature, the courts, etc.) to review
and overturn bureaucratic decisions. These two
mechanisms act as substitutes in preventing bureau-
cratic drift—as ex post review becomes more dif-
ficult, ex ante discretion is likely to decline.

The extent of bureaucratic drift will be affected
by the extent of the informational asymmetry
between the bureaucracy and the government. The
more technically knowledgeable the bureaucracy,
relative to the government, the fewer ex ante limits
on discretion. As levels of discretion expand, the
bureaucracy has greater latitude to implement its
own ideological preferences.

Adverse selection may also affect the degree of
policy drift. A provocative recent paper demon-
strates that the degree of policy discretion afforded
to bureaucrats may affect their willingness to remain
in office and to acquire policy relevant expertise.
Policy-motivated bureaucrats will be more likely to
invest in acquiring expertise if they are granted dis-
cretion. To the extent that discretion is limited,
policy-motivated bureaucrats will value office and
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expertise less. Such officials will be less willing to
exert effort to arrive at correct decisions when dis-
cretion is limited. In other words, policy drift may
be a necessary cost for an informed bureaucracy.

The number of government principals may
also play a role in bureaucratic drift. If these prin-
cipals must coordinate to overturn bureaucratic
decisions—as in a legislature—their ability to
exercise ex post review may be limited. The
greater the number of principals and the more
conflicted their interests, the less likely ex post
review will be exercised. To combat the resultant
danger of drift, ex ante restrictions on bureau-
cratic discretion will tend to rise.

Finally, the threat of changes to the governing
coalition may affect drift. Suppose that the govern-
ment at time ¢ fears that it will be replaced by an
alternative government with divergent preferences
in time ¢ + 1. To the extent possible, such a govern-
ment prefers to lock in current policy choices,
limiting the policy discretion of successor govern-
ments. One means of so limiting policy discretion
is to adopt administrative procedures that limit the
oversight authority of future governments. Since
future governments may use their oversight pow-
ers to force through undesirable policy changes,
the government at time ¢ will seek to insulate the
bureaucracy from such oversight.

Models of Special Interests

Models of the interaction between special interests
and the bureaucracy are centrally concerned with
when, and whether, special interests will be able to
influence bureaucratic decisions. Influence may
emerge through a number of mechanisms: bribery,
offers of future employment, and appeals to the
government to review bureaucratic decisions.
Influence might also be exercised through more
subtle mechanisms—for instance, through threat-
ening appeals to overseers. Special-interest influ-
ence may affect the agency relationship between
the government and the bureaucracy and the deci-
sion of whether or not to delegate authority to
bureaucrats in the first place.

Capture

A particular concern of models of the interac-
tion between special interests and the bureaucracy

is whether bureaucrats—most particularly regula-
tors—will collude with the citizens or the industry
they are meant to regulate. This collusion is com-
monly termed capture. In models of bureaucratic
politics, capture is typically modeled using the
assumption that bureaucrats have primitive eco-
nomic preferences and/or are influenced by career
concerns. This assumption ensures that bureau-
crats may be motivated by bribes or the promise of
future employment in the regulated sector.

When models of capture incorporate the agency
relationship between the bureaucracy and govern-
ment, they assume that the government is faced
with the problem of moral hazard. If the govern-
ment had perfect information regarding the actions
of the bureaucracy, it would be able to observe,
capture, and punish the offenders directly.

Capture may be deterred by legal institutions
that investigate the bureaucracy. All else being
equal, bureaucrats will be less willing to accept
bribes as the risk of detection and punishment
rises. Capture may also be deterred by the payment
of an efficiency wage—a wage above what bureau-
crats would receive from alternative employment.
The efficiency wage raises the costs to the bureau-
crat of being removed from office and thus deters
malfeasance.

Appeals to Overseers

Special interests need not resort to bribery to
influence the bureaucracy. They may be able to
influence bureaucratic decision making simply
through the use—or threatened use—of oversight
mechanisms. The threat of appeals to the govern-
ment or to the courts may be sufficient to dissuade
the bureaucracy from performing its anointed
tasks.

It has long been recognized that special interests
may play a role in overseeing bureaucratic perfor-
mance. Interested members of the public may
review bureaucratic performance and report mal-
feasance or slacking to the government. This form
of oversight is frequently termed fire alarm over-
sight and has the advantage of being costless to the
government.

However, private sectors entities may be self-
interested in their decisions to sound fire alarms. A
fire alarm oversight may therefore result in biases in
favor of special interests. For instance, an interest



178 Bureaucracy, Street-Level

group may only report bureaucratic malfeasance if
bureaucrats act in a manner that harms that group’s
interests. Bureaucrats may thus be tempted to favor
special interests to avoid review. A government
interested in preventing interest-group influence
may therefore need to rely on active investigations
into bureaucratic decisions in place of, or in addi-
tion to, fire alarm oversight. Such investigations are
termed police patrol oversight.

It is possible that special interests may exercise
influence without resorting to the oversight pro-
cess. The mere threat of appeals to the legislature or
courts may prove sufficient to deter regulators. One
model of such deterrence assumes that an interest
group can signal its willingness to appeal bureau-
cratic decisions by making campaign contributions
to legislators. These contributions act as costly—
and informative—signals of the interest group’s
willingness to contest bureaucratic decisions. The
interest group is thus less likely to be regulated as it
contributes more to political campaigns.

James Hollyer
New York University
New York City, New York, United States
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BUREAUCRACY, STREET-LEVEL

Throughout the world, legislators and govern-
ment administrators have increasingly called for
greater accountability and improved performance
in the delivery of public services, reflecting in part
the continuing influence of the theory of new pub-
lic management that stresses more market-based
approaches to service delivery and increased
responsiveness to citizens and communities. The
worldwide financial crisis has further intensified
the pressure on government to improve the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of services.

The performance and accountability movement
puts the spotlight on the central role of street-level
bureaucrats in the development and implementa-
tion of public services. As defined by Michael
Lipsky in 1980, street-level bureaucrats comprise
workers who interact directly with citizens by pro-
viding a valued public service; they include teach-
ers, police officers, case workers, physicians, men-
tal health counselors, and home health workers,
and they typically possess a substantial degree of
discretion over their work. Importantly though,
this discretion is bounded by the restrictions on
individual choice placed on street-level bureaucrats
by factors common in public and nonprofit agen-
cies, including resource constraints, difficult work-
ing conditions, and vague and sometimes conflict-
ing expectations on performance. To cope with
these work-related challenges, street-level bureau-
crats can sometimes reach decisions that are at
variance with the rules and procedures of the
agency. Thus, the discretion of street-level bureau-
crats can result in policy implementation at odds
with the goals and priorities of top administrators,
legislators, and the citizenry.

Historically, street-level workers occupied key
positions in public agencies. Indeed, the growth of
the welfare state in advanced industrial countries
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in the 20th century typically entailed substantial
expansion in the ranks of public sector workers,
especially in regions such as the United Kingdom
(UK) and the Scandinavian countries. However, in
some countries such as Germany and the
Netherlands, governments worked in close alliance
with large nonprofit organizations who provided
social and health services, staffed by countless
numbers of street-level workers. The ranks of
street-levels workers rose sharply around the world
in the 1960s and 1970s with the expansion of the
welfare state in policy areas such as health care,
social services, criminal justice, and education.

Many of these programs in the United States
and abroad encountered serious implementation
problems prompting a subsequent reassessment of
public services and the role of street-level bureau-
crats in service provision. As a result, street-level
practice has changed profoundly in the past few
decades. First, street-level bureaucrats in social and
health care are much more likely to work in a non-
profit or for-profit service agency due to a sharp
rise in government contracting for services with
these agencies. Indeed, the expansion of services
such as home care, community care for the dis-
abled and elderly, substance abuse treatment, and
workforce development has been almost entirely
through government contracting with private non-
profit and for-profit agencies. While this increase
in contracting is particularly pronounced in the
United States, it is also evident in many other
countries, including the UK, Australia, New
Zealand, and Germany.

The growth of contracting has been accompa-
nied by new performance management strategies,
including performance contracting, intensified
testing, more rigorous practice standards, and out-
come evaluation. Overall, these strategies are often
an attempt to control the discretion and autonomy
of street-level workers. For instance, performance
contracts in welfare-to-work programs include
specific expectations for street-level workers on
the target program goals and sanctions for the
agency if these goals are not attained. Similarly,
policies promoting “evidence-based practice” seek
to enhance the extent to which street-level workers
such as mental health counselors or child welfare
case workers adhere to professionally recognized
standards of best practice. Recurrent fiscal crises
of government have also forced public and private

agencies to implement new policies to increase the
productivity of street-level workers, with corre-
sponding limitations on their ability to depart
from established practice standards.

Importantly, the emphasis on productivity by
street-level workers is also a ripple effect of intensi-
fied competition among service agencies. The par-
adigmatic street-level bureaucrat of earlier eras
possessed autonomy and discretion and was largely
immune from market pressures; teachers, child
welfare workers, and physicians certainly fit this
model well. Currently, though, private nonprofit
and for-profit agencies in many countries and
jurisdictions actively compete with each other for
government grants and contracts as well as private
fee income (and in the case of nonprofit agencies,
charitable donations). The degree of competition,
though, varies tremendously. Rural areas, for
example, may lack a sufficient supply of providers
to create a competitive market. Government rules
and regulations also may affect the supply of pro-
viders. Nonetheless, the shift toward more compe-
tition in services is a worldwide trend that is evi-
dent even in countries with comprehensive welfare
state policies and long-standing traditions of pri-
vate agency and professional autonomy.

Competition in services is also fostered by the
growing trend for more individual choice and con-
trol in service delivery. The classic street-level
bureaucrat working in a large public or nonprofit
agency existed within a top-down hierarchical
authority system where individual clients had little
control or choice in the street-level workers or
agencies from whom they received service. In this
role, street-level bureaucrats played a key role in
constructing the identity of service recipients as
well as their access to services and their very under-
standing of their service rights and expectations.

Changes in the Bureaucrat—Client
Relationship

Two developments are changing this street-level
bureaucrat—client relationship, although national,
regional, and local practices vary tremendously.
First, governments are employing a more diverse
set of policy tools to address public problems,
including vouchers and quasi vouchers and tax
credits and deductions. Vouchers in child care,
education, housing, and substance abuse treatment
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can be a more empowering way to engage clients
in key decisions regarding their public services. For
instance, in community care services for the dis-
abled, individual client accounts have been estab-
lished by government, allowing the disabled indi-
vidual to purchase needed services directly, rather
than relying on street-level workers. The wide-
spread use of vouchers and quasi vouchers and
different forms of payments to private agencies has
restructured the contracting relationship so gov-
ernments have shifted away from direct contracts
with an agency to funding support that is tied to
the individual citizen users. This funding relation-
ship is inherently more unstable from the contract
agency’s perspective and puts further competitive
pressure on the private service agency and its
frontline workers.

The diversification of policy tools is also indica-
tive of a second trend: broad interest and support
for individual choice and control in service deci-
sions, evident in vouchers; tax credits for services
such as child care; government-subsidized client
accounts to purchase needed services; and regula-
tions requiring or promoting greater choice. Over
time, this shift is likely to transform the work of
street-level bureaucrats who will need to be respon-
sive to client goals and priorities in order to com-
pete effectively for client service dollars.

Greater client choice reflects growing world-
wide interest in “coproduction,” or the idea that
important services such as mental health or com-
munity care are coproduced between the street-
level worker and individual clients; thus, street-
level workers need to pay heed to client motiva-
tion and goals in order to achieve successful pro-
grammatic outcomes (John Alford, 2009).
Coproduction is also related to the concept of
“backward mapping,” advanced by Richard
Elmore (1979/1980), who argued that policymak-
ers should begin the formulation of policy by
examining the interactions between clients and
street-level bureaucrats. With this information,
policymakers should be able to design more effec-
tive programs.

In recent years, the coproduction approach has
broadened to incorporate more active engagement
of clients and community organizations in the
work of street-level bureaucrats. Indeed, street-
level bureaucrats may need to work with several
different public and private organizations on

behalf of an individual client. Many service pro-
grams are designed at their inception as public-
private partnerships with hybrid governance struc-
tures representing an array of different local inter-
ests and organizations. Thus, the governance of
street-level work is vastly more complicated today
than in the past, with street-level bureaucrats often
engaged with multiple internal and external stake-
holders in vertical and horizontal relationships.
Consequently, sound policy design is even more
important to successful policy implementation
today than in the past.

This evolving role of street-level bureaucrats has
profound implications for citizenship. Teachers,
police, case workers, and emergency shelter staff,
to name a few, provide valuable public services
that may determine the life chances of individual
citizens. As the welfare state grew, so did the ranks
of street-level bureaucrats and their importance in
providing social benefits such as health care and
education essential to full citizenship. Yet street-
level bureaucrats can also directly affect the politi-
cal participation and civic engagement of citizens,
so street-level workers also can significantly shape
political rights as well.

The capacity of street-level bureaucrats to
engage in effective coproduction—and effective
services in general—may be severely limited by the
intensifying market and accountability pressures
facing public and private service agencies. Quality
street-level practice requires an ongoing invest-
ment by government in training and education. To
the extent that street-level workers are engaged in
contracting and partnerships, new skill develop-
ment is often essential. Moreover, the investment
obligations of government are not limited to sup-
port for public sector workers; the staff and volun-
teers of private nonprofit and for-profit agencies
receiving government contracts require ongoing
technical assistance and capacity building to pro-
vide responsive, effective services. In an era of
scarce resources for public services, street-level
bureaucrats will need to work actively with allies
in the public and private sectors to create advo-
cates for the value and key importance of public
services for all citizens.

Steven Rathgeb Smith
Georgetown University
Washington, D.C., United States
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CABINETS

Cabinets are small organizational units within
governments that consist of politicians who are
responsible for the overall policy performance of
the government. This entry first describes the his-
tory of cabinets and their functions under various
forms of government. It then discusses a frame-
work for the analysis of cabinets, which must
consider the structural characteristics of the polit-
ical system, the roles of political parties and of
individual ministers, the behavior of the prime
minister, and the power of the prime minister’s
office. Last, the entry describes important tasks
for future research on cabinets worldwide.

Historical Origin and Functions

The notion of a cabinet derives from the designa-
tion “Cabinet Council,” first given in Britain by
the king in 1622. The monarch counted on this
inner core of privy counselors to legitimize his or
her political decisions and thereby his or her dura-
tion in office. With the emergence of the modern
state in the 19th century, monarchs lost power,
and newly developed political parties subsequently
replaced their authority. As stressed by John
Mackintosh (1968), after these mass parties had
come into existence in the 1860s and 1870s, the
contemporary structure of the modern cabinet sys-
tem became visible. Today, a cabinet is a small
group of politicians (mostly ministers) responsible
for political decision making in countries that have
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a form of government known as cabinet govern-
ment (i.e., in Western and Central Eastern Europe
and much of the Balkans; in many Commonwealth
countries such as Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
India, Malaysia, and Singapore; in most ex-British
Caribbean and Pacific Islands; in Japan; and in
Israel).

Cabinets may also exist in constitutional presi-
dential systems (typically in the Americas), in
authoritarian presidential systems (e.g., in Africa
and in parts of Asia, including the Middle East), or
in traditional monarchical systems (e.g., in the
Middle East). In these political systems, however,
members of the cabinet serve purely as advisors to
the president or the monarch. They are not—as in
cabinet government systems—dependent on the
majority support of parliament for their duration
in office or for getting legislative proposals
approved.

In cabinet governments, individual members
hold a collective responsibility, which stipulates
that all cabinet members are bound to cabinet
decisions. They may disagree with these decisions
in private but must agree in public. As chairman of
the cabinet, the prime minister wields a power that
is generally seen as superior to the other cabinet
members (“first among equals”). The cabinet
members, at least its chair, are responsible to par-
liament and are expected to control the executive
and the legislative branches.

Such cabinets can function satisfactorily only if
an equilibrium is found between two opposite
requirements—those of representativeness and of
efficiency. As Jeffrey Cohen (1988) notes, the
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requirement of representativeness means that deci-
sion making is in the hands of the whole cabinet
and not, as, for instance, in the presidential system,
in the hands of the leader of the government alone.
A cabinet government has therefore to be “collec-
tive”: Decisions are taken “together.” This require-
ment of “togetherness” is regarded as central to the
cabinet system because such a mode of operation is
felt to be a more liberal, more democratic, and
therefore a superior form of decision making.

Yet this representative-cum-collective principle
runs directly against the requirement of efficiency,
as efficiency entails that decisions be taken speed-
ily despite the continuous increase in the number
and complexity of these decisions. Since represen-
tativeness entails togetherness, decisions are likely
to be taken only after substantial discussions. This
may mean delays in elaborating compromises or
even, in cases of extreme conflict, the fall of the
cabinet. Bernard Grofman and Peter van Roozen-
daal (1997) note that because the fall of a cabinet
is mostly associated with political crises, cabinet
stability becomes the key test of the success of all
cabinet systems and the number-one indicator of
the performance of cabinets.

Framework for Analysis

In the contemporary literature, such as the work
of Jean Blondel and Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel
(1997, 2001), cabinets are analyzed in the con-
text of the constitutional setting, of the cabinet
structure, of the external and internal life of cabi-
nets, and of the decision making among their
members.

Constitutional Setting

The general setting of cabinets is provided in
broad terms by constitutions. Although constitu-
tions usually give only a little attention to the
organization of cabinets, they typically devote
more space to matters of appointment and dis-
missal of cabinet ministers, in particular to the role
of the head of state in this respect. Constitutions
may, for instance, give the head of state the power
to participate in the formation of cabinets (as in
France, Finland, Belgium, Bulgaria, and the Baltic
States and in Poland until 1993). Constitutions
may also foster cabinet stability, for instance, by

making it relatively difficult for parliaments to
pass “no confidence” motions against the prime
minister or other ministers. Future research needs
to analyze more systematically the constitutional
powers of presidents, prime ministers, and minis-
ters in different cabinet systems.

Internal Operation of Cabinets

The cabinet structure is foremost determined by
its size and by its organizational subunits. Most
cabinet governments tend to have around 20
members on average. Because these cabinets are
too large to be fully involved in all aspects of deci-
sion making, cabinet meetings must be well struc-
tured and well prepared. In this context, prime
ministers, cabinet committees, and cabinet secre-
tariats play an important role. Although the power
of prime ministers varies significantly across coun-
tries, they are usually more influential in cabinets
based on a majority party than in coalition cabi-
nets. Cabinet committees have been set up in many
cabinets to speed up the decision-making process.
These committees are different in size and status,
but they usually include relevant ministers, junior
ministers, and civil servants who prepare filtered
suggestions for cabinet decision. Some committees
are composed only of civil servants who aim to
iron out problems that might occur among the dif-
ferent governmental departments. Cabinet secre-
tariats or prime minister’s offices, on the other
hand, ensure efficiency in cabinet decision making.
They contr