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THE SCIENCE OF
POLITICS AND THE
POLITICS OF SCIENCE

MARY HAWKESWORTH

The very idea of an Encyclopedia of Government and Politics raises important
questions about the relationship between knowledge and politics. Although the
concept originates from the Greek egkuklios paideia or general education, the
notion of an encyclopedia in contemporary parlance invokes a far more
ambitious and dangerous project. The transition from ancient to modern
conception involves a shift from the classical objective of initiating the student
into the modes of analysis and domains of inquiry characteristic of an educated
person to the radical eighteenth-century objective of systematizing all human
knowledge. Even in ancient times cultivating the intellect was acknowledged to
pose a threat to established institutions, for education entails a distancing from
tradition and the possibility of a sustained challenge to prevailing conventions
and norms. The eighteenth-century experience of the French encyclopédistes,
however, dramatically reinforced the association between the acquisition of
knowledge and the threat to the status quo. When the encyclopédistes’ determination
to chart the branches of human knowledge met with the recurrent efforts by
church and state to censor and suppress the resulting Encyclopédie, the dynamic of
liberation/subversion was irrevocably appended to the concept of knowledge.
The first major effort to produce an encyclopedia thus proved itself to be a
profoundly political affair.

Confronted with the rapid development of scholarly fields, the encyclopédistes
believed that a general inventory of knowledge was both possible and
imperative. Convinced of the solidarity of the sciences, the encyclopédistes
undertook the careful organization and classification of seemingly diverse
material in order to reveal the underlying unity of knowledge. They heralded the
discovery of unifying principles in the three faculties of the human mind—reason,
intellect, and imagination—as the means not only to explode vulgar errors and
weaken propensities toward dogmatism, but also to lay the foundation for
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change in the general way of thinking. Central to this change was a repudiation
of medieval metaphysics and a commitment to empiricism, understood as a
reliance upon the senses as the principal sources of knowledge, and upon
experience and experiment as the grounds upon which to test knowledge claims.
Empiricist techniques were considered the key to liberating the mind from
superstition and providing the means for objective knowledge of the natural and
social worlds (Diderot ¢t al. 1751-65).

The epistemological emphasis upon the human senses had a number of
social, political and ethical corollaries. When the senses were accredited as the
sole source of evidence, the doctrine of /fomo mensuris—the human being as
measure of all things—subtly shifted the focus of human attention to the
conditions and rewards in this world and away from those promised in a putative
afterlife. This doctrine, brazenly egalitarian, empowered the individual knower
by insisting that each individual possessed the capacity to judge truth and falsity
without reference to any higher authority. The promotion of individual
happiness and the elimination of human misery were validated as legitimate
criteria against which to measure existing institutions. Informed by individualist
assumptions and inspired by utilitarian objectives, the encyclopédistes’‘general way
of thinking’ posed a radical threat to a social order dependent upon hierarchy,
religion and deference. Their science sustained standards of evaluation that
warranted collective action to transform social relations. Progress was the
concomitant of knowledge because science was inherently liberating. It could
free the individual from slavish obligations to king and collective precisely
because it freed the mind from unsupportable superstitions, supplanting
prejudice and dogma with humane standards for assessing the merits of existing
institutions, thereby providing both motive and legitimation for action to change
any institutions found to be markedly deficient. The threat posed by the
Encyclopédie was not overlooked by the authorities of the ancien régime. In 1751, the
Archbishop of Paris issued a mandement against the Encyclopédie; in 1752 the Royal
Council of State issued an order prohibiting further publication of the work. In
1759, the Farlement de Faris condemned the project and a decree in Conseil du Roi
revoked the Encyclopédie’s ‘privilege’, effectively suppressing the work until 1766.

To promote their transformative objectives, the encyclopédistes devised a
methodology to ensure that their science would be accessible to the literate
public. The Encyclopédie was designed to be both ‘dictionary and treatise of
everything the human mind might wish to know’ (Diderot et al. 1751-65). As
dictionary, the seventeen volumes emphasized careful definitions of topics,
arranged alphabetically. As treatise, each entry sought to view its topic from
every possible angle, ‘transcending the general movement of contemporary
thought in order to work for future generations’. In delving into the details of
the topic, the analyst sought to illuminate the depth and complexity of issues
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and the means by which apparently disparate dimensions of a problem could
be brought into synthesis. In addressing a topic, each author was asked to
consider ‘genre, differencia specifica, qualities, causes, uses and the elaboration of
method’. On the conviction that knowledge depended upon correct use of
language, special effort was made to be as precise as possible in the use of
terms and to integrate the exact scientific explanation of phenomena into the
accepted language of the day. Excessive recourse to jargon and mystification
through the introduction of obfuscating terminology was shunned. Because
the Encyclopédie incorporated the works of some of the most renowned authors
of the day, no effort was made to correct the mistakes of the contributors.
Indeed, in later editions, certain controversial essays were published intact, but
immediately followed by refutations of central claims and arguments. Such a
tolerance for intellectual debate was supported by the encyclopédistes’ belief that
a key element in the ‘revolution of the human mind’ to which they aspired
was a heightened capacity for scepticism and critique (Lough 1968; Wade
1977).

The legacy of the encyclopédistes is rich and varied. Their convictions about the
unity of the sciences and the progressive nature of scientific inquiry have had a
profound influence upon subsequent developments in the social sciences. Their
contention that empiricism constituted the sole method for the acquisition of
knowledge remained largely unchallenged among social scientists for two
centuries. The individualist premisses that undergird their work have shaped the
intellectual investigations and the political aspirations of subsequent generations.
Their appeal to social utility as the principal criterion for assessing social and
political institutions has shaped political discourse and research methodologies in
both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Moreover, their attention to the
political consequences of particular modes of knowledge resonates in the recent
arguments of critical theorists and post-modernists, who examine the relation
between social science and prevailing regimes of power.

This Encyclopedia of Government and Politics stands in complex relation to the
Encyclopédie, incorporating certain of its norms and strategies, while implicitly
or explicitly repudiating others. Its format is modelled upon the revised version
of the Encyclopédie methodique (1782-1820), organized topically with a specialized
focus rather than alphabetically. Leading scholars in the field were
commissioned to write articles that would provide both an overview of a
designated topic and a critique of alternative methodological approaches to
that topic. Avoidance of unnecessarily technical jargon, precision in definition,
and clarity in presentation constituted guiding principles. While the
encyclopédistes” goal to systematize all human knowledge was intentionally
abandoned, efforts were made to provide comprehensive coverage of political
studies in the late twentieth century. Specific inclusions and omissions reflect
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compromises necessitated by the uneasy coexistence of aspirations to
timeliness and to timelessness.

Perhaps the major break with the Encyclopédie involves the rejection of
commitments to the unity of the sciences, empiricism, and the optimistic
equation of ‘knowledge’ with ‘progress’. In contrast to the notion that the
fundamental capacities of the human mind fix a simple strategy for the
acquisition of knowledge in the natural and the social sciences, this encyclopedia
begins with the assumption that research strategies and methodological
techniques have far more to do with debates within scholarly disciplines than
with fundamental faculties of the human mind. As a consequence, diversity in
issues investigated, methodologies adopted, and strategies of analysis and
argumentation accredited are expected as the norm, not only with respect to
demarcating the natural sciences from the social sciences, but also within the
social sciences themselves. Thus it is taken as given that various scholars
committed to institutional, statistical, theoretical, structural, functionalist,
psychological, semiotic, hermeneutic and genealogical methods will construe the
political world differently. To assume unity of knowledge only serves to mask the
discrepancies illuminated by various research strategies, pre-emptively
precluding consideration of important dimensions of the politics of knowledge.

To conceive of the “politics of knowledge’ in this sense requires a break with
empiricism, which posits a simple and direct relation between knower and
known. According to empiricist precepts, the senses function as faithful
recording mechanisms, placing before the ‘mind’s eye’ exact replicas of that
which exists in the external world, without cultural or linguistic mediation.
Precisely because observation is understood as exact replication, empiricist
strategies for the acquisition of knowledge are said to be ‘neutral’ and ‘value-
free’. From the empiricist view, scientific investigations can grasp objective
reality, because the subjectivity of individual observers can be controlled through
rigid adherence to neutral procedures in the context of systematic experiments
and logical deductions.

Empiricist assumptions have been central to the development of the discipline
of political science and to the scientific study of politics in the twentieth century
(Tanenhaus and Somit 1967; Greenstein and Polsby 1975; Finifter 1983;
Seidelman and Harpham 1985). (In this case, as in numerous cases throughout
the essay, hundreds of texts could be cited to support this claim. For the sake of
brevity, a few well-known examples have been chosen. Except in cases of direct
quotation then, references should be taken as representative rather than
exhaustive.) A break with empiricism then requires careful justification. Towards
that end, the following section will explicate and critique the positivist and
Popperian conceptions of science that have profoundly influenced the recent
practice of political science. An alternative conception of science will then be



THE SCIENGE OF POLITIGS AND THE POLITICS OF SCIENCE

advanced and its implications for the understanding of politics and for the
structure of this encyclopedia will be explored.

Although such an excursion into the philosophy of science may at first appear
far removed from the central concerns of political scientists, a clear
understanding of the assumptions about science that inform disciplinary
practices is important for a variety of reasons. Not only will a brief review of
contending conceptions of science clarify the methodological presuppositions of
political scientists, but it will also lay the foundation for challenging the myth of
methodological neutrality. In so doing it will identify new areas for investigation
concerning the political implications of particular modes of inquiry and thereby
foster theoretical self-consciousness about the relation of political science to
contemporary politics.

CONTENDING CONCEPTIONS OF SCIENCE

Within the social sciences, empiricist commitments have generated a number of
methodological techniques to ensure the objectivity of scientific investigations.
Chief among these is the dichotomous division of the world into the realms of the
empirical and the non-empirical. The empirical realm, comprising all that can be
corroborated by the senses, is circumscribed as the legitimate sphere of scientific
investigation. As a residual category, the non-empirical encompasses everything
else—religion, philosophy, ethics, aesthetics and evaluative discourse in general, as
well as myth, dogma and superstition—which is relegated beyond the sphere of
science. Within this frame of reference, social science, operating within the realm
of the observable, restricting its focus to descriptions, explanations and
predictions that are intersubjectively testable, can achieve objective knowledge.
The specific techniques requisite to the achievement of objective knowledge have
been variously defined by two conceptions of science which have shaped the
practice of political science—positivism and critical rationalism.

On the grounds that only those knowledge claims founded directly upon
observable experience can be genuine, positivists adopted the ‘verification
criterion of meaning’ (which stipulates that a contingent proposition is
meaningful, if and only if it can be empirically verified) as their core concept
(Joergenson 1951; Kraft 1952; Ayer 1959). The verification criterion was
deployed to differentiate not only between science and non-science, but between
science and ‘nonsense’. In the positivist view, any statement which could not be
verified by reference to experience constituted nonsense: it was literally
meaningless. The implications of the verificationist criterion for a model of
science were manifold. All knowledge was believed to be dependent upon
observation, thus any claims, whether theological, metaphysical, philosophical,
ethical, normative or aesthetic, which were not rooted in empirical observation
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were rejected as meaningless. The sphere of science was thereby narrowly
circumscribed and scientific knowledge was accredited as the only valid
knowledge. In addition, induction, a method of knowledge acquisition grounded
upon observation of particulars as the foundation for empirical generalizations,
was taken to provide the essential logic of science.

The task of science was understood to comprise the inductive discovery of
regularities existing in the external world. Scientific research sought to organize
in economical fashion those regularities which experience presents in order to
facilitate explanation and prediction. To promote this objective, positivists
endorsed and employed a technical vocabulary, clearly differentiating facts
(empirically verifiable propositions) and hypotheses (empirically verifiable
propositions asserting the existence of relationships among observed
phenomena) from laws (empirically confirmed propositions asserting an
invariable sequence or association among observed phenomena) and theories
(interrelated systems of laws possessing explanatory power). Moreover, the
positivist logic of scientific inquiry dictated a specific sequence of activities as
definitive to ‘the scientific method’.

According to this model, the scientific method began with the carefully
controlled, neutral observation of empirical events. Sustained observation over
time would enable the regularities or patterns of relationships in observed events
to be revealed and thereby provide for the formulation of hypotheses. Once
formulated, hypotheses were to be subjected to systematic empirical tests. Those
hypotheses which received external confirmation through this process of
rigorous testing could be elevated to the status of ‘scientific laws’. Once
identified, scientific laws provided the foundation for scientific explanation,
which, according to the precepts of the ‘covering law’ model, consisted in
demonstrating that the event(s) to be explained could have been expected, given
certain initial conditions (G;, G,, G,,...) and the general laws of the field (L,, L,,
L.,...). Within the framework of the positivist conception of science, the
discovery of scientific laws also provided the foundation for prediction which
consisted in demonstrating that an event would occur given the future
occurrence of certain initial conditions and the operation of the general laws of
the field. Under the covering law model, then, explanation and prediction have
the same logical form, only the time factor differs: explanation pertains to past
events; prediction pertains to future events.

Positivists were also committed to the principle of the ‘unity of science’, 1.e. to
the belief that the logic of scientific inquiry was the same for all fields. Whether
natural phenomena or social phenomena were the objects of study, the method
for acquiring valid knowledge and the requirements for explanation and
prediction remained the same. Once a science had progressed sufficiently to
accumulate a body of scientific laws organized in a coherent system of theories, it
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could be said to have achieved a stage of ‘maturity’ which made explanation and
prediction possible. Although the logic of mature science remained inductive
with respect to the generation of new knowledge, the logic of scientific
explanation was deductive. Under the covering law model, causal explanation,
the demonstration of the necessary and sufficient conditions of an event,
involved the deductive subsumption of particular observations under a general
law. In addition, deduction also played a central role in efforts to explain laws
and theories: the explanation of a law involved its deductive subsumption under
a theory; and explanation of one theory mvolved its deductive subsumption
under wider theories.

The primary postulates of positivism have been subjected to rigorous and
devastating critiques (Popper 1959, 1972a, 1972b). Neither the logic of induction
nor the verification criterion of meaning can accomplish positivist objectives;
neither can guarantee the acquisition of truth. The inductive method is incapable
of guaranteeing the validity of scientific knowledge owing to the ‘problem of
induction’ (Hume 1739, 1748). Because empirical events are contingent, i.e.
because the future can always be different from the past, generalizations based
upon limited observations are necessarily incomplete and, as such, highly
fallible. For this reason, inductive generalizations cannot be presumed to be true.
Nor can ‘confirmation’ or ‘verification’ of such generalizations by reference to
additional cases provide proof of their universal validity. For the notion of
universal validity invokes all future, as well as all past and present, occurrences of
a phenomenon; yet no matter how many confirming instances of a phenomenon
can be found in the past or in the present, these can never alter the logical
possibility that the future could be different, that the future could disprove an
inductively derived empirical generalization. Thus, a demonstration of the truth
of an empirical generalization must turn upon the identification of a ‘necessary
connection’ establishing a causal relation among observed phenomena.

Unfortunately, the notion of necessary connection also encounters serious
problems. If the notion of necessity invoked is logical necessity, then the
empirical nature of science is jeopardized. If, on the other hand, positivism
appeals to an empirical demonstration of necessity, it falls foul of the standard
established by the verification criterion of meaning, for the ‘necessity’ required as
proof of any causal claim cannot be empirically observed. As Hume pointed out,
empirical observation reveals ‘constant conjunction’ (a ‘correlation’ in the
language of contemporary social science); it does not and cannot reveal
necessary connection. As a positivist logic of scientific inquiry, then, induction
encounters two serious problems: it is incapable of providing validation for the
truth of its generalizations and it is internally inconsistent, for any attempt to
demonstrate the validity of a causal claim invokes a conception of necessary
connection that violates the verification criterion of meaning.
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The positivist conception of the scientific method also rests upon a flawed
psychology of perception. In suggesting that the scientific method commences
with ‘neutral’ observation, positivists invoke a conception of ‘manifest truth’
which attempts to reduce the problem of the validity of knowledge to an appeal
to the authority of the source of that knowledge (for example, ‘the facts “speak”
for themselves’). The belief that the unmediated apprehension of the ‘given’ by a
passive or receptive observer is possible, however, misconstrues both the nature
of perception and the nature of the world. The human mind is not passive but
active; it does not merely ‘receive’ an image of the given, but rather imposes
order upon the external world through a process of selection, interpretation and
imagination. Observation is always linguistically and culturally mediated. It
involves the creative imposition of expectations, anticipations and conjectures
upon external events.

Scientific observation, too, is necessarily theory-laden. It begins not from
‘nothing’, nor from the ‘neutral’ perception of given relations, but rather from
immersion in a scientific tradition which provides frames of reference or
conceptual schemes that organize reality and shape the problems for further
investigation. To grasp the role of theory in structuring scientific observation,
however, requires a revised conception of ‘theory’. Contrary to the positivist
notion that theory is the result of observation, the result of the systematization of
a series of inductive generalizations, the result of the cumulation of an
interrelated set of scientific laws, theory is logically prior to the observation of
any similarities or regularities in the world; indeed, theory is precisely that which
makes the identification of regularities possible. Moreover, scientific theories
involve risk to an extent that is altogether incompatible with the positivist view of
theories as summaries of empirical generalizations. Scientific theories involve
risky predictions of things that have never been seen and hence cannot be
deduced logically from observation statements. Theories structure scientific
observation in a manner altogether incompatible with the positivist requirement
of neutral perception, and they involve unobservable propositions that violate
the verification criterion of meaning: abstract theoretical entities cannot be
verified by reference to empirical observation.

That theoretical propositions violate the verification criterion is not in itself
damning, for the verification criterion can be impugned on a number of grounds.
As a mechanism for the validation of empirical generalizations, the verification
criterion fails because of the problem of induction. As a scientific principle for the
demarcation of the ‘meaningful’ from the ‘meaningless’, the verification criterion
is self-referentially destructive. In repudiating all that is not empirically verifiable
as nonsense, the verification criterion repudiates itself, for it is not a statement
derived from empirical observation nor is it a tautology. Rigid adherence to the
verification criterion then would mandate that it be rejected as metaphysical
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nonsense. Thus the positivist conflation of that which is not amenable to
empirical observation with nonsense simply will not withstand scrutiny. Much
(including the verification criterion itself) that cannot be empirically verified can
be understood and all that can be understood is meaningful.

As an alternative to the defective positivist conception of science, Karl Popper
advanced ‘critical rationalism’ (1972a, 1972b). On this view, scientific theories
are bold conjectures which scientists impose upon the world. Drawing insights
from manifold sources in order to solve particular problems, scientific theories
involve abstract and unobservable propositions which predict what may happen
as well as what may not happen. Thus scientific theories generate predictions
that are incompatible with certain possible results of observation, i.e. they
‘prohibit’ certain occurrences by proclaiming that some things could not happen.
As such, scientific theories put the world to the test and demand a reply. Precisely
because scientific theories identify a range of conditions that must hold, a series
of events that must occur and a set of occurrences that are in principle
impossible, they can clash with observation; they are empirically testable. While
no number of confirming instances could ever prove a theory to be true due to
the problem of induction, one disconfirming instance is sufficient to disprove a
theory. If scientific laws are construed as statements of prohibitions, forbidding
the occurrence of certain empirical events, then they can be definitively refuted
by the occurrence of one such event. Thus, according to Popper, ‘falsification’
provides a mechanism by which scientists can test their conjectures against
reality and learn from their mistakes. Falsification also provides the core of
Popper’s revised conception of the scientific method.

According to the ‘hypothetico-deductive model’, the scientist always begins
with a problem. To resolve the problem, the scientist generates a theory, a
conjecture or hypothesis, which can be tested by deducing its empirical
consequences and measuring them against the world. Once the logical
implications of a theory have been deduced and converted into predictions
concerning empirical events, the task of science 1s falsification. In putting theories
to the test of experience, scientists seek to falsify predictions, for that alone
enables them to learn from their mistakes. The rationality of science is embodied
in the method of trial and error, a method which allows error to be purged
through the elimination of false theories.

In mandating that all scientific theories be tested, in stipulating that the goal of
science is the falsification of erroneous views, the criterion of falsifiability
provides a means by which to reconcile the fallibility of human knowers with a
conception of objective knowledge. The validity of scientific claims does not turn
on a demand for an impossible neutrality on the part of individual scientists, on
the equally impossible requirement that all prejudice, bias, prejudgment,
expectation or value be purged from the process of observation or on the
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implausible assumption that the truth is manifest. The adequacy of scientific
theories is judged in concrete problem contexts in terms of their ability to solve
problems and their ability to withstand increasingly difficult empirical tests.
Those theories which withstand multiple intersubjective efforts to falsify them
are ‘corroborated’, identified as ‘laws’ which with varying degrees of
verisimilitude capture the structure of reality, and for that reason are tentatively
accepted as ‘true’. But in keeping with the critical attitude of science even the
strongest corroboration for a theory is not accepted as conclusive proof. For
Popperian critical rationalism posits that truth lies beyond human reach. As a
regulative ideal which guides scientific activity truth may be approximated, but it
can never be established by human authority. Nevertheless, error can be
objectively identified. Thus informed by a conception of truth as a regulative
ideal and operating in accordance with the requirements of the criterion of
falsifiability, science can progress by the incremental correction of errors and the
gradual accretion of objective problem-solving knowledge.

Most of the research strategies developed within political science in the
twentieth century draw upon either positivist or Popperian conceptions of the
scientific method. The legacy of positivism is apparent in behaviouralist
definitions of the field which emphasize data collection, hypothesis formulation
and testing, and other formal aspects of systematic empirical enterprise, as well
as in approaches which stress scientific method, statistical models and
quantitative research designs. It surfaces in conceptions of explanation defined in
deductive terms and in commitments to the equivalence of explanation and
prediction. It emerges in claims that political science must be modelled upon the
methods of the natural sciences for those alone are capable of generating valid
knowledge. It is unmistakable in the assumption that ‘facts’ are unproblematic,
that they are immediately observable or ‘given’, and hence their apprehension
requires no interpretation. It is embodied in the presumption that confirmation
or verification provides a criterion of proof of the validity of empirical claims.
And it is conspicuous in the repudiation of values as arbitrary preferences,
irrational commitments or meaningless propositions which lie altogether beyond
the realm of rational analysis (Storing 1962; Eulau 1963; Kaplan 1964; Meehan
1965; Eulau and Marsh 1969; Welsh 1973).

Popper’s insistence upon the centrality of problem solving and incrementalism
in scientific activity resonates in the works of those committed to a pluralist
approach to political analysis. Popperian assumptions also surface in the
recognition that observation and analysis are necessarily theory-laden, as well as in
the commitment to intersubjective testing as the appropriate means by which to
deflect the influence of individual bias from substantive political analyses. They
are manifest in the substitution of testability for verifiability as the appropriate
criterion for the demarcation of scientific hypotheses and in the invocation of
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falsification and the elimination of error as the strategy for the accumulation of
political knowledge. They are reflected in the pragmatic notion that the existing
political system constitutes the appropriate ‘reality’ against which to test political
hypotheses. They are obvious in the critique of excessive optimism concerning the
possibility of securing truth through the deployment of inductive, quantitative
techniques, in the less pretentious quest for useful knowledge and in the insistence
that truth constitutes a regulative ideal rather than a current possession of political
science. They are conspicuous in arguments that the hypothetico-deductive model
is applicable to political studies and in appeals for the development of a critical,
non-dogmatic attitude among political scientists. Moreover, Popperian
assumptions are apparent in a variety of strategies devised to bring reason to bear
upon normative issues, while simultaneously accepting that there can be no
ultimate rational justification of value precepts. Popperian presuppositions about
the fundamental task of social science are also manifest in the pluralists’
commitment to a conception of politics premised upon a model of the market that
focuses research upon the unintended consequences of the actions of multiple
actors rather than upon the particular intentions of political agents (Cook 1985;
Lindblom and Cohen 1979; MacRae 1976; Wildavsky 1979).

Popperian critical rationalism provides ample justification for abandoning
methodological strategies informed by defective positivist precepts. It does not,
however, provide either a satisfactory account of science or a sufficiently
sophisticated foundation for political inquiry. Although Popper’s critical
rationalism is a significant improvement over early positivist conceptions of
science, it too suffers from a number of grave defects. The most serious challenge
to critical rationalism has been raised by post-positivist presupposition theories of
science (Polanyi 1958; Humphreys 1969; Suppe 1977; Brown 1977; Bernstein
1978, 1983; Hesse 1980; Longino 1990; Stockman 1983; Gunnell 1986).
Presupposition theories of science concur with Popper’s depiction of observation
as ‘theory-laden’. They agree that ‘there is more to seeing than meets the eye’
(Humphreys 1969:61) and that perception involves more than the passive
reception of allegedly manifest sense-data. They suggest that perception depends
upon a constellation of theoretical presuppositions that structure observation,
accrediting particular stimuli as significant and specific configurations as
meaningful. According to presupposition theories, observation is not only theory-
laden but theory is essential to, indeed, constitutive of all human knowledge.

As a form of human knowledge, science is dependent upon theory in multiple
and complex ways. Presupposition theories of science suggest that the notions of
perception, meaning, relevance, explanation, knowledge and method, central to
the practice of science, are all theoretically constituted concepts. Theoretical
presuppositions shape perception and determine what will be taken as a ‘fact’;
they confer meaning on experience and control the demarcation of significant
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from trivial events; they afford criteria of relevance according to which facts can
be organized, tests envisioned and the acceptability or unacceptability of
scientific conclusions assessed; they accredit particular models of explanation
and strategies of understanding; and they sustain specific methodological
techniques for gathering, classifying, and analysing data. Theoretical
presuppositions set the terms of scientific debate and organize the elements of
scientific activity. Moreover, they typically do so at a tacit or preconscious level
and it is for this reason that they appear to hold such unquestionable authority.

The pervasive role of theoretical assumptions upon the practice of science has
profound implications for notions such as empirical ‘reality’, and the ‘autonomy’ of
facts, which posit that facts are ‘given’, and that experience is ontologically distinct
from the theoretical constructs that are advanced to explain it. The post-empiricist
conception of a ‘fact’ as a theoretically constituted entity calls into question such
basic assumptions. It suggests that ‘the noun, “experience”, the verb, “to
experience” and the adjective “empirical” are not univocal terms that can be
transferred from one system to another without change of meaning. ... Experience
does not come labelled as “empirical”, nor does it come self-certified as such. What
we call experience depends upon assumptions hidden beyond scrutiny which
define it and which in turn it supports’ (Vivas 1960:76). Recognition that ‘facts’ can
be so designated only in terms of prior theoretical presuppositions implies that any
quest for an unmediated reality is necessarily futile. Any attempt to identify an
‘unmediated fact’ must mistake the conventional for the ‘natural’, as in cases which
define ‘brute facts’ as ‘social facts which are largely the product of well-understood,
reliable tools, facts that are not likely to be vitiated by pitfalls...in part [because of]
the ease and certainty with which [they] can be determined and in part [because of]
the incontestability of [their] conceptual base’ (Murray 1983:321). Alternatively,
the attempt to conceive a ‘fact’ that exists prior to any description of it, prior to any
theoretical or conceptual mediation, must generate an empty notion of something
completely unspecified and unspecifiable, a notion that will be of little use to science
(Williams, 1985:138).

Recognition of the manifold ways in which perceptions of reality are
theoretically mediated raises a serious challenge not only to notions of ‘brute
data’ and the ‘givenness’ of experience, but also to the possibility of falsification
as a strategy for testing theories against an independent reality. For falsification to
provide an adequate test of a scientific theory, it is necessary that there be a clear
distinction between theoretical postulates and independent correspondence rules
that link theoretical principles to particular observations. Embodying the idea of
theory-independent evidence, neutral correspondence rules are essential to the
very possibility of refutation, to the possibility that the world could prove a
theory to be wrong. If, however, there is no tenable distinction between
theoretical assumptions and correspondence rules, if what is taken to be the
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‘world’, what is understood in terms of ‘brute data’ is itself theoretically
constituted (indeed, constituted by the same theory that is undergoing the test),
then no conclusive disproof of a theory is likely. For the independent evidence
upon which falsification depends does not exist; the available evidence is
preconstituted by the same theoretical presuppositions as the scientific theory
under scrutiny (Moon 1975:146, Brown 1977:38-48; Stockman 1983:73-6).

Contrary to Popper’s confident conviction that empirical reality could provide
an ultimate court of appeal for the judgement of scientific theories and that the
critical, non-dogmatic attitude of scientists would ensure that their theories were
constantly being put to the test, presupposition theorists emphasize that it is
always possible to ‘save’ a theory from refutation. The existence of one
disconfirming instance is not sufficient to falsify a theory because it is always
possible to evade falsification on the grounds that future research will
demonstrate that a counter-instance is really only an ‘apparent’ counter-instance.
Moreover, the theory-laden character of observation and the theory-constituted
character of evidence provide ample grounds upon which to dispute the validity
of the evidence and to challenge the design or the findings of specific experiments
which claim to falsify respected theories. Furthermore, post-positivist
examinations of the history of scientific practice suggest that, contrary to Popper’s
claim that scientists are quick to discard discredited theories, there is a great deal
of evidence that neither the existence of counter-instances nor the persistence of
anomalies necessarily lead to the abandonment of scientific theories. Indeed, the
overwhelming evidence of scientific practice suggests that scientists cling to long-
established views tenaciously, in spite of the existence of telling criticisms,
persistent anomalies and unresolved problems (Ricci 1984; Harding 1986). Thus
it has been suggested that the ‘theory’ that scientists themselves are always
sceptical, non-dogmatic, critical of received views and quick to repudiate
questionable notions has itself been falsified and should be abandoned.

The problem of falsification is exacerbated by the conflation of explanation
and prediction in the Popperian account of science. For the belief that a
corroborated prediction constitutes proof of the validity of a scientific
explanation fails to recognize that an erroneous theory can generate correct
predictions (Moon 1975:146-7; Brown 1977:51-7). The logical distinction
between prediction and explanation thus provides further support for the view
that no theory can ever be conclusively falsified. The problem of induction also
raises doubts about the possibility of definitive refutations. In calling attention to
the possibility that the future could be different from the past and present in
unforeseeable ways, the problem of induction arouses the suspicion that a theory
falsified today might not ‘stay’ falsified. The assumption of regularity which
sustains Popper’s belief that a falsified theory will remain falsified permanently is
itself an inductionist presupposition which suggests that the falsifiability principle
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does not constitute the escape from induction which Popper had hoped
(Stockman 1983:81-2). Thus despite the logical asymmetry between verification
and falsification, no falsification can be any stronger or more final than any
corroboration (Brown 1977:75).

Presupposition theorists acknowledge that ‘ideally, scientists would like to
examine the structure of the world which exists independent of our knowledge—
but the nature of perception and the role of presuppositions preclude direct access
to it: the only access available is through theory-directed research’ (Brown
1977:108). Recognition that theoretical presuppositions organize and structure
research by determining the meanings of observed events, identifying relevant
data and significant problems for mvestigation and indicating both strategies for
solving problems and methods by which to test the validity of proposed solutions,
raises a serious challenge to the correspondence theory of truth. For it both denies
that ‘autonomous facts’ can serve as the ultimate arbiter of scientific theories and
suggests that science is no more capable of achieving the Archimedean point or of
escaping human fallibility than is any other human endeavour. Indeed, it demands
acknowledgement of science as a human convention rooted in the practical
judgements of a community of fallible scientists struggling to resolve theory-
generated problems under specific historical conditions. It sustains an image of
science that is far less heroic and far more human.

As an alternative to the correspondence theory of truth, presupposition
theorists suggest a coherence theory of truth premised upon the recognition that
all human knowledge depends upon theoretical presuppositions whose
congruence with nature cannot be established conclusively by reason or
experience. Theoretical presuppositions, rooted in living traditions, provide the
conceptual frameworks through which the world is viewed; they exude a
‘natural attitude’ which demarcates what is taken as normal, natural, real,
reasonable or sane, from what is understood as deviant, unnatural, utopian,
impossible, irrational or insane. In contrast to Popper’s conception of theories as
conscious conjectures which can be systematically elaborated and deductively
elucidated, the notion of theoretical presuppositions suggests that theories
operate at the tacit level. They structure ‘pre-understandings’ and ‘pre-
judgements’ in such a way that it is difficult to isolate and illuminate the full
range of presuppositions which affect cognition at any given time (Bernstein
1983:113-67). Moreover, any attempt to elucidate presuppositions must operate
within a ‘hermeneutic circle’. Any attempt to examine or to challenge certain
assumptions or expectations must occur within the frame of reference established
by the other pressuppositions. Certain presuppositions must remain fixed if
others are to be subjected to systematic critique. This does not imply that
individuals are ‘prisoners’ trapped within the framework of theories,
expectations, past experiences and language in such a way that critical reflection
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becomes impossible (ibid.: 84). Ciritical reflection upon and abandonment of
certain theoretical presuppositions is possible within the hermeneutic circle; but
the goal of transparency, of the unmediated grasp of things as they are, is not. For
no reflective investigation, no matter how critical, can escape the fundamental
conditions of human cognition.

A coherence theory of truth accepts that the world is richer than theories
devised to grasp it; it accepts that theories are underdetermined by ‘facts’ and,
consequently, that there can always be alternative and competing theoretical
explanations of particular events. It does not, however, imply the relativist
conclusion that all theoretical interpretations are equal. That there can be no
appeal to neutral, theory-independent facts to adjudicate between competing
theoretical interpretations does not mean that there is no rational way of making
and warranting critical evaluative judgements concerning alternative views.
Indeed, presupposition theorists have pointed out that the belief that the absence
of independent evidence necessarily entails relativism is itself dependent upon a
positivist commitment to the verification criterion of meaning. Only if one starts
from the assumption that the sole test for the validity of a proposition lies in its
measurement against the empirically ‘given’ does it follow that, in the absence of
the ‘given’, no rational judgements can be made concerning the validity of
particular claims (Bernstein 1983:92; Brown 1977:93-4; Stockman 1983:79-101;
Gunnell 1986:66-8).

Once the ‘myth of the given’ (Sellars 1963:164) has been abandoned and once
the belief that the absence of one invariant empirical test for the ‘truth’ of a theory
implies the absence of all criteria for evaluative judgement has been repudiated,
then it is possible to recognize that there are rational grounds for assessing the
merits of alternative theoretical interpretations. 1o comprehend the nature of such
assessments it 1s necessary to acknowledge that although theoretical
presuppositions structure the perception of events, they do not create perceptions
out of ‘nothing’. Theoretical interpretations are ‘world-guided’ (Williams
1985:140). They involve both the pre-understanding brought to an event by an
individual perceiver and the stimuli in the external (or internal) world which
instigate the process of cognition. Because of this dual source of theoretical
interpretations, objects can be characterized in many different ways, ‘but it does
not follow that a given object can be seen in any way at all or that all descriptions
are equal’ (Brown 1977:93). The stimuli that trigger interpretation limit the class
of plausible characterizations without dictating one absolute description.

Assessment of alternative theoretical interpretations involves deliberation, a
rational activity which requires that imagination and judgement be deployed in
the consideration of the range of evidence and arguments that can be advanced
in support of various positions. The reasons offered in support of alternative
views marshal evidence, organize data, apply various criteria of explanation,
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address multiple levels of analysis with varying degrees of abstraction and
employ divergent strategies of argumentation. This range of reasons offers a rich
field for deliberation and assessment. It provides an opportunity for the exercise
of judgement and ensures that when scientists reject a theory, they do so because
they believe they can demonstrate that the reasons offered in support of that
theory are deficient. That the reasons advanced to sustain the rejection of one
theory do not constitute absolute proof of the validity of an alternative theory is
simply a testament to human fallibility. Admission that the cumulative weight of
current evidence and compelling argument cannot protect scientific judgements
against future discoveries which may warrant the repudiation of those theories
currently accepted is altogether consonant with the recognition of the finitude of
human rationality and the contingency of empirical relations.

Presupposition theorists suggest that any account of science which fails to
accredit the rationality of the considered judgements that inform the choice
between alternative scientific theories must be committed to a defective
conception of reason. Although the standards of evidence and the criteria for
assessment brought to bear upon theoretical questions cannot be encapsulated in
a simple rule or summarized in rigid methodological principles, deliberation
involves the exercise of a range of intellectual skills. Conceptions of science that
define rationality in terms of one technique, be it logical deduction or empirical
verification, are simply too narrow to encompass the multiple forms of
rationality manifested in scientific research. The interpretive judgements that are
characteristic of every phase of scientific investigations, and that culminate in the
rational choice of particular scientific theories on the basis of the cumulative
weight of evidence and argument, are too rich and various to be captured by the
rules governing inductive or deductive logic. For this reason, phronesis, practical
reason, manifested in the processes of interpretation and judgement
characteristic of all understanding, is advanced by presupposition theorists as an
alternative to logic as the paradigmatic form of scientific rationality (Brown
1977:148-52; Bernstein 1983:54-78).

Presupposition theorists suggest that a conception of practical reason more
accurately depicts the forms of rationality exhibited in scientific research. In
contrast to the restrictive view advanced by positivism which reduces the arsenal
of reason to the techniques of logic and thereby rejects creativity, deliberative
judgement and evaluative assessments as varying forms of irrationality, phronesis
constitutes a more expansive conception of the powers of the human intellect.
Presupposition theorists suggest that a consideration of the various processes of
contemplation, conceptualization, representation, remembrance, reflection,
speculation, rationalization, inference, deduction and deliberation (to name but a
few manifestations of human cognition) reveals that the dimensions of reason are
diverse. They also argue that an adequate conception of reason must encompass
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these diverse cognitive practices. Because the instrumental conception of
rationality advanced by positivists is clearly incapable of accounting for these
various forms of reason, it must be rejected as defective. Thus presupposition
theorists suggest that science must be freed from the parochial beliefs that obscure
reason’s diverse manifestations and restrict its operation to the rigid adherence to a
narrow set of rules. The equation of scientific rationality with an infallible formal
logic must be abandoned not only because there is no reason to suppose that there
must be some indubitable foundation or some ahistorical, invariant method for
scientific inquiry in order to establish the rationality of scientific practices, but also
because the belief that science can provide final truths cannot be sustained by the
principles of formal logic, the methods of empirical inquiry or the characteristics
of fallible human cognition. Phronesis constitutes a conception of rationality that
can encompass the diverse uses of reason in scientific practices, identify the
manifold sources of potential error in theoretical interpretations, and illuminate
the criteria of assessment and the standards of evidence and argument operative in
the choice between alternative theoretical explanations of events. As a conception
of scientific rationality, then, phronesis is more comprehensive and has greater
explanatory power than the discredited positivist alternative.

Presupposition theorists offer a revised conception of science which
emphasizes the conventional nature of scientific practices and the fallible
character of scientific explanations and predictions. Confronted with a world
richer than any partial perception of it, scientists draw upon the resources of
tradition and imagination in an effort to comprehend the world before them.
The theories they devise to explain objects and events are structured by a host of
presuppositions concerning meaning, relevance, experience, explanation and
evaluation. Operating within the limits imposed by fallibility and contingency,
scientists employ creative insights, practical reason, formal logic and an arsenal
of conventional techniques and methods in their effort to approximate the truth
about the world. But their approximations always operate within the parameters
set by theoretical presuppositions; their approximations always address an
empirical realm which is itself theoretically constituted. The undetermination of
theory by data ensures that multiple interpretations of the same phenomena are
possible.

When alternative theoretical explanations conflict, the judgement of the
scientific community is brought to bear upon the competing interpretations.
Exercising practical reason, the scientific community deliberates upon the
evidence and arguments sustaining the alternative views. The practical
judgement of the practitioners in particular fields of science is exercised in
weighing the evidence, replicating experiments, examining computations,
investigating the applicability of innovative methods, assessing the potential of
new concepts and considering the validity of particular conclusions. Through a
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process of deliberation and debate, a consensus emerges among researchers
within a discipline concerning what will be taken as the valid theory. The choice
is sustained by reasons which can be articulated and advanced as proof of the
inadequacy of alternative interpretations. The method of scientific deliberation is
eminently rational: it provides mechanisms for the identification of charlatans
and incompetents, as well as for the recognition of more subtle errors and more
sophisticated approximations of truth. But the rationality of the process cannot
guarantee the eternal verity of particular conclusions. The exercise of scientific
reason is fallible; the judgements of the scientific community are corrigible.

The revised conception of science advanced by presupposition theorists
suggests that attempts to divide the world into ontologically distinct categories of
‘facts’ and ‘values’, or into dichotomous realms of the ‘empirical’ and the
‘normative’, are fundamentally flawed (Hawkesworth 1988). Such attempts fail
to grasp the implications of the theoretical constitution of all knowledge and the
theoretical mediation of the empirical realm. They fail to come to grips with
valuative character of all presuppositions and the consequent valuative
component of all empirical propositions. The theoretically mediated world is one
in which description, explanation and evaluation are inextricably linked. Any
attempt to impose a dichotomous relation upon such inseparable processes
constitutes a fallacy of false alternatives which is as distorting as it is logically
untenable. For the suggestion that ‘pure’ facts can be isolated and analysed free
of all valuation masks the theoretical constitution of facticity and denies the
cognitive processes through which knowledge of the empirical realm is
generated. Moreover, the dichotomous schism of the world into ‘facts’ and
‘values’ endorses an erroneous and excessively limiting conception of human
reason, a conception which fails to comprehend the role of practical rationality in
scientific deliberation and which fails to recognize that science is simply one
manifestation of the use of practical reason in human life. Informed by flawed
assumptions, the positivist conception of reason fails to understand that phronesis
is operative in philosophical analysis, ethical deliberation, normative argument,
political decisions and the practical choices of daily life as well as in scientific
analysis. Moreover, in stipulating that reason can operate only in a naively
simple, ‘value-free’, empirical realm, the positivist presuppositions that inform
the fact/value dichotomy render reason impotent and thereby preclude the
possibility that rational solutions might exist for the most pressing problems of
the contemporary age.

Although the arguments that have discredited empiricism are well known to
philosophers, they have had little impact on the conduct of substantive political
studies. This is especially unfortunate because the critique of empiricism has wide-
ranging implications for the discipline of political science. The post-empiricist
conception of knowledge suggests that divergent theoretical assumptions should
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have a pervasive influence upon the understanding of the political world,
sanctioning contentious definitions of politics and focusing attention upon
disparate variables, while simultaneously masking the controversial character of
evidence adduced and the contestability of accredited strategies of explanation.
Thus the post-positivist conception of science opens new areas of investigation
concerning disciplinary presuppositions and practices: What are the most
fundamental presuppositions of political science? What limitations have been
imposed upon the constitution of knowledge within political science? By what
disciplinary mechanisms has facticity been accredited and rendered
unproblematic? How adequate are the standards of evidence, modes of analysis,
and strategies of explanation privileged by the dominant tradition? Have
methodological precepts subtly circumscribed contemporary politics?

Questions such as these focus attention upon the political implications of
determinate modes of inquiry. The politics of knowledge emerges as a legitimate
focus of analysis, for the analytic techniques developed in particular cognitive
traditions may have political consequences that empiricist precepts render
invisible. In circumscribing the subject matter appropriate to ‘science’, restricting
the activities acceptable as ‘empirical inquiry’, establishing the norms for
assessing the results of inquiry, identifying the basic principles of practice, and
validating the ethos of practitioners, methodological strictures may sustain
particular modes of political life. For this reason, the empiricist myth of
methodological neutrality must be supplanted by an understanding of
methodology as ‘mind engaged in the legitimation of its own political activity’
(Wolin 1981:406). Such a revised conception of methodology requires detailed
examination of the complex relations among various conceptions of politics,
various techniques of political analysis and various forms of polity. The next
section briefly considers the stakes involved in such investigations in the context
of competing definitions of politics.

POLITICS: CONSTITUTIVE DEFINITIONS

Within the field of political science there is no one definition of politics that holds
the allegiance of all political scientists. The lack of a universally agreed-upon
definition does not imply that the topic is indefinable, that politics is a simple
concept that admits of no further definition and, hence, must be grasped
intuitively (Moore 1903). Nor does it imply that political scientists do not know
what they are doing. On the contrary, contending definitions reflect important
epistemological and methodological disagreements within the discipline.
Alternative conceptions of politics construe the political world differently, in part
because they derive from different understandings of reason, evidence and
explanation, and in part because they are informed by radically different
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understandings of human possibility. As a consequence, the stakes in these
conceptual disputes involve not just disciplinary politics, but also the shape of
politics in the contemporary world. To explore these stakes, it is helpful to
compare a classical definition of politics with a range of definitions advanced by
contemporary political scientists.

In the classical conception advanced by Aristotle (1958) in The Politics, the
activities of ruling and of politics were not equivalent. While ruling typically
involved hierarchical relations of domination and subordination, politics was
possible only as a relation among equals. In contrast to endeavours related to
subsistence, production and reproduction that occurred in a sphere governed by
necessity, politics existed only in a realm of freedom. On Aristotle’s view, the
participation of equals in collective decision making concerning the content and
direction of public life constitutes the essence of politics. If the participation of equal
citizens in an interchange of ruling and being ruled comprises the activity of politics,
the citizens’ achievement of a mode of life characterized by human excellence is its
aim. 'To achieve this end, Aristotle noted that citizens must share a common system
of values, they must be united in their perceptions of the just and the unjust. Only
under such conditions could citizens escape the mire of conflicting wills and act co-
operatively to achieve their common objectives. Thus political life is a testament to
human freedom: within the political community, equal citizens identify the values
they wish to live by and create rules and institutions to instantiate those values.

When Aristotle dubbed politics the master art, he suggested that politics
necessarily involves a form of practical knowledge concerning both what is good
for the community and how to attain that good. Political knowledge provides
answers to questions such as: How ought people to live? What rules should
govern collective life in order to enable citizens to achieve human excellence?
What practices and institutions are most conducive to the achievement of the
human Zelos—the highest and best form of human existence?

As aperson interested in the comparative study of politics, Aristotle knew full
well that such questions could be answered at two markedly different levels: at
the first level, by citizens within a political community who were actively shaping
their collective life; at the second level, by a political observer comparing the
responses of various political communities to the same questions. In collecting
hundreds of constitutions, Aristotle gained impressive evidence of the extent to
which engagement in politics enabled determinate peoples to express their
freedom. Reflecting the varying values of particular polities, diverse constitutions
embodied alternative conceptions of the good life.

Aristotle did not believe that documenting alternative forms of political
organization required a relativist endorsement of differing modes of life as
equally beneficial. On the contrary, he was convinced that systematic political
inquiry could provide an authoritative and final answer to the question of the
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highest form of human existence. Operating at the second level, political
knowledge could afford definitive answers to the central political questions.
Investigation of particular constitutions would make it possible to extract the
essence of politics.

Aristotle’s conceptions of politics and of political knowledge are intimately
connected to a specific research strategy and a particular model of explanation.
His strategy requires a preliminary gathering of diverse instances of a phenom-
enon and particular attention to received views about that phenomenon. Exam-
mation of similarities and differences then allows careful classification according to
essential properties, which are inherently teleological. Methodologically,

political inquiry requires a move from partial perspectives to an integral view, from
opinions to a grasp of the thing in its wholeness. It proceeds by taking a variety of
viewpoints into account, weighing them against each other and seeking the
comprehensive view that can withstand criticism. In the course of inquiry, there is
a growing awareness of the shape of things as a whole and this awareness gradually
reveals the partiality and distortion of the original perspectives.

(Miller 1979:167)

Comprehension emerges from a sustained engagement with experiences whose
meaning initially appears vague or inchoate. Use of this method produces
aletheia, truth, that which remains when all error is purged.

Aristotle’s technique for the acquisition of political knowledge presuppposes
that reason can distinguish essence from appearance, actuality from potentiality.
His research methodology suggests that the attainment of truth is possible, even if
the process is arduous and demanding. His distinction between the activity of
politics and the second order activity of political theory also illuminates a critical
disjuncture between freedom, power and truth. For it acknowledges that citizens
may exercise their freedom, act in good faith and use their power to institutionalize
values that fall short of the achievement of the human telos. Within politics,
freedom and the power of people to realize their shared values may eclipse truth.
Political theorists who systematically investigate the nature and purposes of
political life may grasp the truth about human possibility. But the possession of
truth remains at a great remove from the power to institutionalize its precepts.

In contrast to the Aristotelian conception, twentieth-century definitions of
politics have intentionally eschewed any reference to the human telos. Informed
by empiricist assumptions, political scientists abandoned consideration of what
might be in order to concentrate upon description and explanation of what is.
Thus, they attempted to devise value-free definitions of politics grounded
squarely upon the empirically observable. A brief examination of the definitions
most frequently invoked by political scientists suggests, however, that each
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definition subtly structures the boundaries of the political in a thoroughly value-
laden fashion.

For the first half of the twentieth century, the ‘institutional definition’ of
politics dominated the discipline of political science. On this view, politics
involves the activities of the official institutions of state (Goodnow 1904;
Hyneman 1959). Established by tradition and constitution, existing
governmental agencies constitute the focal point of empirical political research.
Typically adopting a case-study approach, political scientists examine
constitutional provisions to identify the structures of governance and the
distribution of powers within those structures in particular nations. Great effort is
devoted to the interpretation of specific constitutional provisions and to the
historical investigation of the means by which such provisions are subtly
expanded and transformed over time. This approach often tends to be heavily
oriented towards law, investigating both the legislative process and the role of the
courts in interpreting the law. Foreign policy is typically conceived in terms of the
history of diplomacy, and domestic policy is understood in relation to the
mechanisms by which governments affect the lives of citizens.

While the focus on the official institutions of state has a certain intuitive appeal,
the institutional definition of politics can be faulted for sins of omission. If politics is
to be understood solely in terms of the state, what can be said of those societies in
which no state exists? If the constitution provides a blueprint for the operations of
the state, how are states that lack constitutions to be understood? What can be
known about states whose constitutions mask the real distribution of power in the
nation? If governments are by definition the locus of politics, how are revolutionary
movements to be classified? The institutional definition of politics provides neither
a neutral nor a comprehensive account of political life. It accredits a particular
mode of decision making within the nation-state by stipulative definition. In so
doing, it subtly removes important activities from the realm of the political.

Concerns such as these led many scholars to reject the institutional definition
of politics as underinclusive. By structuring the focus of political analysis
exclusively on the institutions of state governance, this definition fails to
encompass the full range of politics. It cannot account for political agents such as
political bosses, political parties and pressure groups operating behind the scenes
to influence political outcomes. It excludes all modes of political violence, except
those perpetrated by states, from the sphere of the political. It thereby
delegitimizes revolutionary activity, regardless of precipitating circumstances.
And in important respects the institutional definition of politics narrowly
construes the range of human freedom, identifying constitutionally designated
mechanisms for social transformation as the limit of political possibility. In
addition, the institutional definition of politics fails to do justice to international
relations, leaving altogether unclear the political status of a realm in which there
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exists no binding law and no authoritative structures capable of applying
sanctions to recalcitrant states.

"To avoid the limitations of the institutional definition, many political scientists
have argued that politics is better understood as a struggle for power (Mosca 1939;
Lasswell 1950; Catlin 1964; Morgenthau 1967). Within this frame of reference,
individuals participate in politics in order to pursue their own selfish advantage.
The central question for political research then is ‘who gets what, when, how’
(Lasswell 1950). Such a research focus necessarily expands political inquiry
beyond the bounds of governmental agencies, for although the official institutions
of state constitute one venue for power struggles, they by no means exhaust the
possibilities. Within the struggle-for-power conception, politics is ubiquitous.

In an important sense, the struggle-for-power defmition of politics not only
expands the sphere of political research beyond the institutions of state, it also
extends political analysis beyond the realm of the empirically observable. The
exercise of power often eludes direct observation and the effects of power are more
easily inferred than empirically documented. Thus it is not surprising that many
political researchers working with the conception of politics as power-struggle
ground their investigations upon a number of contentious assumptions. Perhaps
the most fundamental of these is a conception of the person as a being actuated
primarily by the lbido dominandy, the will to power. Precisely because individuals
are taken to be governed by an unquenchable desire for power, politics is said to be
essentially a zero-sum game in which competition is unceasing, and domination
for the sake of exploitation is the chief objective. But the posited will to power,
which constitutes the explanatory key to the inevitable nature of political life, is
lodged deep in the human psyche—wholly unavailable for empirical observation.
Although proponents of the struggle-for-power definition have claimed simply to
be ‘political realists’, it is important to note the circularity that informs their cynical
‘realism’. Politics is defined as a struggle for power ‘because’ human beings are
driven by the libido dominands; but the evidence that people are driven by the lbido
dominandiis inferred from their involvement in politics.

An unacceptable degree of circularity also infects the response of political
‘realists’ to their critics. Critics have objected that the struggle-for-power definition
fails to explain the full range of political phenomena: If politics is merely a
competition through which individuals seek to impose their selfish objectives on
others, why have values such as equality, freedom and justice played such a large
and recurrent role in political life? With its relentless emphasis upon the pursuit of
selfish advantage, the struggle-for-power conception of politics seems unable to
account for this dimension of politics. Political ‘realists’, such as Gaetano Mosca,
have suggested that appeals to noble principles constitute various forms of
propaganda disseminated to mask the oppressive character of political relations
and thereby enhance the opportunities for exploitation. According to Mosca
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(1939), no one wants to confront the naked face of power. Political leaders do not
wish to have their selfish objectives unmasked because it will make their
achievement more difficult. The masses do not wish to confront their own craven
natures. So rulers and followers collude in the propagation of ‘political formulae’—
noble phrases that accord legitimacy to regimes by masking the ruler’s self-
interest. Whether the appeal be to ‘divine right of kings’, ‘liberty, fraternity and
equality’, or ‘democracy of the people, by the people and for the people’, the
function of the political formula is the same: a noble lie that serves as legitimating
myth. Thus political realists discount the role of substantive values in politics by
unmasking them as additional manifestations of the will to power, a will that is
posited and for which no independent evidence is adduced.

Although such a degree of circularity may impugn the logical adequacy of the
struggle-for-power conception of politics, it does not mitigate the unsavoury
consequences of the widespread dissemination of the definition by political
scientists. When ‘science’ asserts that politics is nothing more than the struggle
for power, the moral scope of political action is partially occluded. If people are
convinced that politics necessarily involves the pursuit of selfish advantage, then
the grounds for evaluating political regimes is severely circumscribed. In an
important sense, the distinction between a good ruler (i.e. one who rules in the
common interest) and a tyrant (i.e. one who rules in self-interest) ceases to have
meaning. For if all politics is by definition a struggle for selfish advantage, then
what distinguishes one ruler from another cannot be the divergent ends pursued
by each. All that distinguishes a ‘noble statesperson’ from an ‘ignoble oppressor’
is the nature of the political formula disseminated. A ‘good ruler’ is simply an
excellent propagandist. What distinguishes regimes is not the values pursued,
but the ability of the political leaders to manipulate popular beliefs. Within the
frame of cynical ‘realism’, it makes no sense to denounce the systematic
manipulation of images as an abuse of the democratic process, for manipulation
is a constant of political life. What cynical science must denounce is the illusory
notion that democracy could be anything more.

Pluralists have advanced a third conception of politics that has had an
enormous influence upon the discipline of political science. Devised to avoid the
shortcomings of both the institutional and the struggle-for-power definitions,
pluralists conceive politics as the process of interest accommodation. Unlike the
cynical insistence that power is the only value pursued in politics, pluralists argue
that individuals engage in politics to maximize a wide range of values. While
some political actors may pursue their selfish advantage exclusively, others may
seek altruistic ends such as equality, justice, an unpolluted environment, or
preservation of endangered species. Without preemptively delimiting the range
of values that might be pursued, pluralists suggest that politics is an activity
through which values and interests are promoted and preserved. In contrast to
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the institutional definition’s focus on the official agencies of government,
pluralists emphasize that politics is a process of ‘partisan mutual adjustment’
(Lindblom 1965), a process of bargaining, negotiating, conciliation and
compromise through which individuals seeking markedly different objectives
arrive at decisions with which all are willing to live. On this view, politics is a
moderating activity, a means of settling differences without recourse to force, a
mechanism for deciding policy objectives from a competing array of alternatives
(Crick 1962).

The pluralist conception of politics incorporates a number of modernist
assumptions about the appropriate relation of the individual to the state.
Pervaded by scepticism concerning the power of human reason to operate in the
realm of values and the concomitant subjectivist assumption that, in the absence
of absolute values, all value judgements must be relative to the individual,
pluralists suggest that individuals must be left free to pursue their own
subjectively determined ends. The goal of politics must be nothing more than the
reconciliation of subjectively defined needs and interests of the individual with
the requirements of society as a whole in the most freedom-maximizing fashion.
Moreover, presupposing the fundamental equality of individuals, pluralists insist
that the state has no business favouring the interests of any individual or group.
Thus, in the absence of rational grounds for preferring any individual or value
over any other, pluralists identify coalition building as the most freedom-
maximizing decision principle. Politics qua interest accommodation is fair
precisely because the outcome of any negotiating situation is a function of the
consensus-garnering skill of the participants. The genius of this procedural
conception of politics lies in its identification of solutions capable of winning the
assent of a majority of participants in the decision process.

Pluralists have ascribed a number of virtues to their conception of politics. It
avoids the excessive rationalism of paternalist conceptions of politics that assume
the state knows what is in the best interests of the citizenry. It recognizes the
heterogeneity of citizens and protects the rights of all to participate in the political
process. It acknowledges the multiple power bases in society (for example,
wealth, numbers, monopoly of scarce goods or skills) and accords each a
legitimate role in collective decision making. It notes not only that interest groups
must be taken into account if politics is to be adequately understood, but also
that competing interests exist within the official institutions of state; that those
designated to act on behalf of citizens must also be understood to act as factions,
whose behaviour may be governed as much by organizational interests,
partisanship, and private ambitions as by an enlightened conception of the
common good.

Despite such advantages, pluralism, too, has been criticized for failing to
provide a comprehensive conception of politics. In defining politics as a
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mechanism for decision making which constitutes an alternative to force, the
interest-accommodation definition relegates war, revolution and terrorism
beyond the sphere of politics. In emphasizing bargaining, conciliation and
compromise as the core activities of politics, the pluralist conception assumes that
all interests are essentially reconcilable. Thus it sheds little light upon some of the
most intractable political issues that admit of no compromise (for example,
abortion, apartheid or racism or, more generally, ‘holy war’). Moreover, in
treating all power bases as equal, pluralists tend to ignore the structural
advantages afforded by wealth and political office. The notion of equal rights of
participation and influence neglects the formidable powers of state and economy
in determining political outcomes. In addition, the interest-accommodation
definition of politics has been faulted for ethnocentrism. It mistakes certain
characteristics of political activity in Western liberal democracies for the nature
of politics in all times and places.

Although the pluralist conception fails to achieve a value-neutral,
comprehensive definition of politics, it too has a subtle influence upon the
practice of politics in the contemporary world. When accredited by social
scientists as the essence of politics, the interest-accommodation conception both
legitimizes the activities of competing interest groups as the fairest mechanism of
policy determination and delegitimizes revolutionary action and political
violence as inherently anti-political. Even in less extreme circumstances, the
pluralist definition of politics may function as a self-fulfilling prophecy, severely
curtailing the options available to a political community by constricting the
parameters within which political questions are considered.

The pluralist conception of politics presupposes the validity of the fact-value
dichotomy and the emotivist conception of values. As a version of non-
cognitivism, emotivism is a meta-ethical theory which asserts that facts and
values are ontologically distinct and that evaluative judgements involve
questions concerning subjective emotions, sentiments or feelings rather than
questions of knowledge or rational deliberation (Hudson 1970). Applied to the
political realm, emotivism suggests that moral and political choices are a matter
of subjective preference or irrational whim about which there can be no reasoned
debate.

Although emotivism has been discredited as an altogether defective account
of morality and has been repudiated by philosophers for decades, emotivism
continues to be advanced as unproblematic truth by social scientists (MacIntyre
1981; Warwick 1980). And there is a good deal of evidence to suggest that ‘to a
large degree, people now think, talk and act as if emotivism were true’
(Maclntyre 1981:21). Promulgated in the texts of social science and
incorporated in pop culture, emotivist assumptions permeate discussions of the
self, freedom and social relations (Bellah ez al. 1985). Contemporary conceptions
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of the self are deeply infused with emotivist and individualist premisses: the
‘unsituated self’ who chooses an identity in isolation and on the basis of arbitrary
preferences has become a cultural ideal. Freedom is conceived in terms of the
unrestrained pursuit of idiosyncratic preferences in personal, economic, moral
and political realms. Moral issues are understood in terms of maximizing one’s
preferred idiosyncratic values, and moral dilemmas are treated as strategic or
technical problems related to zero-sum conditions under which the satisfaction of
one preference may obstruct the satisfaction of another preference. Respect for
other individuals is equated with recognition of their rights to choose and to
pursue their own preferences without interference. Condemnation of the
immoral actions of others is supplanted by the nonjudgemental response of
‘walking away, if you don’t like what others are doing’ (Bellah ¢t al. 1985:6).
Emotivism coupled with individualism encourages people to find meaning
exclusively in the private sphere, thereby intensifying the privatization of the self
and heightening doubts that individuals have enough in common to sustain a
discussion of their interests or anxieties (Connolly 1981:145).

Any widespread acceptance of emotivism has important ramifications for
political life. At its best, emotivism engenders a relativism which strives ‘to take
views, outlooks and beliefs which apparently conflict and treat them in such a
way that they do not conflict: each of them turns out to be acceptable in its own
place’ (Williams 1985:156). The suspension of valuative judgement aims at
conflict reduction by conflict avoidance. By walking away from those whose
subjective preferences are different, individuals avoid unpleasant confrontations.
By accepting that values are ultimately arbitrary and hence altogether beyond
rational justification, citizens devise a modus vivendi which permits coexistence
amidst diversity.

This coexistence is fragile, however, and the promise of conflict avoidance
largely illusory. For the underside of emotivism is cynicism, the ‘obliteration of
any genuine distinction between manipulative and non-manipulative social
relations’ and the consequent reduction of politics to a contest of wiles and wills
ultimately decided by force (MacIntyre 1981:22, 68). Thus when intractable
conflicts arise because avoidance strategies fail, they cannot be resolved through
reasoned discourse, for on this view, rational discussion is simply a facade which
masks arbitrary manipulation. Thus the options for political life are reduced by
definition either to the intense competition of conflicting interests depicted in the
pluralist paradigm or to the resort to violence.

The political legacy of emotivism is radical privatization, the destruction of
the public realm, ‘the disintegration of public deliberation and discourse among
members of the political community’ (Dallmayr 1981:2). For widespread
acceptance of the central tenets of emotivism renders public discussion
undesirable (for it might provoke violence), unnecessary (for the real outcomes
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of decisions will be dictated by force of will), and irrational (for nothing rational
can be said in defence of arbitrary preferences). Privatization produces a world in
which individuals are free to act on whim and to realize their arbitrary desires,
but it is a world in which collective action is prohibited by a constellation of
beliefs which render public deliberation impotent, if not impossible. The pluralist
conception of politics is not the sole disseminator of emotivism in contemporary
societies, but its confident proclamation of interest accommodation as the only
viable mode of politics contributes to a form of public life that is markedly
impoverished. That it appeals to scientific expertise to confer the ‘legitimacy of
fact’ upon its narrow construal of political possibility should be the cause of some
alarm to members of a discipline committed to value-free inquiry.

"To escape problems of ethnocentrism and devise a conception of politics that
encompasses the political experiences of diverse cultures and ages, in the 1960s
behavioural political scientists suggested a new approach that would be both
broadly comparative and thoroughly scientific. Extrapolating from organic and
cybernetic analogies, both systems analysis and structural-functionalism
conceived politics as a self-regulating system existing within a larger social
environment and fulfilling necessary tasks for that social environment (Easton
1971; Almond and Coleman 1960; Mitchell 1958, 1967). On this view, politics
involves performance of a number of functions without which society could not
exist. The task of political science was to identify these critical political functions,
show how they are performed in divergent cultural and social contexts, and
ascertain how changes in one part of the political system affect other parts and
the system as a whole so as to maintain homeostatic equilibrium. Once political
inquiry had generated such a comprehensive understanding of political
processes, political scientists could then provide meaningful cross-cultural
explanations and predictions. The goal of the systematic cross-cultural study of
politics, then, was to generate a scientific understanding of the demands made
upon political systems (for example, state building, nation building,
participation, redistribution), the nature of the systems’ adaptive responses,
including the conversion processes which operate to minimize change, and the
scope of political development in terms of structural differentiation and cultural
secularization which emerge when the system confronts challenges that surpass
its existing capabilities.

Despite its wide popularity, this functionalist conception of politics
encountered difficulties with its effort to identify the core political functions
without which societies could not survive. Although scholars committed to the
functionalist approach generally concurred with David Easton that the political
system involves ‘those actions related to the authoritative allocation of values’
(Easton 1971:143-4); they disagreed about precisely what those actions entailed.
Mitchell (1958, 1967) identified four critical political functions: the authoritative
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specification of system goals; the authoritative mobilization of resources to
implement goals; the integration of the system (centre and periphery); and the
allocation of values and costs. Easton (1971), as well as Almond and Coleman
(1960), offered a more expansive list including interest articulation, interest
aggregation, rule making, rule application, rule adjudication, political
recruitment, political socialization and political communication.

Critics noted that neither enumeration was sufficiently precise to satisfy
expectations raised by the model. Neither delineated clearly between the system
and its boundaries; neither specified a critical range of operation beyond which
the system could be said to have ceased to function; neither explained the
requirements of equilibrium maintenance with sufficient precision to sustain a
distinction between functional and dysfunctional processes. In short, critics
suggested that terminological vagueness and imprecision sustained the suspicion
that the putative political functions were arbitrary rather than ‘vital’ or
indispensable (Landau 1968; Gregor 1968; Stephens 1969).

In contrast to the promise of scientific certainty that accompanied the
deployment of the functionalist conception of politics, critics also pointed out
that the model generated no testable hypotheses, much less identified ‘scientific
laws’ of political life. In marked contrast to the optimistic claims advanced by its
proponents, critics argued that the chief virtue of the functionalist conception
was heuristic: it provided an elaborate system of classification that allowed
divergent political systems to be described in the same terms of reference. A
common vocabulary of analysis enabled comparison of similarities and
differences cross-culturally (Dowse 1966; Gregor 1968).

Additional limitations were noted by critics of the functionalist conception of
politics. The model’s emphasis upon system maintenance and persistence
rendered it singularly incapable of charting political change. While traditional
modes of political analysis classified revolutions and coups d’état as fundamental
mechanisms of political transformation, functionalist analyses could depict such
events as adaptive strategies by which the ‘system’ persists. Thus the systems
approach blurred important issues pertaining to the character of political regimes
and the significant dimensions of regime change (Groth 1970; Rothman 1971).

If functionalist analyses tended to mask political change at one level, at
another level they tended to impose an inordinate uniformity upon the scope of
political development. Within the functionalist literature, the pattern of
development characteristic of a few Western liberal democracies such as the
United States and Great Britain was taken as paradigmatic of all political
development. Succumbing to a form of ‘inputism’, political scientists proclaimed
that certain modes of economic development rendered certain political
developments inevitable. The dissemination of capitalist markets would produce
strains upon traditional societies, resulting in increasing demands for political
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participation, which would eventually culminate in the achievement of liberal
democracy. Despite the clear ideological content of this projection and despite
critics’ cogent repudiation of the scientific pretensions of functionalism, this
model of development has been repeatedly hailed by political scientists as a
matter of indisputable, empirical fact. What is important to note here is not
merely that political scientists operating within this tradition have mistaken the
political choices of particular political communities for the universal political
destiny of the species or that their beliefs about the value-neutrality of their
scientific endeavour have blinded them to the hegemonic aspects of their
projections, but also that political scientists have used their leverage as ‘experts’
to advise developing nations to adopt strategies that produce the world
prophesied by political science. However flawed their foundation, scientific
assertions have been used to dictate ‘rational strategies’ for political
development, which foreclose options and drastically curtail the freedom of
citizens in developing countries.

Where Aristotle advanced a conception of political knowledge that preserved
the distinction between the free choices of political agents in particular nations and
the truth possessed by political theorists, under the guise of value-free empirical
inquiry, contemporary political scientists have used scientifically accredited ‘facts’
to supplant political choice. Under the rubric of realism, they have recommended
action to enhance the stability of regimes by minimizing ‘dysfunctional’ and
‘destabilizing’ forces such as citizen participation. Under the precept of scientific
prediction, they have promoted capitalist market relations as the substance of an
inevitable political development. Although implementation of such policy advice
is typically justified as another example of knowledge hastening progress, there are
good reasons to challenge such optimism. When the liberation-subversion
dynamic surfaces in relation to knowledge accredited by contemporary political
science, there is at least as great a likelihood that scientific knowledge will subvert
freedom as that it will contribute to undisputed ‘progress’.

Behaviourism in political science was committed to the belief that definitions
are and must be value-free, that concepts could be operationalized in a
thoroughly non-prescriptive manner and that research methodologies are neutral
techniques for the collection and organization of data. Behaviourism conceived
the political scientist as a passive observer who merely described and explained
what exists in the political world. Post-behaviourism challenged the myth of
value-neutrality, suggesting that all research is theoretically constituted and value
permeated. But, in illuminating the means by which the conviction of value-free
research masked the valuative component of political inquiry, post-behaviourism
did not question the fundamental separation between events in the political
world and their retrospective analysis by political scientists. In recent years,
critical theorists and post-modernists have suggested that this notion of critical
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distance is yet another myth. Emphasizing that every scientific discourse is
productive, generating positive effects within its investigative domain, post-
modernists caution that political science must also be understood as a productive
force which creates a world in its own image, even as it employs conceptions of
passivity, neutrality, detachment and objectivity to disguise and conceal its role
(Foucault 1973, 1979). Even a cursory examination of the four allegedly value-
neutral definitions of politics that have dominated twentieth-century political
science suggests that there are good reasons to treat the post-modernists’ cautions
seriously. For each definition not only construes the political world differently,
but also acts subtly to promote specific modes of political life.

IMPLICATIONS: THE STRUCTURE OF THE
ENCYCLOPEDIA

If post-empiricist conceptions of knowledge and science, as well as post-
modernist cautions concerning the productive effects of disciplinary practices are
to be taken seriously, then an encyclopedia produced in the late twentieth
century must differ in important respects from its predecessors. The attempt to
provide an overview of the main topics investigated within the subfields of the
discipline must be matched by a strategy that allows questions concerning the
constitutive components of political research to surface. Rather than succumb to
myths of value-neutrality, the volume must attempt to illuminate the substantive
implications of diverse methodologies. Rather than accredit the notion of an
unproblematic scientific objectivity, efforts must be made to explicate and assess
the standards that inform disciplinary judgements.

Toward these ends, this encyclopedia has recruited contributors committed to
a wide range of methodological approaches. Each author has been asked to
provide a concise critical analysis, rather than a descriptive capsule sketch, of the
topic under investigation. In particular, authors have been asked to address
methodological as well as substantive issues pertaining to the subject, engaging
relevant debates concerning the strengths and weaknesses of alternative research
strategies and differentiating fruitful from flawed approaches.

This encyclopedia is organized by subfield. Rather than seeking
methodological uniformity within each subfield, efforts have been made to
recruit scholars who adopt contending approaches to related topics in the hope
that the juxtaposition of competing accounts will help illuminate the theoretical
presuppositions and the political implications of alternative modes of inquiry.
The inclusion of alternative approaches is thus designed to enrich the portrayal
of political life, to heighten understanding of the limitations of particular
approaches and to increase the analytical sophistication of readers.
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Structuring this encyclopedia along these lines involves a number of dangers.
In attempting to provide a systematic account of the state of political studies that
includes political theory, contemporary ideologies, comparative political
institutions, processes and behaviour, political cleavages within the nation-state,
theories of policy making, comparative examination of a range of substantive
policy areas, as well as international relations and major issues confronting the
contemporary world, the encyclopedia faces the formidable danger that it will
fail to provide a comprehensive and comprehensible account of such a broad
array of topics. In adopting a strategy that challenges the empiricist foundation
that sustains the bulk of research in contemporary political science, the volume
confronts the possibility of dismissal concomitant to any effort to challenge
established traditions and entrenched power, for the behaviourists who continue
to dominate the discipline of political science may choose to ignore rather than
engage sustained critique. Moreover, in advancing a conception of political
science that supplants claims to transcendent truth with recognition of the far
more fallible foundations of human cognition, the project risks rejection by those
who prefer a more heroic, albeit fictive, depiction of the discipline’s authority.
Such risks are as unavoidable as they are rife.

The production of this encyclopedia, however, also affords a number of
opportunities. It provides an occasion for a systematic stocktaking—for a review
of the substantive research findings generated within the discipline, for a
reassessment of the role of diverse analytical techniques in shaping those
substantive claims, and, more generally, for an examination of the theoretical
underpinnings of political inquiry. It invites a re-evaluation of the relations
between knowledge and power within disciplinary discourses. It encourages
renewed investigation of the extent to which solutions to the problems
confronting contemporary politics are constrained by outmoded and
unwarranted disciplinary assumptions. In so doing, the encyclopedia will
stimulate creative thinking about the world captured in the discourses of political
science. The extent to which the encyclopedia contributes to this end will be the
ultimate measure of its utility.
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CONCEPTIONS OF THE
STATE

ANDREW VINCENT

The state is one of the most difficult concepts in politics. For some scholars the
discipline of politics is wholly concerned with the state; for others politics exists
in social contexts outside the sphere of the state. One of the most intractable
problems in such debates is that there is little agreement on what is being studied.
Is the state a body of governing institutions; a structure of legal rules; a
subspecies of society; or a body of values and beliefs about civil existence? These
and many other questions plague the study of the state. We will first look at the
origin of the word; then at the state’s problematic relation to other political
concepts; the contending views of its history; finally, the variety of theoretical
approaches to it.

The word state derives from the Latin stare (to stand) and status (a standing or
condition). Roman writers, such as Cicero and Ulpian, as well as later medieval
lawyers, used such terms as status civitatis or status regni. This use of status referred
to the condition of the ruler, the fact of possessing stability, or the elements
necessary for stability. Standing or status was usually acquired through family,
sex, profession and most importantly property. This is where we also find the
subtle linkage with the word ‘estate’. The English word ‘state’ is, in fact, a
contraction of the word ‘estate’. This is similar to the old French word estat and
modern French état, both of which imply a profession or social status. Groups
had different status and thus estate. The term ‘estates of the realm’ is derived
from this. Parallels can be found in other European languages, as in the Spanish
estado. The highest estate, with property, rank and family, was usually the ruling
group or person. The highest estate had potentially the greatest authority and
power. Such authority was often seen as the guarantee of order and public
welfare. It was thus linked to stability, which derived from the same root term.
Those in authority—the highest estate—had insignia, crests and so forth showing
their stateliness.

Some argue that we find an awareness of the state in the above usage in the
twelfth century or even before (Post 1964; Mitteis 1975). A popular line of
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Interpretation stresses a later, more definite noun usage in which the state is
understood as a public power above both ruler and ruled, which constitutes the
locus of political and legal authority. It is not simply a matter of standing,
stability or stateliness, although this terminology is carried over into the more
modern usage, but a definite new form of continuous public power which
constitutes a new type of civil existence.

There are two basic positions taken on this latter noun usage of state. Both
identify the origin of the state in the sixteenth century; whereas one sees
Machiavelli as the prime mover (Cassirer 1946; Meinecke 1957), the other
identifies heirs of Italian humanism in France such as Guillaume Budé, Bernard
du Haillan and Jean Bodin, as the real formulators of the modern idea (Hexter
1973; Church 1972; Skinner 1978; Dyson 1980).

There appear to be a number of formal characteristics intrinsic to the state. It
has a geographically identifiable territory with a body of citizens. It claims
authority over all citizens and groups within its boundaries and embodies more
comprehensive aims than other associations. The authority of the state is legal in
character and is usually seen as the source of law. It is based on procedural rules
which have more general recognition in society than other rules. The procedures
of states are operated by trained bureaucracies of office holders. The state also
embodies the maximal control of resources and force within a territory. Its
monopoly is not simply premised on force: most states try to claim legitimacy for
such a monopoly, namely, they seek some recognition and acceptance from the
population. In consequence, to be a member of a state implies a civil disposition.
Further, the state is seen as sovereign, both in an internal sense within its
territory, and in an external sense, namely, the state is recognized by other states
as an equal member of international society. It should be noted, however, that the
idea of the state changes with different senses of sovereignty. Finally, the state is a
continuous public power distinct from rulers and ruled.

The state stands in a complex relation to a number of political concepts such
as society, community, sovereignty and government. Many of these concepts
have senses which coincide with particular views of the state. The state can, for
example, be said to create all associations within itself. In this sense nothing is
distinct from the state. Society becomes an aspect of the state. On the other hand,
if sovereignty is regarded as popular, residing in the people who create the state
for limited ends, then the position is reversed and society can be viewed as prior
and independent of the state. Similarly, the state can be seen as synonymous with
government (many contemporary pluralist writers appear to adopt this view) or
separate from government and giving authority to it. These issues present the
student of politics with fundamental and intractable problems of interpretation.

Essentially there are three general perspectives on the history of the state. The
first argues that the state dates back to the early Greek polis (city-state) of around
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500 BC. For Aristotle, political science was the study of the polis. There were
unquestionably conceptions of territory, citizenship, authority, law and so on
entailed in the polis; however, there was no conception of separate powers of
government, no conception of a separate civil society and no very precise idea of
a legal constitution. Furthermore, the life of the polis was deeply integrated in
religious, artistic, and ethical practices. It was also on such a small scale,
compared to modern states, that, overall, it is stretching the imagination to call it
a state In any contemporary sense. Empires were also too loose and fragmented
structures to call states.

The second perspective dates the state from the early Middle Ages. Roman
and canon law had established ideas of transcendent public welfare. Public
power and law were associated with the office of the monarch, initially
identified with Papal sovereignty. There were also concepts of citizenship and
the rule of law in medieval political thought. The problems with this view are,
first, etymological—can one argue seriously about a term where it does not
exist? The word state does not appear in political parlance until approximately
the sixteenth century. Second, the feudal structure of the Middle Ages tended
to have a fragmenting effect. Feudal life was made up of a massive subsystem
of associations. Many of the larger associations, the nobility, church and
guilds, had their own laws and courts. Monarchy was not in a pre-eminently
sovereign position. It was often regarded as an elective office and not
necessarily hereditary. The monarchs also relied heavily on the support of the
nobility and other estates to help them rule. Medieval society was criss-
crossed with overlapping associations and conflicting loyalties. Monarchs were
reliant on the community of the realm and consequently were often regarded
as subject to the law, not as its source. Finally, it is difficult to identify clearly
defined territorial units with consistently loyal populations in the Middle
Ages. The only loyalty that transcended local groups attachments was the
Church. All were members of the respublica christiana. It was crucial for this
vision to break down before the idea of independent political units could
grow.

The third perspective dates the emergence of the state from the late Middle
Ages and more specifically from the sixteenth century. This view finds support
from the etymology. It is a view shared by a number of more recent authorities
(as argued above on the origin of the word). However, there is some debate as to
which theorists introduced the idea (Machiavelli or Bodin), and when and where
the practice of the modern state began. The contending authorities, as discussed
earlier (p. 44), focus their attention, respectively, on Renaissance Italy and France
under the early absolutist monarchs.

Having examined the main outline of its historical origin we will now turn to
the variety of academic approaches to the study of the state and their respective
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merits. Essentially there are five approaches and these often overlap, necessarily
at times. The five are:

1 juristic or legal;

2 historical;

3 sociological/anthropological;
4 political-scientific;

5 philosophical/normative.

The legal approach has the oldest pedigree. It dates back to the use of Roman law
vocabulary in the earliest descriptions of the state. Words like power, authority
and legitimacy, when used in relation to the state from the sixteenth century, had
deep roots in Roman law. The early critiques of feudal rule, mnitially by Papal
lawyers, derived from Roman law sources. These formed the background for
notions of authority and law focused on centralized rule. However, the
temptation to characterize the state as a hierarchical body of legal rules, linked by
some sovereign authority, can be found in many theorists this century (for
example, Hans Kelsen 1945). In fact, the intellectual tradition of legal positivism
shows a marked preference for this interpretation. Others find this approach too
limiting. They contend that there are many more factors that enter into the
definition and character of the state than simply a hierarchy of legal rules.

Many historians have written detailed studies of the growth of the state (for
example, Strayer 1970; Shennan 1974; Anderson 1974). Some lay more
emphasis on the factors which are connected to the rise of the state, as in the
growth of Renaissance city states, the Reformation, the breakup of the Holy
Roman Empire, the growth of centralized salaried bureaucracies, standing
armies, centralized taxation, or dynastic and religious wars. Others lay more
emphasis on the history of certain ideas accompanying the events in state growth
(Skinner 1978). For the pure historian the practice of the state is much more
messy and pragmatic than legal or philosophical theories would lead us to
believe. Theory alone is too simple and abbreviated to catch all the diverse
interests and pressures which accompanied state growth. The weakness of this
historical approach is that the state is not just an empirical entity which can be
grasped by examining historical events. Statehood involves, from its earliest
manifestations in the European political vocabulary, ideas and theories of civil
existence. To neglect such a dimension of the state impoverishes our
understanding.

Sociologists and anthropologists have tended to view the state as a way of
organizing society, one that is found in certain more developed economies. In
other words, ‘state societies’ are a subspecies of the genus of society (see Lowie
1927; Krader 1968). Another way of putting this 1s that the state is a subspecies
of government. State organization is one form in which humans have organized

46



CONCEPTIONS OF THE STATE

their social existence. Writers such as Marx, Durkheim, Duguit, Weber and
Maclver largely viewed the state in this manner. The state was explained
through the broader study of society.

One of the difficulties in summarizing this sociological approach is that it
encompasses such a diverse range of views, whether it be Durkheim’s positivism,
Marxist political economy or Talcott Parsons’s functionalism (Poggi 1978; Badie
and Birnbaum 1983). On a very general level this approach stresses the
economic and social preconditions of states; the types of states and what causes
them to appear; and the factors giving rise to the responsiveness and durability of
states. Talcott Parsons, for example, saw the state as a unique product of the
division of labour in advanced industrial societies (Parsons 1967). Specialized
organizations developed in relation to this division of labour and became centred
on the state. The state thus implied a level of industrialization. It could therefore
be described as a collection of specialized agencies associated with the division of
labour in advanced industrialized societies. Its function is to mediate and reduce
conflict and tension between the different sectors of society. States come into
being when they possess enough resources to be able to dominate the peripheries
and reconcile tensions (see Nettl 1968).

Political science has in this century been more inclined to stress the empirical
approach, relying on low-level generalizations within explanatory frameworks.
The demand of an empirical theory is that it can be rigorously tested. It tends to
integrate ideas developed within the disciplines of political sociology, political
economy and psychology. It reflects, to some degree, a growing commitment to
scientism, specifically with the 1950s behavioural revolution in the work of figures
like David Easton (see Easton 1965). Empirical theory was seen as the key to the
future advancement of the subject. In comparative politics functionalism and neo-
functionalism were imported from sociology. Developmental and modernization
theory emerged from the functionalist form of analysis. The state is seen to be a
specialized agency which comes about to perform certain functions at an advanced
stage of modernization. The history of the state is one of changing economic and
social practices which can be measured statistically. Much of the early literature on
comparative politics developed along these lines (see Tilly 1975).

Contemporary political science employs a variety of theories to explain the
state. The most well known have been: pluralism and neo-pluralism; elite
theory; corporatism and neo-corporatism; various forms of Marxism; and forms
of political economy, particularly public choice theory. For political scientists,
such theories can provide empirical testable insights into the state (Dunleavy and
O’Leary 1987).

Empirical pluralist and neo-pluralists view society as constituted by groups
and the state as virtually synonymous with government, which is a target or
location for pressure or interest group activity. Power is about resources that
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groups can command in the competitive market. For some, government reflects
the dominant coalition on a particular policy (Latham 1965). Other pluralists see
government as an impartial umpire or neutral arbiter; this is reflected in Dahl’s
account of polyarchy (Dahl 1971). Most pluralists incorporate a theory of
democracy, viewed as a form of interest articulation and market competition,
into their view of the state. Such a notion of democracy is seen as more realistic
than the older classical participatory notions of democracy. For pluralists such as
Dahl and Schumpeter, democracy is concerned with the competition between
groups and the selection of leaders (Schumpeter 1943). The successful group(s),
from the electoral process, formulate policy through government functionaries.

If pluralism is society-centred, another approach which has developed during
the 1980s contrasts itself to the above in being state-centred (see Nordlinger
1981; Evans et al. 1985). The state is seen to be both an important complex actor
and relatively autonomous from societal interests. The institutional order and
legal structures of the state are taken seriously. State officials and processes are
considered independently from societal preferences and choices. In fact, the state
is seen as one of the factors which moulds individual choices. Some see this as
part of a slow process of bringing the state back into political science. Within
political science, however, many would contend that this state-centred approach
is in danger of becoming #00 state-centric. The state always acts in some societal
interest. From a more traditional normative perspective, it would be argued that
the state-centred approach still does not offer a proper account of what the state
is or take seriously enough the logic of state autonomy.

Early elite theorists, such as Mosca, Pareto and Michels, argued that all
socleties are dominated by small minorities, a thesis most cogently encapsulated
in Michels’ ‘iron law of oligarchy’ (Michels 1959). Regardless of the type of
regime, they asserted the continuity of elites in politics, maintaining that this was
an empirical, scientifically verifiable fact. This contrasted sharply with the more
traditional pluralist vision of government. More recent elite theories have been
dominated by the attempt to integrate elitism and pluralism, giving rise to the
term ‘democratic elitism’ (Bachrach 1967). Elite theory still focuses on the role of
elite domination in the state. The empirical studies of elite theorists concentrate
on the small groups that influence and structure policy, examining the social
background, recruitment and attitudes of such groups. States can thus be
categorized according to the nature, unity, and diversity of elites.

Corporatist theories are, at the present moment, in considerable flux. Some
corporatists use the term state as a synonym for government; for others it
represents the fusion of certain important interests into the structure of
government (Schmitter 1974). In this sense corporatism is differentiated from
pluralism by the more limited number of groups competing, the nature of the
groups and their status in relation to government. In Cawson’s classification
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there are three main forms of corporatism in contemporary political science: (1)
a totally new form of economy, different from capitalism and socialism; (2) a
form of state within the capitalist society; and (3) a way in which interests are
organized and interact with the state (Cawson 1986:22).

In Marxism the state is related historically to certain class interests, the
defence of private property and capital accumulation. The state has developed
apace with capitalist economies. Two views, however, have tended to dominate
Marxist thinking on the state to the present day. The first sees the state as an
oppressive or coercive instrument of the dominant bourgeoisie, holding
capitalism in place. This class state will either be crushed or wither away after
revolution and be replaced either by the dictatorship of the proletariat or by
communism. The second view (most dynamically influenced by the writings of
the Italian Marxist Gramsci) is that the state is seen to have relative autonomy
from the economic base and acts as a site of conflict between competing class
interests. Also, in this second account, state dominance is exerted subtly through
ideological hegemony (Miliband 1973; Jessop 1983; Carnoy 1984).

Finally, the economistic approach to the state embeds it ultimately in
individual choice. It is rooted in methodological individualism. The state
emerges from the logic of self-interested individual choice, a clear example
being public choice theory (Buchanan 1975). Collective action, in terms of
minimal objectives such as law, order and defence, helps an individual to
minimize costs and maximize benefits. It is therefore in the interests of rational
self-interested individuals to create a state to achieve these ends (Buchanan and
Tullock 1962).

A similar argument can be found, in a different intellectual format, in the
libertarian writings of Robert Nozick (1974) and Anthony de Jasay (1985).
However, such a theory cannot allow too active and interventionary a state, since
it would confer more costs than benefits on individuals. It needs, therefore,
constitutional restraints premised on individual choice. Much of the economistic
approach to the state tends to be explored by varieties of pro-market liberal and
libertarian theory, although many would still claim the roots of their economic
arguments in positivistic empirical analysis.

There are two basic weaknesses with such political science approaches. First,
they do not deal with normative questions about the state. They explain and
describe states, yet do not answer such questions as: “What is the state or what
ought it to be?’ Second, all the above approaches are handicapped by the fact that
much of the practice of the state is linked intricately with normative values and
conceptions of human nature. The scientific and positivistic imperatives of
political science implicitly eschew values and demand empirical rigour—which in
politics (for some) is a chimera. Further, there are a range of suppressed
normative assumptions in the varying ‘rigorous’ theories which are not
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articulated. The larger claims of empiricism in political science are questionable
as regards a complete understanding of the state.

The final philosophical/normative conception of the state, together with the
legal approach, constitutes the main element of classical political theory,
specifically from the sixteenth century. Classical theory has an avowed normative
task and has been concerned with reflection on issues such as human nature,
morality, the family and forms of constitution. There are two preeminent tasks of
classical political theory with regard to the state that have continuing relevance:
the first is to reflect on the right, best or most just order; the second is concerned
with the identity and nature of the state, which is intricately bound up with
values and ideas of civil existence. The problem with many empirical theories of
the state is that they take the identity and nature of the state as unproblematic.
Classical political theory has never taken the state for granted. However, classical
political theory sometimes loses touch with the historical and political reality of
the state and consequently gives false impressions of its character.

We are so used to perceiving the state as a form of government or set of
institutions that it is difficult to think of it in relation to a broader framework of
normative assumptions and values. For many philosophical theorists, the state is
partly constitutive of political reality. The state forms, in other words, the
presupposition of civilized and intellectual life, in which politics is discussed. It
embodies a sense of the right social order within which citizens are integrated.
Individuals have a rational disposition towards the state which cannot be
investigated on any purely empirical level.

As with political science, there is a diversity of philosophical/normative
theories of the state (Dyson 1980; Vincent 1987). There are also a number of
different classifications of normative accounts of the state. It 1s, for example,
feasible to classify via various ideological traditions (for example, the liberal and
socialist states). This classification misses the point that such ideological
traditions do not conceive the state very differently, though there may be
differences in the extent of state action. A further problem is that certain of the
more empirical conceptions of the state, such as pluralism and corporatism, have
been developed separately as normative theories. Fascist writers in the 1920s
tried to develop a distinctive, normative corporate state theory. Such an effort is
questionable, as there is no highly distinctive normative account of the state
present in corporatism. There is a stronger case to be made for a normative
account of a pluralist state. Marxists also have developed tentative normative
theories of the state, although they have always been handicapped by the
negative critiques of the state rooted in the premises of Marxist political
economy. The present classification of normative theories will be:

1 absolutist;
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2 constitutional;
3 ethical;
4 pluralist.

The first important landmark in normative theory was the attempt to see the
state as embodied in the absolute sovereign person. This is an idea developed in
the works of Bodin, Hobbes and Boussuet and in the attempted practice of
monarchs like Louis XIV. It can be found from early in the sixteenth century
onwards, particularly in France. At its height, the sovereign person was seen to
be legitimated by divine right and owning the kingdom (Rowen 1980). The
sovereign’s interests were the state’s interests. The embodiment of the state in the
sovereign illustrates the continuing importance of sovereignty in the history of
the state. The impersonal state of the twentieth century finds its root in the
personal state of the sixteenth century. The weakness of the absolutist theory was
that it was too focused on the monarch. It was in practice an absurdity. It is also
doubtful that it ever existed fully in practice. Limitations on royal power existed
throughout the absolutist era. It was also often dependent on the character of the
monarch and the economic and political circumstances of the kingdom.
However, it provided a lasting vocabulary for the discussion of the state.

The constitutional theory encapsulates the longest, most influential, and yet
most tangled state idea. Essentially this theory identifies the state with a complex
of institutional structures and values which, through historical, legal, moral and
philosophical claims, embodies limitation and diversification of authority and a
complex hierarchy of rules and norms, which act to institutionalize power and
regulate the relations between citizens, laws and political mstitutions. The deep
roots of this theory lie in Roman law and the ideas and practices of medieval
Europe. The limitations of the constitutional theory are not imposed on the state
but are constitutive of a particular theory of the state. The priority of certain
rules within the constitutional theory is premised on their seriousness. All
limitation is self-limitation in terms of statehood. By the nineteenth century,
constitutionalism had become most closely associated with liberalism and liberal
democracy, although its origins are occasionally dated back to theorists like John
Locke. Other ideologies, such as conservatism and parliamentary socialism,
have also found a comfortable home within the constitutional theory. The forms
of limitations employed within constitutional theories have varied enormously,
ranging across legal and historical themes such as the ancient constitution
doctrine, fundamental and common law, the rule of law doctrine, conventions,
written documents, bills of rights; institutional devices such as the mixed and
balanced constitution, the doctrine of checks and balances, the separation of
powers, or federalism; complex political and moral devices such as
representative democracy, the separation between state and society,
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contractualism, natural and human rights doctrines, consent theories and so
forth. It would be no exaggeration to say that the agenda of most contemporary
political theory now is rooted in the constitutional state framework.

The weakness of the constitutional theory is its success. Everyone is or wants
to be a constitutionalist. This has led paradoxically to its trivialization.
Constitutionalism can become a series of formal procedural devices without
normative significance. First, political scientists have devoted their energy,
through such devices as elite or pluralist theory, to tell us what is really going on
in such states. This has only promoted cynicism. Second, there has been
considerable internal conflict within liberal democratic constitutionalism on the
reach of government. Some, for example, have been keen to limit the role of the
state in the sphere of the economy, others to deny such limitations and to argue
for a strong developmental role for the state. This latter argument has given rise
to a debate between minimal state and developmental state theories (Marquand
1988).

A third powerful normative theory has roots in the more total life of the Greek
polis. It developed in the context of the German idealist tradition against the
crucial backdrop of the French revolution (Hegel 1967). The ethical state is seen
to be the result of a long historical development from the Greeks. It is not an
accidental phenomenon, but rather develops out of the inner nature of humans
as rational creatures. The state and citizens are seen to have a common rational
substance. The state is the modus operandi of citizens and institutions. It is still
rooted in the notion of constitutionalism, but with the crucial difference that it is
directed at the maximal ethical self-development and positive freedom of its
citizens. It is thus the unity of a cognitive disposition with the purposes of
institutional structures and rules. The state embodies the rational customs and
laws which rule individual behaviour. The state is thus neither simply a system
of laws and constitutional order nor a body of particular institutions; rather, it
represents a rational ethical order implicit in the consciousness of individual
citizens. The weaknesses of this theory are its apparent archaism and
inappropriateness to the contemporary world. The idea of an ethical state (with
an overarching ethical code or general will) strikes most students of politics as
suspect and worryingly autocratic, at least in potential. However it has
undeniably had some role to play in reassessments of the state at the beginning of
this century (Vincent and Plant 1984).

The normative pluralist theory perceived the state, in the broadest sense, to be
a synthesis of living semi-independent groups (see Gierke 1934; Maitland 1911;
Figgis 1914; Hsiao 1927; Nicholls 1975). Groups are integrated not absorbed.
Narrowly focused, pluralism centres on the government (as in political science
pluralism). The state is the summation of group life. It represents all groups in
totality. In representing the whole it is distinct from all other groups. The state, as
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the representation of the total system of groups, prevents injustices being
committed by individuals or groups, secures basic rights and regulates group
behaviour. The pluralist state is not sovereign, partly because it is constituted by
groups whose independence is recognized within the idea of the state. Groups
possess real legal personality and only plural group life can defend liberty. The
weakness of such a theory of the state is that pluralists never precisely resolve the
relation of the government to groups—namely—which has dominance? There
was also a certain naivety about the groups themselves. Groups can often be
oppressive and restrictive on liberty. Also, how can any consensus really be
formed in such a society when it is peopled by such diverse interests? Normative
pluralists fail to answer these questions satisfactorily.

The manner in which we study the state can vary enormously. A balanced
picture can only be acquired if we remember that it is not just a historical and
sociological phenomenon but also a tissue of values and normative aspirations
about civil existence.
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CONCEPTIONS OF POWER

JEFFREY ISAAC

The concept of power is at the heart of political enquiry. Indeed, it is probably the
central concept of both descriptive and normative analysis. When we talk about
elections, group conflicts and state policies, we seek to explain events and
processes in the political world by fixing responsibility upon institutions and
agents. We are thus talking about power. When we ask about the constitution of
the good or just society, we are constrasting present conditions with some
projected alternative set of arrangements that might better enable people to
conduct their lives. Here too we are talking about power. It would seem
impossible to engage in political discourse without raising, whether implicitly or
explicitly, questions about the distribution of power in society.

It is at least partly for this reason that social and political theorists have spent
so much time arguing about the concept of power—what it means, what it
denotes, how it might figure in appropriately scientific analysis or how it might
be ill-suited to such analysis, and, finally, why scholars and citizens should care
about any of the above. Indeed, it is a striking fact that while most political
theorists would agree that power is a focal concept, they would probably agree
upon little else. This has led to some awkward situations where theorists speak
to each other using the same terms but meaning radically different things. Such
problems of translation have never reached a point of incommensurability, and
it is probably fair to say that most political theorists operate with some basic
core conception of power. The core is the notion, articulated in different ways,
that the concept of power refers to the abilities of social agents to affect the
world in some way or other.

The word ‘power’ derives from the Latin pofere, meaning ‘to be able’. It is
generally used to designate a property, capacity, or wherewithal to effect things.
The concept has clear affinities with the concept of domination. The latter means
some sort of mastery or control; derived from the Latin dominium, it was
originally used to designate the mastery of the patriarch over his household or
domain (Tuck 1979:5-13). While the concept of power has often been
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mterpreted as a synonym for domination, the latter connotes an asymmetry
about which the former is agnostic. The concept of power also has close
connections with the concept of authority. But the latter has a normative
dimension, suggesting a kind of consent or authorization, about which the
former is similarly agnostic. The grammars of these concepts, and their
interrelationships, are interesting and important (Pitkin 1972; Morriss 1980), but
I'will here concentrate upon the core notion of power as capacity to act, a genus
of which the concepts of domination and authority can be seen as species.

Such a core, however, is itself quite nebulous, and it certainly admits of many
different interpretations. As a consequence, a good deal of substantive inquiry
and debate has been muddled by seemingly interminable and often rarified
conceptual argument. A cynical commentator would chalk up much of this
disagreement to the endless methodological fixations of political theorists, who
sustain subdisciplines, journals and careers by furthering meta-theoretical
argument ad mfinitum (Shapiro 1989). Such cynicism would not be unwarranted,
but I think that there is more to it than this. If it is true that it is impossible to
carry out political analysis without implicating the concept of power, it is also
true that it is impossible to talk about power without implicating a broader set of
philosophical, indeed metaphysical, questions about the nature of human
agency, the character of social life and the appropriate way to study them. These
broader questions are, as the history of modern social science attests, deeply
contentious, and it should thus be of no surprise that this controversy has
extended to the concept of power as well.

In an essay such as this it would be impossible to provide a detailed and
nuanced account of such controversy. I will thus present its rough outlines.
There are, I would suggest, four main models of power in modern political
analysis:

1 a voluntarist model rooted in the traditions of social contract theory and
methodological individualism;

2 a hermeneutic or communicative model rooted largely in German

phenomenology;

a structuralist model rooted in the work of Marx and Durkheim;

4 a post-modernist model, developed in different ways in the writing of Michel
Foucault and certain contemporary feminists.

w

Each of these models offers not only a definition and elaboration of the concept
of power, but a conception of humans, social institutions, and methods of
analysis as well. Before outlining these models, I should make three things clear.
First, I will treat models as no more than rough categories or general ‘ideal types’.
I'in no way intend to suggest a kind of substantive consensus among theorists
typical of each model who, despite certain similarities, often share many
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differences on all sorts of matters. Second, while each of these models is
sufficiently distinct and autonomous to be discussed separately, it is not the case,
the views of methodological ideologists notwithstanding, that these models are
in all respects mutually exclusive. This is, of course, a complicated question, but
I will suggest that each model in fact presents some important insights, and that
theorists of power should probably think in more synthetic terms than they are
accustomed to. Third, what I will discuss below are different models of the
concept of power, not different theories of its distribution in particular forms of
society. The discussion, in other words, will be largely meta-theoretical. Many
political theorists, including participants in conceptual debates about power, have
mistakenly believed that there is a one-to-one correspondence between meta-
theory and theory, so that, for instance, a subscriber to Robert Dahl’s arguments
about the behavioural study of power is necessarily a pluralist, and vice versa. As
I have argued elsewhere (Isaac 1987), this is not the case.

THE VOLUNTARIST MODEL

In referring to this model as a voluntarist one, I wish to call attention to the fact
that from this view power is thought of almost exclusively in terms of the
intentions and strategies of its subjects. This view is common to all of the
participants in the so-called ‘three faces of power’ debate, and it is shared by
most ‘rational choice’ theorists as well. Such a view is rooted in the tradition of
methodological individualism, for which all claims about social life are
reducible to claims about individuals (Bhaskar 1979), and it is therefore no
coincidence that it can be traced back to the writing of Thomas Hobbes. Such
a view, however, is capable of being extended from individual to collective
subjects, so long as these are thought of as unitary aggregations of individual
wills, and are treated as strategic actors seeking to maximize some kind of
utility or value.

The classic statement of the voluntarist model is Robert Dahl’s International
Encylopedia of the Social Sciences essay (Dahl 1968). For Dahl power is a capacity to
get others to do what they would not otherwise do, to set things in motion and
‘change the order of events’. As he writes: ‘Power terms in modern social science
refer to subsets of relations among social units such that the behavior of one or
more units (the response units, R) depend in some circumstances on the behavior
of other units (the controlling units, C)’ (ibid.: 407.) As Dahl’s language of
stimulus and response suggests, this notion of power rests upon a Newtonian
analogy. We are all naturally at rest or at constant velocity, until our movements
are altered by an external force. Power is such a force. For Dahl the concept of
power is thus a causal concept. But Dahl, a behaviouralist, insists that his
conception of causality is strictly Humean. As he writes elsewhere: “The only
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meaning that is strictly causal in the notion of power is one of regular sequence:
that is, a regular sequence such that whenever A does something, what follows,
or what probably follows, is an action by B’ (Dahl 1965:94).

As Ihave argued elsewhere (Isaac 1987), this view fails to distinguish between
the successful exercise and the possession of power, conceiving of power
exclusively in terms of the contingent success of agents in securing their
purposes. It is also empiricist in its view of causality and scientific explanation,
both of which, for Dahl, are conceived in Humean terms. In this sense,
appearances to the contrary, it is a view shared by Dahl’s most vocal and well-
known critics, Bachrach and Baratz (1970) and Lukes (1974). For all these
theorists power is a behavioural relation of actual cause and effect, exhausted in
the interaction between parties. While these theorists in different ways allow the
mmportance of collective rules and resources, all also insist that these are to be
sharply distinguished from, and have no necessary connection to, power. Lukes,
frequently taken to be a ‘radical’ critic of Dahl, attests to this when he avers that
all three faces of power ‘can be seen as alternative interpretations and
applications of one and the same underlying concept of power’ (Lukes 1974:27).
For this concept power is the ability to advance one’s interests in conflict with
others.

This concept can be traced back to the writings of some of the ‘founders’ of
modern political theory. Thus Thomas Hobbes defines power, in terms of the
purposes of individuals, as the ‘present means, to obtain some future Good’
(Hobbes 1968:63). Both Hobbes and Locke hold that ‘Power and Cause are the
same thing’, conceiving such causation in mechanistic, Newtonian terms (quoted
in Ball 1988:83). As Locke writes:

A body at rest affords us no idea of any active power to move; and when it is set in
motion itself, that motion is rather a passion than an action in it. For when the ball
obeys the motion of the billiard-stick, it is not any action of the ball, but bare
passion. Also when by impulse it sets another ball in motion that lay in its way, it
only communicates the motion it had received from another, and loses in itself so
much as the other received: which gives us [an] idea of an active power of moving.

(Locke 1961:194-5)

It was David Hume who canonized this view, insisting that ‘the idea of power is
relative as much as that of cause; and both have reference to an effect, or some
other event constantly conjoined with the former’ (Hume 1962:77). In this view
power is nothing more than empirical causation. The formulations of Hobbes
and Hume are important because they make explicit what is only implicit in
many more contemporary formulations: that such a view of power presupposes
an atomistic view of social relations, a Humean conception of causality, and an
empiricist or ‘covering law’ model of scientific explanation. Hume is quite clear
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that any claims about underlying causes or pre-existing powers are invalid: ‘the
distinction...betwixt power and the exercise of it is...without foundation’
(quoted in Ball 1988:85).

A certain reading of these texts became the basis for the behavioural
revolution in power research. Many of the behaviouralists also drew upon the
work of Max Weber, who defined power as ‘the probability that one actor in a
social relationship will...carry out his own will’ (Weber 1968:53) against the
resistance of others. This conception, quite influential, joins the Humean
conception of causality and atomistic ontology with a phenomenological
emphasis upon intentionality. The writings of Laswell and Kaplan (1950),
March (1953), Simon (1953) and Dahl (1957) all treat power as a relation of
empirical causation, whereby one agent prevails over another in a conflict of
some sort or other. Subsequent critics, such as Nagel (1975), while they introduce
sophisticated methodological arguments, clearly continue in this genre. As Nagel
writes, aptly summarizing the behavioural view despite many disagreements:
‘the causal version of power has achieved widespread acceptance’ (Nagel
1975:11).

This view is also shared by many rational choice theorists. While most of
these theorists reject many of the more positivistic epistemological premisses of
behaviouralism, they share the behavioural view that social life is to be
understood in terms of the contingent interactions between individuals and
groups. They also share the typically behavioural aversion toward theoretical
abstraction and the postulation of hidden causes and underlying structures.
Unlike many behaviouralists, rational choice theorists are particularly interested
in the motives, incentives and co-ordination problems involved in strategic
bargaining. This interest can also be traced back to Hobbes’s notions of
reputation and anticipated reaction (Hampton 1986; Gauthier 1969) and
Weber’s concern with strategic action, but its more rigorously formalistic
orientation is of more recent vintage.

Peter Blau’s Exchange and Power in Social Life (Blau 1964) was an early effort to
apply the concepts of microeconomics—self-interest, maximization, marginal cost
and marginal benefit—to the conceptualization of power. For Blau power is an
exchange relation between parties where an imbalance in the services exchanged
(what Blau calls a ‘payments deficit’) is compensated for by the subordination of
one party to the other. While other rational choice theorists depart from Blau on
many issues, they share his interest in what Brian Barry calls ‘an economic
analysis’ of power (Barry 1976). Barry agrees with the behaviouralists that power
is a way of gaining compliance on the part of others, but, taking this concern with
strategic action one step further, he writes that power is ‘the possession of the
means of securing compliance by the manipulation of rewards or punishments’
in order to modify the behaviour of others (ibid.: 90). In this view power
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necessarily involves considerations of marginal cost and benefit on the part of the
agents involved. Such a focus opens up many interesting game-theory questions
regarding the strategic leverage of numerical minorities, the effects of procedural
rules upon strategic bargaining, and the consequences of boundary conditions
upon co-ordination problems affecting group bargaining (Shapley and Shubik
1954; Harsanyi 1962; Olson 1965; Shepsle and Weingast 1987).

The voluntarist model derives much of its attractiveness from its scientific
pretensions. Indeed, what holds it together as much as its atomistic social
assumptions is its commitment to a covering law model of scientific explanation,
and its claim to be able to offer predictive and thus ‘falsifiable’ generalizations. To
this extent the powerful barrage of criticisms of empiricist philosophy of science
that have been articulated in the past twenty years cannot but serve to weaken its
appeal (Isaac 1987). But the model has been confronted by other criticisms as
well. Some have claimed that while the model rigorously conceptualizes
problems surrounding the exercise of power, it is unable to offer theoretical
explanations of how and why agents are able to exercise power as they do.
Others have raised questions about the blindness of the model to questions of
ideology and to the way agents’ preferences and practical horizons are
constituted by pre-existing normative and cultural forms that are not the ex nikilo
creations of any maximizing individual or group. Each of these criticisms is given
voice in different ways by the hermeneutic model.

THE HERMENEUTIC MODEL

Hermeneutics is the study of meaning (Palmer 1969). The hermeneutic model of
power holds that power is constituted by the shared meanings of given social
communities. This approach shares with rational choice theory the idea that beliefs
are the central ingredients of power relations, and that considerations of rationality
necessarily come into play in social life. It differs, however, in rejecting the idea that
instrumental rationality or cost-benefit thinking is a universal attribute of human
beings (Wilson 1970). By contrast, hermeneutics is concerned with the varying
symbolic and normative constructs that shape the practical rationalities of situated
social agents. This involves an ontological belief that humans are by nature
linguistic beings and that it is thus in language that the character of a society,
including its forms of power, is to be found. It also involves the epistemological
belief that some form of hermeneutic understanding, rather than scientific
empirical generalization, is the appropriate method of studying social power.

The hermeneutic approach has acquired an increasing prominence in
contemporary social theory (Bernstein 1974, 1983). Charles Taylor, for example,
has argued that the first principle of any social explanation must be the uniquely
linguistic and conceptual character of human social life. As he writes:
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The point is that the objects of public experience—rite, festival, election, etc.—are
not like the facts of nature. For they are not entirely separable from the experience
they give rise to. They are partly constituted by the ideas and representations
which underly them. A given social practice, like voting in the ecclesia, or in a
modern election, is what it is because of a set of commonly understood ideas and
meanings, by which the depositing of stones in an urn, or the marking of bits of
paper, counts as the making of a social decision. These ideas about what is going
on are essential to define the institution.

(Taylor 1979:34)

An appreciation of this can be traced throughout the ‘canon’ of Western political
philosophy—Aristotle, Machiavelli, Montesquieu, Tocqueville. None of these
writers treated power as simply an empirical compliance relation, and all of them
sought to account for the norms, mores and ‘spirit of the laws’ that constituted
forms of social power.

Hegel’s section on ‘Lordship and Bondage’ in The Phenomenology of Mind
(Hegel 1967) is undoubtedly an important ancestor of contemporary
hermeneutic thinking about power. Hegel’s basic point is that even relationships
of extreme domination, which would appear to be entirely anomic, are sustained
by the need for some kind of mutual recognition on the part of its agents. Hegel’s
emphasis on the centrality of consciousness and reciprocity represented a
departure from the more atomistic conceptions found in Hobbes and Hume and
in the English tradition more generally. This emphasis can be found in the
writing of a good many nineteenth-century German social theorists, including
Ranke, Dilthey, Simmel and Weber (Manicas 1987).

More recent theorists have built upon this approach. Thus Peter Winch insists
that the exercise of power presupposes a normative context giving meaning to
behavioural interactions, a context that the voluntaristic approach is unable to
countenance:

An event’s character as an act of obedience is intrinsic to it in a way which is not
true of an event’s character as a clap of thunder, and this is in general true of
human acts as opposed to natural events.... There existed electrical storms and
thunder long before there were human beings to form concepts of them.... But it
does not make much sense to suppose that human beings might have been issuing
commands and obeying them before they came to form the concept of command
and obedience. For their performance of such acts is itself the chief manifestation
of their possession of those concepts. An act of obedience itself contains, as an
essential element, a recognition of what went before it as an order.

(Winch 1970:9-10)

A command thus presumes some mode of mutual understanding, and
obedience some ‘uptake’ of the appropriate command. While Hannah Arendt’s
view is both more idiosyncratic and more normative, she too insists that power
cannot be understood on the voluntarist, Newtonian model: ‘Power
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corresponds to the human ability not just to act but to act in concert. Power is
never the property of the individual; it belongs to a group and remains in
existence only so long as the group keeps together’ (Arendt 1972:143).
According to Arendt, humans are uniquely communicative beings, and it is
through their shared meanings and relationships that their capacities to act are
sustained.

This view is also advanced, in a different way, by Talcott Parsons. Parsons
sought to develop a comprehensive theory of ‘the social system’, synthesizing the
nsights of both the voluntaristic and phenomenological traditions. He thus
emphasized the importance of both strategic interaction and the ‘internalization’
of social norms. According to Parsons, power is

a generalized capacity to secure the performance of binding obligations by units in
a system of collective organization when the obligations are legitimized with
reference to their bearing on collective goals and where in case of recalcitrance
there is a presumption of enforcement by the negative situational sanctions—
whatever the actual agency of that enforcement.

(Parsons 1969:361)

What binds these various formulations together is their emphasis upon norms.
For all of the proponents of the hermeneutic model, power is embedded in a
system of values which constitute the very identities, as well as the possibilities
for action, of social agents. While this model has much to recommend it, a
number of critics have argued that its emphasis on language blinds it to the
more ‘material’ dimensions of power, which may be real even if they are not
recognized as such by social agents (Mills 1959; Gellner 1970; Habermas
1983).

THE STRUCTURAL MODEL

The structural model shares with the hermeneutic model an aversion to
methodological individualism and an appreciation of the importance of norms.
However, it avoids an exclusively normative treatment of power, contending that
power has a structural objectivity that is missed by both voluntaristic and
hermeneutic approaches. The structural model can be traced back to Marx’s
analysis of the capitalist mode of production in Capital (Marx 1967) and to
Durkheim’s Rules of Sociological Method (Durkheim 1966). Both theorists insist
upon the pre-given reality of structural forms that both enable and constrain
human conduct. These forms may have a normative dimension, but they are not
reducible to the beliefs that social agents have about them. As Durkheim writes:

When I fulfill my obligations...when I execute my contracts, I perform duties
which are defined, externally to myself and my acts, in law and in custom.... The
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system of signs I use to express my thought, the system of currency I employ to pay
my debts, the instruments of credit I utilize in my commercial relations. .. function
independently of my own use of them.

(Durkheim 1966:56)

According to the structural model, power can be defined as the capacities to act
possessed by social agents in virtue of the enduring relations in which they
participate (Isaac 1987:80). It does not arise ex nifulo in behavioural interaction,
nor is it a purely normative or symbolic reality. Rather, it has a ‘materiality’,
deriving from its attachment to structural rules, resources, positions and
relationships. As I have argued elsewhere (ibid.), such a view is presupposed by a
good deal of neo-Marxist analysis of class and feminist analysis of gender.

The structural model involves a relational social ontology (Bhaskar 1979).
Against voluntarism it maintains that society is not reducible to the properties of
individuals, and that in fact it consists of relatively enduring relations in which
individuals participate. Indeed, following Marx, the model holds that ‘the
individual is the social being...which can individuate itself only in the midst of
society’ (Isaac 1987:111-12). Such a view does not reify social structures. Rather,
such structures are viewed, in the words of Anthony Giddens, as the media and
outcomes of human agency. As he puts it, there is a ‘duality of structure’
(Giddens 1976). Social structures do not exist separate from the activities they
govern and human agents’ conceptions of these activities, but they are also
material conditions of such activities. There would be no language, for example,
without speakers speaking; and yet language is at the same time the medium
without which speech would be impossible. Language thus has structural
properties upon which agents draw. In this respect it is more generally
paradigmatic of social structures, which provide capacities to their participants.
In this view, for example, to be a capitalist is to have power. But this power does
not arise from the contingent interactions of capitalists and workers, nor is it
exhausted by the beliefs and normative commitments of capitalists and workers.
Rather, it is a property of the structure of capitalism, one which agents draw
upon and exercise in their conduct in order to achieve their specific objectives.
The structural view shares much with the hermeneutic view, yet it remains
committed to the project of scientific explanation and to the view that it is the
task of science to hypothesize about underlying structures. In this latter belief it
departs most decisively from the voluntaristic model, substituting typically realist
conceptions of science for empiricist ones (Ball 1975; Bhaskar 1975; Isaac 1987).

The structural view has attained an increasing prominence in social and
political science. It is contested, of course, especially by adherents to a more
voluntaristic model. But it also faces a challenge from less conventional, ‘post-
modernist’ writers. These tend to argue that the structural model remains
wedded to certain typically ‘modernist’ beliefs in the unity of the subject and the
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privileged status of scientific discourse. Some of these criticisms, especially the
latter one, echo the Frankfurt school’s critique of instrumental reason and
modern social science (Benhabib 1986). But critical theory’s understanding of
power is actually quite close to the structural view identified here. In common
with structuralists, critical theorists tend to think of power as embedded in
structured relationships and seek to deploy some kind of critical social science to
identify such structures (Fay 1987).

THE POST-MODERNIST MODEL

Post-modernists, along with hermeneutic and structural theorists, reject
individualism and voluntarism, and believe that language and symbols are
central to power. They claim, however, that scientific discourse possesses no
distinctively epistemic validity. Instead they insist that structural conceptions of
power, like hermeneutic ones, unjustifiably privilege certain conceptions of
knowledge and certain conceptions of human agency. As Jane Flax writes:

Postmodern discourses are all ‘deconstructive’ in that they seek to distance us from
and make us skeptical about beliefs concerning truth, knowledge, power, the self,
and language that are often taken for granted within and serve as legitimation for
contemporary Western culture.

(Flax 1987:624)

This is a view shared by many feminists (Ferguson 1987). Thus Nancy Hartsock
argues that a reconceptualization of power requires ‘a relocation of theory onto
the epistemological terrain defined by women’s lives’, and that such a
development would ‘stress those aspects of power related to energy, capacity, and
potential’ rather than those connected with compliance and domination
(Hartsock 1983:151, 210). Similarly Allison Jaggar insists that there is a
distinctively feminist ‘epistemological standpoint’ from which a more ‘positive’
conception of power might be articulated and justified (Jaggar 1983). What is
distinctive about these theorists is their claim that conceptions of power are
gender-specific and grounded not simply in philosophical differences but in
radically different kinds of experience. The feminist view of power highlights
certain kinds of relations—typically those involving mutuality—over others, and,
like Arendt’s view (pp. 62-3), it is quite explicitly normative, purporting not
simply to identify but to valorize realms of experience and human possibility
previously hidden by more accepted, masculinist models of power.

This is a major point of contact between feminists and the work of Michel
Foucault, which, in his words, seeks to advance the ‘msurrection of subjugated
knowledges’ that have been ‘disqualified’ and ‘buried’ by received and more
accepted discourses (Foucault 1977:81-2). Like them, Foucault claims that his
genealogical analyses of power are ‘anti-sciences’. His conception of power has
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many affinities with the structural model. He quite explicitly rejects a voluntaristic
model, which views power as that ‘which prohibits, which refuses, and which has
a whole range of negative effects: exclusion, rejection, denial, obstruction,
obfuscation, etc.” (ibid.: 183-4). As with the structural model, he views power as
constituted by certain structures or ‘discourses’, and considers power to have a
‘positive’ as well as a ‘negative’ dimension. In other words, Foucault believes that
social agents are constituted and enabled by the relations of power in which they
participate, and that whatever ‘resistances’ power engenders they are themselves
constrained by the structures in which they emerge. Foucault’s writings on power
have spawned an enormous critical literature. What is most important here is
that, despite his affinities with the structural model, certain of Foucault’s
philosophical commitments decisively separate him from this model. First, he
rejects any ‘global’ or ‘totalizing’ approaches to the study of social power, insisting
that such discourses are ‘totalitarian’. He thus favours the local analysis of ‘micro-
power’, holding that only such knowledge can avoid becoming entrapped in
modern forms of power and domination. Second, in so far as Foucault endorses a
‘struggle against the coercion of a theoretical, unitary, formal and scientific
discourse’ (ibid.: 85), he seems to insist that even his ‘local knowledges’ are anti-
epistemological in any sense. Third, identifying the concept of the human subject
with modern forms of domination, Foucault, while talking of ‘resistances’, has
little to say about the duality of structure and agency, and less about the way in
which agents can and do transform the conditions under which they live. Finally,
drawing upon Nietzsche, he seems to ontologize domination in some form or
other. Rejecting the problems of freedom and justice, he maintains that ‘right
should be viewed...not in terms of a legitimacy to be established, but in terms of
the methods of subjugation that it instigates’ (ibid.: 96). In all these respects
Foucault’s conception of power is profoundly deconstructive. And, if it is clear
that he wishes to offer some alternative, his formulations seem to defy any
systematic theoretical or normative approach to social life (Taylor 1984).

It is worth noting, as a number of commentators have done, that there is a
deep tension between the feminist approach to power, which valorizes feminine
experience and orients itself toward some more or less genuine emancipation,
and the radical anarchism, if not nihilism, of Foucault. Thus the post-modernist
model constitutes substantive unity less than any other model does. Rather, what
defines it above all else is a kind of suspicion of existing theoretical approaches
and the claims of epistemological privilege that they support.

CONCLUSION

Each of the four models of power I have outlined has a point, and each fixes on
some crucial dimension of social life. Each of the first three models underscores
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an important theme—the centrality of strategic agency, shared norms, and
structured relationships to the conceptualization of power. And the fourth, post-
modernist, model also offers an important insight into the fractured and
problematic character of social life, insisting that power is complex, ambiguous,
and located in a multiplicity of social spaces, and that traditional conceptions and
methods remain insensitive to much of this.

In my view the structural alternative offers the best possibility of a creative
synthesis of these insights. While it retains a commitment to certain standards of
scientific explanation and criticism, it also allows for the insights provided by the
alternative models. It acknowledges the importance of human agency and the
selfunderstandings of agents. And, through Giddens’s notion of the duality of
structure and agency (p. 64), it is capable of incorporating both the voluntarist
msight into the importance of strategic manoeuvering and the contingency of
outcomes and the Foucauldian insight into the constitutive, positive character of
power, which enables as well as constrains.

In this context this can be only a suggestion, one which will undoubtedly
engender critical responses. It is probably fair to say that no single model of
power states everything that needs to be said about the subject, and that what is
needed above all else is for these models to critically engage each other.
Controversy about the concept of power would seem endemic to social theory.
The best that we can hope for is that such remains wedded to real substantive
theoretical and practical problems, and that it remains self-critical and
continually open to contestation and revision.
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GEOFFREY MARSHALL

Law can be described in short as an ordering and regulation of human
behaviour. However, this fails to distinguish it from other modes of ordering and
regulation that derive, for example, from morality, religion or social convention.
The exact relationships between these different forms of ordering and whether
they can or cannot be clearly distinguished has perhaps been the major source of
disagreement among legal theorists.

"Two kinds of dispute about law have been involved: first as to its source, and
second as to its elements and structure. If, as those theorists commonly described
as natural lawyers believe, all law stemmed from divine law or some law of right
reason immanent in the nature of things, then all human law must depend in part
for its validity on compliance with that higher law. If, on the other hand, law may
proceed independently from or be ‘posited’ by a human legislator or legislators,
then it may be considered valid independently of its correspondence with divine
or natural law or with justice, morality or reason. This, in brief, was the view
adopted by ‘legal positivists’.

In addition to disagreeing about the source and authority of law, legal
philosophers have also held different theories about the way in which the
elements of the legal system should be characterized. Legal philosophers, such as
Thomas Hobbes, Jeremy Bentham and John Austin, depicted the operation of
laws as the issue by a legislator (whether divine or human) of commands or
imperatives that emphasized their collective will. On the other hand, some
twentieth-century critics, such as Hans Kelsen and H.L.A Hart, have pictured
legal systems in terms of presumptive norms and rules.

Many jurists, particularly in the United States and Europe, have devoted
themselves not to formal analyses of the legal system as a whole but to studies of
the judicial process or to the interplay of social and economic forces that affect
legal institutions and legal decision making. The so-called realist or
instrumentalist school in the United States included John Chipman Gray, Jerome
Frank and Karl Llewellyn. In Scandinavia, realist and sceptical theories of law
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emerged in the work of Axel Hégerstrom, Karl Olivecrona and Alf Ross
(Olivecrona 1939; Ross 1958). Within analytic legal philosophy the dispute
between positivist and anti-positivist theories has continued. One modern form
of non-positivist theory is seen in the writings of Ronald Dworkin (1977, 1986). It
should also be added that there exists a self-denominated ‘critical legal studies’
movement, originating in the United States, that sees all formal legal structures
as manipulated by dominant social interests, and the making of law by judges
and legislators as exercises in the deployment of political power. If this
conception of law is correct, the great majority of legal philosophers since
Aristotle have been wasting their time.

THE CONCEPT OF LAW

In the English-speaking world a major part of the debate about the general
character of law in the last thirty years has focused upon issues raised in
H.L.A Hart’s work The Concept of Law (Hart 1961). The main purpose of Hart’s
book was to mount an attack on the imperative theory of law exemplified in the
work of John Austin, who in 1832 in The Province of Jurisprudence Determined
(Austin 1954) had portrayed law as consisting essentially of commands or
coercive orders backed by force emanating from a sovereign legislator whom
subjects were habitually accustomed to obey. Hart attacked this ‘gunman theory’
by arguing that the idea of orders habitually obeyed fails to capture both the
variety of types and purposes of law and the idea that laws are obligatory or
binding in ways that habits and practices are not. Whilst criminal laws might be
analogous to commands, civil laws and rules of procedure cannot easily be so
pictured. The role of legal rules is not only to command, but also to enable and
to permit private arrangements (for example contracts, marriages and wills).
They have a multiplicity of purposes. Besides punishing offenders, laws may
distribute benefits, regulate organizations, educate law students, excite the envy
of foreigners, support conventional morality and so forth. The key to the
understanding of a legal system, Hart proposes, is to be found in the idea of a
rule rather than in that of command. Conforming to rules differs from habitual
conduct in that it involves the idea of obligation and a critical attitude to
deviation by those who are subject to the rules. In any one legal system some
primary rules determine duties, obligations, rights and powers. Other secondary
rules will determine procedures for law making, define institutions and provide
for legal change. A legal system is simply, Hart suggests, a combination of these
two sorts of rules. Each system will be distinguished by a rule of recognition—a
special secondary rule which lays down the standard or conditions under which
valid laws may be made in the particular system. In the United Kingdom the rule
of recognition will identify the Queen and both Houses of Parliament as the
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source of authorized law making and of change in existing laws. In the United
States the notional rule of recognition will identify the constituent people of the
United States acting through the procedures laid down in the Federal
Constitution as the ultimate source of valid law.

The idea of such a standard-setting or pedigree rule is not dissimilar to that set
out in the work of the Austrian jurist Hans Kelsen (1961, 1970, 1991). Kelsen’s
theory, like Hart’s, is positivist in that it separates questions of morality and
moral obligation from those of legal validity and legal obligation. In both systems
law is valid and legally binding because it is properly made in terms of a rule
which complies with criteria set out in the ultimate rule or norm of the system. In
Kelsen’s theory the validity of each law depends upon its ultimate derivation
from a basic norm or ‘Grundnorm’ and upon the system of norms being
efficacious and subject to general obedience. The validity of the Grundnorm
itself must be presupposed. Hart criticizes this idea as based on a
misunderstanding. The basic rule of recognition in a legal system may be
viewed—as may the other rules—from two viewpoints: one internal, the other
external. From the internal viewpoint of those who use and work the system, the
basic or pedigree rule is an operative rule of law. But as the standard of validity it
cannot itself in the same sense be valid or invalid. Neither can the legal system as
a whole. Validity is a relational term that determines the status of a lower rule in
terms of a higher rule or standard. The existence and character of the ultimate
standard or rule of recognition is a matter of social fact. From the viewpoint of an
external observer it is simply the standard adopted in a particular society to
regulate and identify its laws. Legal validity and legality is always in this sense
relative to a particular set of legal rules. There is no legal validity floating in the
air. The question of whether a legal rule is valid can only be raised when the rules
in question are identified. An act may be lawful in terms of English law but not in
terms of French law or international law or the law of the European Community.
It is a matter of social fact which set of rules a particular community observes.

Several aspects of Hart’s concept of law have met with criticism. Three issues
have been:

1 the relation between law, justice and morality;
2 the idea of law as composed of rules; and
3 the application of rules in the judicial process.

LAW, MORALITY AND LEGAL POSITIVISM

Legal positivists have often been criticized for neglecting the connections
between law and morality. Critics have pointed out the essential role played by
such ideas as reasonableness, due process, and fairness in the common law and
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in the constitutional law of most developed states. These facts are not
inconsistent with Hart’s variety of positivism (Hart 1961), nor indeed with the
views of earlier positivists such as Bentham and Austin (Bentham 1970, Austin
1954). All accepted that there are many connections between law and morality.
The development of positive law, for example, is influenced by prevalent moral
notions. Morality, again, may be the source of legal criticism or the inspiration
for reform of the law. Third, a legal system may consciously make compliance
with morality a criterion of validity for some of its laws (as does the United
States, or Ganada or Germany). The positivist claim would be, however, that this
last possibility is a contingent fact about those particular legal systems and not a
necessary feature of all systems.

In The Concept of Law Hart concedes that legal systems must in practice take
account of certain basic features of human existence (Hart 1961). The facts of
human vulnerability and limited human altruism imply that legal rules, to be
effective and lasting, must make provision for certain minimum needs such as
the protection of life and security, without which other rules would be pointless
and short-lived. Thus there is a minimum content to human laws which is not
accidental, but is not a logical requirement for the validity of laws. This is, in
Hart’s view, the ‘core of good sense’ in the natural law theorist’s belief that law
cannot be expounded in purely formal terms. Theorists such as the American
jurist Lon Fuller, with whom Hart had a much-discussed debate in 1956 (see
Hart 1983), have argued that there are certain requirements that are inseparable
from the enterprise of regulating human conduct by rules (Fuller 1964). Rules in
their nature must be general, prospective not retrospective, be impartially
applied, deal with like cases in a similar way and so on. Hart’s reply was that
these requirements did not in themselves rule out the possibility that particular
laws might none the less be evil or iniquitous. For him the indisputable core of
positivism is that law and morality can be separated, at least in the sense that the
formal validity of a law is never conclusive as to its moral quality or as to the
question of whether it deserves the citizen’s obedience.

There is perhaps not a great distance between Hart and Fuller on this point. It
can properly be said that if we are discussing modern civilized, and particularly
liberal, systems of law, they generally do, by constitutional provisions, make the
validity of laws turn not only on formal authoritative enactment but on
compliance with basic substantive moral requirements. The difference seems to
come only to this: that the natural lawyer wants to say that whether formally
specified in the positive rules of a constitution or not, every system must be
presumed to incorporate a requirement that provisions violating basic ideas of
justice should be treated as invalid and be declared to be so by courts in every
system. 10 a certain degree this view seems to be accepted in the jurisprudence of
the Federal Constitutional Court in Germany. The positivist thesis which, by
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implication, is adopted by courts in most jurisdictions, however, is that only
those substantive criteria of validity specified in the positive law of the
constitution will be judicially applied. If this permits the enactment of particular
unjust laws the problem raised is a moral and political one for citizens and
politicians and not a judicial issue for courts of law. For a Hartian positivist, law
and morality are always separable in this sense. Judges and lawyers must
consider and use moral ideas in many areas of the law but only where the
positive law itself imports and requires their use.

LAW AS RULES

The view that law can be understood as a combination of different kinds of rules
whose validity is specified by a rule of recognition has been contested by
Professor Ronald Dworkin (1977, 1986) on the grounds, first, that law does not
consist solely of rules and, second, that in modern developed legal systems there
is no single rule of recognition that can act as a test for the validity of particular
laws. The theory set out in The Concept of Law (Hart 1961) can perhaps be
defended against these criticisms. It is not clear that the distinction between rules
and principles is a fundamental one. In one sense it is part of a useful analysis of
the rule concept. Rules in Dworkin’s analysis are seen as fairly precise
prescriptions that are said to be applicable in all-or-nothing fashion (Dworkin
1977:22) whereas principles state aims or goals that may intersect and may have
differing weights in accordance with which they may be balanced. Principles, in
fact, appear to be rule-like statements that incorporate general or vague terms.
But the primary thrust of Hart’s Concept of Law was directed against the Austinian
notion of law as command. Both rules and principles, whether or not they differ
otherwise than in degree, may be contrasted with imperative commands and it
may be that Hart’s theory would not be fatally weakened if it were to concede
that a legal system contained a combination of rules and principles.

The status of the most general rule or standard—the pedigree, basic norm or
recognition rule—enters the argument at this point. A possible criticism of the
rule of recognition is that there may be more difficulty in actually stating it
accurately for any particular society than appears from Hart’s discussion. In
stating fully the basic norm of the United Kingdom legal system, for example, a
long and complex proposition would need to be elaborated. Reference would
perhaps need to be made to the rules and authority of common law as well as to
the authority of Parliament to make statutes. Common law may be superseded
by statute but it does not derive from statute and is a separate source of law. In
stating or describing the ultimate sources of legal validity we might also wonder
what degree of detail needs to be incorporated. Law may be made by Parliament.
But do we need to specify Parliament’s configuration or membership or the
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procedure by which it operates? And what is the force of the criticism that such a
rule, whether long or short, cannot function as a test for the validity of laws? A
simple answer would be that it is not intended to have that function in the sense
of enabling a court or observer to decide whether a particular action or disputed
rule is or is not lawful, or is a valid rule of the system. To know that it would be
necessary to know a great many other things besides the rule of recognition—for
example what powers, duties and obligations had been created by laws validly
made under it; who had been authorized to act and in accordance with what
principles; what subsidiary or delegated powers had been created; what
interpretative rules had evolved or been laid down and so forth. The basic norm
of a system of rules obviously could never be used as a measuring rod or test of
validity in that sense—any more than knowing who had authority to make and
change the rules of a game would be sufficient to allow one to act as umpire in
relation to the legitimacy of particular actions in the game. That is not the
function of such an identifying rule. Its job is rather to act as a signpost or
identification of the ultimate source of appeal or authority as to what is legitimate
or illegitimate in the system.

THE JUDICIAL APPLICATION OF RULES

Professor Dworkin’s criticisms of the positivist rule model of law have been
debated at length (see Raz 1979; Cohen 1984; Gavison 1987). A final element in
the debate is whether the accusation that positivism is tied to a particular view of
adjudication can be fairly maintained. It might certainly seem to follow from the
Dworkin rules/principles distinction that if a legal system consisted solely of
rules, precise answers to all legal questions would be available. But if the rule/
principles distinction is rejected the idea that a legal system consists of rules does
not commit its author to the view that all rules are fixed, definite or certain.
Hart’s discussion of adjudication (which is not a central concern of The Concept of
Law) does not suggest a belief that rule-interpretation is a matter of mechanical
application. It suggests that most legal rules or concepts have a core of meaning
in which that application is uncontroversial and a penumbral area in which it is
uncertain. But the Hartian model ought not to be tied to any particular thesis
about the way in which uncertainty in the application of legal rules should be
judicially resolved. The positivist thesis about the exclusion of morality as a
necessary constituent in legal validity need not be committed to any particular
theory of adjudication. Many critics of legal positivism, however, treat it as if it
were synonymous with or entailed a mechanistic, inflexible or conservative view
of the judicial process. A positivist model could, on the contrary, accommodate
and provide for interpretative rules or codes that instructed judges to apply any
theory of interpretation whatsoever, including the Dworkinian recipe that would
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have judges in difficult, uncertain or hard cases apply principles that would make
the best sense of the system’s general purposes, whatever the judges took those to
be. Perhaps, though, a positivist would prefer to specify those purposes in the
system’s basic constitutional norms.

In the Hart-Dworkin debate there is perhaps something characteristic of the
differences between European and American approaches to the idea of law.
European theorists have, from the time of Hobbes, attempted to describe the
elements and structure of legal systems as a whole. The interconnections of legal
theory with political philosophy, theories of the state and political obligation may
have had some influence on this tradition. By contrast, American jurisprudence
has concerned itself overwhelmingly, and it might even seem obsessively, with
what might appear to be merely one element in a system of law, namely the
judicial process. The character and overwhelming political importance of courts
and adjudication in the United States may provide a partial explanation. In the
writings of the American realist school and in Dworkinian anti-positivism there
is almost no mention to be found of any general model of the legal system. In
Professor Dworkin’s Law’s Empire (Dworkin 1986) the question ‘What is Law?’
becomes explicitly the question “‘What is the nature of the process by which it is
ascertained what the law is in a particular case?” We shall find out what law is
when we know how judges should decide cases. That approach may have some
value, since courts and adjudicators are to some degree assuming an increasing
importance in European legal systems. Nevertheless, not all questions about law
are about its application, or even its application in hard cases. There are basic
questions for legislators and citizens as well as for judges that involve reflection
about legal structures and about the idea and role of law in society.

THE USES AND LIMITS OF LAW

The concept of law and its relation to morality and to political obligation are not
matters that concern only legal philosophers. There are times and places when
individual citizens have to decide whether they are bound by, or owe allegiance
to, law. Sometimes, though rarely, this question relates to the legal system in
general. If Lithuania declares itself to be an independent sovereign state, or if
Quebec were to secede from Canada unilaterally, as Rhodesia in 1965 rejected
its existing legal subordination to the United Kingdom, the citizens of those
territories need to decide what their legal and moral obligations are. Courts, also,
need to apply some theory about the nature of law and the foundations of a legal
system to decide cases testing the actions of the new governmental claimants to
the exercise of lawful authority. In the Rhodesian case, and in other
Commonwealth territories where coups détat or revolutions have taken place,
judges have invoked and debated theories of law—in particular Kelsen’s thesis (p.
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72) that the validity of laws in a system is dependent on the effective or generally
efficacious operation of the system as a whole.

In liberal societies citizens also believe that there are limits to their obligation
to obey particular laws. Both natural law doctrines and legal positivism permit
and indeed require disobedience to law in appropriate circumstances, though
adherents of natural law would in those circumstances base their rejection of
obligation on the view that particular laws that clearly violate the requirements
of justice cannot be valid laws, whilst legal positivists would in the same
circumstances hold that legally valid and legally binding laws were not morally
obligatory, since violation of basic rights was a reason for holding legal
obligation to be overridden by moral obligation. Natural lawyers perhaps do
not need the concept of civil disobedience (in the sense of disobeying unjust but
valid laws) since they can always claim to be exercising their legal right to
disregard non-existent legal obligations, where requirements of justice are
ignored by lawmakers. A Dworkinian citizen of Law’s Empire also might not
feel bound to treat the decisions of legislators and even of the highest appeal
court as a conclusive final adjudication of what was and was not law. This may
make a difference to the tactics of civil disobedience since the stage at which
participants switch to or reject unlawful behaviour has often been thought
important.

For the legislator and voter an understanding of the character and roles of law
is an essential ingredient in decision making. In liberal societies it is believed that
there are moral limits to the use of law to coerce or restrain individual action.
Should law coerce individuals to prevent self-inflicted harm? Is there an area of
private action (decisions involving procreation, marriage, sexual behaviour for
example) which law should not penetrate? How far should law be used to restrict
the freedom of communication or artistic creativity or to compel racial harmony.
What law is and what it can and cannot effectively do are closely connected
questions. Some modern legal theorists have attempted to generalize and analyse
the technique element or functional uses of law bringing out the range of
purposes beyond the coercive or penal functions. There is, for example, a
grievance-remedial function; an administrative-regulatory function; a public
benefit-conferring function; and a facilitation of private arrangements function
(Summers and Howard 1965).

Law, perhaps it should be added, has an educative function. The study of
organized society begins with it. Political, social and commercial activity is
carried on within a framework whose boundaries are set by the legal and
constitutional rules. Political science begins with law though it does not end with
it. It is none the less not an isolated science that can stand on its own. The
greatest legal scholars have always known this. Mr Justice Oliver Wendell
Holmes put it this way: ‘If your subject is law, the roads are plain to
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anthropology, the science of man, to political economy, the theory of legislation,
ethics and thus by several paths to your final view of life’ (Holmes 1920).
Perhaps he exaggerated. But not very greatly.
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CONCEPTIONS OF
JUSTICE

KAI NIELSEN

In thinking about justice, and about morality more generally, the traditions of
Aristotle and Locke have had a powerful influence. Both have been adapted to
contemporary life in constitutional democracies. ‘Sanitized’ is perhaps a better
description, particularly in the case of Aristotle. It would appear at first sight that
Aristotle and Locke conflict but I think this is a superficial observation. Locke is
indeed a severe individualist, while Aristotle stresses the social nature of the
human animal: how an individual is, in her/his very identity, in her/his very
humanity, a part of a greater whole. The very structure of our choices, the beings
that we are, the very ‘I’ that is part of a ‘we’, are inescapably the expressions of a
distinctive social ethos. And this, of course, includes the values and norms we
have, our very most primitive conceptions of what is right, just and desirable.
Locke, by contrast, sees individuals as independent. He views them as people
capable of living in a state of nature, independent, tolerant of differences, seeking
knowledge and concerned to protect their autonomy or self-ownership. A
Lockean ethic will be concerned most fundamentally with the protection of
individual rights. This individualist stress need not conflict with Aristotle’s, or
for that matter Hegel’s, stress on the deep and irreversible way we are social
animals through and through: how our very identity is formed by our society.
Individualists, with a Lockean orientation, need not ignore their own past and
how they are formed by a particular ethos with its distinctive structure of norms.
We are socialized in distinctive ways that are inescapable and are a condition for
our being human. But we need not be prisoners of our socialization. We are all
distinctive sorts of human beings formed by a particular ethos, but within limits.
Sometimes, when we are a certain sort of person and fortunately situated, we can
change our ethos, moving it in different directions in part as a function of our
thoughts, desires, will and actions. And almost always we can by our distinctive
reactions situate ourselves in patterns of our own choosing or partly of our own
choosing, though set, and inescapably, in the distinctive social context in which
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we find ourselves. These thoughts do not, of course, come from nowhere. They
are not simply the creation of the person who thinks them. But they also are not
unaffected by the individual. They are their own and they reflect who they
distinctively are People—or at least a not inconsiderable number of people—think
of what kind of world they want and they have the ability to reflect carefully on
what kind of world they have, including what distinctive kind of social creatures
they and their fellows are, and they sometimes can, under propitious
circumstances, forge a world a little more to their own liking, including to their
own reflective and knowledgeable liking. There need be no conflict between a
Lockean individualism and an Aristotelian stress on our social formation.

Where we may find conflict between Aristotle and Locke is over what is just
and over how justice is to be understood. Aristotle’s conception of a proper social
order, a best regime, is that of a hierarchical world in which magnificent and
magnanimous aristocrats rule and in which slaves do everything else. Human
flourishing, so important for Aristotle, seems to be very much for the rulers
alone. Locke was no egalitarian, but in the state of nature all human beings are
free and their natural rights function to preserve and extend their autonomy:
their self-ownership. The autonomy and self-ownership we are talking about is
something that is to be sought for all human beings capable of autonomy and
self-ownership. The moral import of the structure of rights is to protect the
autonomy and self-ownership of all.

Classes and strata there will be, but it is Locke’s conception that these
divisions will not cut so deep as to undermine self-ownership and the natural
rights of all human beings. People may have their stations and their duties but
they are all, as creatures of God, free and stand with respect to self-ownership
and the rights of humans in a condition of equality. A just social order cannot, as
in an Aristotelian conception of social justice, allow a society of slaves or serfs
where for some people resources external to them are properly subject entirely to
communal control such that they, having no control, or very little control, of the
means of life, have their autonomy undermined. Such class divisions are not
morally tolerable for Locke. But this does not mean that no class divisions are
tolerable. Locke took what we now call a class-structured society to be normal
and proper.

It is true that Locke has no definite conception of human flourishing such as
we have in Aristotle, but whatever human flourishing comes to, for Locke it
cannot be a condition where human autonomy is undermined. Aristotle’s
conception of justice was unabashedly aristocratic. However, as I remarked
initially, Aristotle can readily be sanitized (MacIntyre 1988; Shklar 1986:13-33).
His aristocratic conceptions could be dropped without at all touching his
thoroughly social conception of human nature and its importance for a proper
understanding of ethics and politics.
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Marx, with clear indebtedness to Aristotle’s stress on our sociality, came to
stress against the ideology of the rising bourgeois order with its individualism
and atomistic conception of human nature, that persons, as social creatures,
could, under propitious circumstances, enhance the communal character of their
lives (Miller 1981; Kain 1988; Gilbert 1990:263-91). Moreover, a social order
could, and would, come into being which would replace the extensively self-
oriented individualism of the bourgeois world, with its stratification into hostile
groupings, with a more egalitarian social order which would, in a way the more
stratified society could not, enhance both the human flourishing and autonomy
of all human beings (Marx 1962; see also Nielsen 1989a:61-97).

The individualistic social order of which Locke’s thought was an expression,
as well as the aristocratic, hierarchical social order which Aristotle and the
Medievals rationalized, would, as Marx saw it, gradually be replaced by this
more egalitarian order. In the formation of this order the re-educative effects of
public ownership and democracy, arising in a world of greater material
abundance and productive power, will slowly erode the possessive individualism
of the previous bourgeois order. Such individualism would gradually disappear
and there would come to be a genuine social harmony in which we would
acknowledge with a clarity of self-understanding both our communal natures
and our self-ownership. Community and self-ownership would be linked.

Given the history of Marxism and (even more importantly) the history of
actually existing socialisms claiming to be Marxist, there has been both within and
without such societies considerable scepticism about the harmonious linkage of
community and autonomy. What was hoped for was that deprivatized citizens
would emerge under conditions of a very thoroughgoing equality of condition.
They would be persons with both a firm sense of their individuality and their self-
ownership, on the one hand, and of there being a ‘we’ on the other. This ‘we’
would not be an ethnocentric ‘we’” but a ‘we’ which included the whole of
humanity. There would be in such socialized individuals not only a sense of
distinct communities but a sense of the human community as well. However, what
emerged in actually existing socialisms were authoritarian societies, thoroughly
stratified, where privileges and power went to a small elite and where there was
not only little autonomy but little equality as well. (Though it should also be said
that in some respects these societies are more egalitarian than capitalist societies.) It
should also be kept in mind that while there was much talk of community, there
was 1n reality little in the way of community. It should be said of these societies
what Marx said of medieval societies: that they were gesellschaffen parading as
gemeimschaffen. They are hardly examples of where autonomy and community
became uncoupled for there was little of either in such societies.

What combination of community, autonomy and equality will a thoroughly
Just society have and what will these things come to in a just society? Fairness
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seems at least to require some kind of equality but what kind and how extensive
1s it to be? (Rawls 1971; Hare 1978; Barry 1989). Will it, as many conservatives
believe, only be equality of opportunity? (Bell 1979; Frankel 1971). If so, what is
that to come to? Or will it, as social democrats and people on the left believe, also
require equality of condition? (Barry 1989; Nielsen 1985; Cohen 1989a, 1989b).
And again, if so, how is that to be understood and how extensive is it to be? If we
try to stick with a conception of equality of opportunity linked with meritocratic
conceptions of justice, can we actually achieve or even reasonably approximate
equality of opportunity? If people come to the starting gate in the struggle of life
in various conditions of advantage and disadvantage, can there be anything like
a fair start at the running gate in that struggle even if no one is constrained there
by laws or regulations or discrimination? If everyone, advantaged and
disadvantaged, were free to run, would we then actually have a condition of fair
equality of opportunity? It is doubtful, to put it minimally, that we would
(Nielsen 1985:104-87). Moreover, should equality of opportunity be construed
simply as, or construed at all as, everyone being able to engage, without
constraint, in a competitive struggle for who is to come out on top? That s a very
narrow construal of equality of opportunity. To have fair equality of opportunity
it would seem at least to require equal life chances for all and that would seem at
least to require something like equality of condition. But, again, how is the latter
to be achieved?

We cannot have equality of opportunity without equality of condition, or
equality of condition without equality of opportunity. They require each other
(Nielsen 1985:104-87). An equality of opportunity that merely allows people an
unencumbered start at the gate is a mockery of the very idea of equality of
opportunity. In trying to determine what fair equality of opportunity is, equality
of condition is the central thing to focus on for without it there is hardly anything
like equal life chances. But how are we to construe equality of condition? Given
our (in part) differing needs and preferences, it can hardly be simple equality
where everyone in every respect is treated exactly the same, has exactly the same
stock of means and the like (Walzer 1983:14-16, 202-3). Not everyone needs a
pacemaker or wants a surfboard or a course in Latin. The thing to aim at is, as
far as it is possible, the equal meeting of the needs (partly various as they are) of
everyone. This, even under conditions of abundance or (if you will) moderate
scarcity, is not possible. However, under such conditions (say Switzerland was
the world), it s something to be approximated. Where we cannot meet the needs
of everyone, we must, as a second best, and with that equal meeting of needs as
a heuristic, develop fair procedures for the unequal meeting of needs. For
example, those most in need come first, or we should give priority in the meeting
of certain needs to those who in turn are the more fruitful in satisfying the needs
of others (violinist A gets the good violin rather than violinist B because A’s
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playing satisfies the needs of more people). Here we need to develop ways of
ascertaining what our needs are and to develop meta-procedures (perhaps a la
Habermas or Gauthier) for ascertaining when those particular procedures for the
unequal meeting of needs are fair (Habermas 1983; Gauthier 1985, 1986). It is
here that the stress on procedures given by Habermas is so central.

Simple equality will not do as a criterion of justice. We plainly need then a more
nuanced conception of equality of condition, for without something
approximating equality of condition we cannot achieve equality of opportunity,
and without equality of opportunity human beings will not have equal life chances,
and without an attempt to achieve that (or at least the attempt to approximate it as
much as possible), people will not stand to each other in positions of moral equality
(Nagel 1979:106-27). We cannot in such a circumstance have a society of equals
(Dworkin 1985:181-204). Yet across the modern political spectrum there is a very
well-entrenched belief in moral equality. This belief is that the life of everyone
matters and matters equally and that politically speaking we should have a society
of equals. But it appears at least to be the case that if there is no building of a world
in which equality of condition can be approximated then there can be no moral
equality. Libertarians and other conservatives reject equality of condition as a
foolish and perhaps a dangerous bit of utopianism. Yet they are usually believers in
moral equality and they want a democratic society of equals. It looks as though,
given the soundness of the above argument, they should follow their conservative
predecessors from a more aristocratic age and reject moral equality given their
dismissal of any belief in equality of condition. Yet conservatives who are also
libertarians usually take moral equality very seriously indeed (Nozick 1974). And,
as Ronald Dworkin has pointed out, there is a sense in which contemporary
conservatives as much as liberals and left wingers believe in a society of equals
(Dworkin 1985). It looks at least as if such conservatives do not have their beliefs
in reflective equilibrium. It looks, that is, as if they do not have a consistent and
coherent pattern of beliefs. Without something approximating equality of
condition there can be no moral equality.

However, there are standard difficulties for the egalitarian as well, for if we
seek to establish within society something approximating equality of condition,
(a) can we do this without a uniformity of ethos that would undermine
autonomy and individuality, and (b) would it not require state intervention in the
lives of people that would also be destructive of autonomy? Can we, beyond the
most minimal and, as we have seen, inadequate conception of equality of
opportunity, have both equality and autonomy? Libertarians and other
theoreticians of the right have thought that we cannot (Nozick 1974; Hayek
1960; Narveson 1988). A free society, they believe, cannot aim at an egalitarian
conception of distributive justice any more than it can aim at an aristocratic
conception of justice where in a ‘genuine community’ people will have their
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assigned stations and duties. Caste is destructive of justice but so is equality of
condition. Societies of both types are paternalistic and at least in effect, if not in
intention, authoritarian.

Social justice, or, as with Fredrich Hayek and Robert Nozick, its alleged
impossibility, has been at the centre of contemporary discussions of justice. John
Rawls, Brian Barry, Thomas Scanlon, Kai Nielsen and Ronald Dworkin have
been at the forefront of contemporary discussions of distributive justice and a
defence of some egalitarian conception of social justice (Scanlon 1982). It is not
that they deny the reality and importance of questions of individual justice (how
individuals should treat one another to be fair to each other or what entitlements
they should have), but, they argue, that pride of place should be given to
questions of social justice: to the articulation of a correct conceptualization of
how social institutions are to be arranged and to what must be done to create and
sustain just institutions (Rawls 1978). Once those questions are reasonably
answered—once we know what just social institutions should be like and how
that is to be achieved—then it is easier to settle questions of individual justice. If
we could come to understand what a just society would be like we could better
understand what our individual responsibilities should be to each other and
what we could rightly expect and require of each other.

The Lockean tradition, as against the liberal social democratic tradition of
Rawls and Barry and the (broadly speaking) Aristotelian tradition of Alasdair
MaclIntyre and Charles Taylor, has, by contrast, stressed instead questions of
individual justice and most particularly questions of the rights of individuals
(Locke 1970; Nozick 1974)." Justice from this perspective consists principally in
protecting the inalienable rights of individuals: that is, with respect to all
individuals, protecting their turf from boundary crossings that are illegitimate.
Individuals are seen by this Lockean tradition to be self-sufficient. The principal
aim of justice, and the very concept of a well-ordered society, should be to protect
their self-ownership (Nozick 1974).

The Aristotelian tradition, by contrast, conceptualizes a just society, including
its conception of a well-ordered society, in terms of some comprehensive theory
of the good for human beings (Maclntyre 1988; Taylor 1985; Sandel 1982). As
well, and again by contrast, the liberal social democratic tradition of Rawls,
Barry and Scanlon, though it eschews in its conceptualization of a just society
any comprehensive theory of the good, works with a minimal or thin theory of
the good. In Rawls’s case it comes principally to giving an account of the primary
social and natural goods which any person would have to have assured to be able
to realize any rational life plan they might have or any comprehensive conception
of the good they might have that would similarly respect others.

For both Aristotelians and liberal social democrats, the determining of what
rights we have requires a conception of the good. But only the former require a
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full-blown theory of the good for human beings. Both think against the Lockeans
that an account of justice that approaches adequacy cannot just rely on some
doctrine of inalienable rights that are recognized on reflection or in intuition to be
self-evident. What rights we have and their importance in our lives is determined
by conceptions of the good, for social democrats minimal ones, for
communitarians a comprehensive theory of the good (Barber 1988:54-90).

For theories mainly concerned with justice as a property of basic social
institutions there are still two quite different stresses. One stress, as with Rawls or
Barry, is that the function of justice is to provide a reasonable basis of agreement
among people who seek to take due account of e interests of all; the other stress,
as discussed by David Gauthier and Jan Narveson, sees the function of justice as
the construction of social devices which enable people who are essentially egoists
to get along better with one another (Gauthier 1986; Narveson 1988).2 The first
conceives of justice as impartiality, the second of justice as mutual advantage. Both
accounts in their most powerful contemporary formulations are constructivist
accounts, not relying on moral realist beliefs of either an intuitionist or naturalist
variety in which moral truths are discovered as some antecedent reality not
dependent on human construction. Constructivist accounts, as with Gauthier,
reject such meta-ethical claims or, as with Rawls, do not rely on such claims
(meta-ethical claims rejecting other sorts of meta-ethical claims) but proceed in a
contractarian manner by selecting criteria for the correct principles of justice or
for just social practices by ascertaining what people, bent on achieving a
consensus concerning what to regard as principles of justice and just social
practices, would agree on in some suitable hypothetical situation or what they
actually would agree on when reasoning under certain constraints and in
conditions of undistorted discourse (Habermas 1983; Rawls 1980, 1985).2 Both
accounts are contractarian and both constructivist. What Gauthier rejects,
Rawls, more prudently, sets aside as unnecessary for the articulation of a theory
of justice.

Historically speaking, the tradition conceiving of justice as impartiality has a
broadly Kantian source and that of conceiving of justice as mutual advantage has
a Hobbesian source. Brian Barry and Will Kymlicka have recently argued
powerfully that these two traditions are in conflict, a conflict of such a sort that
they cannot be reconciled (Barry 1989; Kymlicka 1989, 1990). They further
claim that in much contemporary theorizing about justice, including most
importantly that of John Rawls, these two at least arguably incompatible
traditions stand in conflict. We cannot, they maintain, have it both ways, as
Rawls in effect argues. The correct move, Barry and Kymlicka assert, is to reject
the Hobbesian mutual advantage tradition. The way to go is to accept and clarify
the tradition stressing that justice is the impartial consideration of the interests of
everyone. That, they argue, is the account to be elucidated and developed.
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Influential formulations of both accounts, as seen paradigmatically in the
work of Rawls and Gauthier, share the belief, a belief also held by Habermas,
that ‘justice is what everyone could in principle reach a rational agreement on’
(Barry 1989:7). This, of course, is standardly taken as being partially definitive
of social contract theories. The justice as impartiality view and the mutual
advantage view have, of course, a different conception of why people are trying
to reach agreement. Indeed, when we see what these conceptions are with their
differing rationales, we will recognize that they are deeply different theories. The
mutual advantage view says that the motive for justice is the pursuit of individual
advantage. People in societies such as ours, and more generally in societies in
what Hume and Rawls regard as the circumstances of justice (circumstances of
limited material resources and conflicting interests or goals), pursue justice, they
claim, for mutual advantage. In the circumstances of justice, which are the actual
conditions of human life or at least for most human life, people can expect to
advance their interests most efficiently through co-operating with other members
of society rather than living with them in conditions of conflict. On such a view,
rational people will agree on certain constraints—say the ones Gauthier specifies—
as the minimum price that has to be paid in order to obtain the co-operation of
others.

By contrast the motive for behaving justly on the justice as impartiality view is
not reducible to even a sophisticated and indirect self-interest. Rather, the correct
motive for behaving justly, on that view, is the belief that what happens to other
people matters in and of itself. This being so people should not look at things
from their own point of view alone but should seck to find a basis for agreement
that is acceptable from all points of view (Kymlicka 1990). People, as Rawls puts
it in a Kantian vein, are all self-originating sources of valid claims. We accept
their claims because we think their interests are as important as our own and
indeed that their interests are all equally important. We do not just, or perhaps
even at all, take their interests into account because we are trying to promote our
own interests. For the impartiality approach, at least on some of its formulations,
justice would be the content of an agreement that would be reached under
conditions that do not allow for bargaining power to be translated into
advantage. By contrast, on the mutual advantage theory, justice can obtain even
when people make agreements that are obtained by bargaining under conditions
where the bargainers stand in differential power relations and have differential
bargaining power. Indeed, where people are so differentially situated any
agreement they come to for mutual advantage must reflect that fact. Such an
approach is inescapable if appeal to self-interest is the motive for behaving justly.
As Barry puts it in characterizing that position, ‘If the terms of agreement failed
to reflect differential bargaining power, those whose power was disproportionate
to their share under the agreement would have an incentive to seck to upset it’

87



POLITICAL THEORY: CENTRAL CONCEPTS

(Barry 1989:9). They would have no sufficient reason for sticking with the
agreement. By contrast, the impartiality approach uncouples justice from
bargaining power, since it does not require that everyone find it in their
advantage to be just. They can have good reasons for being just even when being
just is neither in their short-run nor their long-run advantage.

Given this difference in orientation, the kind of agreements for the impartialist
that could count as just agreements do not allow bargaining power to be
translated into advantage. Indeed, they specifically prohibit it. Both Barry and
Kymlicka argue that the mutual advantage approach does not even count as a
theory of justice. While the mutual advantage approach may generate some basic
principles of social co-operation, these will not yield just agreements, since they
allow as ‘just agreements’ agreements obtained under differential power
situations. The resulting system of co-operation, with its resulting system of
rights and duties, lacks one of the basic properties of a moral system, namely, the
property of giving equal weight to the interests of all the parties to the agreement.
So while it articulates a system of social co-operation, it is not a moral theory and
it is not a theory of justice.

On the mutual advantage account some persons can fall outside the system of
rights altogether. Unlike the Kantian impartiality approach, it holds that those
without bargaining power will fall beyond the pale of morality. Not every
individual will have an inherent moral status. Some, on such an account, can be
treated as a means only. This would be true of young children and of the severely
retarded and it would be true of future generations (if they are to be spoken of as
persons at all). All these people lack bargaining power for they have no way of
retaliating against those people who harm them or fail to take into consideration
their well-being.

Those are the extreme cases, but sometimes at least the powerful in our class-
divided and stratified societies can treat the weak without moral concern: they
can exploit them and push them against the wall. Where the dominant class is
very secure, as for a time it sometimes is, it can rationally proceed in this way
knowing that the dominated class has no effective means of fighting back. If
indeed some gain an irresistible, effectively unchallengeable power, then they
have with such power, on Hobbes’s account, as well as for contemporary
Hobbesians, something which ‘justifieth all actions really and properly in
whomsoever it is found’ (quoted in Riley 1982:39). But in a world so ordered the
constraints of justice would have no place. We could have perhaps (given the
circumstances) a rational system of co-operation and co-ordination. But we
would not have a morality. There is no reasoning here in accordance with the
moral point of view. Where the strong can and do enslave or exploit the weak to
the advantage of the strong we have something which is paradigmatically unjust.
Barry puts the point thus:
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This gives us the defining characteristic of the second approach, namely, that
justice should be the content of an agreement that would be reached by rational
people under conditions that do not allow for bargaining power to be translated
into advantage.

(Barry 1989:10)

Mutual advantage theory perhaps provides a good analysis of what genuinely
rational, purely self-interested people would do. If we are going to engage in
amoral realpolitik this is perhaps how we should proceed but it does not provide
us with anything that even looks like a method of moral justification. A cluster of
practices which could be correctly characterized as just practices could not be a
set of practices which would sustain or even allow those with greater bargaining
power to turn it into such an advantageous outcome that the weak would be
killed, die of starvation or live in intolerable conditions of life when that could be
avoided. Such practices are paradigmatically unjust practices. If they are not
unjust then nothing is.

A mutual advantage theorist might respond that her/his theory could never
allow those things to obtain, for, no matter how severe the power differentials,
such things (as a matter of fact) would never be to the mutual advantage of the
parties (neither the weak nor the strong). But that is clearly a rather chancy
empirical claim.* Faced, under severe and relatively secure power differentials,
with the possibility of starvation, the weak might rationally settle for
subsistence wages. Faced with a very marginal subsistence living, families
might find it to their advantage (including the children’s advantage) to opt for
child labour under harsh conditions. With one’s back against the wall, one
might even find it to one’s advantage to sell oneself into slavery or to agree to
play a kind of Russian roulette where one might be killed. It is itself a rather
chancy empirical claim to say that none of these things would be to the
advantage of people in positions of power because the likelihood of the weak
sticking with such harshly driven bargains would be too slim. That this would
be so in all realistic conditions is far from evident. We can hardly be very
confident that positions of power might not be so secure that it would be to the
advantage of the powerful to drive such hard bargains. But whatever is in fact
the case here about mutual advantage, we can know, impartiality theorists
claim, that such bargains are unjust. Thus even if they do turn out to be
mutually advantageous, they remain morally unacceptable. To respond “Well,
maybe they won’t be mutually advantageous’ is not to meet the challenge to
mutual advantage theory.

Let us now consider impartiality theories. They take several forms, but
whether or not they require the postulation of an original position or a state of
nature, such theories view moral reasoning not as a form of bargaining but as a
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deliberation or debate between agents who share a commitment to impartiality,
to the giving of equal weight to the interests and needs of all. Put differently, they
are people who are deliberating about which principles should be acceptable to
all points of view. That, as Barry has it, is the basic idea of impartiality.
Impartiality theorists such as Rawls, Hare, Sumner, Baier, Nielsen, Barry,
Scanlon and Dworkin disagree over which principles of social justice are to be
adopted, but they all in some sense are egalitarians and argue (pace Hayek) that
justice as impartiality requires (where possible) the elimination of morally
arbitrary inequalities, namely those inequalities arising from differences in social
circumstances or natural talents. How fundamentally such an approach differs
from the mutual advantage approach can be seen from the fact that an
underlying rationale for appealing to impartial agreement is that it substitutes a
moral equality for a physical or intellectual inequality. As Kymlicka well puts it,
the two views are, morally speaking, a world apart: ‘From the point of view of
everyday morality, mutual advantage is an alternative to justice, not an
alternative account of justice’ (Kymlicka 1990:103).

Appealing here to everyday morality, and not to something more abstract
such as the moral point of view, begs the question with mutual advantage
theorists, for they are willing to jettison much of everyday morality for a
streamlined morality they regard (correctly or incorrectly) as more rational.
There are on Hobbesian accounts no natural duties to others, no real moral
difference between right and wrong which all persons must respect. There is, as
well, no natural moral equality underlying our physical inequality. To the liberal
appeal to moral equality (the life of everyone matters and matters equally) the
Hobbesian can ask (as James Buchanan does), “‘Why care about moral equality?’
(Buchanan 1975:54; see also Gauthier 1986).

Hobbesians, to continue the mutual advantage theorist’s counter to
impartiality theory, will respond to impartialists that they do not push
questions of justification to a deep enough level. They do not realize that a
person only has a reason to do something if the action the person contemplates
doing satisfies some desires of that person, so that if something’s being just is to
count as a good reason for doing it, justice must be shown to be in the interest
of the agent (Barry 1989:363). Keeping this in mind we frame the Hobbesian
question of why people possessing unequal power should refrain from using it
in their own interests.

To this the impartialist can in turn respond in good Kantian fashion that
morality needs no external justification. Morality itself provides a sufficient
and original source of determination within us that is no more and no less
artificial than the Hobbesian self-interested motivation. People can be
motivated to act morally simply by coming to appreciate the moral reasons for
doing so.
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Hobbesians with their mstrumentalist conception of rationality will find this
impartialist acceptance here artificial and perhaps evasive. But they in turn must
face Barry’s claim that to equate rationality with the efficient pursuit of self-interest
is a view which rests on pure assertion. Rational egoism is not an inconsistent
view. There is no showing that to be consistent one must be an impartialist. But
there is no good reason to believe that the very meaning of ‘rational’ is such that if
one is rational one must be an egoist. The acceptance of the formal criterion of
universalizability together with a recognition that others are fundamentally like us
in having needs and goals and indeed in having, generally speaking, some of the
same needs and goals, gives us powerful reasons for accepting the claims of an
impartial morality (Barry 1989:273, 285).° A person is not being inconsistent if
she/he does not care about the needs and goals of others; she/he does not violate
the criterion of universalizability, but, as Barry put it, ‘the virtually unanimous
concurrence of the human race in caring about the defensibility of actions in a way
that does not simply appeal to power’ (Barry 1989) suggests that this appeal to
impartiality and to moral equality are very deeply embedded, considered
convictions to some extent held across cultures and over time. To say that such
persons act irrationally, if so acting is not in their individual self-interest, or even
act in a way that is less than optimally rational, is to utilize what is in effect an
arbitrary persuasive definition of what it is to be rational.

All constructivist contractualist theories of justice, and of morality more
generally, whether mutual advantage theories or impartiality theories, construe
Justice as those principles and that set of practices on which everyone at least in
principle could reach agreement. Barry as much as Rawls construes justice as
impartiality in terms of agreement. But there are those who are justice as
impartiality theorists but who reject construing justice in terms of agreement
(Kymlicka 1989, 1990). Barry gives us a sense of what the stress on agreement
would come to:

[TThe function of justice is to provide a rational basis for agreement among people
who do not simply look at things from the point of view of their own interests but
seek to take due account of the interests of all. Justice, on this conception, is what
can be justified to everyone.... It is inherent in this conception that there is a
distinctively moral motive, namely, the desire to behave in accordance with
principles that can be defended to oneself and others in an impartial way.

(Barry 1989:272)

Following Scanlon, Barry takes the underlying moral motive to be ‘the desire to
be able to justify one’s actions to others on grounds they could not reasonably
reject’ (ibid.: 284). Conceptions of this sort are widely held, but Kymlicka among
others thinks that they are fundamentally mistaken (Kymlicka 1990:110-12).
Perhaps such a conception would work if we were only considering moral
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relations between competent adults. But there are as well moral relations
between us and children and the mentally disabled. It is senseless to talk about
impartial agreement with infants or giving the mentally disabled grounds they
could not reasonably reject. Considerations of justice are very stringent between
them and us but there is no room for talk of justice coming to what they and we
could come to an agreement about.

If someone is incapable of being a party to an agreement with us, that certainly
does not mean we lack any moral motive for attending to his or her interests. The
emphasis on agreement within impartiality seems to create some of the same
problems that the emphasis on bargaining power creates within mutual advantage
theories: some people will fall beyond the pale of morality, including those who are
most in need of moral protection.

(Kymlicka 1990:110)

It is a mistake to claim, as Scanlon does, that morality ‘only applies to a being if
the notion of justification to a being of that kind makes sense’ (Scanlon
1982:113-14).

Scanlon maintains in defence of his thesis that the fact that a being can feel
pain shows that that being has a centre of consciousness and, because of this, that
the notion of justification to such a being makes sense. It is because of this,
Scanlon claims, that pain is so often taken as a relevant criterion for moral status.
But it is false that if a being can feel pain justification can be addressed to that
being and that we can in principle at least attain agreement with her/him.
Agreement requires the being not just to be able to feel pain and to be a centre of
consciousness, but comprehension as well, and while infants and the severely
mentally disabled can feel pain they cannot comprehend things so that they
could enter into agreements with us, so the notion of justification would not
make sense to them. Yet surely they have moral status. That we cannot address
justification to a baby does not mean the baby lacks moral status. We give moral
status to an infant not because we can address justification to it or to its moral
trustee. We give moral status to it because it can suffer or flourish, because the
lives of such beings ‘can go better or worse, and because we think their well-
being is of intrinsic importance’ (Kymlicka 1990:111). Some beings we can
address justification to and some we cannot; what ‘makes them all moral beings
is the fact that they have a good, and their well-being matters intrinsically’ (ibid.:
111). But to so argue is to break with the contractarian tradition, including its
impartialist versions. But it would seem at least morally arbitrary not to do so.

Kymlicka argues that we should construe justice as impartiality not in the
manner of the contractualist as based on some kind of agreement, but that we
should simply take impartiality as a criterion that, with or without agreement,
gives all interests equal weight. Our moral motivation is not in reaching
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agreement but in responding to legitimate interests. We simply come to
recognize, if we are moral beings, that others have legitimate claims to have their
interests taken into account. The thing is to try to find or articulate principles of
justice that give equal weight to everyone’s interests. Agreement, Kymlicka
claims, drops out.

We have clear obligations to those who are powerless to defend, represent or
even recognize their own interests. In this vein, and abstracting a little, our
clearest obligations are, Kymlicka claims, not to try to reach agreement but to
take people’s interests into account and to give equal weight to the interests of all
human beings. This is the clear claim of justice as impartiality. Our principles of
Justice are justified when they do that. If they do not give such equal weight to
the interests of all, whether we agree about these principles or not, this agreement
does not justify them. This commits us to the substantively egalitarian view that
the interests of all human beings matter and matter equally. Where that is not
our guiding conception we do not, at least on modern conceptions of justice,
have justice. Agreement is, of course, of vital epistemological and political
import. But at the foundational level, as Kymlicka has it, it does not apply; that is
to say, it does not apply where we are saying what justice is and what the
foundations of a just society are (Kymlicka 1990:113). ‘At the deepest level,’
Kymlicka continues, justice is about equal consideration of our legitimate
interests, and the many virtues of agreement are assessed by reference to that
underlying idea, not vice versa’ (ibid.: 112).

There is plainly something right about Kymlicka’s argument here, but there
may be something wrong as well which gives morals by agreement another
inning. What justice as impartiality substantively comes to is giving the interests
of all equal weight such that everyone’s interests matter and everyone’s interests
matter equally. Proper names are not relevant in determining whose interest has
pride of place when they conflict and both interests cannot be satisfied. Still, in
such a situation we must depart from simple equality, and it is there that the
careful articulation of principles of social justice such as we find in Rawls,
Scanlon and Barry becomes vital. But in making such a differential weighting,
such as to proceed by benefiting the worst off maximally in ways that are
compatible with retaining autonomy and fair equality of opportunity for all, we
should start from a position where we give equal consideration to the interests of
all and where we start by giving an initial equal weighting to all interests. It is
only when we recognize that not all interests can be satisfied equally that we look
for impartial and fair ways of departing from simple equality. But that does not
gainsay the point that justice is about the equal consideration of our legitimate
interests. This obtains whether or not there is anything that everyone competent
to make such judgements and bent on being reasonable would agree on. So far
things seem at least to cut against contractarians.
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However, let us now ask: how do we know that is so? How do we know that
this is what justice is and that this is what justice requires such that we must act in
this way if we would be just and that for there to be just social institutions our
social practices must be so structured? It is here that agreement may come in by
the back door.

Kymlicka writes as if we could just intuit or directly recognize that this is so,
that we could just see that these claims are true. But if there are any accounts that
are by now widely recognized to be non-starters, it is intuitionism and natural
law theories where we in some mysterious way must just have direct access to the
truth—indeed, even on some accounts, the certain truth—of certain moral
propositions.

How then does Kymlicka know, and how can we know, that his fundamental
substantive moral claims, claims not subject to agreement, are true or justified?
Perhaps they are (though Kymlicka does not claim that for them) conceptual claims
such that we can know that they are true by having a grasp of the concept of
Jjustice, where to have a grasp of the concept of justice is to know how to use
‘justice’ or cognate terms correctly. Perhaps the following conceptual chain
holds: to be just is to be fair, to be fair is to be impartial, and to be impartial is to
give equal consideration to the interests of all human beings. If this is so we could
know the truth of Kymlicka’s claims by coming to have a good understanding of
the use of justice’. But that may not give us a way of meeting mutual advantage
theories at all. Gauthier, for example, understands perfectly well the ordinary use
of just’ and ustice’ and what it commits us to, if we would stick with it, but he
will for his theoretical purposes modify that use until it is compatible with a set of
principles that are rationally sustainable and that rational people will agree to be
rationally sustainable when these people are reasoning carefully. We cannot go
very far in sustaining substantive claims and substantive principles of justice
through being clear about the use of just’ and allied terms. Such considerations
may undermine certain absurd claims, but they leave many competitors for what
is just in the field.

It may, that is, give us something like the first word but it will not carry us
very far beyond that. But then how does Kymlicka know that his substantive
claims about justice are justified? He leaves this mysterious. Rawls, Daniels and
Nielsen explicitly, and others implicitly, have in such contexts appealed to
considered judgements or convictions in wide reflective equilibrium (Rawls
1971:19-21, 48-51, 577-87; 1975; Daniels 1979; Nielsen 1987, 1988b). It has
been mistakenly thought that this is a thinly disguised form of intuitionism with
all its difficulties plus even more evident worries about ethnocentrism. However,
these charges are mistaken, given the kind of coherentism involved in the appeal
to considered judgements in wide reflective equilibrium. It starts from our
firmest considered convictions of a rather specific sort, such as to enslave people
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is wrong, racial prejudice is evil, religious intolerance is unacceptable, and it tries
to have a consistent cluster of such beliefs. But it also seeks to show how such
specific considered convictions can be derived from and are explainable by more
general moral principles, some of which themselves may be considered
judgements. “The interests of all human beings are of equal importance’ is one
such principle which is also such an abstract considered judgement. We seek by
a reciprocal adjusting of many elements, sometimes modifying or abandoning a
specific considered judgement or sometimes modifying or even abandoning a
more general principle or sometimes by coming to articulate a new one with a
powerful rationalizing power, until we get what we can recognize to be a
consistent and coherent cluster of beliefs. We do this by sometimes trimming,
sometimes expanding, our cluster of considered judgements and principles, but
always adjusting this mélange of convictions and beliefs. We do this until we have
something which we have good reasons to believe forms a consistent and
coherent cluster. So far we have nothing more than what is given by ethical
intuitionism, though there need be, and indeed should be, no claim to a bizarre
epistemic status or a truth capturing power for the moral beliefs and principles.
Indeed we can, following Rawls, avoid making any claim about the epistemic
status of our principles of justice or our various moral claims.

Where wide reflective equilibrium clearly goes beyond ethical intuitionism,
which is a narrow reflective equilibrium, is in its stress that other things besides
specific moral beliefs and moral principles must be appealed to in gaining the
coherent web of belief and conviction that would constitute a wide reflective
equilibrium. The consistent set we seek is not only of specific moral convictions
and more general principles, but of whole theories of morality, conceptions of the
function of morality in society, factual beliefs about the structure of society and
about human nature, beliefs about social change (including beliefs about how
societies will develop or can be made to develop) as well as specific historical and
sociological beliefs about what our situation is. The equilibrium we seek is one in
which all these elements are put into a coherent whole. In narrow reflective
equilibrium a specific considered conviction might be abandoned because it
conflicted with many equally weighty specific considered convictions or a more
general moral principle. But in wide reflective equilibrium they might be rejected
as well because they were incompatible with some well-established empirical
facts about society or human beings or our particular situation or because they
made demands which, given what we know about the world, could not be
realized or were beliefs which had moral alternatives which made much more
sense in the light of some carefully elaborated social or moral theories or theories
about the function of morality in society. There are here a considerable range of
considerations, including empirical considerations, that are relevant to our
decisions about what to do or how to live. We start with specific considered
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convictions but they are correctable by a whole range of empirical and theoretical
convictions as well as by moral principles or moral theories, though sometimes in
the case of moral principles and theories it will go the other way and the
principles or theories will be correctable by the specific considered judgements.
This yields a critical morality that lacks the dogmatism and what in effect,
though not in intention, is the conventionalism and subjectivism of moral
intuitionism. Moreover, that critical morality also functions as a guard against
ethnocentrism. Some of the specific judgements we start with may be
ethnocentric but by the time we have got them into wide reflective equilibrium
the ethnocentrism will be winnowed out.

So if Kymlicka would avail himself of such a procedure he at least arguably
would have a method of reason for his fundamental claims of justice and he need
not just assert them, somehow taking them to be natural laws or basic intuitions
recoverable on reflection. The method of wide reflective equilibrium could, of
course, be used, as well, to argue against an account like Kymlicka’s. Its
advantage, whichever way it is used, is that we do not need to just assert or to
rely on intuition with it but can appeal to a method that is very like the method
used in science and in other domains.

However, in doing this he would be implicitly appealing to some agreement,
to some consensus, for it is our considered convictions that we seek to get into
wide reflective equilibrium. This means we are in effect appealing to convictions
of a specific people, a specific community with its traditions situated in a
determinate cultural space and time. We rely on a consensus in such a
community though the shared considered convictions need not be, and typically
will not be, only the shared convictions—the considered judgements—of that
community. They might in some instances be quite pan-human. But for them to
be our considered judgements they must rest on a consensus in our community
and this, of course, implies an agreement. Thus (pace Kymlicka) agreement enters
in at a very fundamental level. To show that his impartiality account of justice is
justified, he must show that its principles and claims can, relying on considered
judgements, be placed in wide reflective equilibrium. But this need not mean that
it appeals to the agreement of everyone to whom it is addressed.

Some of the philosophers appealing to wide reflective equilibrium, and in
doing so relying very fundamentally on considered convictions (Rawls most
prominently), are also constructivists and contractarians and take the method of
wide reflective equilibrium and their contractarianism to form a coherent whole.
For Rawls, for example, in deciding on how thick the veil of ignorance is to be or
how the original position is to be characterized, we at crucial junctures rely on
considered convictions as we do in deciding on what it is reasonable to accept.
But in turn, in deciding on whether we have for a time achieved a reflective
equilibrium, we would need a conception of justice which would be acceptable to
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the parties under certain idealized conditions. So again, at a very fundamental
justificatory level, agreement is appealed to. It is not that the substantive
principles and claims of social justice are not what Kymlicka says they are or that
Jjustice is what we can agree on in certain idealized situations but that, if we are to
show that Kymlicka’s or anyone else’s substantive claims of justice are justified,
we must show that there is such agreement.

We should note in this context that justice is like truth. Truth is not what
researchers investigating under ideal conditions and over a considerable time
would agree is the case. But that may be the best test for truth. Similarly justice is
not what would be agreed to in the original position but that may be the best test
for what is just. We have carefully to distinguish what truth and justice mean and
what they are from how we ascertain what is true or just.

I want now to consider a way, a rather weak way I am afraid, in which the
impartiality approach to justice and the mutual advantage approach might be
shown to be compatible. The impartiality approaches show us what justice is, how
we have to be in order to be just persons of moral principle, what just institutions
would look like, and what principles of justice people, reasoning carefully from the
moral point of view, would find to be most justified and why. We are asking for
moral reasons here which only per accidens may sometimes also be reasons of self-
interest. Assuming there is something called the moral point of view (one property
of which is the impartial consideration of the interests of all), people of moral
principle will reason in accordance with it. They will hope and reasonably expect
that most of the time their interests will not be hurt by doing so, but they will not
think they are justified in doing so only when doing so answers to their own
interests or at least does not go against their interests. Their motive for pursuing
Justice is not the pursuit of individual advantage. What happens to other people
matters in and of itself. But we can still ask, and they can ask, Why be just?” Can we
give reasons of a broadly prudential sort which will show why a purely self-
interested person, if thoroughly rational and clear about the non-moral facts, will
do, though out of self-interest, what a just person will do?® Kant distinguished
between a person of good morals (something an egoist could be) and a morally
good person (someone genuinely committed to the moral point of view). Can we
show that rational, purely self-interested people, if they were also persons of good
morals, would, if they were thoroughly rational, do what just people do, or even
do roughly what just people do, though not, of course, for the same reasons? We
should recognize in pressing that question that “‘Why ought we to be just?’, “Why
be fair?’, “‘Why ought we to do what is right?” or ‘Why should we be moral?’ are
questions that we could not ask from a moral point of view. To ask them is like
asking “‘Why ought we do what we ought to do?’ (Nielsen

However, as the extended discussion of “‘Why be moral?” has brought out, we
can ask: “Why take the moral point of view at all?’” (Baier 1958; Frankena 1980;
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Nielsen 1989c; Gauthier 1988). From the moral point of view, moral reasons by
definition override non-moral reasons, but why take that point of view at all? From
the point of view of individual self-interest, from class interests or from the point of
view of a group of constrained maximizers bent on co-operation for mutual
advantage, moral reasons are not the overriding reasons or at most they are only
contingently overriding (Wood 1985, 1984). From the moral point of view they
are necessarily overriding but not from these points of view. But why take the
moral point of view? Justice, fairness and morality requires it. But so what?

Hobbesian theory can be taken as a powerful attempt to show that we have
very strong prudential reasons for being, as the world is and will continue to be,
persons of good morals. We have in terms of long-term self-interest the best of
reasons to support the continued existence of moral constraints, including just
practices. (We could not—logically could not—have moral institutions, at least
where the circumstances of justice obtain, that did not include just social
practices.) Rational persons, the claim goes, will not be morally good, but they
will be of good morals.

The impartialist arguments, such as we have seen Barry and Kymlicka
articulating, show, I believe, that Hobbesians (pure mutual advantage theorists)
cannot get justice out of purely self-interested reasoning, including constrained
maximization, which in the end is itself purely self-interested reasoning.” Indeed,
it is true, as some modern Hobbesians have powerfully argued, that people can
expect to advance their interests most effectively by co-operating and in doing
this by agreeing to accept certain constraints on their direct individual utility
maximization. By moderating their demands and by cooperating with others
they will, as the world goes, in the long run do better. David Gauthier makes a
powerful case for that (Gauthier 1986).8 But these forms of co-operation will not
give us morality, will not give us a system of justice, where the interests of all
count equally, where what happens to other people matters in and of itself, where
the reasons for action must not just be acceptable from the point of view of the
agent doing the reasoning but from all points of view. For a social practice to be
Jjust it must not only answer to the interests of some individual or some class or
elite but it must also answer to the interests of all. But, as we have seen, there can
be all kinds of situations (class differentials, caste systems, hierarchical strata,
adults and children, the mentally competent and the mentally disabled,
developed cultures and non-literate ones) where there are differential power
structures and where, by pursuing mutual advantage intelligently in certain
circumstances, the powerful would exploit the weak and not for all of that be
acting unintelligently. It could, as we have seen, very well in such circumstances
be in the mutual advantage of everyone involved. Justice cannot allow differential
bargaining power to be translated into advantage: that is, it cannot allow
exploitation. People in such circumstances, given their weakness, have reason to
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co-operate with the strong for otherwise they will be still worse off. And in
societies as we know them these circumstances are not infrequent. So, given the
differential power situation and the determination of the powerful to do the best
they can for themselves, the weak have prudential reasons to co-operate even
though they are exploited. But they are not being treated justly; the resulting
system of co-operation, though rational, is not moral. Indeed such treatment of
people is immoral. We do not reach morality from Hobbesian premises and thus
we do not reach justice. The impartialist does not ask why be just but shows what
Justice is; the Hobbesian asks why be just and tries to show that we should be just
because justice pays. What has been shown is that it is not true that justice always
pays. Some form of social co-operation always pays, but the form of social co-
operation people engage in may be very different fran justice. The Habermasian
has not shown that the enlightened egoist or the intelligent and informed
constrained maximizer must, to be thoroughly rational, be just. But the
Hobbesian has not shown that we can get justice out of enlightened egoism.

To this the Hobbesian might reply that a good bit of morality is irrational.
The moral point of view requires the equal consideration of interests but it is
irrational for an individual or a group to do so when it is not in their interests.
What is rational to do is determined by the interests of the individual who is
doing the acting. Where parts of morality do not so answer to individual
interests they should, the Hobbesian can claim, be jettisoned and what is kept as
a system of social co-operation, though considerably less than morality as it has
been traditionally conceived, is the rational critical core of morality.

This purely instrumentalist conception of rationality, as we saw Barry
arguing, is pure assertion. That it is just this that rationality comes to is not
established through an examination of the use of ‘rationality’. To give equal
weight to the interests of all is not irrational. To say it is a rational thing to do is
no more or no less rooted in the use of ‘rational’ than is the claim that to be
rational is always to give self-interested reasons pride of place.

We can appeal to theoretical considerations to support such an instrumentalist
conception of rationality, but there are other conceptions of rationality answering
to different theoretical purposes. Given Hobbesian purposes we can use that
Hobbesian conception of rationality, but, given Habermasian or Aristotelian
purposes or the purposes of impartialism, we can use instead these quite different
conceptions of rationality. There seem to be no good reasons external to these
particular purposes to accept one of these purposes rather than another; and to
say that the Hobbesian ones are the really rational ones is plainly question
begging. Moreover, the Hobbesian conception is subject to reductio arguments. If’
it fits the interests of one class to enslave another class and work them to the edge
of starvation, that would, on such a Hobbesian account, not only be what reason
permuts; it would be what reason requires, but a theory of rationality that had that
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implication would not only be morally repugnant, it would be groundless and
thoroughly implausible.’

NOTES

1 Nozick (as do many other libertarians) takes himself to be a genuine descendant of
Locke. This has been impressively challenged by Virginia Held (1976) and Shadia
Drury (1979).

2 Gauthier’s position is the canonical one here. Narveson’s far cruder politically
committed work seeks to follow Gauthier. It is a question worth pursuing to ask how
much, if any, of Herzog’s trenchant critique of Narveson rubs off on Gauthier.

3 The latter claim is Habermas’s and, unlike Rawls, he is not loath to make meta-
ethical claims. However Rawls, with his method of avoidance, does resolutely set
aside meta-ethical claims.

4 This is reminiscent of utilitarian arguments to ward off reductio arguments against
utilitarianism.

5 To say that something is universalizable is to say that, if X is good for Y or is
something Y ought to do, it is something that is good for anyone else or something
anyone else ought to do if that someone is relevantly like Y and is relevantly similarly
situated. ‘Relevantly’ here needs to be cashed in contextually. See Nielsen (1989b).

6 Iam inclined to think ‘non-moral facts’ is pleonastic but that belief is contentious.

7 Gauthier remarks ‘my discussion assumes rational, utility-maximizing individuals
who are not mistaken about the nature of morality or, more generally, who recognize
that the sole rationale for constraint must ultimately be a utility-maximizing one’
(Gauthier 1988:182).

8 The work of Will Kymlicka has deeply influenced me in the writing of this essay. His
influence, my criticisms to him to the contrary notwithstanding, is particularly
evident in the last third of this essay.

9 This contention about rationality is elaborated and defended in Nielsen (1991).
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CONCEPTIONS OF HUMAN
NATURE

LESLIE STEVENSON

Theories of human nature attempt to identify and explain the fundamental
features of the human species; and many theorists go on to offer prescriptions as
to how human life ought to be conducted, both at the level of individual
behaviour, and the level of social and political policy. There has been intense
disagreement about a number of basic issues: whether humans are essentially
different from other animals; whether they differ importantly from each other
(individually, or in races or other groups); whether human nature is constant, or
historically and culturally variable; whether human nature is basically good and
in need only of appropriate sustenance, or in important respects defective and
requiring transformation. There has, as a result, been much argument about the
role of government and politics in sustaining or changing human life.

The multiple ambiguity of the term ‘nature’, as used in this whole debate,
should be noted straightaway. In asking how far human nature can be
changed, we usually mean human dispositions and behaviour as we know
them, in the society we presently live in. But some influential thinkers—notably
Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau—have used the phrase ‘human nature’ (or its
equivalents) to express their conception of how human beings would behave if
there were no society, no state, government or politics, and presumably little or
no education or culture. Sometimes the conception is expressed historically, in
a claim about how things were before the beginning of government. The
contrast has been variously expressed as between the given and the artificial,
the natural and the conventional, the biological and the social, the original and
the present day.

Another important ambiguity is about whether the supposed natural state of
humanity is to be preferred or avoided. In contemporary discourse what is
‘natural’ is often assumed to be good (as in natural yoghurt, natural colours,
natural lifestyles); certainly what is described as ‘unnatural’ is thereby
condemned as bad. Hobbes famously presented the pre-social ‘state of nature’ as
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‘nasty, brutish and short’, and saw the social contract as the only rational way of
escape from it. Both he and Locke use the state of nature as a device to illuminate
the advantages of political society, and to justify certain relationships of
authority. But Rousseau, writing about a century later (against the prevailing
optimistic mood of the Enlightenment), argued that society had introduced all
sorts of unjust inequalities. In his early work the state of nature serves as a
critique of many of the crucial features of existing society, and it is easy to see
how (in the era of the French revolution) his conceptions could be used to
support attempts at radical reform. Rousseau has probably been influential in
fostering the idea that what is ‘natural’ must therefore be best, but it is a highly
contentious assumption.

This essay will provide a brief overview of some of the most politically
influential conceptions of human nature, noting how normative views can be
concealed within apparently factual theories, and comparing them on the issue of
constancy versus changeability. Some theorists have held that human nature could
be substantially altered, given sufficiently radical changes in political or economic
structures, or in social practices such as infantrearing, education, or religious
observance. We can call those who offer such remedies ‘social engineers’, in that
they hold that human behaviour could be substantially changed for the better,
and human beings made happier, if only their recommended social set-up could
be instituted. But other theories, whether biological, social or theological, imply
that there are strict limits to how far human nature can be affected by variations
in social conditions. The debate here has wide ramifications—into political and
social theory, sociology, psychology, biology, philosophy and theology. It is not,
however, a lining-up behind simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answers as to whether human
nature can be changed, for we cannot do justice to the different views by trying to
divide them neatly into ‘constantists’ and ‘variabilists’. There is, rather, a great
variety of views about how far, and under what conditions, human nature might
be changed, and how much it must remain the same. So we may as well review
our selected theories in historical order.

PLATO

More than two thousand years ago, the Greek philosopher Plato set out a very
influential description of an ideal society in his lengthy dialogue, The Republic. His
discussion ranges very widely, from psychology, metaphysics and moral
philosophy to education, art and the status of women. Plato’s theory of
individual human nature is that in each person there are three mental factors at
work—Reason (rationality), Appetite (bodily desires), and Spirit (which is
something like courage, pride or personality). These elements each have their
proper part to play, but they can sometimes conflict, and what is needed for
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human flourishing is a harmonious combination of them, with Reason in firm
overall control. Different people will have different factors more strongly
represented, so there is no natural equality between individuals.

Neither does Plato think there should be social or political equality—thus
opposing the democratic tendency of the Athens of his time. For he argues that the
best way for society to be organized is for those with the most developed Reason
to have authority and power, since they know what is best—it should not be a
matter for mere counting of opinions or preferences amongst everyone. In fact, he
proposes a strict threefold class division in society, affecting lifelong duties and
status, paralleling his tripartite theory of the human mind or soul. There is to be a
class of Rulers or Guardians (carefully selected and trained), a class of Auxiliaries
which comprises all state-functionaries including soldiers, police and civil
servants, and a class of Workers in all trades, agricultural or urban. Plato thinks
that society can be stable and harmonious only if each class of people is restricted
to their own special function. The trained elite has a duty to rule, even if they
would prefer to spend their time in philosophical thought (and they are not to be
permitted either families or private property), whereas the Auxiliaries and
Workers have no business in ruling, not even in voting for prospective rulers, for
they lack all relevant knowledge. For Plato the well-being of the society does not
consist in the well-being of its individual members. There is a certain totalitarian
air about his ideal republic, revealed also in his recommendations of strict
censorship of the arts, to prevent any destabilizing ideas gaining currency.

An elaborate, deeply argued philosophical vision—the theory of Forms as
perfect, eternal, unchanging objects of knowledge grasped by the Reasoning
element within the human soul—lies behind Plato’s conception of knowledge. He
implies that what we would now call questions of value, about what is best for
individuals and for societies, can be as much matters of knowledge as
propositions in mathematics or science. The obvious difficulty for this idea is the
widespread, and apparently irresolvable, disagreement that exists (then, and
now) about most questions of value. If there are facts about such matters, facts
which are knowable by human beings, why the persistent disputes? Plato realizes
that there is considerable difficulty in attaining the relevant ‘expertise’, and he
prescribes a detailed programme of education (restricted to those capable of
benefiting from it) by which the future Guardians, the ‘philosopher-kings’, are to
be trained. But he can offer no guarantee that even the best-educated elite will
always govern in the interest of society as a whole, rather than in their own
interest, and he offers no mechanism for changing rulers, or for resolving
disputes between them.

Plato’s conception is thus a remarkably unpolitical one. He did not say how in
real-life politics his prescriptions can be put into practice or be maintained—it is as
if he hoped that their intrinsic rationality would persuade people to accept them.
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(His attempts to apply his theory, when given the chance to educate prospective
rulers of Sicily, were notoriously unsuccessful.) His is a timeless, transcendent,
other-worldly kind of theory, with no allowance for human dispositions such as
family ties which do not fit into his ideal state, no provision for failures to fulfil
the social functions he allots, and no recognition of variations between people
and societies at different times or places.

HOBBES

Writing about the time of the English civil war in the mid-seventeenth century,
Hobbes, in his Leviathan, presents pre-social human life as extremely insecure,
because of the constant danger of fighting over vital resources. He bases his
description of individual human nature on a strictly materialist conception—
which he thinks is required by the new methods of physical science—of humans
as consisting of nothing more than matter in motion. In Hobbes’s view, each
individual is purely self-interested, seeking the satisfaction of his or her present
desires, and the acquisition of means for future satisfaction: ‘I put for a general
inclination of all mankind, a perpetual and restless desire of power after power,
that ceaseth only in death.” There is no co-operation (except when it serves
individuals’ self-interests), just a constant competition between individuals of
approximately equal strength and intelligence. So even when in possession of
house, crops, animals, etc., there will always be fear that these will be forcibly
taken by someone else; and this gives each person reason to make pre-emptive
strikes against others, extending power in order to increase security. People even
come to value power over others for its own sake, and to enjoy ‘reputation’
(Hobbes shrewdly observes that reputation of power i power, since it influences
how people act). So without any ‘common power to keep them all in awe’, people
live in a state of war with every individual against everyone else, not always
actually fighting, but in constant fear of it. In this condition there is little incentive
for any longer-term projects like agriculture, industry or science. There can be no
applicable notions of justice, rights, property or law; there is only the fact of
physical possession until dispossessed by superior force.

Agreements between individuals are of no use in remedying the state of
nature, for when it is in someone’s self-interest to break such an agreement, what
reason do they have to keep it? ‘Covenants, without the swords, are but words,
and of no strength to secure a man at all.” In Hobbes’s view, this gives each
person an overwhelming good reason to accept a social contract by which all
subject themselves to the supreme power and authority of a ‘sovereign’. “The
only way to erect such a common power, as may be able to defend them from the
invasion of foreigners, and the injuries of one another...is to confer all their
power and strength upon one man, or one assembly of men.” Thus is created a
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‘commonwealth’ (the ‘leviathan’ of the title of Hobbes’s famous book), or what
we would now call a state, with a government. Note that this need not be thought
of as a historical event: the main point is to show why everyone has good reason
to accept the authority of the state (provided that there isa single source of power
that is effectively unchallenged). The implication of the argument is that any
state authority is better than none, and that those that are in actual control
deserve allegiance because of that fact alone.

Hobbes’s account of the authority he thinks the sovereign (or sovereign body)
must have is remarkably authoritarian. Those who are subjects of a monarch
have no rights, without his permission, to ‘cast off monarchy’, that is, to cancel
the contract and become a member of another state or of none. And because the
contract is between individuals themselves, not between individuals and
sovereign, Hobbes says there can be no such thing as breach of contract by the
sovereign; he may commit ‘iniquity’, but not ‘injustice’. Further, the sovereign
has the right to judge which opinions are dangerous to the state, and may censor
publication of them. The sovereign is to make laws and administer them; to
conduct foreign policy and decide on war and peace; to appoint all government
officials; and distribute reward or punishment as he or she pleases. Hobbes
makes no provision against misuses of power: he seems so afraid of the horror of
the ‘state of nature’, as he sees it, that he is prepared to risk despotism to avoid it.

LOCKE

Just a few decades later—about the time of the ‘Glorious Revolution’ of 1688 in
England, by which the power of the monarchy was limited—Locke, in his second
Treatise on Government, paints a less dark picture of the ‘state of nature’, and
presents the introduction of government more as a matter of convenience than
dire necessity. To an extent, he admits (like Aristotle) that human nature is
already social, that we are so made that ‘it is not good for us to be alone’, being
naturally disposed to live not merely in families, but as members of wider
groupings. However, he still uses very freely the idiom of a pre-social, or at least
pre-governmental, state of nature.

Locke conceives of people in this condition as being both free and equal, in
that nobody has more power or authority than any other, but he differs from
Hobbes in holding that this can be a state of ‘peace, goodwill, mutual assistance
and preservation’. Another difference from Hobbes’s state of nature is that Locke
posits a fundamental notion of property, with the distinctive rights of use and
disposal, as a corollary of human existence, even in the pre-social state.
Whatever someone ‘mixes his labour with’ for personal use, for example
plucking a wild fruit, cultivating crops, or digging ore from the ground, becomes
private property: ‘as much as anyone can make use of to any advantage of life
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before it spoils, so much he may by his labour fix a property in’. Clearly, Locke
is optimistically assuming that there is no scarcity of vital necessities in the ‘state
of nature’ (he refers to the contemporaneous settlement of almost uninhabited
regions of America). Hobbesian competition for resources is surely probable as
soon as human population outstrips the capacity of the environment to sustain it,
but Locke can claim that human beings are not inevitably aggressive towards each
other, and that in conditions of economic sufficiency they will not be. According
to Locke, there is a ‘law of nature’ which applies even in this pre-social condition,
since rational beings are able to realize that ‘no one ought to harm another in his
life, health, liberty, or possessions’ (he tries to back this up with a pious appeal to
the wise intentions of the divine Creator). But he is not so naive as to suppose
that everyone will readily obey this law, and so he maintains that in the pre-social
state everyone has a right to punish transgressions of the law of nature, and the
injured party has a particular right to take reparations from the offender.

This is the point in Locke’s argument where government comes in.
Recognizing that it is dangerous to let individuals be judges in their own cases,
since they will easily be led into punishment beyond what is justified, he says that
civil government is ‘a proper remedy for the inconveniences of the state of
Nature’. But having learnt from his experience of the Stuart kings, he notes that
absolute monarchs can abuse their power. And, in a crucial criticism of Hobbes,
he argues that far from being a remedy for the state of nature, absolute
sovereignty is no escape from it at all, since individual and sovereign are really in
a state of nature with respect to each other as long as there is no legal check on
the power of the latter over the former. Locke is thus a foremost theorist of how
the legitimacy of government must depend on the consent of the governed, and
of how all power needs to be subject to restraint; his ideas strongly influenced the
Constitution of the United States of America.

Hobbes and Locke differ in their conceptions of pre-social human nature,
and so (it seems) they diverge over what political arrangements they
recommend. Or is it really the other way round—that because they have
different political views (Hobbes favouring absolute authority, and Locke
wanting checks on state power), they think up different theories of human
nature to try to justify these views? There is no serious attempt by these writers
to find out the facts about the pre-history of humankind, or about how people
would behave if there were no state power. It looks very much as if what are
presented as factual, even scientific, descriptions of human nature already
conceal within themselves the normative preconceptions of their authors—a
possibility to which we must be alive in other theories.
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ROUSSEAU

In his Discourse on Inequality, Rousseau seems to make more of an effort than
Hobbes or Locke to paint a historically realistic picture of the stages by which
present society must have evolved from the primeval human condition. He refers
to some of the zoological reports of exotic creatures and anthropological
evidence about primitive cultures which were then circulating in Europe. He
speculates about how human language might have evolved out of instinctual
cries. He accuses Hobbes of reading back mto the state of nature motives like
pride which can only exist in society, and he claims (also against Hobbes) that
humans have an innate repugnance against seeing a fellow creature suffer, which
moderates the competition between individuals. Rousseau’s description of ‘the
noble savage’ represents humans as ‘wandering in the forests, without work,
without speech, without a home, without war, and without relationships’, and
this ‘without any need of his fellow men and without any desire to hurt them’.
There was no inequality between individuals, except relatively small differences
in strength, intelligence, etc. There was neither education nor historical progress;
each generation lived as its ancestors had done.

Rousseau goes on to speculate about our evolution since then. He treats the
notion of property, rather than political power, as most distinctive of civil society.
He suggests that the true golden age was at the stage when people had come to
form families living together in houses, with some degree of interfamilial
socialization into communities, property rights recognized for the immediate
necessities of life, and offences against these punished—very much Locke’s state
of nature, in fact. This for Rousseau was ‘the true youth of the world’, and he
interprets all so-called progress since then as really steps towards ‘the decrepitude
of the species’. He blames the division of labour, especially in agriculture and
metallurgy, for starting the rot, making it necessary for many people to work
under the direction of others, allowing some to amass huge property, and thus
making possible all the manifold forms of exploitation and economic and social
inequality of which he was so painfully conscious. His analysis in this work is a
tragic one—that the economic progress due to human cleverness has also
developed wickedness, and brought out the worst in human nature. But one
suspects that his revulsion from certain features of the society he knew leads him
to idealize his speculative ‘golden age’.

In that work Rousseau did not offer much in the way of a recommendation
for how to cure or alleviate the unhappy condition which he diagnosed in society,
there being no realistic possibility of a return to the past. But in his later work,
especially The Social Contract, he took a more positive view, arguing that human
nature does after all find its most complete fulfilment in civil society, at least at its
best. Like Hobbes and Locke, Rousseau uses the device of a ‘social contract’ to

109



POLITICAL THEORY: CENTRAL CONCEPTS

explain the allegiance owed to political authority. People in the state of nature are
supposed to reach a critical stage where they realize that their very survival is at
risk, and to find it each to their advantage to enter into an agreement with
everyone else. But in Rousseau’s version the power is granted not to a Hobbesian
absolute sovereign, nor even to an elected government, but rather to the
community as a whole, which becomes a moral entity in itself. And this involves
his distinctive, but rather mysterious notion of the ‘general will’, which is always
for the good of the whole, and yet cannot be identified with the actually
expressed will of the citizens, even if all of them should vote in an assembly. But
at this point a theory of human nature as it is ceases to play a role in Rousseau’s
thought: the ‘general will’ has to be what people ought to want, not what they
actually want. Such a notion makes it all too easy for those in power to claim that
they know better than the people what would be good for them.

MARX

Karl Marx, writing in the nineteenth century when ideas of historical evolution
were all the rage, presents a wide-sweeping theory of the development of human
societies through various stages, characterized primarily by the nature of their
economic production—from the ancient cultures, through the feudalism of the
Middle Ages, into the capitalist mode of production, to be superseded (he
predicted) by a revolutionary change to the communist mode. According to
Marx’s conception of human nature, humans are essentially social beings, who
do not merely find their means of subsistence in the world but have to work to
produce them—for example, growing crops, domesticating other animals,
building shelters and making tools. From this emerges Marx’s claim that the
specific characteristics of a determinate population depend on the kind of society
they are members of, which depends in turn on the existing mode of production
of the necessities of life.

Marx presents this ‘materialist theory of history’ as an objective, scientific
analysis of the laws governing human societies. He was not, however, merely a
dispassionate academic theoretician, he was keenly aware of what he saw as the
grave injustices of the capitalist society of his day. He not only predicted, but
longed for, the transition to communism, in which he believed that a system of
common ownership of the means of production would allow, for the first time in
history, the free development of the potential of all human beings. Although,
according to Marxist theory, the revolution could not happen until the economic
development of a society made the time ripe, as that time approached there
would be opportunity for those with an accurate understanding of the situation
to prepare the way by organization and propaganda, and when the chance came,
to seize the initiative and bring about the revolutionary transfer of power to the
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communist party, as Lenin did in 1917. It is only in this sense that Marx can be
said to be a social engineer. As to how things were to proceed after the revolution,
he was optimistic but very vague; he foresaw the need for a ‘dictatorship of the
proletariat’ for a transitional period, but after then he thought that the state could
‘wither away’.

Experience (at least until very recently) has shown quite the reverse
happening: the dictatorship of the communist party (the self-appointed
representatives of the proletariat) strengthened to totalitarian terror, social
engineering was undertaken on a huge scale, and state power extended into
almost every feature of life. The Marxist analysis of human nature tends to
ignore the persistence of certain kinds of human behaviour even through
fundamental economic and political changes—the enjoyment of power and
privilege by individuals and ruling groups, the rivalries engendered by
nationalist and ethnic feeling, and the desire of many to engage in economic
enterprise for themselves.

SOCIAL DARWINISM

In stark contrast to the Marxian conception of human nature, ‘Social Darwinism’
(which underlies the pronouncements of the more ideological defenders of the
‘free market economy’) offers an account that enshrines competition as both
inescapable and desirable in human life. Darwin himself cannot be held
responsible for this view—his theory of evolution by natural selection is an
explanation of the origin of the diversity of all living species, not itself a theory of
human society. However, since the time of Herbert Spencer in England and
W.G.Sumner in the USA (see Jones 1980, Rose 1984), political and social
theorists who favour the least possible control by the state over economic activity
(the doctrine of Taissez faire’) have often appealed to certain Darwinian ideas to try
to justify their prescriptions. (They can count as social engineers only in the
Pickwickian sense that in countries where there has been a tradition of state-
managed economy and social services they will want to change these institutions,
and so this programme can constitute a revolution of sorts.)

Their creed can be seen as implicit in the phrase ‘survival of the fittest’ (the
words are Spencer’s, not Darwin’s). This is to be read not merely in the factual,
Darwinian sense that only those individuals best fitted to the prevailing
environment will survive (or at least, live long enough to leave progeny), but in
the normative sense that it is a good thing that this should be so, and that the less
fit should not survive, or not survive so well or so long. It is a political ethic that
makes a virtue out of competition; and it obviously suits the successful capitalist
very well, for it seems to justify ruthless elimination of rivals, to bless economic
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success with virtue on top of material reward, and to discourage any attempt at
redistribution of resources through taxation or any other compulsory measure.

But it does not amount to much of a theory of human nature, for all it does is
to point to competitive tendencies in economic activity as one aspect of human
behaviour, to claim that these can work to the benefit of everyone, and then to
jump to the sweeping conclusion that individual economic freedom is the only
thing that is important. It leaves out of consideration all co-operation between
people, indeed it seems to treat individuals or families as isolated units without
acknowledging membership in larger social groups which have profound effects
on individuals’ identities, obligations and rights.

SKINNERIAN BEHAVIOURISM

A conception of human nature supporting large-scale social engineering has been
extrapolated from the behaviourist psychology of the American psychologist
B.F.Skinner, whose theories have had some limited success in explaining and
modifying the behaviour of various species of animal under laboratory
conditions. In this case the claim for applicability to the problems of human
society has been made by Skinner himself, but just what he proposes remains
rather vague (Skinner 1953). He believes inherited factors play a fairly small role
in determining behaviour, and like Marx he strongly emphasizes the plasticity of
human behaviour to social influences (which Skinner will label ‘conditioning’).
But unlike Marx he suggests that regardless of the historical and economic
background, knowledgeable behavioural scientists can intervene to create
whatever kind of people are wanted, simply by arranging the conditioning
influences accordingly. He thus proposes that social scientists ‘design a culture’ to
optimize individual and social benefits, dispensing with troublesome notions of
individual freedom and responsibility as ‘unscientific’. On this view, human
beings are merely creatures whose behaviour is determined by conditioning
influences from their past and present social environment.

Clearly, this leaves very much open just what sort of people and society we
should be trying to create; on this point Skinner is much less explicit than Plato,
and his view seems to amount to no more than the offer of a behavioural
technology (which many would argue has little application to human beings,
since there are species-specific limits to conditioning) towards ends or goals
which remain unspecified—and could in practice turn out to be those of the
commercial advertiser, the religious evangelist, the ruling party’s propagandists,
or whoever else is able to get access to the main means of conditioning people
(such as television).

SOCIO-BIOLOGY
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Let us turn from the modern social engineers, the optimists about the
transformation of human behaviour through social change, to those who
emphasize the fixity of human nature. Prominent recently have been those who
take a firmly biological view of human beings as one species amongst others, and
claim that the important determinants of our behaviour are innate, bred into us
by our evolution and coded in the molecules of our genes.

Let us briefly mention Freud as an interesting intermediate case here. He was
a pioneer of the biological approach to human nature, putting forward a theory
of instincts, while also emphasizing the importance for character-formation of the
early years of strong attachment to parents. He claims to detect the unconscious,
instinctual influences behind human behaviour, often dismissing as mere
‘rationalizations’ the reasons explicity offered. But in practical therapy, Freud
appears as more of a rationalist—the aim of his distinctive ‘psycho-analytic’
treatment being to bring into consciousness, for free rational decision, the
features which had been repressed into the unconscious mind. Freud sometimes
suggested the applicability of his theories to social questions. But nothing in the
way of a social programme or political creed can be ascribed to him, only the
general thought that there has to be a compromise between society and
individuals. Civilization requires the giving up of some instinctual satisfaction—
but if it is to exist at all, allowance must be made in our social arrangements for
the innate, unchangeable nature of humankind.

"This biological theme has been taken up by others who have studied human
beings as one kind of animal amongst others—ethologists such as Konrad Lorenz
and, more recently, self-styled ‘socio-biologists’ such as Edward O. Wilson.
Lorenz offers a controversial diagnosis of human aggressive tendencies, on the
basis of his theory of intraspecific aggression in a variety of animal species. He
explains it as being due to a built-in ‘drive’ released by distinctive stimuli such as
the presence of another male of the same species, and inhibited by certain other
signs such as a characteristic posture of submission. Lorenz transferred this
theory straight over to human beings, modifying it to take account of the
distinctively intercommunal nature of human carnage—which he attributed to
the selective pressures of an alleged evolutionary past in which the competition
for survival was more between tribes rather than individuals. If there is really
such an mnate tendency to communal aggression (as the bloody history of
ethnic, nationalist and religious conflict suggests), then no social changes can
eliminate it. The best that Lorenz can recommend is harmless redirection of it
into sports, plus control by rational self-knowledge and a sense of humour.

Wilson and others offer a wider-ranging analysis of innate factors in human
nature. There is less talk these days of ‘nstincts’, as used by Freud and Lorenz,
and more of a large number of genetically based predispositions which interact in
subtle ways, depending on the environment, in the production of behaviour. But
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the emphasis is still very much on innate tendencies, seen as the result of a long
history of natural selection, whose detailed expression may depend on culture
and individual conditioning, but which will certainly express themselves
somehow or other. Yet much of what the socio-biologists say about human
nature is bound to be controversial, for two reasons—because it is so difficult to
separate the contributions of heredity, and because of the normative
involvements which surround the topic of human behaviour. We cannot make
tight connections between particular genes and identifiable kinds of social
behaviour, nor is it to be expected that the science of human genetics will bring
us to that stage, for there must surely remain some part for culture to play.

For example, the whole area of human sexual roles is hotly debated. Socio-
biologists may point to the selective pressure on males (of all species) to spread
their genes around as widely as possible, in contrast to that on females to select
their partners cautiously for genetic fitness, but they also have to acknowledge
that pair-bonding is a (fairly) typical feature of human behaviour, unlike the
other primates. So they may try to explain both our monogamy and our frequent
departures from it in terms of an evolutionary history which grafted pair-
bonding (supposedly required by the hunting way of life, with its male absences
from home) onto a pre-existing primate pattern of dominant male plus harem.
They may try to explain traditional human sexual division of labour by our
ancestors’ system of males going hunting in groups (involving distinctive male-
to-male bonding) while women looked after the young. But feminists, such as
Alison Jaggar, resist any attempt to justify the continuation of traditional sexual
roles on supposedly biological grounds; they argue that whatever may have been
the case in the distant past, it is now very much a matter of culture, and is
therefore challengeable and changeable.

If human nature is, at least in part, a matter of genes, then is it open to us to
improve it by genetic engineering, intervening to control the very genes of future
generations? This could in theory be done (somewhat slowly) by selective
breeding, as the eugenics movement advocated earlier in this century (see Rose
1984)—after all, we have in this way been able to alter the characteristics of
animals and plants. But perhaps when we gain knowledge of our genes
themselves—the way in which they are encoded in the DNA structures of the
whole human genome—it might also be done more quickly, if we find techniques
to manipulate these genes at will. In both cases a distinction needs to be made
between negative and positive programmes, the former aiming only to prevent
the birth of physically or mentally handicapped infants, the latter trying to
produce the ‘best’ sorts of human being. This positive selection is much more
ambitious and much more controversial: which features are we to select for?
Who is to decide about this: prospective parents, the state, or who? How could
human reproduction be controlled in the massive way envisaged? How could
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anybody have the right thus to interfere with other people having children? What
we have here are not so much theories of human nature, but the possible means
to mould it in one direction or another. Whether to use such means at all, and if
so how, are questions of value.

There seems to be no escape from the conclusion that in so far as we can
ascertain facts about what human nature is (and has been), this does not settle
questions of value about what it ought to be. Disputed questions of philosophy
and value are involved as soon as anyone tries to apply the scientific method to
human nature. For there are those (philosophers, existentialists, Marxists,
theologians) who in their different ways maintain that we transcend our
biology—by our rationality, our consciousness, our freewill, our social
development, or even our relationship to a divine Reality.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aristotle (¢300 BC) The Politics London: Penguin, 1951.

Freud, S. (1915-17) Introductory Lectures on Bycho-analysis, London: Penguin, 1973.

Hobbes, T. (1651) Leviathan. London: Penguin, 1968).

Jaggar, A. (1983) Feminist Politics and Human Nature, Brighton: Harvester.

Jones, G. (1980) Social Darwinism and English Thought: The Interaction between Biological and
Social Theory, Brighton: Harvester.

Locke, J. (1690) Two Treatises on Government, London: Dent, 1924.

Lorenz, K. (1966) On Aggression, London: Methuen.

Marx, K. (c. 1843-75) Selected Readings in Sociology and Social Philosophy, eds T.Bottomore
and M.Rubel, London: Penguin, 1963.

Plato (c. 380 BC) The Republic, London: Penguin, 1955.

Rose, S., Lewontin, R.C. and Kamin, L.J. (1984) Not in Our Genes: Buology, Ideology and
Human Nature, London: Penguin.

Rousseau, J.-J. (1755) Discourse on Inequality, London: Penguin, 1984.

——(1762) The Social Contract, London: Penguin, 1968.

Skinner, B.F. (1953) Sdence and Human Behaviour, New York: Macmillan.

Wilson E.O. (1975) On Human Nature, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

115



CONCEPTIONS OF
LEGITIMACY

MATTEI DOGAN

Why do people voluntarily follow and obey their rulers? Why do people accept
and maintain authorities and institutions? In authoritarian regimes people obey
involuntarily, by fear. But, as Xenophon already knew, the power of tyrants is
not based uniquely on material force and constraints. Even the most tyrannic
rulers try to justify their reign. The key concept to the understanding of this
effort of justification is legitimacy, because only legitimacy can transform brutal
power into recognized authority.

Legitimacy has always been in the mind of political thinkers. Plato’s idea of
justice bears on the problem of legitimacy, as well as Aristotle’s distinction
between monarchy, aristocracy and democracy. In his analysis of the nature of
government, Locke displaced the source of legitimacy, replacing the divine right
of kings by the consent of the people. No discussion of the concept of power
could be complete without reference to legitimacy. For contemporary political
systems in which participation of the people is a criterion of political worth,
legitimacy is a fundamental concept.

DEFINITIONS OF LEGITIMACY

The concept of legitimacy and its definition have changed significantly since
the emergence of democratic governments. As Schaar points out, current
definitions of legitimacy dissolve legitimacy into belief or opinion (Schaar
1981). If people hold the belief that existing institutions are appropriate or
morally proper, then those institutions are legitimate. Such a reference to
beliefs becomes even clearer when we consider the widely accepted definition
formulated by Lipset: ‘the capacity of the system to engender and maintain
the belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones
for the society’ (Lipset 1959:77). It is also clear in Merkl’s definition: ‘a
nation united by a consensus on political values...a solemnly and widely
accepted legal and constitutional order of democratic character...and an
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elective government responsive to the expressed needs of the people’ (Merkl
1988:21).

Juan Linz proposes as a ‘minimalist’ definition ‘the belief that in spite of
shortcomings and failures, the political institutions are better than any other that
might be established, and therefore can demand obedience’ (Linz 1988:65). The
concept of ‘diffuse regime support’ developed by David Easton is another way to
define legitimacy (Easton 1965).

The best-known definition of legitimacy today was formulated by Max
Weber, who distinguished three types of legitimacy: traditional, charismatic and
legal-rational (Weber 1978). This typology has been meaningfully applied in
many historical studies: ‘Since Weber, we have been busy putting the
phenomenon into one or another of his three boxes and charting the progress by
which charismatic authority becomes routinized into traditional authority,
which...gives way in turn to rational legal authority’ (Schaar 1981:15).
Legitimacy is particularly important in democracies since a democracy’s survival
is ultimately dependent on the support of at least a majority of its citizens; it
holds that at least a majority must deem it legitimate. Hence, without the
granting of legitimacy by the people, a democracy would lose its authority. On
the other hand, legitimacy in this sense of public belief and support is
considerably less important in non-democratic regimes. In dictatorships, while
the granting of support or legitimacy by the people may be an asset, it is not of
ultimate importance since authority is based on force.

Authoritarian regimes may lack legitimacy but they still feel a need to acquire
it. The subtitle of Michael Hudson’s book on Arab politics is very significant:
The Search for Legitimacy (Hudson 1977). He clearly explains this need:

The central problem of government in the Arab World today is political legitimacy.
The shortage of this indispensable political resource largely accounts for the
volatile nature of Arab politics and the autocratic, unstable character of all the
present Arab governments...Whether in power or in the opposition, Arab
politicians must operate in a political environment in which the legitimacy of
rulers, regimes and the institutions is sporadic and, at best, scarce. Under these
conditions seemingly irrational behavior, such as assassinations, coups d’etat and
official repression, may in fact derive from...the low legitimacy accorded to
political processes and institutions.

(Hudson 1977:2)

THE OBSOLESCENCE OF CLASSICAL TYPOLOGIES
OF LEGITIMACY

In the Weberian typology, the concepts of legitimacy and democracy are not
related. Historically, traditional legitimacy and charismatic legitimacy are only
found in authoritarian regimes. They never appear in truly democratic regimes.
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The implication is that some authoritarian regimes can be legitimate. Among the
contemporary countries with legal-rational authority some are legitimate,
particularly the pluralist democracies, but most are not, particularly the
authoritarian regimes.

Today it is more difficult than in the past to make clear-cut classifications of
authority, because the legitimacy of a regime can be based on more than one type
of authority. The democracy of the United States is not based exclusively on its
short, sacred Constitution. It has developed progressively, generating new
practices which were soon formalized and routinized. How much rationality and
how much tradition is there in the contemporary Indian democracy?

Even Max Weber has implicitly accepted this idea of mixed legitimacy. He
discussed the dynamics of the process of legitimation and delegitimation (Weber
1978). The ideal types that he constructed are antagonistic only in theory. In
reality, all traditional systems have some features of legality: the Chinese
emperors or the Russians tsars both respected some rules of the game.

The Weberian typology is no longer helpful in the study of contemporary
political regimes, because only a few countries maintain a traditional authority
(for example Morocco or Saudi Arabia), and the charismatic phenomenon, so
frequent between 1917 and 1980, is extremely rare today—Khomeini being the
most recent example. Charismatic leadership has been replaced by a
personalization of power, nourished in many cases by a cult of personality. It
would be a serious mistake to confuse such an engineered idolatry with genuine
charismatic leadership.

Among the 160 independent nations of the world in 1990, we can distinguish
about forty pluralist democracies endowed with a legal-rational legitimacy. Even
monarchies such as Britain, Spain, Belgium, Sweden, Norway, The Netherlands
or Japan have a legal-rational rulership—the Crown being only a symbol. These
forty countries enjoy a democratic legitimacy.

This simple account shows that two of the three Weberian types of
legitimacy are almost empty, and the third one includes only one-quarter of
nations. Three-quarters of all countries have authoritarian regimes deprived of
true legitimacy, and consequently are not covered by the Weberian typology. In
order to adapt this typology to the contemporary world, it would be necessary
to add a fourth ‘box’ for the quasi-legitimacy type, and a fifth one for the totally
illegitimate regime. There is, obviously, wide diversity among authoritarian
regimes. The question here is, using Easton’s terminology, how much diffuse
support they enjoy.
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OPERATIONALIZING THE CONCEPT OF LEGITIMACY

Scholars and politicians have the tendency to adopt the dichotomy: legitimate
versus illegitimate. Since the reality is much more varied, legitimacy must come
in degrees. Ranking regimes on an imaginary axis from a minimum to a
maximum degree of legitimacy is a promising way for the comparative analysis
of political systems. Many scholars have felt the need of such scaling:
‘Legitimacy runs the scale from complete acclaim to complete
rejection...ranging all the way from support, consent, compliance through
decline, erosion and loss. In case of conscious rejection we may speak of
illegitimacy’ (Hertz 1978:320).

As Juan Linz stresses, ‘no political regime is legitimate for 100 per cent of the
population, nor in all its commands, nor forever, and probably very few are
totally illegitimate based only on coercion’ (Linz 1988:66). Legitimacy never
reaches unanimity, nor do groups and individuals ever recognize equally the
authority of the political power. There are apathetic popular strata and rebellious
subcultures, pacifist dissidents and armed terrorists, and between these extremes
many who are only partially convinced by the pretensions of legitimacy claimed
by the rulers. The support of the majority is generally considered as a test of
legitimacy, but as David Easton observed, it is also necessary to consider the
substance and intensity of the popular support (Easton 1965).

Easton argues that the ‘ratio of deviance to conformity as measured by
violation of laws, the prevalence of violence, the size of dissidence movements or
the amount of money spent for security would provide indices of support’
(Easton 1965:163). But it is difficult in empirical research to measure ‘violations
of laws’ or ‘dissident movements’.

Thus we should not assume that in a given country legitimacy exists simply
because it is not contested. In the poorest countries the problem of illegitimacy is
not present in the mind of the majority of the people. In these countries tyrants
are often perceived as a fatality. Where violence is absent, legitimacy is not
necessarily present. The concept of legitimacy is not adequate for, perhaps, one
out of every five Third World countries.

Absence of revolt, however, does not imply adhesion to the regime. Revolt is
possible only in certain historical circumstances, when a regime starts a process
of liberalization. In a totalitarian regime attempts to revolt can be suicidal. The
Chinese communist establishment, by repressing the demonstrations in the
Tienanmen Square in June 1989, wanted to stop the incipient liberalization
movement.

The number of coups d’état is the most visible measure of illegitimacy: look for
instance at coups in Africa in the last three decades, and earlier in Latin America.
This criterion has been adopted by a number of scholars.
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Can the legitimacy of a political system be judged in terms of subjective
adherence of the people? Obviously, confidence is a subjective phenomenon,
even if it is analysed objectively. In countries that do not allow freedom of speech,
for example, it is difficult to measure by survey the adherence to the regime.

The main problem with any study of legitimacy is the difficulty in measuring
it accurately. Opinion polls attempting to measure a state’s legitimacy often
measure things related to legitimacy without measuring legitimacy directly. For
example, support of leaders and policies, or feelings of patriotism or willingness
to fight for the country’s defence, are all easily measured by such polls and may
be related to a state’s legitimacy, but none are real measures of legitimacy itself.
Support of a leader and his/her policies does not always include the granting of
legitimacy to the larger systems of the state, and lack of support for a specific
leader or policy does not always imply a lack of overall legitimacy.

In spite of all these difficulties it is possible to consider legitimacy as an
evaluable trait of political systems, and to state if a particular country is more or
less legitimate than another. Legitimacy is a concept that can be empirically
tested. Only the empirical approach can avoid the tautological circle which too
often traps the discussion of legitimacy.

Theoretically, the lower the degree of legitimacy, the higher should be the
amount of coercion. Therefore, in order to operationalize the concept of
legitimacy it 1s advisable to take into consideration some indicators of coercion,
such as the absence of political rights and of civil liberties. These indicators are
based on evaluation of freedom of expression, of association, of demonstration,
the degree of military intervention in the political arena, fair elections, freedom of
religious institutions, independent judiciary, free competition among parties,
absence of government terror, and so on. Raymond Gastil in his Freedom in the
World (Gastil 1980-9), has attempted, in collaboration with many experts, to
rank countries according to these criteria. Such a ranking is an acceptable
substitute for scaling legitimacy more directly.

A high level of corruption is one of the best symptoms of delegitimation. The
fall of political regimes is often accompanied by a generalized corruption—the
most notable historical examples being the fall of the Chinese imperial dynasty,
of the reign of the Iranian Shah, and of the Soviet nomenklatura. Numerous
testimonies and dozens of books denounce institutionalized corruption, at all
levels of public administration, in most African countries. The judiciary often
represents a regime’s last bastion against corruption. When they are also
contaminated there is no more hope for the ordinary citizen. Then we can predict
a crisis of legitimacy, brought about in reality by a coup d état, revolt or revolution.

Paradoxically, scandals are not symptoms of delegitimation, because they can
occur only where there is some freedom of speech. On the contrary, we may be
certain that a regime where scandals occur is not totally illegitimate. In some

120



CONCEPTIONS OF LEGITIMACY

exceptional cases, the scandal may appear as an irrefutable test of the democratic
functioning of the regime. The Dreyfus affair, the Watergate affair and the
Irangate affair are superb monuments honouring the French and American
democracies. Few countries in the world have a democracy sufficiently well-
rooted as to be able to correct a political error against the will of the army or to
oblige the president to resign—they probably number not more than thirty, with
Italy being one of them: President Leone, involved in a corruption scandal, was
obliged to resign in 1976.

LEGITIMACY AND TRUST

The distinction between legitimacy and trust appears in the possible replies to a
very simple question: ‘Should a police officer be obeyed?’ The reply “The officer
should be obeyed because his/her order is right,” implies legitimacy and trust;
“This particular police officer is wrong, and an appeal to a higher authority
should be made, but for the moment he/she should be obeyed because he/she
represents authority’ indicates legitimacy without trust. The police as an
institution can be perceived as legitimate even if a particular police officer may
not be trusted. If too many police officers are corrupt or unnecessarily brutal the
legitimacy of the police, as an institution, is contested. The mistrust of police
officers can be tested empirically, as can the loss of confidence in the police as an
institution. If many other institutions are mistrusted (the army, the political
parties, the civil service), the regime itself could become illegitimate.

While the concept of legitimacy refers to the whole political system and to its
permanent nature, the concept of trust is limited to the rulers who occupy the
power in a transitory way:

Political trust can be thought of as a basic evolutive or affective orientation toward
the government.... The dimension of trust runs from high trust to high distrust or
political cynicism. Cynicism thus refers to the degree of negative affect toward
government and is a statement of the belief that the government is not functioning
and producing outputs in accord with individual expectations.

(Miller 1974:952)

This distinction between the legitimacy of the regime and confidence in
particular institutions or office-holders is appropriate for pluralist democracies.
Obviously no political system, not even a democratic one, is perfect. No
institution can escape criticism from some segment of society. Unanimity is a
ridiculous pretension of totalitarian regimes.

Survey research done in some twenty pluralist democracies during the last
two decades has revealed a gap of confidence in major institutions. The ubiquity
of this loss of confidence in almost all advanced democracies raises important
questions concerning the theory of democracy. Is the decline of public
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confidence in institutions a manifestation of a deeper loss of legitimacy or only a
ritualistic cynicism? S.M.Lipset and W.Schneider, after having analysed a large
amount of American survey data (Lipset and Schneider 1983), ask frankly: ‘Is
there a legitimacy crisis?” An identical question should be asked of all West
European democracies (except Ireland) as well as of Japan, Canada and
Australia. The diagnosis reached by Lipset and Schneider is that:

People lose faith in leaders much more easily than they lose confidence in the
system. All the indicators that we have examined show that the public has been
growing increasingly critical of the performance of major institutions. There has
been no significant decline in the legitimacy ascribed to the underlying political
and economic systems.

(Lipset and Schneider 1983:378-9)

Their conclusion is ‘that the decline of confidence has both real and superficial
aspects. It is real because the American public is intensely dissatisfied with the
performance of their institutions. It is also to some extent superficial because
Americans have not yet reached the point of rejecting those institutions’ (ibid.:
384). Yet in the early 1970s Jack Citrin argued that we should not confuse a crisis
of confidence with a crisis of legitimacy (Citrin 1974).

An examination of the results of surveys conducted in 1981 by the European
Value Systems Study Group and repeated in twelve countries in 1990 leads us to
similar conclusions. At the question ‘How much confidence do you have in each
of the following institutions?’ the majority of Europeans replied that they had ‘a
great deal’ or ‘quite a lot’ of confidence in the police, the armed forces, the
judiciary, the educational system and the church. The proportion is lower for the
parliament (43 per cent), the civil service (39 per cent), the press (32 per cent), and
labour unions (32 per cent). The astonishingly low confidence in the parliament is
a serious strain on legitimacy, particularly in Italy, although even in Britain only
40 per cent of the respondents replied positively (Harding e al. 1986:78, 95).

A significant part of the population may manifest a low confidence in specific
institutions, but only a small minority replied that ‘on the whole [they] are
unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with the way democracy 1s functioning in [their]
country’, and only a fringe minority declared themselves in favour of ‘radical or
revolutionary change’ of the system. The vast majority has faith in the
democratic system.

LEGITIMACY AND EFFECTIVENESS

The relationship between legitimacy and the effectiveness of a political system is
of crucial importance because the presence or absence of one can, in the long
run, lead to the growth or loss of the other. Lipset was probably the first to
analyse specifically the relationship between legitimacy and effectiveness,
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arguing that the stability of a regime depends on the relationship between these
two concepts. He defines effectiveness as the actual performance of the
government or the ‘extent to which the system satisfies the basic functions of
government’ (Lipset 1959:77). When faced with a crisis of effectiveness, such as
an economic depression, the stability of the regime depends to a large extent on
the degree of legitimacy that it enjoys.

This is illustrated in the Lipset matrix (Figure 1), showing the dynamics of
legitimacy and effectiveness. If a regime finds itself in box A, with both a high
degree of legitimacy and effectiveness, in a moment of crisis it should move to
box B, showing a loss of effectiveness but the maintenance of legitimacy. Once
the crisis has passed it should then move back to its original position in box A
(Lipset 1959:81).

Effectiveness
+ —_
- + A B
Legitimacy
- Cc D

Figure 1 'The Lipset matrix

This idea that legitimacy, once obtained, can be preserved is also argued by
others. For example, Eckstein (1966) stresses that legitimacy produces a
reservoir of support guaranteeing the co-operation of the citizens even in the case
of quite unpleasant policies. Legitimacy creates a reservoir of goodwill on which
the authorities can draw in difficult times and increases considerably the
willingness of the people to tolerate shortcomings of effectiveness. By contrast, if
a regime finds itself in box G, with a high degree of effectiveness but a relatively
low degree of legitimacy, a crisis in effectiveness would move the regime from
box G to box D. The regime would then be likely to break down.

The relationship between these two concepts can be further understood
through an analysis of historical examples. During the Great Depression of the
1930s a major crisis in effectiveness seriously affected European as well as
American economies. We can contrast the effects of the Depression on the
United States and Britain, which had a high level of legitimacy, with the effects
on Germany and Austria, where legitimacy was low. In the two first countries,
the crisis of effectiveness did not encourage anti-democratic movements and did
not bring the regime’s legitimacy into question. The people required a change in
leadership, not of the regime. In Germany and Austria, however, the crisis of
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effectiveness led to the collapse of the democratic regime. As has been shown by
Kaltefleiter, the unemployment rate and the vote for the National Socialist Party
were intimately related (Kaltefleiter 1968).

Movement from box C to box A is also possible since long-term effectiveness
can give a regime the chance to build its legitimacy. The rulers in Singapore,
South Korea and Taiwan have gained enough legitimacy by their economic
success to enable them finally to organize free elections. But the most famous
examples are Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany, where democracy was
born, or implemented, during a military occupation in a climate of suspicion and
scepticism. Their economic miracles raised these two regimes from total absence
of legitimacy and from deep national humiliation to the forefront of the most
legitimate pluralist democracies.

The same period has seen the collapse of a colossus, not because of a military
defeat, but because of a complete failure in effectiveness. The Soviet Union not
only had a revolutionary ideology for decades but also had the technological
capacity to penetrate and control society in an enormous and relatively rich land.
The speed of the breakdown of the communist system in the Soviet Union and in
its Eastern European satellites since 1989 demonstrates how the economic
ineffectiveness of a regime can ruin its legitimacy. This has culminated in the
irony of the defeated ex-enemy, now enjoying a highly legitimate and effective
regime, sending aid to a great military power devoid of legitimacy and
effectiveness.

ACTORS IN THE PROCESS OF LEGITIMATION

The role of intellectuals in the legitimation process has attracted the attention of
many authors. When the intellectual elites are confident in the regime, an
optimistic future for the regime could be predicted. But when, on the contrary,
the intellectuals are those that oppose the regime, that regime’s legitimacy seems
more fragile. In China, in the spring of 1989, it was the most educated segment
of the society who protested. The students represented less than one per
thousand of the Chinese society, but they succeeded in shedding light on the
illegitimacy of the regime.

In a comparative analysis of the common factors in the revolutionary
movements in Puritan England, in the United States at the time of Washington,
in France in 1789 and in Russia in 1917, Crane Brinton (1965) stresses the
importance of the intellectual ferment, which subsequently led to the spread of
the new ideas to a large part of the population, engendering a crisis of legitimacy.

Other social strata have attracted attention, such as the working class in the
Marxist analysis. The clergy have also played an important historic role, as in the
Protestant countries in the past, and with the Liberation theology in some Latin
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American countries more recently. In the last three decades, the army has been
the most visible actor of delegitimation in dozens of developing countries. Today
many of the world’s authoritarian regimes, particularly in Africa and Asia, are
led not by civilians but by military officers.

In summary, the strains on legitimacy and the loss of trust can be explained in
part by the difficulty to govern, to steer society. There are two opposite kinds of
ingovernability: either the government is overloaded with demands from a very
complex society, is doing too much as in the advanced democracies called
welfare states, or is not doing enough because the state is economically too weak
and lacks the resources required to affect society (except for the ‘oil-exporting’
countries).

In advanced democracies the loss of confidence in institutions or rulers and
the consequent political criticism come from the fact that the rulers have to take
decisions under the direct and permanent scrutiny of the public. In a legitimate
regime people have the right to criticize. In the authoritarian regimes of
developing countries the rulers face different kinds of problems. Their weakness
comes not from excessive demands, but from the meagre resources at their
disposal.

Power, legitimacy, trust and effectiveness do not have identical meanings in
London and Jakarta, or in Washington and Cairo. The ambition to encapsulate
these concepts in definitions of universal validity may be a sin of Western
cultural ethnocentrism.
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LIBERALISM

R.BRUCE DOUGLASS

Liberalism presents itself today as a coherent body of theory and practice with a
well-defined place in the affairs of our time. Its proponents see themselves,
typically, as an extension of a long-standing tradition of moral and political
reflection that is the source of what has turned out to be the authoritative
interpretation of the meaning and significance of the political experience of the
West in the modern era. At a time when most of the plausibility has evaporated
from the competitors with which it used to do battle, it is cast as a survivor that
has stood the test of time and come away vindicated, in the main, by the course
that events have taken.

This was not always so. In fact, for much of what is now commonly
characterized, retrospectively, as the history of liberalism, the course of events
would in no way have supported such a conclusion. Indeed, for much of the
period in question, there scarcely was any such thing, at least not in the minds
of those who lived through it. John Locke, for example, whose articulation of
the political aspirations of the Whigs in their struggle with the Stuart monarchy
in seventeenth-century England is now conventionally treated as a major
contribution to the founding of the liberal tradition, hardly thought of himself
as such. Nor is there much evidence to suggest that Kant, Locke’s counterpart
on the Continent a century later, was much different in this regard. Even
though Kant can be appropriately looked upon as the source of some of the
most influential ideas with which liberalism has come to be associated, he did
not intend them as such. He, too, was a voice for a developing current of
thought (and practice) well before it crystallized into anything like the full-
blown partisan doctrine with pretensions of universal validity that it has
subsequently become.

Nor, once such crystallization did in fact begin to take place, would it have
been thinkable to construe the resulting body of ideas as anything other than one
point of view among others. For by the time it made sense for those who found
themselves thinking in such terms to begin identifying themselves as liberals, it
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made just as good sense for others to define their politics in very different (and
competing) terms. Even as, with the political coming of age of the rising ‘middle’
class, the process of emancipating individuals to live their lives as they chose,
which was at the heart of what the liberal project was about, came into its own as
a historical force, it was still manifestly very much in competititon with other
alternative visions that challenged root and branch most of what it entailed.
Precisely because, in fact, it was so clearly identified with the sweeping change
that accompanied the economic revolution that the entrepreneurial class
pioneered, it met with active opposition from more than one quarter, and it could
not help but be seen, in turn, as the reflection of a distinctly partisan response to
the events in question.

Even its identification with change, moreover, had its limits. In the heyday of
its ascendency it was not uncommon for adherents to speak as though what it
represented was synonymous with all that was progressive. The success that
liberals enjoyed in putting their stamp on English society in the middle years of
the Victorian era in particular inspired such confidence. But even then it was not
difficult to see that there were events in the making that liberals were not at all
likely to embrace and, indeed, that they would be predisposed actively to resist.
It was no accident, for example, that once the case for the expansion of the
franchise to include the middle class had been successfully made, the initiative in
advocating further democratization tended to fall to others (most notably,
representatives of the working class), and liberals were inclined to greet that
prospect with ambivalence at best.

So, too, with the laying of the foundations of the welfare state. Even as the
conditions that industrialization brought virtually required the assumption of
some degree of collective responsibility for the provision of social welfare (public
health and sanitation, for example), the liberal presumption was against it. In
particular it was against the assumption of any sort of role by those exercising
public power to determine social outcomes. Thus the lead in the creation of
social insurance and modern social services was taken by others, and it made
sense, especially at a time when working-class parties were coming into their own
as a political force, to think of what was emerging in this respect, too, as the fruit
of currents of thought and practice other than those that found expression in
liberalism (Flora and Heidenheimer 1981).

Moreover, the more momentum the movement in this direction gained, the
more uncertain the liberal prospect tended to become. Even as imaginative
adaptations to the emerging new realities were undertaken by a whole series of
‘new’ liberals (Freeden 1978), they themselves had to wonder whether they were
not holding on to a fossil that had essentially done its work and was on its way to
being superseded. The precipitous decline in electoral fortunes that even the
more resourceful liberal parties (most notably, the British Liberal Party) tended
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to suffer when confronted with any sort of sustained competition from working-
class parties could easily be read as a portent of things to come. The longer this
went on, the harder it became to think that it represented anything other than an
irreversible trend.

This was the case even more after the onset of war in 1914 and the several
decades of ongoing social and political upheaval that it set in motion, particularly
as the experiments in constitutional government that followed the war
succumbed to crisis in one country after another and movements espousing
militantly illiberal sentiments came to the fore. The impression that the world
that was in the making was one in which liberal thinking simply no longer fitted
was powerfully reinforced.

In fact, with the coming of the depression in the 1930s, it was not at all
uncommon for liberals themselves to hold liberal ideas responsible for the
vulnerabilities that were being exposed, and to wonder, in turn, whether effective
protection could be found without turning sharply in another direction. The pull
of events was almost inexorably in the direction of the ‘end of lissez-faire’, as
Keynes aptly characterized what was taking place (Keynes 1926). As it became
evident that the continuing influence of liberal thinking was in large measure
responsible for the societies in question finding it difficult to make the necessary
adaptations, questions were inevitably raised about the continuing viability of
liberalism even as a guide to the making of economic policy.

Nor did the Allied victory in the Second World War altogether relieve the
uncertainty. For, as the process of reconstruction got underway, liberals
themselves could scarcely help but wonder whether the old problems would not
reappear. The likely economic prospect was for a long, protracted period of
rebuilding that was destined to be fraught with uncertainty, particularly in view
of the devastation caused to the European heartland, and there was no guarantee
that the course events had taken after the previous war would not be repeated.
Nor was the political prospect much different. For all of the widespread desire to
reconstitute democratic government on a more secure basis in the countries
where it had failed to take root successfully, it could not be taken for granted that
the old sources of instability would not reassert themselves. The success of the
democratic recovery was anything but assured, especially in view of the popular
following that the communists enjoyed in a number of countries.

At the same time, however, as the apprehensions that these conditions
mspired were making themselves felt, the ground was being prepared for a very
different mood to emerge in its stead. It soon became evident that the prolonged
austerity that had been anticipated was not going to materialize. Indeed, within
scarcely a decade it was clear that an economic ‘miracle’ was in the making. One
fear after another dissolved as the effects of the resulting affluence began to be
felt, and it did not take long before the appropriate conclusions began to be
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drawn. Liberals in particular began to speak with an optimism and assurance
that had not been heard in decades.

It was not just, of course, the mere fact of affluence per se that was responsible
for the recovery of nerve that liberals experienced in the post-war era. The sheer
magnitude of the growth experienced by much of western Europe in particular
was impressive by any standard and could not help but catch the imagination of
the people who were expecting much less. However, it was the fact that the
growth was as sustained as it was that really made the difference in altering the
tenor of liberal thinking. There was scarcely any historical precedent for the
continuous, ongoing expansion of output, consumption, investment and
employment that took place, and it could not escape attention that the
governments of the societies in question had devoted themselves to the active
management of economic life in ways that had shown themselves to be
conducive to this result. A ‘new’ capitalism was in the making (Shonfeld 1965),
born of a difficult learning experience that had taught invaluable lessons about
the pursuit of stable prosperity, and the longer the growth persisted, the more of
an inclination there was to assume that the economic problems of the past had
been effectively solved.

Every bit as impressive, too, was the fact that the prosperity that was being
achieved was not being purchased at the price of deprivation for the majority of
the population. Quite the contrary. The benefits of prosperity were spread
widely. High levels of employment and steadily expanding consumer demand
were treated as essential to economic progress. As Galbraith in particular
emphasized (Galbraith 1958), what was distinctive about the threshold that was
being crossed was that affluence for the many was coming to be an economic as
well as a political necessity. If production was going to be maintained at the
desired level, consumption had to be cultivated as a way of life.

Social policy underwent a comparable development, too, as the welfare state
truly came into its own as a guarantor of entitlements. Under the impact of the
common hardships (and resulting mobilizations) imposed by both the depression
and the war, the prejudice against collective provision had faded, and in its place
emerged a belief in ensuring each citizen freedom from ‘want’ as a matter of right.
Nor was it just the avoidance of poverty that was intended. The state was to see
to it that no one was denied access to basic goods and services, from ‘cradle to
grave’, as a famous liberal apologist for the English version of this development
was to characterize its purpose (Beveridge 1942). As tax revenues multiplied and
the idea of equality of opportunity caught on, there was an increasing tendency to
think in terms of guaranteeing a certain quality of life as well.

There was no mistaking, either, the contribution that liberals and their ideas,
from Beveridge to Keynes, had made to these developments. They were hardly
alone, and the collaboration of socialists in particular was no less important in
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setting events on the course they were taking (Crosland 1956). But the active
endorsement and even sponsorship of the emerging mix of public and private
arrangements that the drift toward planning in post-war liberalism represented
went a long way toward explaining the appeal it enjoyed. Much of the thinking
that went into the policies in question reflected the prior development of liberal
thought and practice over the previous half-century, and the fact that liberals
were increasingly inclined to take credit for these policies, and assume their
necessity, contributed greatly to the perception that they constituted the
foundation of an emerging agreement about how to govern industrial
democracies that was on its way to eclipsing any and all of its competitors.

Yet for all the support they received from other quarters, it is not difficult to see
why these measures appealed to liberals. An ideological convergence of sorts was
indeed in the making, but it was clearly on terms that liberals above all had
reason to endorse. Economic planning, social services, social insurance and the
rest of what went into the making of the emerging ‘public household’ to use
Daniel Bell’s apt term (Bell 1976), were undeniably steps in a collective direction,
but by design they were almost always implemented in a way that fell well short
of anything like a serious challenge to the liberal presumption in favour of private
economic power. The resulting economies might reasonably be characterized as
‘mixed’, but there could be no question about their essentially capitalist character.

Nor could there be much doubt about the concessions made by the other
parties involved. From the socialists’ increasingly frank disavowal of
nationalization to the Christian Democrats’ renunciation of the confessional
state, the pattern, in one country after another, was for the adherents of
competing currents of thoughts that were at all serious contenders for power to
abandon, in effect, much of what historically had put them at odds with
liberalism. In the name of one or another kind of aggorniamento, they gave up, for
all practical purposes, a good part of what previously had given them their
identity, and in the process they did away, too, in large measure, with the
rationale for any sort of principled opposition to what liberalism represented.
Indeed, the accommodation that they made tended to be such that what
remained often had the appearance of being little more than a series of variations
on liberal themes.

This was especially so with respect to the value placed on civil and political
liberties. After the trauma of totalitarianism, their worth tended to be appreciated
more widely—and deeply—than ever before, and the more evident it became that
their realization could be reconciled with both political stability and economic
progress, the harder it became to discover any sort of principled opposition to
what they represented. Aside from the occasional cavil from one or another
radical critic about ‘repressive tolerance’, the days were over when their
proponents had to contend with suggestions that they were instruments of one or
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another partisan purpose. In their place emerged a climate of opinion in which, if
anything, they were taken for granted as the necessary point of departure for any
politics that were to stand a chance of achieving legitimacy.

A premium on toleration was also part of the same climate. With the social
and cultural conditions that gave rise to the old ideological combat fading, and
the aspiration to the all-out victory they fostered discredited by events, toleration
took on an appeal that it had not had since the religious wars occasioned by the
Reformation. With groups from Catholics to Gommunists going out of their way
to declare their allegiance to respecting diversity, pluralism came to acquire such
significance that, in fact, it began to take on the status of one of the principal
defining features of the societies in question. Their ‘openness’ in this sense
became one of the major qualities on which they prided themselves, and the
more experience they had with it, the more self-conscious its practice tended to
become.

It could therefore only be a matter of time before the trend this represented
found theoretical expression. For a brief period it was inhibited by the inclination
of many liberals to go along with the suggestion that what was taking place was
the transcendence of ideology (Bell 1960-1), and to refrain from giving any
elaborate philosophical expression to the ideas that were really at stake. This was
particularly the case when the very possibility of moral and political philosophy
was called into question by the influence that positivism enjoyed. But once Rawls
showed that it was possible—and necessary—to join anew the philosophical issues
at stake (Rawls 1971), it quickly became evident that a different construction was
needed on what was underway. For as the renaissance of liberal theory that
followed showed, liberals themselves clearly were not about to concede that the
tradition they represented was finished. Just the opposite. With Rawls leading
the way, the view that permeated their writings was that after years of struggle
against one competitor after another, liberalism was finally on its way to claiming
its rightful place as ke public philosophy of the West.

Nor, for all the effort that has been put into making the result out to be a
common ground capable of accommodating the legitimate interests of other
contenders (Rawls 1987), has there ever been much question about the partisan
character of what was intended. In fact, the more fully the logic of the turn that
liberal reasoning has taken in this latest mutation has come to be revealed, the
more obvious its partisan edge has tended to be. For the interpretation that is put
on the experience(s) in question is, for all of the talk about neutrality, in no sense
a neutral one, and it is not in the least neutral in its practical implications either.
As the recurring (albeit highly selective) invocation of Kantian premisses reveals,
one rather specific way of understanding what has taken place is presupposed,
and it is accompanied, predictably, by a preference for a particular way of
conceiving of its promise as well.
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What in particular is thrown anew into sharp relief in this relation is the
distinctiveness of the priority—and meaning—that liberals are inclined to attach to
liberty. For it is by no means just as one good among others that it figures in what
they have to say. Building on the special significance that personal autonomy has
come to acquire as a result of the events of the last century, they would have it
understood to be the fundamental good, the realization of which is above all
what the recent experience of the West has been about. More than anything else,
they insist, the opportunity for individuals to be self-determining—to function, as
Rawls puts it, as moral agents, choosing one’s own conception of the good and
living life accordingly—is what the societies in question have learned is important
in the conduct of public affairs, and their achievement, in turn, has been to show
how this can be successfully pursued as a way of life.

Nothing has contributed more to this result, moreover, in the account that
tends to be favoured by the current generation of liberal theorists, than the
growing awareness of the limits of the human capacity to prescribe how life
ought to be lived. In marked contrast to the days when liberal arguments were
distinguished by the boldness with which they affirmed the power of reason,
they now tend to be predicated on an equally dedicated epistemological modesty
(Spragens 1981), and it is to the increasingly widespread acceptance of the sense
of restraint this entails that they are inclined to attribute the success that the
‘liberal’ democracies have come to enjoy. There is no way, virtually every liberal
thinker of consequence now asserts matter-of-factly, that we can know with any
sort of objective certainty what ‘God’s will’ or the ‘laws of history’ dictate, and it
is because this ‘fact’ is increasingly taken for granted by the peoples in question
that they have come to be able to live as they do. Through long (and sometimes
bitter) experience they have learned the futility of assigning a public role to what
are essentially private visions, and in the process they have come to appreciate,
too, the impropriety of doing so as well. Indeed, more: the experience they have
had with toleration has taught them, increasingly, to look upon it as the only
appropriate response to the challenge posed by the heterogeneity of the good that
human beings are prepared to seek.

What they have also learned, it is said, is the value of the resulting diversity. It
is not just that they have become accustomed to accommodating beliefs and
values different from their own, but that they have also come to appreciate the
promise such a practice holds. For the more consistently and deliberately it is
pursued, the more evident it becomes that the effect, almost inescapably, is to
enlarge steadily the opportunities for individuality to flourish. Instead of their
lives conforming to one or another pre-existent pattern, people are virtually
invited to experiment and innovate in keeping with their own distinctive tastes
and inclinations, with the result that life takes on an increasingly varied and fluid
character. So the richness of the variety of which human beings are capable is
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experienced as never before, and the way is open for it to be explored as an end
in itself.

"To make the case for embracing this possibility as a matter of principle is, in
turn, above all what liberalism has come to stand for (Ackerman 1980; Dworkin
1977-8), and it is clear from virtually everything about the way this is done that
it is assumed that the fact that such an opportunity now presents itself to the
societies in question represents an historical accomplishment of the first
magnitude. For even as they speak in increasingly historicist terms and make a
point of avoiding any sort of explicit metaphysical commitments (Rawls 1985),
there is no mistaking the presumption that pervades the arguments advanced by
Rawls and those who have followed his lead that the way of life to which they
seck to give expression amounts to more—much more—than just one more
chapter in history’s ongoing succession of different ways of ordering human
relations. Indeed, just the opposite. If anything, the tendency now, as the Cold
War fades and ideas championed by liberals are embraced as symbols of
liberation in one popular insurgency after another, is to revive with a vengeance
the old liberal conceit that what the liberal vision represents is the definitive
conclusion of the quest for the good society, beyond which further progress is
neither necessary nor possible (Fukuyama 1989).

Precisely, however, because of the increasingly historicist character of so
much of the reasoning to which liberals are now given, this is a claim that is
much more easily made than defended. Indeed, philosophically its defence
becomes positively anomalous. All along, to be sure, there has been something of
an anomaly about the doctrinaire universalism of a creed so firmly committed to
making a virtue of toleration. But in the days when liberals were capable of
backing up the claims that they made in this regard with bold generalizations
about human nature whose merits they were prepared to argue, what they said at
least had the appearance of epistemological consistency. Now, however, as any
sort of owning up to metaphysical commitments (much less arguing their merits)
is dismissed as obsolete (Rorty 1989) and liberal theorists are reduced to
appealing to nothing more than (their version of) the considered experience of
the West, even that appearance of consistency is gone, and all that remains is a
presumption in favour of treating the experience in question as authoritative.

That such a presumption can be taken for granted so matter-of-factly in serious
theoretical arguments is a tribute, of course, to the confidence liberals now have
that history can be counted on to vindicate what they espouse. But it is also, no
less, a reflection of the silences to which they have been reduced. For even as they
feed on the good fortune that ideas deriving from their tradition now enjoy, it can
scarcely be ignored that they do so as much out of necessity as choice. At a time
when they have all but abandoned any pretence of an objective warrant for the
practices they favour (Rorty 1989), they are hardly in a position to enter seriously
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into arguments about their merits in principle. Aside from stipulating what they
themselves (as self-conscious Westerners) prize, ‘history’ is all they have to go on.

As long as the returns that it brings continue to be congenial, this may, of
course, as a practical matter suffice. There is nothing, after all, like the
confirmation of events to make critical questions seem beside the point. But
equally there is nothing like a reversal of fortune to give them fresh relevance,
and to expose, in turn, the vacuity of answers that are grounded in nothing but
convention. For what is ‘self-evident’ when things are going smoothly can all too
easily turn out to be anything but when they are not.

If the confidence that liberals now tend to have that a corner has been turned
and what is in the making is a world in which, for all practical purposes, the
triumph of their way of thinking can be treated as an accomplished fact, then this
is an eventuality which, presumably, will never need to be confronted. History
will indeed settle the issue, and in a manner that makes further argument
permanently irrelevant. But if the talk that we are now hearing about the ‘end of
history’ itself turns out to be just one more ideological illusion, just the opposite
could occur. This is especially likely if the economic stability and vitality that
support the way of life that liberals now take for granted proves to be something
less than permanent. In particular, in the event that growth stalls (and/or is
seriously challenged), questions that are now being swept under the rug can
almost certainly be expected to come surging back into the forefront of public
life, and in a form that liberals could well find themselves less prepared than ever
to confront. Precisely because they have become so accustomed to taking for
granted things that do not deserve at all to be taken for granted, they could well
be hard put, in fact, even to make sense of what they are up against. This is the
shadow lurking in the background as the reigning public philosophy of the West
celebrates the moment of its greatest triumph.

REFERENCES

Ackerman, B. (1980) Social Fustice in the Liberal State, New Haven and London:
YaleUniversity Press .

Bell, D. (1960-1) The End of Ideology, New York: Free Press/London: Macmillan.

——(1976) The Cultural Contradictions of Capitalism, New York: Basic Books.

Beveridge, W. (1942) Social Insurance and Allied Services (Report of the Inter-Departmental
Committee on Social Insurance and Allied Services), London: Macmillan.

Crosland, C.A.R. (1956) The Future of Socialism, London: Jonathan Cape.

Dworkin, R. (1977-8) Taking Rights Seriously, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Flora, P. and Heidenheimer, A. (eds) (1981) The Development of the Welfare State in Europe and
North America, New Brunswick and London: Transaction Books.

Freeden, M. (1978) The New Liberalism, Oxford: Clarendon.

Fukayama, F. (1989) “The end of history?’, National Interest 16:3-18.

137



GCONTEMPORARY IDEOLOGIES

Galbraith, J. (1958) The Affluent Society, Boston: Houghton-Mifflin.

Keynes, J. (1926) The End of Laissez-Faire, London: L. and Virginia Woolf.

Rawls, J. (1971) A Theory of Fustice, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

——(1985) Justice as fairness: political not metaphysical’, Philosophy and Public Affairs
14:223-51.

——(1987) “The idea of an overlapping consensus’, Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 7: 1-25.

Rorty, R. (1989) Contingency, Irony and Solidarity, Cambridge: Gambridge University Press.

Shonfeld, A. (1965) Modern Capitalism, London/Oxford/New York: Oxford University
Press.

Spragens, T., Jr (1981) The Irony of Liberal Reason, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

FURTHER READING

Bentham, J. (1948) A Fragment on Government and The Introduction to the Principles ofMorals and
Legislation, ed. W.Harrison, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Dewey, J. (1935) Liberalism and Social Action, New York: G.P.Putnam’s Sons.

Halevy, E. (1955) The Growth of Philosophtcal Radicalism, Boston: Beacon.

Hamilton, A., Madison, J., and Jay, J. (1961) The Federalist ed. J.Cooke, Middletown,
Conn.: Wesleyan University Press.

Hartz, L. (1955) The Liberal Tradition in America, New York: Harcourt, Brace and World.

Hobhouse, L. (1964) Liberalism, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kant, I. (1970) Kant’s Political Writings, ed. H.Reiss, Gambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Keynes, J.M. (1931) Essays in Persuasion, New York: Macmillan.

Locke, J. (1952) A4 Letter on Toleration, ed. A.C.Fraser, Oxford: Oxford UniversityPress .

——(1960) Two Treatises of Government, ed. P.Laslett, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Mill, J. (1937) An Essay on Government, ed. E.Barker, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Mill, J.S. (1962) On Liberty, London: Everyman’s Library.

Popper, K. (1966) The Open Society and Its Enemies, 2 vols, Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Rawls, J. (1971) A Theory of Fustice, Cambridge University Press.

Ruggiero, G.de. (1927) The History of European Liberalism, Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Smith, A. (1976) The Wealth of Nations, ed. W.B. Todd, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

138



CONSERVATISM

KENNETH R.HOOVER

The revival of conservatism as a powerful political force has been the
distinguishing feature of contemporary politics. As a philosophical orientation,
as an ideology, and as a political movement, conservatism has come to set the
terms for policy debates in the major nations of the West.

An understanding of the separate strands within conservatism requires a
broad analysis of historical definitions as well as a sense of contemporary
political forces. What began in the eighteenth century as an orientation against
change and the advent of egalitarianism has become, in the latter part of the
twentieth century, an ideologically based movement to rationalize a reordering of
society, politics and the economy. The movement contains divergent tendencies.
As an approach to understanding this phenomenon, we shall begin by
characterizing contemporary conservatism and shall then turn to its historical
roots to discover the origins of the differences that threaten the viability of
conservatism today.

CONTEMPORARY CONSERVATISM

The common theme of political conservatism is an acceptance of inequality.
What characterizes conservatives of all kinds is a sense that the differences
between people are more important than the similarities. It is in these
differences that conservatives locate the keys to the problems of social order, on
the one hand, and productivity, on the other. Whereas classical liberals thought
that people should be regarded as equals for all civic purposes, conservatives
have been more impressed with the need to treat individuals differently
depending on a variety of moral and economic criteria (Joseph and Sumption
1979).

Having accepted the fact of human inequality, however, conservatives are not
at all agreed on what to do about it. There are two major divisions in
conservative thought that may be labelled ‘traditionalist’ and ‘individualist’
(Dolbeare and Dolbeare 1976; Nash 1979). Individualist conservatives argue
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that, since there is such a manifest difference in individual abilities and talents,
society will best be served by the maximum of individual freedom. If people are
left free to pursue their own talents and interests without governmental
interference, they will learn to be responsible for their own behaviour, and they
will be encouraged, especially in a free-market society, to develop abilities that
involve the production for goods and services that are in demand by the society.
By contrast, traditionalist conservatives generally argue that, given the
limitations of human nature and the inequality that results from those
limitations, the key problem is how to organize the institutions that will constrain
individual behaviour and guide it so that a measure of order and social cohesion
can be achieved.

For individualist conservatives, the question of initiative and enterprise is
paramount in establishing differences between people; for traditionalists, it is a
matter of character and innate ability. Both provide somewhat similar rationales
for inequality, but there are important differences that have profound political
consequences. Initiative and enterprise are qualities that individualist
conservatives imagine to be a matter of volition, and within reach of all people.
Character and innate ability, on the other hand, are shaped by heredity, breeding
and the civilizing power of institutions—and they are bound to be tested in a
world that is made disorderly by the weaknesses of human nature. The political
consequence 1s that individualist conservatism leads to the market-place as the
premier institutional form, whereas traditional conservatism points toward
entities such as the family, the church and the corporation.

Freedom as a political value is perceived quite differently by individualists and
traditionalists. The former adopt the classical liberal position on the centrality of
individual liberty, while rejecting most of the community-regarding limits
liberals have placed upon it (Friedman 1962). Individualist conservatives would
reject what Locke said about restraints on accumulation, Mill on qualitative
judgements of utility, or Green on rationality as a guide to true freedom.
Libertarianism is the version of freedom congenial to the individualist
conservative position, and the logic of material self-interest is its calculus
(Buchanan and Tullock 1962; Downs 1965).

Traditional conservatives have a more complicated view of freedom. Their
argument is that real freedom is only possible within the proper structure.
Without limits, licence 1s the result, not liberty. Institutional limits create spaces
within which choice may be prudently exercised, and such freedom as is
beneficial to humans may be exercised responsibly.

The market is the chosen social device of individualist conservatives because
it rewards effort, rational choice (in terms of perceived material self-interest) and
entrepreneurial skill. Traditionalists have always been chary of the market per se,
although they have justified the institution of private property as a vital adjunct
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of other institutional bases for the society: the family, the bourgeois state, the
church, and the corporation (Wills 1979). It is the propensity of the market-place
to disrupt settled patterns of institutional life that worries traditional
conservatives.

These two tendencies have opposed each other on issues such as the
desirability of minimum social provision for the disadvantaged. Traditional
conservatives believe that levels of society should be dealt with responsibly.
Individualist conservatives regard redistributive activities as coercion. Such
governmental programmes are regarded simply as interferences with the process
of free volition and individual choice that should be allowed to determine the
‘true’ distribution of rewards according to effort.

Education, abortion and the environment are other issues that divide the two
tendencies. Traditional conservatives see the provision of support for education
as a critical means of transmitting the moral code and cultural patrimony of
Western civilization. Education helps to establish the hierarchies of ability even
while it reproduces the values of civilization itself. For individualists, the
educational system should resemble a market-place where people can pay for
what they would like. Vouchers for educational services provide a means of
using this principle while retaining public taxation as a financial basis for the
system. The diversification of schooling systems, coupled with a decentralization
of control in the hands of parents, places policy making where individualist
conservatives think it should be.

Abortion poses a direct opposition between the use of government power to
enforce a moral code and the assertion that individuals should be able to choose
their own approach to reproduction. Environmental issues create similar
difficulties within conservatism. Traditionalists favour conservation through
public control where necessary; individualists are likely to support freedom of
action or market incentives that reward preservation.

The movement containing these contradictory tendencies may be called
conservative capitalism (Hoover and Plant 1989). It is a movement that contains
a considerable internal tension between an institutionalist approach and a regard
for the sanctity of individual free choice. The latter is a product of capitalist
doctrine as it has come to be conceptualized in the West; the former reflects
historic commitments to customary practices.

Conservative capitalism thus marks a period of politics that is distinct from
the liberal capitalism characterized by the pre-Thatcherite social democratic
consensus in Britain, and the general agreement on reform liberal principles that
characterized American politics from the New Deal until the fall of the Carter
presidency in 1980. In the concluding section of this essay, the future of this
coalition will be explored, but first a brief historical survey will provide necessary
background.
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THE EUROPEAN ROOTS OF CONSERVATISM

In the classical scholarship on conservatism, the defining theme is the orientation
toward change. According to the Oxford English Dictionary, conservatism first
appears as a political term in 1835 in Matthew Arnold’s letters, and its meaning
has to do with preserving traditional social and political forms. Shortly thereafter,
in Disraeli’s Coningsby (Disraeli 1844), conservatism is described as a sceptical
attitude towards secular doctrines of salvation.

Resistance to change had, besides its obvious advantages as a ploy for the
preservation of the position of the elite, a philosophical basis in two rather
different traditions: the doctrines of natural law, on the one hand, and
epistemological scepticism on the other. The former proposed a constancy to
human affairs that could be used to deny the possibility of innovation, while the
latter undermined the basis upon which proposals for change could be
grounded.

The belief in a natural order is as old as philosophy, and the political form
given to this belief in the Middle Ages embraces a version of hierarchy that is
congenial to those who accept divisions of society on the basis of class or of
religious commitment. Just as an acorn grows into an oak tree, there is a
natural order in society that, when brought to full maturity through the
appropriate institutions, will lead to as much order and justice as human beings
are capable of.

While scepticism can be used to undermine custom and tradition, it also has
its conservative uses. David Hume (1711-76) opened the way to a devastating
critique of the institutional inventions of classical liberalism by alternately
exposing the evident rudeness of political arrangements, and deriding the
pretensions of theorists who would dignify power with formulas based on
consent. Deprived of rationalist certainty, liberalism remains only a speculative
system from which a few observations on justice may be derived for the benefit
of evolving institutions of law and order (Hayek 1960; Oakeshott 1962).

Natural law is the philosophical well-spring of traditional conservatism, while
scepticism remains the touchstone of individualist conservatism. There is no
necessary opposition between them, as sceptics of human inventions can blend
with pessimists who place justice outside the bounds of human achievement. Yet
there is a version of scepticism that erodes the basis of traditional society, as well
as the pretensions of the new liberal order. This is the spirit in which Adam
Smith approaches political economy (Hirschman 1977), and through his analysis
the basis was laid for new variations of liberalism as well as conservatism.

Smith presented classical liberalism with the market-place as the economic
analogue of democracy. Here was the opening to mass participation in economic
affairs on the basis of labour, if not capital itself. The enemy of the market was
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misguided government policy—a government of the privileged—that found
through its mercantilist policies a doctrine that justified a powerful state and the
enrichment of political allies simultaneously. In the spirit of 1776, Smith was the
ally of the masses.

Yet there was a conservative moral strain to Smith’s thought as well. He was
preoccupied with the problem of moral behaviour. In The Theory of Moral
Sentiments (Smith 1759) he seeks to explain how fair and impartial government
could play a critical role in limiting the kind of self-serving attitude regarding the
appropriation of property that is all too natural, and all too destructive of
personal discipline and productive behaviour.

The extension of this institutional analysis in An Inquiry into the Nature and
Causes of the Wealth of Nations (Smith 1776) demonstrates that the market, by
harnessing the power of vanity through the price system, will yield a measure of
self-discipline in the interest of obtaining the best possible return on investment
whether of labour or capital. For Smith, the main problem was the conversion of
destructive behaviour into socially useful energy (Hirschman 1977). At that, he
held out no hope of perfection or even of significant improvement, only the
avoidance of harm—and the increase of economic productivity.

The specifically political intent of conservatism has to do with a resistance
to the use of government to further, most significantly, equality. The resistance
is predicated, in the writings of Edmund Burke (1729-97), the premier
articulator of traditional conservatism as a philosophical orientation, upon a
distrust of rationalist abstractions, a positive valuation of custom and tradition,
and a fundamental acceptance of human differences as the basis of civil order
(Burke 1976). This conservative orientation did not uniformly require a
disavowal of change, for Burke could accept the American colonial revolt as an
assertion of traditional English rights by disenfranchised citizens. At the same
time, he rejected the French revolution as a murderous exercise in the
imposition of the abstractions, lberté, egalité, fraternité. Burkean conservatism
amounted to a faith in a plurality of authoritative institutions that operate to
produce an ‘organic society’ characterized by moderation, discipline and a
recourse to spiritual solace in the face of the vicissitudes of life (Burke 1976;
Kirk 1962; Nisbet 1986).

Simultaneously, in late eighteenth-century Germany, conservatism acquired
a range of meanings clustering around the defence of the status quo, reform
and reaction (Epstein 1966:4-16). The defining criterion for the orientation to
change had to do with how best to maintain differentiations of status,
authority and rank that fit with conservative conceptions of human nature. For
some the best course involved simple resistance to innovation, for others a
careful moderation of the forces of change, and for the least practical, the
revival of the past.
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For both English and German conservatives, nationalism provided a palpable
political form for these philosophical yearnings. While the state was viewed with
some suspicion, the nation offered, at least in the abstract, the hierarchies of
meaning and authority that accommodate a conservative political analysis. The
state, as distinct from the nation, may be the vehicle of progressives, liberal
reformers or radicals. The nation, while founded in a revolt against medieval
imperialism, by the late eighteenth century came to represent the qualitative and
spiritual principle that could be opposed to the quantitative and rationalist
axioms of classical liberalism and its radical offspring. The fateful alliance of
conservatism and nationalism was born of this union of doctrine and politics.

French conservatives such as Joseph de Maistre (1753-1821) mingled
nationalism with Christianity to produce a reactionary form of conservatism that
took aim at all of the inventions of classical liberalism and radicalism: the social
contract was a fiction, the possibility of improving on ‘the state of nature’ a
dangerous illusion, and democracy itself a reproach to divine law. While this sort
of recourse to the ancien régime limited the appeal of conservatism, the link made
between nationalism and Christianity gave a populist opening to conservatism
which reappears in contemporary conservative movements.

If an ideology may be defined as a world view that contains a programme of
political action, then conservatism became an ideology when it took the form of
a partisan credo during the political contests of the nineteenth century. The
traditional conservative world view has roots in stoicism and medieval Christian
pessimism about human nature. It centres on the need for hierarchy, the
consequences of human limitations, and the inescapable role of spiritual faith.
What gave conservatism a modern political presence was the evolution of the
Tory party in the hands of Disraeli, Alexander Hamilton’s creation of a
Federalist party in the United States, and the ferment of rightist partisanship on
the Continent. In each arena, conservatism became an active ideological force.

While there is resistance to characterizing conservatism as anything more
than a set of orientations to change (Rossiter 1982; Huntington 1957), the
development of a political programme can be clearly identified. Disraeli
countered the utilitarianism of his age with prescriptions for the maintenance of
distinctions and the celebration of customary arrangements that went well
beyond caution to resolute affirmation. The struggles over the Reform Bills and
the alliance with Victorianism defined a distinctively Tory political programme.

The alliance of conservatism, nationalism and imperialism brought Britain to
the apogee of its power and influence in world affairs by the turn of the century.
The foundations of this power within the conservative class system and the
economic relations that flowed from imperialism were shaken to the core by the
social and physical devastation of the First and Second World Wars. Churchill’s
evocation of Britain’s ‘finest hour’, testimony as it was to the power of nationalist
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symbolism, also marked the beginning of the end of traditional conservatism in
British society. The Conservatives lost power decisively for the first time at the
end of the Second World War, and the initiative shifted to the left with the
installation of a Labour government in 1945.

While the socialists commanded the rhetorical heights in the ensuing four
decades, no small part of the institutional innovations of the social democratic
consensus involved a regard for conservative institutional preferences. The
distribution of services may have been democratized, but the institutions of the
British welfare state retained a substantial measure of hierarchy within and
autonomy without. This made more palatable the accommodation that the
Conservative Party was led to make through the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s up
until the advent of the first Thatcher government.

The result was an entitlement-driven bureaucracy that found itself by the
1970s increasingly isolated and declining in public esteem (Niskanen 1973;
Brittan 1983). In an economic environment characterized by rising expectations,
shrinking resources and the increasing power of the means of collective action
through union control of the Labour Party, the British welfare state came to its
great crisis. That the Conservatives could not capitalize on this crisis sooner was
partly due to their complicity in it, and to the discredited traditionalism that
underpinned their doctrinal approach. It was the development of Margaret
Thatcher’s distinctive combination of social traditionalism and individualist
conservative economic policy that supplied a resolute conservative capitalist
programme with which to confront a divided left. It was the unpopularity of
such doctrinally driven measures as the poll tax that dismantled this combination
and led to the downfall of Thatcher as prime minister.

NORTH AMERICAN CONSERVATISM

The story of the demise of traditional conservative orthodoxy is different in the
American context, though the result was remarkably similar. In the newly
independent colonies, Alexander Hamilton brought together a formidable group
of notables intent on creating a strong national political and commercial system
that could confront the rising power of democrats and debtors. His conceptual
framework relied on the notion of an elite so composed as to balance contending
forces: between those who, in the pursuit of fame, must cultivate public regard,
and those who seek dominion and are led to exploit the forces of production
(Dolbeare 1984). He envisioned an elite characterized by noblesse oblige who
would command the apparatus of a powerful federal union in extending the
benefits of the new society across the continent.

Hamilton’s project foundered in the battle with the democratizing forces led
by Thomas Jefferson, and suffered a major institutional blow when Andrew
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Jackson vetoed the rechartering of the Bank of the United States in 1832. It is
ironic that Jackson undid this conservative institution in the name of lazssez faire
which was to become, 150 years later, the doctrinal basis for a renovated
conservatism.

Conservatism as a political credo in the United States suffered its second
major blow in the defeat of the South in the Civil War. While many conservative
citizens were for the Union, the intellectual basis of the confederate cause
comprised a full programme of conservative principles from the reverence for
traditional institutions through to the stratification of the population on the
grounds of race, gender and class. The victory of the Union abetted the spread of
democratic radicalism, and its extension to movements for full civil rights for
minorities and women.

While conservative institutionalism was the declining cause of nineteenth-
century American politics, conservatism as a firm defence of the limited basis of
the constitutional contract remained in place until the New Deal. Though
considerably weakened by the democratization of the political process arising
from populist, progressive and socialist initiatives, the policy constraints of
constitutional conservatism were not truly broken until the Supreme Court
acquiesced in the policy innovations of the Roosevelt administration in the late
1930s.

From that point forward, traditional conservatism went slowly into the
political night, kept alive only by its opposition to communism during the Cold
War. It took the admixture of a new individualist interpretation, and a complex
crisis within liberal capitalism, to revive the label and bring conservatism to the
forefront of public attention in presidential campaigns, beginning with Barry
Goldwater’s unsuccessful candidacy in 1964 and culminating in Ronald
Reagan’s victory in 1980 (Piven and Cloward 1982). Reagan’s triumph was
even more clearly a case of coalition building between traditionalists and
individualists, though contests over policies and priorities were usually decided
in favour of the latter. His victory was abetted by the revisionist sociology of
intellectuals who renounced the left in favour of a new conservatism that
promised a stronger defence of individual freedom than the reformist left had
delivered (Steinfels 1979; Kristol 1983).

The Canadian pattern diverges from the British and American in that the
‘Red Tory’ tradition was an assertive force in shaping institutions of political
economy (Taylor 1982). The idea that governmentally based national and
provincial economic institutions in banking, transportation, communications
and mineral extraction should lead the way in forming a distinctive identity for
Canadian culture was the work of traditionalist conservatives with a penchant
for institutional innovation. The objective of these efforts was not at variance
with the desires of populists and even liberals for much of Ganada’s history,
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though there was plenty of room for partisanship in the allocation of influence
and control within this institutional framework.

The introduction of laissez faire terminology into the Canadian conservative
lexicon was inhibited by the persistence of classical liberalism in the opposing
party and the delicacy of devolutionist politics in a fragile federation. It was once
more the economic burden of the welfare state in the readjustments following the
oil embargo and the divisions on the left between establishment liberals and
Western populists that created an opening for a new kind of conservatism.

The Mulroney government represented a departure for Canadian
conservatism. Free trade and a minimalist role for the state were its hallmarks.
The Free Trade Agreement tests the cultural and economic solidarity of Canada
in a manner that will directly confront the residual traditionalism and
nationalism of conservatives. The programme runs the risk of jeopardizing the
future of Canada as a sovereign entity, though, by the axioms of modern
economics, there is little choice but to do so if there are to be gains in the gross
national product comparable to other industrialized nations. Whether such gains
will materialize given the disparities of economic power between Canada and its
principle trading partner may well determine the future of conservative political
fortunes. Whether conservatism can survive a loss of cultural cohesion and
national identity in the name of economic ambition is being tested by the
Canadian experience.

CONTINENTAL-EUROPEAN CONSERVATISM

In continental-European politics, the strengths of traditionalist conservatism
were also the sources of its weaknesses, though an amelioration of the extremes
through the development of Christian democratic parties preserved
conservatism as a powerful rival to the left in much of Europe. The appeals of
nationalism and of its combination with Christian religious identifications led to
a complicity, dating from the late nineteenth century, between chauvinist
attitudes and aristocratic forms. Charles Maurras (1868-1952) brought to
fruition the anti-semitic pro-fascist potential of this alliance in France during the
Second World War and was condemned for it by a court of law when the Vichy
regime fell. Houston Stewart Chamberlain (1855-1927) provided a link between
British, German and Austrian Aryan nationalism of the kind that nurtured Adolf
Hitler. Hitler rapidly outstripped any real link between Nazism and a
recognizable conservatism. Anti-semitism became a genocidal fixation that no
Christian could justify, plebiscitary rule a substitute for traditional authority, and
Hitler’s fantasies of Aryan supremacy an excuse for the wholesale destruction of
human life. While fascism itself can be intellectually separated from
conservatism, the early complicity of some conservative intellectuals, literati and
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politicians in its rise to power contributed to the decline in the credibility of
conservative parties.

Only in Franco’s Spain, however, did the union of religion, nationalism and
social conservatism reach its institutional peak and survive for an extended
period of time. While there is an intellectual basis for a moderate version of
Spanish conservatism in the writings of José Ortega y Gasset (1883-1955), the
Franco regime went far beyond Ortega’s admonitions concerning the masses to
institutionalize a repressive hierarchy. The reactionary nature of the combination
was fully revealed in the systematic violation of human rights, and in the refusal
to consider elementary programmes of social justice of the kind that helped to
modernize the rest of Europe in the post-war period. Franco, £/ Caudillo, became
an icon of modern conservative politics, and his likeness could be seen all too
often in the regimes of Latin America.

The use of police state tactics by governments claiming to be conservative
gave the increasingly educated masses a reason to reject the right and, for those
with a commitment to solving the world’s injustices, grounds to embrace the left.
The links between the conservative peasant parties of eastern and central Europe
and proto-fascist attitudes of anti-Semitism provided a pretext for the Russian
annexation of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia at the outset of the Second World
War, and the subjugation of eastern Europe in the post-war period. While there
were many powerful factors at work in these situations, it is apparent that
conservative excesses contributed to the extremes of political confrontation that
set the stage for both the Second World War and the Cold War.

In the post-war period, however, a more benign face of conservatism appeared
and reclaimed a legitimate place in the politics of the Western democracies.
Konrad Adenauer in the Federal Republic of Germany and Charles de Gaulle in
France provided models of conservative rule that, especially in the former case,
made good the claim that conservatism and democracy can co-exist. In their
stout resistance to communism, Continental conservatives, and to a lesser extent
American conservatives, were able to raise the credibility of the right whenever it
ebbed away from an accommodationist left (Diggins 1975). By emphasizing the
themes of cultural solidarity, traditional social values and Christian moral
commitment, Adenauer and de Gaulle restored a measure of confidence to the
European right.

While Continental conservatives could not respond effectively to the
distributive demands of an increasingly potent labour movement, or the social
mnovations of an affluent middle class, they did succeed in holding together the
core of a national identity in an increasingly secular and materialistic culture. If
distributive equity remains the lesser theme of contemporary European politics,
and the fruits of anti-communism are gathered by the right, the basis for an
enduring conservative presence may have been laid. However, there are new
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sources of tension affecting all of the conservative movements of the West, and
these may well determine its survival.

CONSERVATIVE CAPITALISM: LINES OF CLEAVAGE

The contest between the individualist and communitarian elements in
conservative capitalism has been made evident in the struggles over income
security, education, the devolution of central political authority, and many
other issues. What has become increasingly apparent is that there are cross-
cutting splits that divide each tendency along lines of class attitude, if not of
class itself.

Within traditionalist conservatism, there is a split between establishment
conservatives based in the customary institutions of Western society, and
moralist conservatives who base their politics in evangelical churches, single-
cause organizations and patriotic associations. Both favour the use of
governmental authority to shape individual behaviour by limiting certain
freedoms. There is, however, a considerable difference of degree and of moral
purpose separating these points of view.

While establishment conservatives are supporters of a moderate
accommodation with the welfare state as a matter of sustaining social stability,
moralist conservatives are more inclined to think of government provision as a
means of fostering dependency and personal laxity. Where establishment
conservatives find government programmes of population control acceptable,
moralists wish to use government policy to restrict abortion, constrain sexual
freedom and censor pornography. Establishment conservatives are inclined to
restrain licence in individual behaviour, while moralists tend toward the
imposition of discipline as a means of moral improvement.

Moralist politics in the United States were a prominent factor in securing
Republican control of the US Senate from 1980-6, and in the presidential
candidacy of evangelist Pat Robertson in 1988. The selection of Senator Dan
Quayle as Vice-President was predicated in part on developing a coalition
between the establishment politics of George Bush and the moralist appeal of the
Senator from Indiana.

On the individualist side of conservative capitalism, there is a similar division
between populist conservatives and corporate conservatives. Populism has a
long history in American politics of both left and right. On the right, populism
has been associated with nativism and nationalism. In its new incarnation, the
populism of the right is concerned with threats to individual freedom arising
from government regulation as well as the collusion of the major financial and
commercial concerns in an elite politics that threatens small business people,
independent entrepreneurs, farmers, non-union workers, and those who believe
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in the pure theory of the free market. Populist conservatives tend to be wary of
major corporations, and especially multinationals.

Those conservatives who are based in the corporate-banking sector and
whose interests are tied to the largest units of production also claim allegiance to
the free market. Their orientation is to economic development as a solution for
social problems, but there is also a willingness to make government an active
agent in promoting economic freedom and protecting capitalist interests against
internal regulation and external encroachment. By co-operating at the elite level,
corporate conservatives see the government as a useful asset in the struggle to
maintain the mobility and independence of capital.

Populist conservatives would quite willingly divorce the government from its
role in monetary regulation, for example, while corporate conservatives see
monetary regulation as a principal means of influencing economic policy in a
manner favourable to their interests. The appeal of populism has historically
been to the smaller commercial interests, while major corporations have operated
with a substantial level of security and continuity. Recent policy changes that
have made corporate take-overs easier have sharpened the division between
corporate conservatives and populists. The latter find the prospect of genuine
competition at the major corporate level to be refreshing, while the targets of
take-over efforts seek ways of avoiding the logic of a speculative market.

These internal tensions in conservative capitalism are not yet as consequential
as the splits within the left that have permitted conservatives to acquire power in
most parts of the Western world. They may, however, have prevented the
consolidation of that power. President Reagan’s conservative agenda was
stymied fairly effectively by Gongressional opposition from 1983 on, some of
which came from moderate Republican resistance to the violation of customary
understandings concerning income security policy, among other issues. Prime
Minister Thatcher faced several rebellions from traditionalists in her own party
prior to being unseated by a challenge based in that faction. It has been generally
apparent that moralist conservatism has been honoured more as a recruiting
device than as a source of serious policy initiatives by regimes on both sides of
the Atlantic.

It is in the nature of politicians to build coalitions, and the most likely result of
these splits is that the challenge of conservative politics will lie more in
maintaining coalitions among rival tendencies than in mobilizing any sector in its
pure form. At the same time, reform liberals in the United States may be seen to
have adopted some of the moralist conservative policies by advocating strong
anti-drug initiatives, prosecuting pornographers, or endorsing the death penalty
as a way of outflanking the political appeal of the conservative movement.

There is also the possibility of using the contradictory elements of
conservative capitalism as mutual reinforcing explanations. Declines in
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productivity can be attributed to indolence among poor people, rather than to the
debilitating effects of corporate warfare. The plight of the poor can be attributed
to bad personal choices in a free market, rather than to the perpetuation of
inequities in the distribution of life chances. These opportunities for
rationalization within the broader ambit of conservative capitalism may override
the effects of inconsistent policies on the loyalties of those who vote conservative.

There are several alternatives to the classification scheme suggested in this
essay that centre on distinctions between what is new and what is old in
conservatism, neo-conservatism (Kristol 1983), the New Right for example
(King 1987). The problem with these labels is that there is little agreement as to
what it is that is new, possibly because neither the traditionalist nor the
individualist stream represent new thinking. Some see the New Right as a
combination of moralist and populist conservatism as against the coalition of
establishment and corporate conservatism that characterized conservative
parties prior to the mid-1970s. This classification captures the sense in which
electoral victories have been based on a coalition that has never before had such
success. Others see the New Right as a name for individualist conservatism as
against traditional conservatism. What is presented as new here is the arrival in
the conservative camp of advocates for a minimalist version of classical
liberalism. The problem with either variant is that attention is directed away
from both the historical basis and the enduring power of the larger conservative
frame of reference. There is also the implication that this is a united movement,
when in fact it is not. Indeed, some pre-eminent thinkers cited frequently by
conservatives, such as Friedrich Hayek, disavow the conservative label entirely
(Hayek 1960:397-411). To refer to conservative capitalism is to suggest the
hybrid nature of the movement and to retain the critical conceptual references to
its historical roots.

Looking to the future, a shift in emphasis from issues such as anti-
communism and economic development to the environment and the issues
associated with the politics of human development suggests a long-term threat to
the survival of conservative capitalism. The issue of the environment brings the
corporate base of conservative politics into a direct confrontation with
increasingly large majorities of public opinion. Issues associated with parental
care, health benefits and the improvement of educational opportunity may
breach the wall of separation conservatives have laboured to build between the
market and government.

The record of conservatives in promising sustained economic growth, a
reduction in crime and the gradual elimination of social problems has not, on the
whole, been persuasive. Western countries have witnessed economic expansion
based, in the case of the United States, on personal, corporate and government
debt. In Britain, the sale of nationalized assets and the revenue from oil rights has
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sustained an uneasy compromise between the old welfare state and the new
market freedom; however, there may be a limit to the financial underpinnings for
such gains as have been made.

The United States has witnessed a major increase in imprisonment and the re-
introduction of the death penalty—neither of which seem to have made the streets
safer. Agitation on moral issues continues to intensify in the face of continued
family breakdown, particularly among the poor. Both countries have
experienced a widening of income and wealth inequality even in the face of
sustained economic expansion.

Consequently, conservative capitalism has succeeded in reshaping the agenda
of Western politics, though it has not yet developed a substructure of the same
durability as that of the New Deal in the United States, or the postwar expansion
of social services in Britain. While traditional conservatives may be able to
address the increasingly significant issues of the environment and human
development, the individualist tendency has few solutions to offer. Take away
the threat of communism and conservative capitalism as a political movement is
in danger of losing its way among its own internal divisions.
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MARXISM

TOM BOTTOMORE

Only after Marx’s death was his ‘critique of political economy’ developed as a
comprehensive social theory, a world view, and a political doctrine. Engels began
the process of codification of Marx’s ideas as ‘the Marxist world view’, which he
compared with classical German philosophy (Engels 1888), expounded as
‘scientific socialism’ (1880), and extended to include a ‘dialectic of nature’ (1873-
83). His works were widely read in the rapidly growing socialist movement, and
through these and his correspondence Engels had a profound influence on the
first generation of Marxist thinkers. By the end of the nineteenth century
Marxism had become established, largely outside the sphere of formal academic
institutions, as a distinctive social theory and political doctrine (and to some
extent as a comprehensive philosophical system) in which three main elements
are distinguishable.

The first element is an analysis of the types of human society and their
historical succession, in which a pre-eminent place is assigned to the economic
structure or ‘mode of production’ as a determining or conditioning factor in
shaping the whole form of social life. In Marx’s own words: ‘the mode of
production of material life determines the general character of the social,
political and spiritual processes of life’ (Marx 1859: preface). The mode of
production itself comprises two elements, the forces of production (the
available technology) and the relations of production (the way in which
production is organized, and in particular the nature of the groups in society
which either own the instruments of production—the ‘masters of the system of
production’—or contribute their labour to the productive process—the ‘direct
producers’). Two of the fundamental ideas of Marxist thought emerged from
this analysis: a periodization of history conceived as a progressive movement
through the ancient, Asiatic, feudal and modern capitalist modes of
production; and a conception of the fundamental role of social classes, defined
by their position in the system of production, in constituting and transforming
the major types of society.
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The second element in Marxism is an explanation of how the change from
one type of society to another is brought about. Two processes play a crucial part
in such changes: the development of the forces of production and the relations
between classes. From one aspect, the main agent of change is the progress of
technology, and Marx himself emphasized this in his well-known statement that
‘the handmill gives you a society with feudal lords, the steam mill a society with
industrial capitalists’ (Marx 1847: chapter 2, section 1); but from another aspect
it is the struggle between classes over the organization of production as a whole
and the general form of social life which produces major transformations. These
two processes, however, are related in so far as the evolution of the productive
forces is bound up with the rise of a new class, and at the same time makes
impossible the continuance of the existing economic and political organization,
which has become an obstacle to further development. Thus, in studies of the
transition from feudalism to capitalism, which has been a privileged model for
the Marxist theory of history, the emergence of modern capitalism is portrayed
as the rise of a new class, the bourgeoisie, equipped with a new technology,
which by degrees transformed the system of production and established itself as
the dominant class. However, differences of emphasis in the description and
explanation of historical changes, different degrees of ‘determinism’ or
‘voluntarism’, appeared at an early stage in Marxist thought, and have persisted.

The third element in Marxism is the analysis of modern capitalism and its
development, to which Marx himself and later Marxists devoted their main
efforts. Capitalism is conceived as the final form of class society, in which the
opposition and conflict between the two principal classes—bourgeoisie and
proletariat—becomes ever clearer and sharper, and the economic contradictions
of the capitalist mode of production, manifesting themselves in recurrent crises,
steadily grow. At the same time the economic system is increasingly socialized
with the rise of cartels and trusts and the development of a close relationship
between manufacturing and bank capital, and the strength of the working-class
movement as a political force committed to the creation of a new society steadily
increases. This analysis of capitalist development, and the growth of mass
socialist parties (notably in Germany and Austria), necessarily led to a
preoccupation with the conditions in which a transition to socialism would occur,
and to the elaboration of Marxism as a political doctrine which provided
intellectual guidance to the socialist parties, and which was an important factor
in their cohesion as well as an ideological weapon in their struggle against
bourgeois dominance.

From the outset, however, there was some diversity of view about the nature
and scope of Marxist thought. For Kautsky, whose writings had a pre-eminent
place in theoretical discussions throughout the period from the late 1880s to
1914, Marxism was above all a theory of the historical development of human
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society, a scientific, evolutionist and deterministic theory which had close
affinities with Darwinism (as Engels had also affirmed). On the other hand,
Plekhanov, the ‘father of Russian Marxism’, presented Marxism as an all-
embracing world view, described as ‘dialectical materialism’, within which
historical materialism was conceived as an application of its general principles to
the particular study of social phenomena. During the first decade of the
twentieth century the various elements of Marxism were all vigorously
developed, but in several different directions and amidst increasing critical
debate. In Germany, under Kautsky’s influence, Marxism as a scientific theory
of historical development and the capitalist economy had a dominant position,
although some ofits claims had begun to be questioned in the ‘revisionist debate’
initiated by Bernstein (1899), who contested the ideas of an increasing
polarization of society between bourgeoisie and proletariat, and of an eventual
economic collapse of capitalism as a result of ever-worsening crises. In Austria,
Marxism was also expounded as a social theory, and more specifically as a
sociological system, by the group of Austro-Marxists who constituted the first
distinct ‘school’” of Marxist thought (Bottomore and Goode 1978). They were,
like Kautsky, positivists, but in a more sophisticated manner, influenced by neo-
Kantianism and by Mach; their philosophical views, elaborated principally by
Max Adler, were conceived not as a metaphysical system but strictly as a
philosophy of science. The Austro-Marxists not only gave a systematic form to
Marxist social science but were also innovators in extending this science into new
fields in their studies of nationality and nationalism (Bauer 1907), the social
functions of law (Renner 1904), and the recent development of capitalism
(Hilferding 1910). At the same time they were all active in the rapidly growing
socialist movement, so that their work was informed by a continuous close
relationship between theory and practice. In Russia, however, where there was
no mass socialist movement, Marxism was at first an intellectual movement,
shaped largely by Plekhanov’s conception of it as a philosophical world view,
which Lenin inherited. Out of this matrix developed the idea of bringing a
‘socialist consciousness’ to the masses from outside, and the construction of a
Bolshevik ideology emphasizing the dominant role of a disciplined revolutionary
party, which in due course became the ideology of the Soviet state.

MARXISM BETWEEN THE TWO WORLD WARS

The First World War and the Russian Revolution changed profoundly the
conditions in which Marxist thought would henceforth develop. The outbreak of
war was seen as confirming the theories of imperialism propounded by
Hilferding, Bukharin and Lenin, but it also revealed the weakness of the
working-class movement in Western Europe in the face of nationalism, and
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created deep divisions in the German Social Democratic Party which by the end
of the war and after the defeat of revolutionary uprisings in 1918-19 had lost its
former pre-eminence as the centre of Marxist thought and practice to the
Bolsheviks. However, the war itself brought increased state intervention in the
economies of the belligerent countries, and it seemed to many Western Marxists,
of a more gradualist persuasion, to create new opportunities for a transition to
socialism, posing new questions about how that transition would be
accomplished and what form a socialist economy would take. It was the
revolution in Russia, however, which had the greatest impact on Marxist
thought, in several different ways.

First, Soviet Marxists had to grapple in practice with the problems of
constructing a socialist society, and during the 1920s there were intense debates
about the policies of the transition period, in particular about the pressing need
for rapid industrialization of a backward agrarian society as a specific problem
which Marxists in the industrially developed countries had never had to confront
(Bukharin 1920; Preobrazhensky 1926; Erlich 1960). These preoccupations
impressed upon Soviet Marxism one of its distinctive characteristics.

Second, the success of the Bolsheviks in establishing the ‘first workers’ state’,
contrasted with the failure of the socialist movement elsewhere in Europe,
endowed their version of Marxism (soon to be known as Marxism-Leninism)
with a special prestige. Marxism, like the working-class movement itself after the
creation of separate communist parties and the foundation of the Third
(Communist) International, was sharply divided into two main streams. Soviet
Marxism, influenced by the legacy of Plekhanov and Lenin and by the specific
soclo-economic circumstances of Russia, developed as a comprehensive world
view and increasingly, as Stalin consolidated his dictatorship, as a dogmatic state
ideology, imposed by the ‘vanguard party’ and its leaders, which excluded all
critical reflection and debate. Marxist thought then became largely identified, in
the 1930s, with Soviet Marxism, which was widely disseminated through the
Third International and its affiliated parties, acquiring increasing political
influence in the prevailing conditions of economic depression and the rise of
fascism in the capitalist world.

Outside the Soviet Union, nevertheless, Marxism continued to develop in more
diverse, open and critical ways in response to new problems: the apparent
stabilization of capitalism in the 1920s; the increasingly bureaucratic and
totalitarian character of Soviet society; the economic depression of the 1930s
(which failed, however, to engender an effective socialist alternative); the
development of the fascist states; and the renewed threat of war. Thus Hilferding
(1924) defined the changes in capitalism during and after the war as a development
of ‘organized capitalism’, characterized by an extension of economic planning as a
result of the dominance of large corporations and banks, and of greater state
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involvement in the regulation of economic life. He conceived this continued
‘socialization of the economy’ as a further stage in the transition to socialism,
although later, after the experience of National Socialism in Germany and Stalinism
in the Soviet Union, he recognized that the process could well lead, and in these
cases had led, to a totalitarian society; in his last work he began a systematic
revision of the Marxist theory of the state (Hilferding 1940, 1941). Others, among
them Gramsci, Trotsky and Bauer (Beetham 1983), undertook an analysis of the
economic and social conditions which had made possible the rise of fascism, and
Neumann (1942) published a major study of National Socialist Germany as a
regime of ‘totalitarian monopoly capitalism’, while the psychological bases of the
fascist movements also began to be studied (Fromm 1942; Adorno ez al. 1950).

However, the interpretations of fascism and more generally of the inter-war
period as a whole by Western Marxists were diverse, although two main currents
of thought can be distinguished. The social democratic Marxists, while
recognizing that the fascist regimes had to be opposed by force, remained
generally committed to a view of the transition to socialism as a long,
evolutionary and relatively peaceful process arising out of the economic
development of capitalism itself. Those Marxists who adhered to the new
communist parties, however, and notably Korsch (1923), Lukacs (1923) and
Gramsci (1929-35), rejected the versions of Marxism which presented it as a
scientific theory of society, and emphasized the factor of consciousness in the
working-class movement; hence the crucial role of revolutionary intellectuals in
developing a socialist world view. This was conceived by Lukdcs as conveying to
the working class a true insight mto the historical process, or a ‘correct class
consciousness’, but he subsequently disowned the ‘revolutionary, utopian
messianism’ expressed in this book (Lukdcs 1967) and his later work was
primarily devoted to literary criticism and aesthetic theory. Gramsci also
conceived the socialist world view as a body of ideas and beliefs elaborated by
the intellectuals of a progressive class, which was essential if the class were to
establish a social and cultural hegemony, as well as political dominance, and
embark successfully on the construction of a new social order.

A similar view of Marxist theory, influenced at the outset by the writings of
Korsch and Lukdcs, was developed by a group of intellectuals associated with the
Frankfurt Institute of Social Research (established in 1923), which later flowered
luxuriantly into the Frankfurt school of ‘critical theory’. Those most closely
associated with the Institute in the 1930s—Horkheimer, Marcuse and Adorno—
gave to Marxist thought a distinctive academic orientation, disconnected from
any direct involvement in political action and increasingly sceptical about the
role of the working class as an agent of social transformation in the Western
capitalist societies. Their critical studies were directed primarily against
bourgeois culture, especially as it manifested itself in philosophy and the social

159



GCONTEMPORARY IDEOLOGIES

sciences in the form of ‘traditional theory’, interpreted as the implicit or explicit
outlook of the modern natural sciences, expressed in modern philosophy as
positivism and empiricism.

By 1939, however, many of these Western Marxist thinkers were either dead
or in exile, and the European scene was dominated even more completely by
Soviet Marxism. It was only two or three decades later that their ideas began to
be influential in a new intellectual renaissance of Marxism.

MARXISM AFTER THE SECOND WORLD WAR

The Second World War and its aftermath created a radically different situation
in which Marxist thought could develop. The geographical area in which Soviet
Marxism reigned virtually unchallenged was extended by the establishment of
Stalinist regimes in the countries of Eastern Europe, though this total dominance
was short-lived. Yugoslavia seceded at an early stage from the Soviet bloc,
introduced an original economic and social system based upon workers’ self-
management, and began to develop a distinctive form of Marxist thought,
centred upon the Praxis group of sociologists and philosophers, which had many
affinities and close relations with some forms of Western Marxism (Markovic
and Cohen 1975: part I). Elsewhere in Eastern Europe, after the death of Stalin,
a growing intellectual restlessness and a succession of revolts against the Stalinist
system also engendered more dissident forms of Marxist thought, again partly
inspired by Western Marxism, and there was increasing contact with Western
philosophy and social science.

Outside the Soviet sphere, Marxist thought developed more rapidly than at any
time since the first decade of the century. In the immediate post-war period
socialist and communist parties were stronger than they had ever been in Western
Europe, and Marxist thought was widely diffused, not only in political and
cultural movements but also, for the first time, in the academic social sciences,
philosophy and the humanities. In some quarters, and notably in the French
Communist Party, Marxism retained much of its Stalinist character, but it was
strongly contested by a new current of existentialist Marxism inspired by Sartre.
Western Marxism as a whole, in its diverse forms, became increasingly critical of
the orthodox Soviet version, both as a social theory and as a political doctrine,
most trenchantly after the Hungarian revolt in 1956 and the rise of the ‘New Left’.

From the late 1950s the pre-war writings of Lukdcs, Gramsci and the
members of the Frankfurt Institute (re-established in Germany in 1951 and
gradually assuming the character of a ‘school’) began to reach a wider audience,
but one which was now primarily academic. Except in Italy, where Gramsci’s
writings played an important part in changing the outlook of the Communist
Party, and to a lesser extent in Austria, where Austro-Marxism continued to have
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some influence in the Socialist Party, Marxist thought spread most rapidly in the
universities and in the student movement of the late 1960s. For the first time in
Western Europe (and elsewhere) Marxist theory acquired a major place in
academic teaching, not only in history, sociology and political science, where it
had long had some kind of presence, but in economics and anthropology,
philosophy and aesthetics. This efflorescence provoked a new interest in some of
Marx’s own lesser known writings (unpublished during his lifetime), above all
the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts (Marx 1844) which encouraged
widespread discussion by philosophers and sociologists of the notion of
‘alienation’, and the Grundrisse (Marx 1857-8) which suggested new conceptions
of the process of development of capitalist society.

Many of the ideas newly discovered in these Marxian texts were close to the
preoccupations of Lukdcs, Gramsci and the Frankfurt school, and for a ime, under
these various influences, Marxist thought in one of its important manifestations
became primarily a critique of bourgeois culture as a ‘reified’” system of thought,
constituted, according to the Frankfurt school, by a positivist, scientistic and
technological world view. This concern with bourgeois thought-forms, pursued by
the following generation of Marxists in this tradition (and notably by Goldmann
and Habermas) gave rise to intense methodological debates, concentrating on
problems of the theory of knowledge and the philosophy of science (Goldmann
1964; Habermas 1981). Thus Habermas in his earlier writings continued the
critique of positivism in the social sciences (Adorno ¢f al. 1969; see also Wellmer
1969) and attempted to provide an epistemological foundation for critical theory.
Subsequently he developed a theory of communicative action (Habermas 1981)
which emphasizes the role of language and communication in social evolution and
restates the Frankfurt school view of the domination of modern societies by
instrumental or technological rationality (Marcuse 1964), which is contrasted with
the function of practical reason in the social ‘life-world’. There is an evident
continuity with the critical theory of Adorno and Horkheimer in Habermas’s
preoccupation with cultural phenomena—rationality, legitimation, modernism—
but at the same time a partial return to such Marxist themes as class, the economic
development of capitalism and the role of the state, which had largely disappeared
from critical theory by the late 1960s (Bottomore 1984:55-85).

The kind of Marxist thought influenced by Lukdcs, Gramsci, the Frankfurt
school, the Praxis group, and existentialism can be broadly categorized as
‘humanist’, in spite of the considerable differences between individual thinkers,
in the sense that it was primarily concerned with human consciousness, the
interpretation of cultural products and the critique of ideology. But this was not
the only type of Western Marxism that flourished in the post-war period. In
economics, and to some extent in other social sciences, a more empirical, and in
a broad sense positivist, approach prevailed and research was concentrated upon
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such subjects as the post-war development of the capitalist economy, the class
structure, and the problems of Third World development in relation to
international capitalism. This orientation of Marxist thought was strengthened
by the introduction of structuralist ideas, already influential in linguistics and
anthropology, through the work of Althusser, who argued that Marx, after his
early ‘humanist’ period, eliminated the human subject from social theory and
constructed a ‘new science’ of the levels of human practice which are inscribed in
the structure of a social totality. Marxist theory, in its mature form, is therefore
seen as concerned with the structural analysis of social totalities (for example,
mode of production, social formation), its object being to disclose the ‘deep
structure’ which underlies and produces the directly observable phenomena of
social life (Althusser 1969, 1970; Godelier 1977: part I, chapter. 1). Althusser’s
principal aim was to establish the ‘scientificity’ of Marxism, on the basis of a
theory of knowledge and science, and the new conception of theory which he
elaborated influenced the social sciences in a number of different fields: for
example, studies of pre-capitalist societies (Hindess and Hirst 1975; Seddon
1978) and of the class structure in capitalist societies (Poulantzas 1975). His
conception of Marxism as a science, however, was also strongly criticized, both
for its total exclusion of human agency from the processes of social life, and for
an anti-empiricism so complete that it makes knowledge a purely theoretical, self-
contained entity; Althusser’s influence waned rapidly in the 1980s. During this
period, however, the idea of Marxism as a ‘natural science of society’ has been
expounded in a more discriminating way in the realist philosophy of science
(Bhaskar 1979, 1991), which postulates the existence of an underlying structure
of social life, possessing ‘causal powers’, but mediated by human consciousness
in the production of its effects.

PROBLEMS OF MARXISM TODAY

Over the past few decades two major divisions have persisted in Marxist
thought: that between Soviet and Western Marxism, although the former has by
now lost most of its influence and much of its distinctiveness; and more
importantly, that between the broad and partially overlapping categories of
‘humanist’ and ‘scientific’ Marxism. At the same time Marxism has become
altogether more varied and diffuse, its boundaries increasingly difficult to
delineate, and more ambiguous in its relation to the social changes of the late
twentieth century. In the present situation Marxism has become to a very great
extent an academic ‘subject’, a focal point for much intellectual disputation,
while its influence on social and political movements has significantly declined.

In the first respect Marxist thought has become increasingly involved with
more general controversies in the social sciences and the philosophy of science;
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and the influence of other theoretical and philosophical views—always present to
some extent, as its engagement at various times with positivism, Hegelianism,
phenomenology, existentialism and structuralism makes evident—has grown to a
point where it can be suggested, for instance, that ‘the concept of Marxism as a
separate school of thought will in time become blurred and ultimately disappear
altogether’” (Kolakowski 1969:204). The alternative, of course, is that Marxism,
in the course of its confrontation with alternative theories, will assimilate some of
their conceptions and renew itself as one of the most powerful explanatory
schemes so far constructed in the social sciences. But the problems that face any
regenerated Marxist social theory are formidable: to provide a convincing
analysis of the long-term development of capitalist economies, which have been
conceptualized in very different ways as ‘organized capitalism’, ‘state monopoly
capitalism’, or ‘corporatism’, and most recently in terms of the neo-Marxist
approach of ‘regulation theory’ (Aglietta 1982), and of the reconstruction of
socialist economies which aims to achieve some combination of central planning
and market relations; to reconsider the role of social classes, and the significance
of other social movements, in the recent development of capitalist societies; and
to rethink the Marxist theory of the state in relation to the twentieth-century
experience of nationalism, totalitarianism and democracy.

Historically, however, Marxism has been a political doctrine just as much as a
theory of society, and the two aspects were closely linked at the time when
Marxist thought provided the body of ideas which unified and guided mass
socialist and communist parties. Today this political function is greatly
attenuated. In the West, Marxism now occupies a very small space in the
doctrines or political programmes of socialist and social democratic parties; and
in recent years, in the region previously dominated by Soviet Marxism, political
debate has departed radically from its Marxist framework. The current
discussions of democracy and political pluralism owe little to Marxism, and what
they reveal above all as a great lacuna in Marxist political thought is the absence
of a systematic examination of the idea and practice of democracy, and in
particular of what is meant by socialist democracy.

Present-day Marxist thought has a protean character, spreading into,
absorbing from and contributing to many other styles of social thought, and it is
scarcely to be represented any longer as a highly specific, uniform, and precisely
articulated theory of human society and history. But as a very broad and flexible
paradigm it continues to exert a major influence on the social sciences and
humanistic studies, and in this roundabout way may still have a diffuse effect on
political action. As a world view which directly inspires a distinctive political
doctrine, however, its influence has undeniably waned, not least because the
circumstances and problems of human societies in the late twentieth century
differ so radically from those of the time when Marx formulated his major ideas
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and his early followers elaborated them into a comprehensive scheme of theory
and practice.
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FASCISM

STANLEY PAYNE

Fascism has been one of the most controversial political phenomena of the
twentieth century, first of all because of the complete absence of any general
agreement about the definition of either the term itself or the broader political
developments to which it refers. Fascism is frequently employed as a derogatory
epithet and applied to widely varying political activities. At one time or another
it has been attached by critics to nearly all of the major movements, particularly
the more radical ones, whether of the right or left.

Historically, the term originated with the radical nationalist movement of the
Fasci Italiani di Combattimento, organized by Benito Mussolini and others in
1919. Fascio in Italian means ‘bundle’ or ‘union’ and was a common name given
to varying types of new political groupings, particularly those of more radical
character. The Fasci Italiani di Combattimento were in turn reorganized two
years later, in 1921, as the Partito Nazionale Fascista, or Fascist Party for short,
converting the original substantive into an adjective. In October 1922 the Fascist
leader Mussolini became prime minister of Italy, and in 1925 converted his
government into a one-party dictatorship, thus creating the first, and
prototypical, ‘fascist regime’.

As early as 1923, however, there developed a growing tendency to generalize
beyond the Italian example and apply the term fascist or fascism to any form of
right-wing authoritarian movement or system. In the broadest sense, therefore,
the trend was to identify any form of non-leftist authoritarianism as fascist, while
competing left-wing groups, particularly Soviet Stalinists, began to apply the
term to leftist rivals. By the 1930s the term fascist had sometimes become little
more than a term of denigration applied to political foes, and this categorical but
vague connotation has remained to the present day.

Despite the vagueness, a limited consensus has emerged among some of the
leading scholars in the study of fascism, who use the term to refer to the concrete
historical phenomena of a group of radical nationalist movements which
emerged in Europe between the two World Wars, first in the Italian Fascist and
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German National Socialist movements and then among their numerous
counterparts in other European countries. This consensus is that specific
movements bearing the same characteristics did not exist prior to 1919 and have
not appeared in significant form in areas outside Europe or in the period after
1945. None the less, disagreement persists among scholars as to whether the
various reputedly fascist movements of inter-war Europe can be linked together
as a generic and common phenomenon, or whether they so differed among
themselves that they can accurately be discussed only as individual phenomena.
The weight of opinion now tends to fall on the side of the former argument,
viewing fascism not merely as an Italian or German political form but as a more
general phenomenon.

A successful definition of fascism as a generic entity must be able to define
common unique characteristics of all the fascistic movements in Europe during
the 1920s and 1930s while also differentiating them from other political
phenomena. Such an understanding must comprehend basic features such as:

1 the typical fascist negations;
2 fascist doctrine and goals; and
3 the relative uniqueness of fascist style and organization.

Fascism postulated a unique new identity and attempted to occupy a new
political territory by opposing nearly all the existing political sectors, left, right
and centre. Thus it was anti-liberal, anti-communist (and anti-socialist at least in
the social democratic sense) and also anti-conservative, though fascists proved
willing to undertake temporary alliances with rightist groups, and to that extent
diluted their anti-conservatism.

In terms of ideology and political goals, fascist movements represented the most
intense and radical form of nationalism known to modern Europe. Their aim was
to create new nationalist and authoritarian state systems that were not merely
based on traditional principles or models. Fascist groups differed considerably
among themselves on economic goals, but had in common the aim of organizing
some new kind of regulated, multi-class, integrated national economic structure,
which was varyingly called national corporatist, national socialist or national
syndicalist. All fascist movements aimed either at national imperial expansion or at
least at a radical change in the nation’s relationship with other powers to enhance
its strength and prestige. Their doctrines rested on a philosophical basis of
idealism, vitalism and voluntarism, and normally involved the attempt to create a
new form of modern self-determined secular doctrine (although several of the
minor fascist movements were remarkably religious in ethos).

Fascist uniqueness was particularly expressed through the movement’s style
and organization. Great emphasis was placed on the aesthetic structure of
meetings, symbols and political choreography, relying especially on romantic
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and mystical aspects. All fascist movements attempted to achieve mass
mobilization, together with the militarization of political relationships and style,
with the goal of a mass party militia. Unlike some other types of radicals, fascists
placed strong positive evaluation on the use of violence, and stressed strongly the
principle of male dominance. Although they espoused an organic concept of
society, they vigorously championed a new elitism and exalted youth above
other phases of life. In leadership, fascist movements exhibited a specific
tendency toward an authoritarian, charismatic, personal style of command (the
Fiibwerprinup, in German National Socialist terminology).

The Italian Fascist movement was first organized in Milan in May 1919 by
a small group of military veterans, ex-socialists and former revolutionary
syndicalists, and Futurist cultural avant-gardists. At first it failed to attract
significant support, adopting at that time an advanced ‘leftist’ nationalist
programme. Fascism became a mass movement only towards the end of 1920
when it spread into the north Italian countryside, gaining wider backing by its
assault on the Socialist Party in rural areas. Fascists at first criticized the
Socialists for their internationalism and not for their economics, but the
movement soon moved to the right on economic issues as well. Fear of
socialism made the Fascists seem attractive to conservatives as shock troops,
and the Fascists in turn made an appeal to nearly all sectors of society as the
only new national movement not bound by the past or by class interests. After
the parliamentary system became stalemated, Mussolini led the so-called
‘March on Rome’ in October 1922 that convinced the King to appoint him as
constitutional prime minister. The following two years were a time of growing
authoritarianism, but also of uncertainty as to what form a Fascist government
should take. Only after some hesitation did Mussolini install a direct political
dictatorship in January 1925.

The new Fascist regime was then constructed between 1925 and 1929. It
adopted the myth of the ‘totalitarian state’, yet the Mussolini regime was far from
a total dictatorship. Its control was limited in large measure to the political
sphere. The King, not Mussolini, remained head of state, and many aspects of
the Italian Constitution remained in force. Elite sectors of society remained
unmolested, the economic system enjoyed considerable freedom, the military
remained partially autonomous in administration, censorship in culture was
comparatively limited, and a new concordat was signed with the Roman
Catholic Church. A system of national syndicates, later termed national
corporations, was organized and administered by the government to regulate
economic affairs, but in practice industry and management enjoyed wide
autonomy. Parliament itself was replaced in 1928 with a new ‘corporate
chamber’, composed of representatives chosen not by direct nomination and
vote but by government and economic groups. During most of the 1920s the
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economy prospered, and Italian society seemed to accept the new regime which
hailed itself as the alternative to the conventional left and right.

Fascists also proclaimed themselves revolutionaries and empire builders, but
Mussolini showed little inclination to carry out a full-scale social or institutional
revolution. The Fascist Party itself was reduced to a limited bureaucracy and
subordinated to the regular government administration, rather than being placed
in complete control of it, as in the Soviet Union. The Fascist regime thus
functioned as a limited or semi-pluralist dictatorship rather than as a truly
totalitarian system. When the depression of the 1930s brought economic
distress, Mussolini did not rely on the new national corporations to rescue the
economy so much as on the extension of state administrative agencies. Despite
mass propaganda, there was no revolution in the educational system, either.

Mussolini was well aware that he had failed to effect a true revolution, but was
none the less increasingly overcome by a kind of megalomania and his own myth
of the ‘Duce’ (leader). He became convinced that Fascism would become great
by creating a new African and Mediterranean empire, using the conquest of
Ethiopia in 1935 as the beginning of this expansion. He believed that after the
construction of a new empire another generation of Fascist dominance in Italy
would somehow create a new Fascist culture and the Fascist ‘new man’.

Though Italian Fascism created the original terminology, when many
commentators speak of ‘fascism’ they refer primarily to Adolf Hitler’s National
Socialist movement in Germany, whose character and history were in key
respects strikingly different. Whereas Italian Fascism was converted into a major
mass movement in scarcely more than two years, the same process in Germany
required more than a decade. Hitler’s original National Socialist German
Worker’s Party (NSDAP in German) had to compete with numerous other small
radical nationalist and rightist groups. After one brief bid for power in 1923, it
had to devote ten years to building up a strong party organization and mass
following. Its great opportunity came with the major political and economic
crisis provoked by the Depression, which threatened German society with
further chaos after the disasters of the First World War and the immediate post-
war period.

By 1932 the ‘Nazis’, as they became known after the pronunciation of the first
two syllables of ‘National’ in German, had become the largest single party in
Germany, primarily by promising all manner of things, however contradictory,
to diverse sectors of German society. They portrayed themselves as the only
strong national force able to bring unity and restore security and prosperity to a
divided, languishing country. Adolf Hitler became Chancellor (the equivalent of
prime minister) on 30 January 1933, through legal constitutional processes, just
as had Mussolini, with a parliamentary majority of Nazis and rightists in
support.
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Hitler moved to establish a complete political dictatorship within only six
months, also becoming legal head of state by taking over the German presidency
in mid-1934. A general Gleichschaltung or ‘co-ordination’ of most German
institutions was carried out to extend Hitler’s control. The German dictatorship
became both more efficient and more thoroughgoing than that of Italy, but in
Germany the emphasis also lay on government political power rather than on
thorough institutional or social revolution. The Nazis proclaimed a new ‘people’s
community’ of common interest, with nominal equality of status but with
differentiation and subordination of social functions. Most of the country’s social
and economic structure remained intact and the principle of private property was
generally honoured, as in Fascist Italy.

Yet whereas Mussolini had great difficulty creating a fully coherent
programme or even defining his own goals, Hitler had certain basic ends in view
from the early 1920s onwards. Hitlerian doctrine was grounded in the racial
principle of Aryanism or Nordicism, which reduced all values and achievements
to racial criteria and the inherent superiority of the Nordic race. In Hitler’s
thinking, the true Nordic master race could only develop if it were also given
‘space’, and that meant conquest of Lebensraum (space for living) in eastern
Europe. Only after a successful war to dominate most of Europe could the true
Nazi revolution take place, which in Hitler’s view was neither a social or
economic revolution, nor even a cultural revolution, but an actual racial and
biological revolution to rid the German race of inferior elements and create the
new breed of ‘supermen’. Economic and political doctrines were secondary to
this peculiar ideology grounded in race and war, a kind of international social
Darwinism. Thus for Hitler war must precede revolution, for only a successful
war could create the conditions for racial revolution.

During the first years of Hitler’s regime, in 1933-4, relations with Italy were
rather tense. Fascists were well aware of the extremist racial tendencies in Nazi
doctrine and of the inferior place of south Europeans in such an ideology. Hitler,
however, was the only major European leader to support Italy’s conquest of
Ethiopia and looked to Mussolini as the only kindred spirit directing one of the
larger European countries. His view was that Italy and Germany were natural
allies, since Italy was interested in the Mediterranean and Africa, neither of them
primary targets of German expansion.

In 1936 Italy and Germany both intervened on the side of the right-wing
Spanish Nationalists in the Spanish Civil War. In October of that year they first
established the ‘Rome-Berlin Axis’, a loose understanding aimed at mutual
consultation and co-operation. By 1937 Mussolini had fallen under Hitler’s spell,
his attitude toward Germany fuelled by a combination of fear and envy.
Convinced that a militarily powerful Germany would soon dominate Europe, he
carried out a partial and superficial ‘Nazification’ of Italian Fascism in 1938,
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introducing the goose step and a new doctrine of ‘Italian racism’. The latter was
a feeble attempt to create a special place for the Italian ‘race’ in the new racial
order, though this belated doctrine defined the Italian race as the product of
history and culture, rather than mere biology as in the Nazi scheme.

Mussolini entered the Second World War only in June 1940, shortly before
the fall of France. He then endeavoured to launch his own ‘parallel war’ in Africa
and the Balkans to create an autonomous Italian sphere of power. This soon met
shattering defeat, and by 1941 Mussolini had become a satellite of Hitler. As the
war came directly home to Italy in July 1943, he was overthrown by a coalition
of the Italian Crown, the military and dissident Fascists. Rescued by German
commandos, Mussolini ruled a new ‘Italian Social Republic’ in German-
occupied northern Italy during 1944-5 in an unsuccessful attempt to rally
support for a return to the semi-collectivist doctrines of early radical Fascism.

Hitler’s own goals aimed at the domination of nearly all continental Europe,
after which Germany could complete the racial revolution and eventually
dominate the entire world. After France fell, Hitler turned in 1941 to his
principal rival, invading the Soviet Union, declaring a special ‘war of racial
extermination’ for the final conquest of Lebensraum.

This also coincided with the most sinister of Nazi policies, the ‘Final Solution’
for the liquidation of European Jewry. In Hitlerian doctrine, the arch-enemy of
the Nordic race, and of all true races, was held to be the Jews, defined as a
malevolent ‘anti-race’ of parasites devoted to racial pollution and the destruction
of all true culture. In this paranoid nightmare, Hitler came to believe that the
world could only be made safe for the creation of a master race by the total
extermination of Jews, a process that had begun as early as 1939-40, but finally
took the form of mass extermination camps two years later. By the end of the war
and the destruction of Nazism, nearly six million Jews had been liquidated, the
greatest single act of deliberate genocide in all human history. (Italian Fascism,
by contrast, had not originally discriminated against Jews. The proportion of
Jewish members of the Fascist Party in the 1920s was greater than that of Jews in
Italian society as a whole, and Fascist officials had publicly lauded Jews. When
the first legal measures of discrimination were adopted in 1938 in imitation of
Germany, they were unpopular both with the general Italian populace and even
with many Fascists themselves.)

German Nazism was by far the most powerful and influential variant of what
historical analysts sometimes call ‘generic fascism’, but fascist-type movements
existed in nearly all European countries during the 1930s, as well as in other
parts of the world. The great majority of these fascist-type movements were
complete failures, for in most countries and under most conditions the extremist
doctrines of fascism had little appeal. By the late 1930s, in Europe as a whole,
there were considerably more anti-fascists than fascists.
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None the less, at least four other fascist movements gained considerable
popular support and merit brief attention. For example, the only other fascist-
type movement to rival German National Socialism in popular support was the
Hungarian Arrow Cross movement. Whereas the Nazis gained 38 per cent of
the popular vote in Germany in 1932, the Arrow Cross may have held nearly 35
per cent in the Hungarian elections seven years later. There were proportionately
more different fascistic parties and movements in Hungary than in any country
in the world, in part because of the trauma of the First World War and because
the loss of territory and population was proportionately greater in Hungary than
anywhere else. Aggrieved nationalism was, if anything, even keener than in
Germany. The Arrow Cross movement of Ferenc Szalasi appealed especially to
workers and poor peasants, and espoused a greater degree of social collectivism
and economic reorganization than did many other fascistic movements. Szalasi’s
goal was a ‘Greater Danubian Federation’ led by Hungary, but he himself did not
endorse war and violence to the same extent as Hitler and Mussolini. The Arrow
Cross was strongly anti-Semitic, however, and was finally placed in power by
Hitler in 1944 after the German military had taken over Hungary. The few
fleeting months of Arrow Cross rule that followed prior to the Soviet military
conquest did not provide time to create a genuine new system, though radical
political and economic changes were imposed.

In Romania, the Legionary, or Iron Guard, movement led by Corneliu Zelea
Codreanu became a major force in the late 1930s. Although Romania was one of
the victors in the First World War, it was economically backward and politically
divided. The Legionary movement was built on the support of university students
and eventually developed considerable backing among poor peasants. Iron
Guardists were distinct from most fascists in their emphasis on religiosity—
Romanian Orthodoxy being strongly endorsed as essential to the life of the
nation. Yet the Legionaries did not have a genuine programme; their goal was the
‘Omul now’, the new man, to be created by radical nationalist and religious culture.
The existing government and elite were to be swept away in favour of the interests
of the common Romanian people, even though it was not clear how these interests
were to be articulated and structured. Codreanu and the top Legionary leaders
were murdered by the government police in 1938, but the movement was
eventually brought into the government in 1940 when General Mihai Antonescu
overthrew the monarchy and established a new dictatorship. The Guardists then
made a desperate attempt to seize sole authority in January 1941, but were easily
defeated by the Romanian army, a blow from which they never recovered.

In Croatia a radical new fascist-type movement, the Ustasi (Insurgents),
became influential among young nationalists during the 1930s. After his military
conquest of greater Yugoslavia in 1941, Hitler divided the country into zones,
making most of Croatia autonomous under the Ustasi leader Ante Pavelic. The
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Ustasi regime of 1941-4 was the only other fascist-type regime to rival that of
Hitler in sheer gruesomeness. It carried out its own liquidation of native Jewry
and then attacked the sizable Serbian population living in southern and eastern
Croatia, resulting in possibly 300,000 wanton murders.

The Spanish Nationalist dictatorship of General Francisco Franco that came
to power in the Spanish Givil War of 1936-9 also at first contained fascistic
features. In 1937 Franco took over the native fascist party, Falange Espafiola
(Spanish Phalanx), and made it his official state party, adopting its Twenty-six
Point programme (based generally on that of Fascist Italy) as the official ideology
of his new state. The Falange enjoyed considerable political influence particularly
during 1939-42, when Franco cultivated close relations with Nazi Germany.

The Franco regime, however, was also based on Spanish Catholicism and
cultural traditionalism, and carried out a sweeping new right-wing neo-
traditionalist revival. Many Catholics and rightists were strongly anti-Falangist,
and Franco was careful to limit the influence enjoyed by the new state party. By
1943, when it had become doubtful that Hitler would win the war, Franco
initiated a tentative ‘defascistization’ of his regime. This was rapidly expanded at
the end of the war in 1945, when the Falange was drastically downgraded and
the regime refurbished as a ‘Catholic corporatist’ system of ‘organic democracy’.
Defascistization became, in fact, a continuous and ongoing feature of the regime,
which progressively transformed itself in chameleon fashion. An attempt by
moderate Falangists to make a comeback was defeated in 1956, and by 1958 the
Twenty-six Points had been replaced by nine anodyne ‘Principles of the
Movement’, a series of platitudes about the nation, its unity and familial values.
By the time that Franco died in 1975, the quasi-fascist aspects dating from the
origins of his regime had long since disappeared.

The dual rightist/fascist character of the early Franco regime presents a
striking example of both the potential alliance and disharmonies of fascist groups
and the radical right. Although the two sectors had much in common, they were
also distinct and marked by significant differences in almost every European
country. Radical rightist groups shared some of the fascists’ political goals, just as
revolutionary leftist movements exhibited some of their stylistic and
organizational characteristics. The uniqueness of the fascists compared with the
radical right, however, lay in their rejection of the cultural and economic
conservatism, and the particular social elitism of the radical right, just as they
rejected the internationalism, egalitarianism and materialist socialism of the left.
The historical uniqueness of fascism can be better grasped once it is realized that
significant political movements sharing all-not merely some—of the common
characteristics of fascism existed only in Europe during the years 1915-45.

During the 1930s efforts were made to imitate fascism outside Europe in
China, Japan, southern Asia, South Africa, Latin America and even in the
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United States. None of these extra-European initiatives gained mass support or
enjoyed any political success. The peculiar combination of extreme nationalism
together with cultural and social radicalism that made up fascism could grow
neither in the soil of non-European democracies nor in more backward and
traditionalist societies elsewhere. During its great war effort of 1937-45, imperial
Japan adopted only a few of the features of fascism. The legal institutional order
of the country was scarcely altered, and comparatively normal parliamentary
elections were held in 1942. No single-party system was ever installed in Japan,
where leadership was provided by traditional elites and the military.

Fascists claimed to represent all classes of national society, particularly the
broad masses. Marxists claimed conversely that they were no more than the tool
of the most violent, monopolistic and reactionary sectors of the bourgeoisie.
Neither of these extreme interpretations is supported by empirical evidence. In
their earliest phase, fascist movements often drew their followers from among
former military personnel and small sectors of the radical intelligentsia, in some
cases university students. Though some fascist movements enjoyed a degree of
backing from the upper bourgeoisie, the broadest sector of fascist support,
comparatively speaking, was provided by the lower middle class. Since this was
one of the largest strata in European society during the 1920s and 1930s, the
same might also have been said for various other political groups. In both Italy
and Germany a notable minority of party members were drawn from among
urban workers. In Hungary and Romania, primary backing came from
university students and poor peasants, and there was also considerable agrarian
support in some parts of Italy.

A bewildering variety of theories and iterpretations have been advanced
since 1923 to explain fascism. One of the most common sets of theories are those
of socio-economic causation, primarily of Marxist inspiration, which hold that
this phenomenon was the product of specific economic forces or interests, or of
specific social groups, such as big business, the bourgeoisie or the petite
bourgeoisie. A second set of concepts emphasizes psychocultural motivations,
related to certain kinds of personality theories or forms of social psychology.
Another approach has been derived from modernization theory, which posits
fascism as intimately related to a specific phase in modern development.
Theorists of totalitarianism, on the other hand, sometimes include fascism as one
major aspect of the broader phenomenon of twentieth-century totalitarianism.
The most flexible and effective approaches, however, are historicist in character,
employing multi-causal explanations in terms of the major dimensions of
European historical development, and especially its key variations in different
countries, during the early twentieth century.

An historicist approach would account for fascism by attempting to isolate
key historical variables common to those national circumstances in which
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significant fascist movements arose in various countries. These variables should
identify key differences in the areas of national situation, political problems,
cultural tendencies, economic difficulties and social structure. The common
variable with regard to national circumstance was generally one of status
deprivation or severe frustration of nationalist ambitions. In terms of strictly
political circumstances, strong fascist movements arose in certain countries when
they were just beginning, or had only recently begun, the difficult transition to
direct democracy. (Conversely, neither advanced and experienced democracies
nor very backward countries not yet introduced to democracy were susceptible.)
The key variable of cultural milieu probably had to do with the degree of
acceptance of rationalism and materialism, as distinct from idealism and
vitalism, the latter currents being much more propitious to fascism. Fascism also
developed significantly only in countries experiencing major economic
difficulties, but the exact character of those difficulties differed enormously, from
highly industrial Germany to very backward Romania. Probably the most
common feature of the economic variables involved was a general belief that
problems were national in scope yet somehow vaguely international in origin. In
terms of social mobilization, differing syndromes may be encountered, but the
most common variable concerned widespread discontent among the young and
among the lower middle classes generally, though this discontent had to some
extent to spread more broadly into the lower classes for fascist movements to
develop a strong mass basis. Again, no one or two or even three of the
aforementioned variables sufficed to produce a significant fascist movement.
Only in those few countries where all five variables were present at
approximately the same time were conditions propitious.

That fascism temporarily became a major force in Europe was due above all
to the military expansion of Nazi Germany, for the purely political triumphs of
fascist movements were very few. Similarly, the complete defeat of Germany and
Italy in the Second World War condemned fascism to political destruction,
making it impossible for fascist movements to emerge as significant political
forces after 1945. Above all, the identification of fascist-type policies not so much
with Fascist Italy as with the militarism and mass murder wrought by Nazi
Germany fundamentally discredited them for following generations.

Nevertheless, fascism did not completely die in 1945. Efforts to revive fascism
have been rather numerous, and literally hundreds of petty neo-fascist grouplets
have emerged during the second half of the twentieth century, usually each more
insignificant than the next. These groups have been concentrated in western
Europe, but are also found in North and South America, as well as in other parts
of the world. Neo-fascist parties are usually movements of extreme protest,
operating far outside the political mainstream and unable to mobilize support.
Extreme racism has been a prime characteristic of such groups in the United
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States and in some European countries such as France, one recent example being
the ‘skinhead’ white racist movement of the late 1980s. In Germany itself, the
only movement that tried to some extent to build on the Nazi heritage failed to
mobilize 2 per cent of the vote. The most successful neo-fascist movement,
however, has been the ‘Italian Social Movement’ (MSI), principal Italian
successor to the original Fascist Party. The MSI has tried to modernize and
revise fascist doctrine in a more moderate and sophisticated direction, and in a
few areas of Italy has garnered 6 per cent or more of the vote in local elections.

Does fascism have a future? Worried foes sometimes fear so, but it is doubtful
if the specific forms of early twentieth-century European fascism can be
successfully revived. Broad cultural, psychological, educational and economic
changes have made the re-emergence of something so murderous as Nazism in a
large industrial nation almost impossible, just as the late twentieth-century era of
international interdependence seems to rule out war among the major European
and industrial countries. The prevailing culture of materialism and consumerism
militates against extreme positions, and any appeal to mass vitalist and
irrationalist politics.

Movements and regimes with most similarities to certain aspects of fascism
during the second half of the twentieth century have been much more important
in some countries of the Third World than in the West. There nationalist regimes
of one-party dictatorship have not been uncommon, and more than a few
governments in Afro-Asian countries have preached their own versions of
national socialism or national corporatism, also relying on elitism and violence,
as well as 1deologies of mysticism and idealism, in certain instances. There too
the ‘cult of personality’ and charismatic dictatorship has sometimes been
powerful, so that more of the specific features of fascism have assumed
prominent roles in Africa and Asia than in the Western world in recent decades.
None the less, it is not possible to refer to more than specific features and
tendencies, for the nationalist movements and dictatorships of the Third World
have also developed unique identities and profiles of their own, and in no case
have literally copied or revived European fascist movements and regimes.

When some commentators speculate about the ‘return of fascism’, they are
referring not so much to revival of the specific forms of early twentieth-century
European fascism and Nazism as to the emergence of new forms of
authoritarianism and dictatorship, which is a rather different question. The
‘authoritarianism temptation’ in varying forms is present in diverse kinds of
extremist politics. While the development of new modern dictatorships in major
Western countries is not likely, it cannot be ruled out in all forms. Any new
authoritarianism in the 1990s would however, have to develop particular
characteristics appropriate for its own times and could never be a literal revival of
the past.
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FUNDAMENTALISM

ADELE FERDOWS AND PAUL WEBER

In the 1950s and 1960s many social scientists argued that secularization was an
inevitable concomitant of modernization. Increasing economic and political
development would disseminate secular values, hence the role and impact of
religion in society and in politics would subside to negligible levels. The 1970s
and 1980s, however, witnessed developments diametrically opposed to those
predicted by the modernization theories. Around the world, and particularly in
Muslim countries, the power of religion did not diminish but increased
substantially instead. Indeed, it can be argued that Westernization and
secularization served as a catalyst for the revitalization of religious political
movements, mobilizing large numbers of people in support of fundamentalist
causes. Thus the contemporary emergence of fundamentalism challenges the
central assumptions of the modernization literature and poses important
questions for investigation.

One of the most difficult and challenging questions that social scientists
confront is how to understand and analyse populist religious fundamentalist
movements. In some parts of the world, religious fundamentalism has been the
means for progressive social change, improvements in social welfare for the
poorest members of society and increased political participation by formerly
disenfranchised masses. In other parts of the world, religious fundamentalism
has mobilized popular support for conservative causes and for efforts to
circumscribe or abolish the rights of certain members of the political community.
The same phenomenon then could be said to foster both justice and injustice.

This essay will consider three distinctive forms of religious fundamentalism:
Islamic fundamentalism, Christian fundamentalism and Jewish fundamentalism.
Although each form of fundamentalism shares a commitment to a hegemonic
ideal and manifests a willingness to engage in diverse modes of political action to
realize that ideal, the differences among these forms of fundamentalism are more
prominent than their commonalities.
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ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM

Followers and believers in Islamic fundamentalism not only reject the idea of
contradiction between religion and progress or modernization, but claim that
religious principles are in fact the most relevant means for development and
progress in many Islamic societies.

Islam is regarded as a total and eternal system which is for all times and all
places applicable to all peoples. Its major difference from Christianity is that the
separation of religion from the state is not even conceivable. Government is part
of Islam. The Qur’an is the law and government is established to implement the
law. But, it is argued, the implementation of Islamic principles and values does
not mean that the conditions of life during Prophet Muhammad’s time are to be
emulated. In fact, some fundamentalist movements have tried to incorporate
more recent values and principles which do not contradict religious precepts in
order to strengthen their movements and give them viability in the context of the
modern world.

Islamic fundamentalism is a complex phenomenon. On the one hand,
historically it has been a means for popular expression of hopes and anxieties,
derived from native cultural factors. On the other, it has been the channel for
confrontation and struggle in Muslim societies during the post-colonial period.
Some Muslim scholars have argued that Islamic fundamentalism has two
strands: one positive and another negative. The negative is composed of struggle
against secularism and the secularist ideologies of nationalism, capitalism and
socialism in the Muslim world. The positive strand is represented by attempts at
revitalization and rediscovery of Islam, not only as a total system but also as a
complete ideological blueprint for life (Ahmad 1983:221-8).

Some Muslim thinkers believe that ‘fundamentalism’ is a peculiar
phenomenon born out of the unique conditions in Christian history where effort
was made to impose the literalist interpretation of the Bible on all Christians.
Christian fundamentalism is seen as more conservative and supportive of the
status quo, trying to strengthen the moral and ethical fabric of society. Christian
fundamentalists are generally regarded as reactionary and unrealistic by the
public while Islamic fundamentalism is highly political and revolutionary,
wanting to change every aspect of socio-economic and political life of the people.

Islamic fundamentalism is a phenomenon that has emerged from indigenous
and native cultures as a reaction to upheavals facing the Muslim societies and
calls for a return to Islam and its fundamental precepts and principles. These
precepts are embodied in the culmination of the Qur’anic revelation, the
traditions, the utterances and actions of Prophet Muhammad and the first four
caliphs (Rashidun), who established the first Islamic community and state which
comprise the supreme model for emulation. One well-known Muslim writer has
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summarized Islamic fundamentalism in this way: ‘It is the confirmation of
Islamic social morality and the rededication of oneself to the establishment of
social justice and equity in society’ (Ahmad 1983:227).

The most important fact about Islam is that there is no distinction between the
secular and religious spheres. The Prophet Muhammad himself set up in Medina
a governing body of rules and laws. Because of this, Islamic fundamentalism has
always remained a latent political force, and a common aspect of the mission of
Islamic movements has been their emphasis on Islam, not just as a set of beliefs
and rituals, but as a moral and social movement to establish the Islamic order.
This has meant a wider participation in Friday public prayer, more media
attention to issues of faith and behaviour, Islamic styles of dress, and a
heightened sense of religiously inspired social responsibility in general. Hence,
Islamic fundamentalism, it is argued, is to be seen as a pragmatic, dynamic and
progressive ideology that is well equipped to meet the demands of modern
society. The different Islamic fundamentalist movements, despite some local
variations and indigenous details, have endorsed similar objectives and exhibited
common characteristics. They have demonstrated unwavering commitment to
Islam and great capability to face the challenge of modernization creatively
(Ahmad 1983:222).

All Islamic fundamentalist movements seek comprehensive reform, that is,
changing all aspects of life, making faith the centre point. They claim that what is
needed is not new interpretations of old principles, but a stricter adherence to
what had already been revealed to be the true path. The Shari'a must serve as the
supreme source of law, completely replacing the alien laws imported from the
West. The replication and implementation of foreign laws, they insist, is a
rejection of God’s laws which will lead to the destruction of the foundation of an
Islamic society.

Some of the major reasons for the appearance of populist Islamic
fundamentalist movements are related to the failure of secular and Western
ideologies to resolve the socio-economic and political problems in society. This
failure has led to disillusionment, gloom and wariness of the Western ideologies
of Marxist materialism and liberal pluralism which had been presented in the
guise of theories of modernization only a few decades earlier. With the
importation of Western and foreign ideologies of capitalism and socialism by the
political rulers and ruling regimes in Muslim societies, the perceived threat of
undermining the traditional system of values and social identity was intensified
among the masses. This perception of danger forced the population to search for
an authentic and indigenous point of reference: an alternative ideology. This
ideology was clearly found in Islam. In general, threats to group ethnic identity
and social and political integrity from outside lead them to resort to the
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restoration of traditional values and familiar culture as a defence mechanism
against the perceived external threat to the group national integrity and identity.

Many scholars have advanced the view that in most Islamic societies the most
important factor in the revitalization and rise of Islamic fundamentalist
movements has been the search for identity and security, the discovery of
familiar values and beliefs in the midst of swift social, economic and political
change. Muslim fundamentalists, therefore, are determined to create lifestyles,
social systems, and individual as well as state values that will be able to cope with
the tremendous instability and insecurity created by the Westernization of their
societies, and to protect and defend their societies from the harmful impact of
Western ideologies (Ruthven 1984:287-352).

It has been asserted that the secularist leaders and rulers in Muslim countries
have not only failed in the modernization of their societies but that they have also
caused colossal upheavals and confusion, resulting in dependence on the West.
This in turn has led to public questioning of the rulers’ authenticity and the
legitimacy of the political establishment. In addition, political oppression, lack of
social justice and economic equity, moral decadence and increasing corruption
threatened the eradication of traditional values. It is further argued that this
confused state of affairs has contributed to a revival of the political role of
religion. Islamic ideology presented a clear vision of the future and the promise
to solve all problems, offered solace and a sense of refuge to the followers and
believers, assisting them in carrying the heavy burden of life.

The role of the traditional clergy in Islam became vital in this regard due to
the fact that historically the Muslim clergy have very often acted as the agents of
socialization and political mobilization of the masses. In addition, the clergy have
acted as the protectors of the people from the oppressive and unjust authority of
rulers and have played the intermediary role between them and the government.
The clergy promise to advance the interests of the masses who, in the decades of
change, had been largely left out of the domain of modernization culturally,
socially, and economically.

History of Islamic Fundamentalism

The roots of Islamic fundamentalist movements are found in the history of
Islam, both medieval and modern. The history of Islam has contained an
clement of fundamentalist reaction from the time of its inception. For example, a
group known as the Kharyites (exiters), deserted ’Ali, the fourth caliph, accusing
him of disobeying the literal meaning of the Qur’an because of his agreement to
arbitration over the issue of Mu’awiyya’s claim to the caliphate. There is total
agreement among all Islamic fundamentalists that the very condensed period of
the first sixty years after the rise of Islam (from Prophet Muhammad’s prophecy
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to the death of "Ali, the last Rashidun caliph) is the foundation of the true and
pure Islam.

The twentieth century has witnessed the advent of several Islamic spokesmen
and leaders of Islamic thought and ideology whose writings have had immense
impact not only on their contemporaries but also for future generations. These
writings have occupied the supreme place in forming and shaping a comprehensive
Islamic vision and a blueprint for action to confront the threat posed to Islamic
ways of life by inroads of Western and modern values and institutions.

One of the most outstanding and important Islamic fundamentalist
movements by far has been that of the Ikhwan al-Muslimin in Egypt, founded in
1928 by Hasan al-Banna, a school teacher. The Ikhwan is regarded as one of the
most popular and aggressive of Islamic fundamentalist organizations. The
influence of the Ikhwan went far beyond Egypt and spread into many
neighbouring Arab countries. As a conservative organization, it provided the
only channel for the expression of anger, frustration and disillusionment with
secularization and Westernization for many millions of Muslims. Throughout
the 1970s and 1980s, the Ikhwan remained the only prominent means for the
expression of Sunni Islamic political thought in Egypt, Sudan, Syria and Jordan.

A similar organization, Fadayan-i Islam, was founded in the mid-1940s by
Navab Safavi in Iran. All the leaders of the group were executed in 1956, after
which the organization went underground. It has reappeared following the 1979
revolution under the leadership of Ayatollah Khalkhali (The Executioner
Ayatollah) but remains a fringe organization.

Few Islamic thinkers and scholars of the twentieth century can compare with
Seyyid Qutb (1906-66), the leader of the Ikhwan in Egypt, in the significant
impact upon the revitalization and restoration of Islam and development of
Islamic thought and ideology in contemporary Muslim societies. His writings
have led to the emergence of several Islamic movements in the Muslim world.

The foundation of Qutb’s thought was based on the premise that the Western
world (capitalist or Marxist versions) has failed in establishing the promised
conscientious and humane societies and that this failure has led the Muslims in
search of other acceptable, indigenous alternatives in order to save their societies
from the dangers posed by the invasion of alien cultural values. This alternative
ideology is found in Islamic culture. Seyyid Qutb’s works consist of careful
analysis of the ‘disease’ with which Muslims are afflicted. He found that this
disease was nothing but adaptation of foreign ways and alien models and blind
imitation of Western ideas in their countries. Some scholars regard Seyyid Qutb
as the person who tried to bridge the wide gap between the ultra-conservative,
traditional wlema and the modern sciences and knowledge by opposing the
excessive materialism of the West and secularization of Muslim societies but not
opposing modernization and progress in economic and social areas as long as
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they were not detrimental to the welfare of the society or in conflict with basic
Islamic values.

Today, Qutb must rank among the most popular and respected authors in the
Islamic world. Indeed he may be the single most widely read writer among
Muslims and is highly regarded for the quality of his intellect. His works,
originally written in Arabic, have been translated into other languages of both
the Islamic and Western worlds (Qutb 1976).

Another example of the Islamic fundamentalist position is that contained in
the writings of Allamah Abul Ala al-Mawdudi (1903-79). In fact, no discussion
or reporting of Islamic fundamentalist movements would be complete without
an examination of the role that Mawdudi’s works have played in these
movements. Certainly, Mawdudi and the organization he founded, Jama at
Islami, which he led, was the most important factor in the establishment of
Pakistan during the partition of the Indian subcontinent. In addition to being the
founder and leader of the Fama at, he was also its ideologue.

He is described by Wilfred Cantwell-Smith (1957:234) as ‘the most
systematic thinker of modern Islam’ and is revered in many Muslim countries as
one of the foremost exponents and interpreters of fundamentalist Islam.

Until his death, but especially prior to his retirement from the leadership of
the Fama’at in 1972, Mawdudi was the most controversial, dogmatic and
visible fundamentalist leader of his time and his fama’at organization
spearheaded the movement for the shift in Pakistan from a Muslim country to
an Islamic state.

The foundation of Mawdudi’s ideas and assumptions is that Islam is a
complete and total ideology which does not need explanation or interpretation
except within its own context. For Mawdudi, Islam is perfect and there is no need
for its justification. His defence strategy for the preservation of Islamic values
and principles is as follows: the Western world is corrupt and morally decadent
and must be strenuously opposed. He claims that Islam is a total ideology which
has appropriate answers to all human predicaments and social dilemmas.
Mawdudi insists, without hesitation, that the Sfari’@ must be supreme and rule
over all humankind. Mawdudi was perhaps the most dogmatic and
uncompromising of Islamic fundamentalist leaders.

One of the least studied of contemporary Islamic fundamentalist leaders is
Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini (1902-89). Khomeini’s message was lucid and
unambiguous. To the classic Islamic call for the struggle against imperialism and
secularism, he added the unique and unprecedented corollary that the religious
leaders must fully participate in the governance of the Islamic community. He
declared that it was not only the right but the responsibility of the religious
establishment to rule and control the affairs of the country. This doctrine was at
once ultra-conservative and revolutionary. It advocated that all people must
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participate in politics as a religious duty and that the clerics were bound by
religion to govern.

CHRISTIAN FUNDAMENTALISM

Within the Christian context, the term ‘fundamentalism’ seems to have acquired
its current meaning from twelve volumes of essays called The Fundamentals,
written between 1910 and 1915 by several prominent conservative Protestant
scholars (Dixon et al. 1910-15). Gommissioned and underwritten by two
wealthy Californian laymen alarmed by the increasing ‘worldliness’ of mainline
Protestant churches and wanting a forceful statement of the true religion, The
Fundamentals were a stunning success. Over three million copies were distributed
and a movement was launched.

In its historical and current American context the term fundamentalism refers
to those primarily Protestant Christians who firmly believe in (a) the literal truth
or accuracy of the Bible in all its statements, (b) the need to avoid contemporary
seductions in personal conduct (depending on the person and the group to which
he or she belongs, this may include such things as abortion, birth control,
pornography, divorce, movies, dancing, gambling, drinking of alcoholic
beverages and the practice of yoga), and (c) the utter impossibility of achieving
eternal salvation by human effort. Salvation is achieved by faith in Jesus Christ
which is manifest in a zealous witness to the truth.

While Christian fundamentalism is most prominent in the United States, its
influence has spread elsewhere, particularly in Latin America and English-
speaking nations. Northern Ireland is home to the Revd lan Paisley, a
fundamentalist leader with American ties who has mixed virulent, anti-
Catholicism with conservative Protestant dogma. In England, Festival of Lights,
a political movement with some fundamentalist leadership, has worked quietly
for two decades to enhance public decency.

Fundamentalism is often confused with other concepts, such as
Evangelicalism, of which it is a subset. Evangelicals are biblical literalists who
believe it is their primary duty to proclaim the gospel. They may be politically
liberal, conservative, radical pacifist or strictly non-political. Fundamentalists are
evangelicals who are militantly conservative and who see themselves in a war
with secular humanists for cultural dominance in America. There remains a
tension within fundamentalist ranks between those who believe the best way to
fight 1s to separate from organized political and social interaction with the larger
culture to concentrate on individual conversion and those who believe it
necessary to take the battle to the larger political and cultural arena.

Fundamentalism is also sometimes confused with the New Right, a popular
American political phenomenon of the 1970s and 1980s. The New Right was a
loosely and often tenuously affiliated movement of several major ideologies:
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Economic Libertarianism, a largely secular movement supporting free enterprise,
less government regulation and low taxes; Social Traditionalism, a collection of
groups concerned with the breakdown of the traditional family, religion and
morality; and Militant Anti-communism, a collection of groups, many with roots in
the old right and McCarthyism, who considered the Soviet Union to be a
continuing threat and who are concerned with national security and military
spending. Perhaps the one thing all three groups have in common is a hatred for
liberals, whom they consider the source of many of the world’s problems.
Fundamentalists are heavily concentrated in the Social Traditionalist stream,
although a few theological entrepreneurs such as Hal Lindsey (1970) have
attempted to tie in Christian concepts such as millenialism and a final battle between
the forces of good and evil at Armageddon with anti-communism and nuclear war.

Contemporary social scientists and journalists have expanded the concept of
‘fundamentalist’ to encompass any group, no matter what its belief system,
which they perceive to be religiously motivated, which proclaims dogmatic
adherence to a certain set of religious beliefs and which are socially rigid and led
by zealous proselytizers. The expansion of the concept to include non-Christian
groups is not without value for there are common threads which run through
various religious movements.

The power of contemporary fundamentalist movements has caught most social
scientists and Western policy makers by surprise. Exactly why development and
so-called modernization had quite the opposite effect from the predicated
secularization is a matter of some dispute. Perhaps the most widely held
hypothesis, based on a theory of status politics, holds that not only does
development proceed with a differential impact, improving the economic lot of
elites far more rapidly and dramatically than that of ordinary citizens, but
modernization confronts the basic values, traditions and lifestyles of non-elites
through conspicuous consumption, the introduction of new materialism, and
public displays of heretofore alien symbols, dress, and social activities. Under this
hypothesis fundamentalists became politically active in response to perceived
threats from the larger environment. The difficulty with this hypothesis is that it is
not borne out by available data. What data do show is that fundamentalists in
each tradition have moved into the economic middle class, are more urban than
rural, are very close to the educational levels of the larger non-fundamentalist
majority and tend to be as technologically sophisticated as other citizens. A second
hypothesis, which might be called a political entrepreneur theory, posits that
fundamentalists were enticed out of their political isolation by other more secular
conservative leaders, political entrepreneurs who had considerable organizational
skills and who had developed financial resources through mass-mailing
techniques. These leaders recognized fundamentalists as social traditionalists who
could be mobilized to become active participants in a new conservative majority.
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Enlisting the fundamentalists gave these entrepreneurs a rich tradition of symbols,
rituals and values with which to appeal to ‘the silent majority’ of Americans, as
well as access to local communities and several highly visible and charismatic
leaders. A variation of this is the Resource Mobilization Model which posits that
fundamentalism, like any social movement among identifiable groups, emerges
when three factors are present: opportunities, resources and incentives or motives.
These factors were available in Christian, Jewish and Islamic movements.

History of American Christian Fundamentalism

The roots, if not the name of fundamentalism, reach as far back in American
history as the two great Awakenings in the 1740-50s and 1830-40s. In each
instance a popularized, non-hierarchical and theologically unsophisticated wave
of religiosity swept through the Congregational and Episcopal churches through
revivalist preaching and, in the rural areas, camp meetings. Separate Baptist and
Methodist churches quickly evolved into distinct traditions, gaining adherents
not only from among the older mainline churches but from the large numbers of
unchurched as well. The message was simple: every person can read and
interpret the Bible, immoral acts are to be avoided, salvation comes from faith in
Jesus Christ, and spread the Good News. This was broad gauge evangelicalism,
and some have argued that in the pre-Civil War period it also represented
mainstream America.

The post-Civil War period confronted this righteous, self-assured popular
Protestantism with enormous challenges. Immigration, industrialism,
Darwinism and socialism, each in a somewhat different way, threatened to
overwhelm what was perceived as an emerging Christian culture. Immigration
and industrialization brought waves of Catholic and Jewish workers to rapidly
expanding cities where drinking, gambling, dancing and other social vices made
a mockery of the virtuous life so central to the Protestant ethic. Darwinism
confronted the biblical literalism that provided the foundation of evangelical
Christianity, and socialism promised a worldly salvation that had no need for
faith at all. While mainline churches attempted to incorporate new ideas and
adapt to modernization, evangelicals fought back in both public and private
arenas. They became, in their own way, extraordinary social reformers, working
for prison reform, establishment of private charities for the poor, the ill, the
alcoholic; they fought first for public schools and then for Sunday Bible schools,
and for laws prohibiting gambling, pornography, prostitution and work on
Sunday. Above all they worked for temperance. Although never developing a
sophisticated mtellectual tradition, they saw Darwinist evolutionary theory as a
direct challenge to biblical literalism and fought to keep it out of the public
schools. Ironically, despite their social and theological conservatism, evangelicals

187



GCONTEMPORARY IDEOLOGIES

were among the first to grasp the implications of technological innovations such
as the radio and mass fund-raising. For over two decades the Old Time Gospel Hour
had the largest audience of any radio programme.

Two major crises occurred in the 1920s that radically altered the thrust of
evangelicalism/fundamentalism for several decades. In 1925 the widely
publicized Scopes trial, in which a young Tennessee teacher was convicted of
teaching the theory of evolution, exposed fundamentalist beliefs to widespread
ridicule. The late 1920s also saw a major backlash against the prohibition
amendment for which fundamentalists had fought so valiantly, and which had
proved to be a social disaster. Although the amendment was not officially
repealed until 1933, by that time the thoroughly discredited fundamentalists had
withdrawn from public debate over social issues to organize and build their own
mstitutions. This retreat was aided in no small measure by the emergence of a
doctrine of dispensationalism which held that salvation was an ‘other-worldly
experience’ based on personal victory over sin and on personal witnessing.
Fundamentalists, in short, became emphatically nonpolitical. For several groups
this ‘separation’ became a touchstone of true faith.

In the late 1960s fundamentalist preachers, many of whom had developed
large church followings and TV ministries, began to speak out on political issues.
Pressure began to build as a result of several Supreme Court cases outlawing
officially sponsored prayer in the public schools and various legislative
enactments which fundamentalists perceived as promoting a general moral
permissiveness and undermining the family. Most commentators agree that the
1973 Supreme Court decision in Roev. Wade—declaring many restrictive abortion
laws to be unconstitutional-was the single most important trigger for political
activism. The lobby group, Moral Majority, founded in 1979 by the Revd Jerry
Falwell, was the most visible of several groups formed to press for a conservative
political social agenda. In 1988 fundamentalist TV minister Pat Robertson
mounted a credible, if short-lived, campaign for the Republican nomination for
the presidency. By 1989, however, the power, prestige and funding of
fundamentalists groups dropped significantly. In large measure their
constituency became disillusioned after scandals rocked the TV ministries. In
addition, the presidency of George Bush proved to be less receptive than that of
Ronald Reagan, and as victories declined so did interest and funds. Moral
Majority was disbanded and replaced by a much smaller, less active Liberty
Federation. The Revd Jerry Falwell himself drew back to focus his efforts on his
church and Liberty University in Lynchburg, Virginia.

Christian fundamentalism has a long tradition; it will not disappear quickly.
Political activism among fundamentalists, however, does ebb and flow as the
opportunities, resources and incentives dictate. The 1970s and 1980s saw a
massive outflow of energy which had a significant influence on the American
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clectorate’s shift to a conservative direction. The early 1990s appear to be
witnessing a period of withdrawal and regrouping. The Gulf crisis helped
accelerate a return to dispensationalism (Iraq is the site of Babylon of biblical times
and has great significance in Christian prophecy about the second coming of the
Messiah). But while fundamentalism may be in a period of political quiesence, it
remains a latent political force among a large minority of American Christians.

JEWISH FUNDAMENTALISM

Jewish fundamentalism has both similarities to and differences from the
Christian variety. Unlike the latter its roots lie not in particular biblical or
Talmudic texts but in nineteenth-century European Zionism—a movement to
create a homeland for Jews in Palestine, the land from which they had been
driven by the Romans nearly two thousand years earlier. Jews of the Diaspora
lament the destruction of Jerusalem and pray daily for a Messiah who will restore
Jewish dominion in the land of Israel. All this, according to Jewish tradition, is to
be accomplished by God at the chosen time. Originally something of a radical
fringe group of intellectuals, Zionists were condemned by mainstream Jewish
leaders for trying to force God’s hand through political action. However, the
violent outbursts of anti-Semitism across Europe in the 1870s gave credence to
the claim that Jews needed a land of their own, and gave Zionism a legitimacy it
had lacked earlier.

As the Zionist movement expanded and matured it became clear that there were
three groupings or streams of thought. First, religious Zionists who adhered to and
believed that a return to Israel was a part of God’s overall plan for Jews. Second,
labour Zionism which grew out of European socialist roots, and which, while it did
not reject religious elements, was far more interested in economic growth and
organization. Finally there was a secular, rationalist stream which sought to create
a democratic Jewish nation without religious regulations or trappings.

When the state of Israel was formed in 1948 these three streams continued to
assure tension and division among the Jewish population. While labour Zionism
was the largest stream, it was not strong enough to rule without compromise and
creation of coalitions. The second largest grouping, and thus the natural
competitor to the Labour Party, were the secularists. As a result the smaller
religious parties were the natural coalition choices. Indeed, in order to create a
governing coalition in 1948, the Labour Party was forced to enact certain
elements of orthodox Jewish law, namely:

1 public observance of all Jewish holidays and the sabbath;
2 respect for the law of kosher in government agencies;
3 public financing for religious schools; and
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4 observance of orthodox marriage and divorce laws.

In 1950 these were supplemented by the Law of Return, which stated that
every Jew around the world had a right to come to Israel and attain citizenship.

These actions had an enormous impact on later fundamentalism because they
established a basis for a religious Jewish identity rather than simply a territorial
or cthnic identity. Religiously orthodox Jews, although always a minority in
Israel, remained a vibrant, insistent, and often passionate voice in Israeli politics,
continuously pushing for greater adherence to the law of the Torah in return for
their willingness to become part of any ruling coalition.

The trigger issue which galvanized Jewish fundamentalism was the Six Day
War in June 1967. In a stunning victory Israel captured the Sinai peninsula and
Gaza Strip from Egypt, the Golan Heights from Syria, and the West Bank,
including East Jerusalem, from Jordan. The conquest brought not only large
areas of land and a large, hostile Arab population under Israeli control, but posed
areligious problem of enormous difficulty to the Israeli government. How much
of the land should it keep? Should Jews be allowed to settle in the conquered
lands? Out of these questions was born contemporary Jewish fundamentalism.

Many religious Zionists took the Israeli victory as vindication of their belief
that they were following God’s plan. While others, both within Israel and in the
broader international community, believed that Jews were now in a position to
trade the captured land (excluding holy sites and some small areas deemed
necessary for national security) for guarantees of peace, religious Zionists made
retention of the lands a fundamental religious issue on which there could be no
compromise and no concessions. They were joined for the first time by militant
secular nationalists with whom they formed a contentious, adamant, united front
to block any efforts by the government to negotiate.

A primary strategy quickly developed of erecting Jewish settlements in the
occupied territories, particularly the West Bank, in order to make return of the
land more difficult for the government. In 1974 these efforts led to the formation
of Gush Emunim, ‘Bloc of the Faithful’, a fundamentalist, religio-political
movement which both legally and illegally developed new settlements that they
defied government to tear down.

A second, more ominous strategy was to harrass and drive out Arabs who
refused to sell their land for these settlements. In 1977 a stunning victory of the
right-wing Likud Party, led by Menachem Begin, over the Labour Party, resulted
in a governing coalition significantly more sympathetic to Gush Emunim goals,
and Jewish settlements in the occupied territories quickly expanded. According
to one authority, Gush Emunim ‘more or less deliberately encouraged the
harrassment of Palestinians in the West Bank in order to create tension and
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increase Israeli reluctance to withdraw from the area’ (Tessler 1990:285). If this
was indeed their strategy, they certainly succeeded.

One result was to change the political climate so that a number of new
fundamentalist religious parties emerged, including Morasha and Kach, the
latter a violence-prone group organized by former American Meir Kahane with
the stated objective of expelling all Palestinian Arabs from the conquered land.
While these groups remain a small minority in Israel, their emergence has added
support for Gush Emunim and the settlement movement. It is now unlikely that
any Israeli government could forceably dismantle the settlements or withdraw
the military from occupied territory.

A second result of settlement and harrassment by fundamentalist groups was
an explosion of protests, commonly called the ‘mtifada’, or uprising, among the
over one million Arabs, which all but assured that no peaceful co-existence
would be possible in the foreseeable future. A third result was a further erosion of
support for Israel around the world, including in the United States and Britain.

Jewish fundamentalism remains a strong, militant force in Israeli politics.
Whether their policies will result in a backlash among Israeli citizens and a
subsequent decline remains to be seen. It had not happened by late 1991. Only
one thing seems certain: whether it is manifested in Islamic, Christian, Jewish or
other religious traditions, fundamentalism remains a limited but potent political
force and is not likely to disappear in the foreseeable future.
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LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES

G.BINGHAM POWELL

Liberal democracies are identified by an implicit bargain between the
representative governments and their citizens and a specific arrangement which
regulates that bargain. The bargain is that the government’s legitimacy, its
expectation of obedience to its laws, is dependent on its claim to be doing what
the citizens want it to do. The organized arrangement that regulates this bargain
of legitimacy is the competitive political election.

In competitive political elections voters can choose from among alternative
candidates. In practice, at least two organized political parties that have some
chance of winning seem to be needed to make choices meaningful. The people
are allowed basic freedoms of speech, press, assembly and organization so that
they can form and express preferences about political policies. Using these
freedoms, all citizens can participate meaningfully in the competitive elections
which choose the rulers. Such electoral participation means that the people
participate indirectly in the general direction of the public policies of the society.
Participation in policy making by the people is the fundamental meaning of
democracy (Cohen 1971: chapter 1).

A number of liberal democracies also make some occasional use of direct
citizen involvement in policy making through the referendum, a popular vote on
a proposed law (Butler and Ranney 1978). However, even in Switzerland, where
the device 1s used more frequently than elsewhere, most legislation is made
through the representative istitutions.

The term ‘liberal’ in ‘liberal democracy’ draws attention to two related
features of these political systems. First, their claim to democracy rests on
responsiveness to the wishes of the citizens, not to some vision of citizens’ best
interests as defined by the rulers or by some ideological system. Second, the
wishes of a majority are not to override all the political and civil rights of the
minorities. At a minimum these rights include the political freedom to organize
and participate. They may also include rights of due process, privacy and
personal property, although liberal democratic theorists are less unanimous on
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the boundaries of these rights. The ‘liberal’ and the ‘democratic’ elements in
liberal democracy may be in tension if citizen majorities favour policies that
curtail political and civil rights. More often the two elements support each other;
each is an essential component of liberal democracy.

HISTORICAL AND CONTEMPORARY EXAMPLES OF
LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

Liberal democracy is primarily a phenomenon of the twentieth century. In the
nineteenth century, only the United States, France and Switzerland had
approached universal manhood suffrage by the 1870s; the vote for women came
even later. Using quite loose standards of voter eligibility, there were about nine
democracies among forty-eight independent nations in 1902. After the First
World War internal pressures from social groups and international emulation led
to a spread of both representative assemblies (Gerlich 1973:94-113) and the
suffrage (Rokkan 1961:132-52). By 1929-30 there were perhaps twenty-two
democracies among the sixty-five independent nations then in existence. Some of
these, most notably Weimar Germany, collapsed in the turmoil of the worldwide
economic depression of the early 1930s. Following the victory of the allied
powers in the Second World War and the breakup of the European colonial
empires, there was a further spread of liberal democratic practices. Many newly
independent Third World nations (such as Nigeria, Ghana and Pakistan) began
as democracies, but were unable to stabilize their political systems.

The number of liberal democracies has waxed and waned since the 1950s,
although gradually increasing with the number of independent states. Some well-
established democracies have been overthrown (Chile and Uruguay in 1973, for
example), while some authoritarian regimes have been replaced by democracies
(for example Spain in 1977). Several states (such as Greece, Turkey and
Argentina) have experienced both democratic and authoritarian interludes.
Various analyses of the 1960s and 1970s placed the number of stable
contemporary democracies between thirty and forty, somewhat less than one-
quarter of the world’s independent national governments (Dahl 1971; Lijphart
1984; Powell 1982a; Rustow 1967). A careful comparison suggested that as
many as 30 per cent of the regimes in 1985 might be classified as liberal
democracies, but the stability of some of these seemed doubtful (Coppedge and
Reinicke 1988:101-25). (See also Gastil 1988:3-86; Anderson 1988:89-99.)

Most studies of contemporary liberal democracies are dominated by the nations
of Western Europe and North America (including Costa Rica and the English-
speaking Caribbean), Japan, Australia, New Zealand, India and Venezuela, plus
scattered small states. In the late 1980s developments in Latin America, the Pacific
rim, and Eastern Europe indicated movement towards features of liberal
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democracy in all three regions: increasing freedom of information and
organization and even semi-competitive elections, in which citizens could vote
freely with some constrained degree of choice. In 1989 a spectacular movement
towards full liberal democracy took place in the previously tightly controlled
regimes of Poland, Hungary, East Germany and Czechoslovakia.

MAJOR VARIANTS OF LIBERAL DEMOCRATIC PROCESSES:
CONSTITUTIONS AND PARTY SYSTEMS

The detailed arrangements by which contemporary liberal democracies choose
policy makers and make policies are extremely varied and complex. Various
analysts focus on different features in constructing ‘variants’ of liberal
democracies: unitary and federal systems, presidential and parliamentary
systems, two-party and multi-party systems.

Constitutional organization: decision rules

In stable democracies there is agreement on a ‘constitution’ (whether a single
written document or a set of practices and statutes) that specifies how laws must
be made (the ‘decision rule’) and how the makers are to be chosen. The most
fundamental conceptual property of any decision rule is its degree of
inclusiveness: what part of the membership must agree before a policy is
accepted. In a pure dictatorship, the decision rule would be that one individual
(the dictator) decides all the policies. In a majoritarian system, the decision rule is
that 50 per cent plus one must agree on a policy before it is accepted. In a
completely consensual system, the decision rule is unanimity: everyone must
agree to a policy before it can be adopted.

Democratic theorists agree that dictatorships and all decision rules requiring
the assent of only a small minority are not compatible with the concept of
democracy. Most would agree that complete unanimity is impractical if any
policies are to be made. They are divided, however, on whether a simple
majority or some more inclusive rule is preferable. Theoretically we expect that
the majoritarian form would be more efficient at making policy, but the
consensual form would be more protective of the rights of minorities (Buchanan
and Tulloch 1962).

Many democracies explicitly require application of a more inclusive decision
rule for changing the constitution itself (Lijphart 1984:187-96). Such rules range
from a two-thirds vote in the national legislature to elaborate ratification by
regional units, as in the American case of ratification by three-quarters of the
states. Others may require more inclusive support for some particular legislation,
such as treaty ratification (the United States) or even raising new taxes (Finland).
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In addition to explicit requirements for more than majority support for
passing legislation, most democracies have institutional arrangements that in
effect involve the concurrence of representatives of more than a simple majority
of the citizens. Many of the institutional differences in liberal democratic
constitutions can be understood as implying an expansion of simple majoritarian
decision rules for the representatives.

Lijphart’s analysis of majoritarian and consensual elements in twenty-two
stable democracies identifies a ‘federal-unitary’ dimension that includes the
number and strength of the legislative chambers, the effective centralization or
decentralization of the government, and the arrangements for constitutional
change (Liyjphart 1984: chapter 13). At the majoritarian extreme are New
Zealand and Britain. In these countries there are few restraints on the power (or
responsibility) of the central government. At the federal extreme are Germany,
the United States and Switzerland, where a variety of different institutions,
including a second legislative chamber and regional governments, must be
involved in many areas of policy-making. The work of Strom (1984, 1990)
suggests that legislative committee systems can also work to give minorities the
ability to constrain government policies. Again, the effect is to make policy
making in a country such as Norway or Belgium more inclusive than simply
majoritarian. In such systems, major policy change must typically engage the
consent of representatives of far more than a simple majority of citizens.

The distributions of power between the legislature and the chief executive are
another important aspect of the decision rule. In the parliamentary systems of
most European nations, the chief executive, the prime minister, is chosen by the
legislature and can be removed by it. The executive may dominate the legislature
through control of a disciplined majority of legislators, but the two are closely
fused. In true presidential systems, such as those of the United States and
Venezuela, the legislature and the chief executive are independently elected and
have separate resources for shaping decision making. The balance between them
will depend on the specific powers of each, as well as interconnections of party
control. When party control is divided, these systems will become less
majoritarian and require broader coalitions. France and Finland provide cases of
mixed ‘semi-presidential’ regimes (Duverger 1980).

Constitutional organization: election rules

A second critical feature of democratic constitutions specifies the rules by which
the representatives who make policy are selected.

As Riker (1982b) has pointed out, it was already suspected in the nineteenth
century that the type of electoral election rules known as first-past-the-post would
tend to lead to exclusion of smaller parties and creation of majorities. Much later,
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French sociologist Maurice Duverger (1954) stated the ‘law’ that such rules tend
to create two-party systems. Duverger proposed that the majoritarianism is
supported both by ‘proximate’ or ‘mechanical’ effects in the aggregation of votes
and by ‘distal’ or psychological effects as voters and politicians anticipate the
mechanical effects. Recent research (Rae 1967, 1971; Riker 1982b; Gunther
1989; Lijphart 1990) has discovered evidence of both mechanical and
psychological effects, but the former seem to dominate in most cases.

‘First-past-the-post’ election rules, in which a country is divided into single-
representative constituencies and the candidate with the most votes (plurality)
wins the district, are widely used today in Britain, the United States, and many
nations once under British domination, such as New Zealand, Jamaica, Canada,
and so forth. The British general election of 1983 produced an example of the
mechanical effects, in which smaller parties with votes evenly distributed across
districts do badly, and legislative majorities can be created. The Liberal-Social
Democratic Alliance gained 25 per cent of the vote and came in second in more
districts than either ‘major’ party, but gained only a handful of parliamentary
seats. On the other hand, the Conservatives gained a solid legislative majority
with only about 40 per cent of the popular vote.

The major alternative forms of election rules are the various versions of
proportional representation (PR). Favoured by most of the nations of continental
Europe, PR provides for multi-member legislative districts, with parties
represented in proportion to their voting support in the district. The size and
complexity of the districts, the exact rules for distributing ‘remainder’ votes, and
the presence of ‘cut-off’ rules eliminating parties below a certain size can shape
the working of the system (Rae 1967; Groffman and Liphart 1986; Lijphart
1990). But in a system such as that of the Netherlands or Denmark, the presence
of PR allows a large of number of small parties to form, seek, and obtain
legislative representation with only a few per cent of the national vote. It is
difficult for single parties to gain legislative majorities under PR rules.

Competitive party systems: critical linkage

Competitive party systems shape the critical electoral linkages between citizens
and policy makers. Bryce’s observation seventy years ago holds true today: no
large democracy has been able to do without political parties as the vehicle for
organizing and structuring elections (Bryce 1921 (vol. 1):119). Without such
organization the ability of citizens to have an impact through elections is
extremely limited.

Moreover, parties are a means through which constitutional arrangements
shape democratic policy making and, sometimes, a means through which
constitutional arrangements can be overcome. Party competition is affected by
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the historic social and political cleavages of the society (Lipset and Rokkan
1967), the strategies of politicians (Downs 1957; Mueller 1979), and by the
values of the society, as well as by the constitutional arrangements. Party systems
also have autonomous influence of their own and, usually, substantial ability to
sustain themselves over time (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Inglehart 1984). Lijphart
found that the consensual elements other than the unitary-federal ones formed a
dimension most closely approximated by the number of effective political parties
(Lijphart 1984: chapter 13).

"The literature on party systems and party competition is voluminous. (See, for
example, discussions in Duverger 1954; Neumann 1956; Downs 1957; Dahl
1966; Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Epstein 1967; Sartori 1976: chapter 6; Powell
1982a: chapter 5; Strom 1985, 1990; Ware 1988.) Two major distinctions
dominate much of the analysis. The first of these distinguishes two-party, or at
least majority electing, systems from multi-party systems. Theorists and observers
who favour clarity of responsibility and the power to implement promises
(Schattschneider 1942; Ranney 1962), and/or the pre-election aggregation of
citizen preferences (Lipset 1960; Almond and Powell 1966; Epstein 1967) that
seem to go with majoritarian government naturally favour two-party systems.
Those who favour explicit representation of social and political factions in policy
making and elaborately consultative political processes tend to favour multi-party
systems (Nordlinger 1972; Lehmbruch 1974; Lijphart 1977, 1984).

A second major distinction between party systems focuses on the degree or
type of political conflict that they express. Most party system theorists hold that
highly polarized party systems, in which there is a great gap between the
espoused policy packages (ideologies) of major parties, or in which ‘extremist’
parties, who challenge the basic ground rules of the society, gain substantial
strength, are dangerous for the continued performance of democracy (Duverger
1954:419-20). Sartori’s influential analysis of polarized pluralism (Sartori 1976:
chapter 6) argues that the polarized systems enhance the ideological intensity of
policy debate, encourage a pattern of irresponsible ‘outbidding’ by extremist
parties, and discourage turnovers of power that could keep incumbent parties
responsible to citizens (see also Powell 1987). Substantial research suggests that
polarized or extremist party systems tend to promote instability of party
governments, and perhaps mass turmoil as well (Taylor and Herman 1971;
Hibbs 1973; Powell 1981, 1986a).

The two distinctions are often associated in argument, as many theorists have
explicitly or implicitly linked multi-partism and polarization. It seems to be true
that the constitutional arrangements that encourage multi-party legislative
representation will also allow extremist party representation if discontent
emerges. However, there is less empirical support for the argument that multi-
partism as such encourages or exacerbates political conflict (Powell 1981; 1982a:
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chapter 5; 1987). Some multi-party systems, such as those of Norway and the
Netherlands, have continued for long periods without destabilizing political
extremism.

Interest group systems

While the ‘major variants’ of liberal democracy have traditionally been defined
by constitutional and party systems, political scientists have also focused
considerable attention in the last decade on the ability of certain systems of
interest group arrangements to deal more effectively than others with national
economic problems. A set of such arrangements called ‘democratic corporatism’
has included a relatively centralized and comprehensive system of interest
groups, continuous political bargaining between groups, political parties and
state bureaucracies, and a supportive ideology of national ‘social partnership’
(Katzenstein 1985:32). It has been pointed out that the countries having these
regularized corporatist relationships (among them Austria, Switzerland and the
Scandinavian countries) had better combined inflation/unemployment
performance in the difficult years of the mid-1970s and early 1980s than did
systems with more competitive interest group and party relationships, such as
Britain and the United States (Berger 1981; Schmitter 1981; Cameron 1984;
Katzenstein 1985). While research to date has concentrated primarily on labour
and industrial relations, investigation of the consequences of various systems of
interest group relations in other policy areas and at other times is underway in
many countries.

CITIZEN INFLUENCE IN DIFFERENT VARIANTS OF
LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

The many details of constitution, party and interest group systems can be
simplified theoretically into a single dimension of majoritarianism and
consensualism. Where the constitutional arrangements, party and interest group
systems work together to elect controlling government majorities, able to make
and implement policy without further elaborate bargaining, it should be easy for
citizens to assess policy responsibility and hold incumbents accountable. If policy
outcomes are unsatisfactory, the incumbents can be ejected and the opposition(s)
brought to power. Citizens should frequently get the policies they want without
an elaborate process of search and rejection, because incumbents desiring re-
election will anticipate citizen’s desires (Downs 1957; Pennock 1979: chapter 7).

Such majoritarian governmental systems can also promote mandate processes
(Ranney 1962; Birch 1972). If the parties offer alternative policy choices to
citizens and keep their promises when elected, citizens can use elections to set the

201



CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL SYSTEMS

basic policy agenda for the future. Such alternative promises may be an
important way for options to be widened and policy change desired by citizens to
come into focus. Moreover, the clarity of responsibility in the majoritarian
system will make it easy for voters to punish incumbents who fail to keep their
promises.

The difficulty for citizen control posed by the majoritarian variants lies
primarily in the bluntness of the electoral weapon under conditions of many
different political issues. Unless all these issues can align citizens the same way,
form a single ‘dimension’, there will be different possible alliances of citizens on
different issues. Citizens in the majority on one issue will be in the minority on
another. The tendency of the pure majoritarian variant to ‘freeze’ into policy all
the promises of the party winning office will result in some policies that do not
have majority support. (British politics provides various examples of this, such as
Labour’s nationalization of the steel industry after the 1966 election, or the
Conservative government’s privatization of utilities after the 1987 election. Both
policies were carried out as ‘mandates’; both were clearly opposed by citizen
majorities.) Situations where the government majorities are created from the
operation of the electoral laws on less than a majority of the vote (the most
common situation in democracies, as shown by Rae 1967:74) are even more
uncomfortable for the concept of citizen control.

Furthermore, the presence of multiple issue dimensions creates difficulties for
simple accountability of incumbents as well. On which issue are they to be held
accountable? And what shall the voter do if the opposition promises future
policies that are as unpalatable as the incumbent’s failures?

The consensual variant of democracy avoids some of these difficulties. An
inclusive decision rule and election rules that help bring into power a variety of
parties or factions that represent many configurations of voter opinion will open
up the possibility of forming different governing coalitions on different issues
(King 1981). First, the parties must negotiate parliamentary coalition
governments that will have positions corresponding more complexly to the
variety of clusters of voter preference, and which may change before the next
election. Alternatively a ‘minority’ government may gather support from
different parties outside the government on different issues. Second, the party
government will have to negotiate with individuals or parties that have resources
from committee positions (Strom 1990), the other legislative house, the regional
governments, and so forth. ‘Early elimination’ of possible majorities (Riker
1982a) will be less frequent.

But the consensual version has the difficulties of its virtues. The complex
stages of bargaining make it difficult for voters to see any connection between
their choices and government policy. The absence of connection can be
frustrating even for those not wedded to a strict mandate model, as Dutch voters
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emphasized over twenty years ago in their support for the (then) protest party
D66. Even more fundamentally, it can be difficult to assess responsibility for
policy. American voters facing divided presidential-congressional control,
shifting party factions and strong committees in Congress, significant state
government authority, and an often intrusive Supreme Court may well find it
impossible to know whom to blame for policy failure. Similarly, short-lived
coalitions, frequent minority governments, and strong committees can make
responsibility equally hard to pin down in Switzerland, Italy or Belgium. It is
hard to find a way to express fundamental democratic dissent by throwing out
the incumbents when the potential alternative policy makers are also
contaminated by power-sharing.

There may be no variant of democracy, or at least none yet identified by
political science, that guarantees the most effective single approach to citizen
influence. Rather, each of the major variants and their combinations has its own
strengths and weaknesses (Powell 1989). The importance of each type of
weakness may depend on the number and intensity of the issues that divide (or
unite) the citizens, as well as on the qualities that citizens most value. Perhaps it is
sufficient at the moment to be aware of the strengths and weaknesses of the
different approaches.

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

Whatever the possibilities for control created by the different democratic
variants, it remains up to the citizens to make use of them. Effective citizen
control will require employment of both electoral and non-electoral channels to
supplement the blunt, but essential, electoral instruments with forms of

participation capable of conveying citizen’s desires more clearly and completely
(Verba and Nie 1972:322-7).

Voting participation

It is clear that voting is both the most widely used and most equally used form of
citizen participation in liberal democracies (Verba et al. 1978; Barnes Kaase et al.
1979). It is also clear that levels of citizen voting participation differ
systematically across the liberal democracies. Voter turn-out in national elections
ranges from around 50 per cent of the citizens of voting age in Switzerland and
the United States to about 90 per cent in Australia, Austria, Belgium and Italy.
Average turn-out in nations without compulsory voting provisions is slightly
under 80 per cent (Powell 1982a:14; 1986b). While turn-out does vary from
election to election, usually turn-out within each nation is relatively consistent
compared to the striking cross-national differences. Differences in rates of
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political participation are in part a consequence of differences in the attitudes and
characteristics of the citizens (education, interest, confidence, party
commitment). Even more important are differences in the institutional context,
such as compulsory voting, registration laws, nationally competitive election
districts, and, somewhat less certainly, other features of the policymaking and
party systems (Powell 1986b; Jackman 1987).

Campaign and communal participation

The importance of institutional setting applies to participation in campaign
activity as well as to voting. It is clear that in some countries election activities,
such as working for parties and candidates, are dominated by small numbers of
dedicated activists or by party members rewarded by patronage. In other
countries, especially in the United States, the decentralized but extensive
organizations of party and candidates mobilize far more citizens into campaign
activity (Barnes, Kaase, ez al. 1979:541-2; Verba, et al. 1978:58-9).

None the less, participation studies (Verba, ef al. 1978; Barnes and Kaase, ¢t al.
1979) suggest that the individual characteristics of citizens, such as education,
interest, socio-economic resources and partisanship, are more important in
explaining who participates in election campaigns or community activity than in
explaining who votes. The combination of a relatively educated and organized
citizenry and significantly independent local governments have led, for example,
to impressive amounts of communal participation in the United States; it is,
however, participation more frequently from the better-off citizens in the society
(Verba and Nie 1972). The participatory advantages of citizens with more social
and economic resources can be countered in part, but only in part, by deliberate
efforts of unions and labour parties to organize and mobilize the disadvantaged.
(See Verba et al. 1978:94-142, on the connections between socio-economic
resources, organizational systems, and degree and equality of political
participation in different democracies.)

Constructing a full picture of the degree, types, and equality of citizen
utilization of the possibilities for democratic participation is a still-incomplete task
for political science.

Interest groups and citizens in liberal democracies

Groups that endeavour to press the interests and demands of their members on
policy makers are found in every kind of political system. The conditions of
freedom of organization and communication found in liberal democracies
naturally encourage the formation of innumerable interest groups of many
kinds. As societies become more complex and organizationally differentiated,
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and as individual citizens become, on average, better educated and informed,
these groups proliferate. Some of these are formed explicitly to articulate political
demands; even more are pressed into political service when the groups’ interests
encounter a potentially political issue. However, for both historical and socio-
economic reasons, democracies vary substantially in the density of interest group
organization, as well as in the connections between groups and political parties.
Citizen participation in voluntary associations seems to be high in the United
States and Austria, even higher in Sweden and some other Scandinavian
countries (Pestoff 1977:65; Verba et al. 1978:101).

Some scholars have seen such activity on the part of labour unions, consumer
groups, churches, business and professional associations, recreational groups,
and so forth as essential to liberal democracy. One line of thought emphasizes
conflict mediation. ‘Cross-cutting’ multiple group affiliations can tie individuals
together and encourage taking account of multiple views (ITruman 1951; Lipset
1960; Pestoff 1977). Another line of thought focuses on group activity that can
mediate between the citizen and the state (Kornhauser 1959), helping citizens to
develop and clarify their own desires, interpret them politically and participate in
politics beyond the electoral arena (Almond and Verba 1963:300-22). The
group activity can articulate the wants of individual citizens to policy makers
with far more clarity and targeted precision than the crude linkage of party and
election. They can bring to bear more resources than can the citizen acting alone.
Even if organized initially or primarily for some other purpose, their presence
can solve many of the problems of organizing and mobilizing faced by
discontented, but scattered, individuals (Olsen 1965; Verba et al. 1978).

Other democratic theorists have regarded interest groups (pressure groups)
suspiciously, stressing that the special demands and advantages of such groups
may be contrary to the public interest or the interests of the less well organized,
who are also commonly the less educated and well-off members of the society.
Schattschneider, for example, wrote of ‘the pressure group’ as ‘a parasite living
on the wastage of power exercised by the sovereign majority’ (Schattschneider
1942:190) and later argued that ‘the business or upper-class bias of the pressure
system shows up everywhere’ (ibid. 1960:30). (See also McConnell 1966.)

In a general sense, of course, competitive elections should help check the
tendency of policy makers to respond to the more frequently articulated
interests of the better-off and the organized, just as they should check the
tendency for policy makers to follow their own desires. In practice, problems of
citizen attention, information and competing issues limit the electoral
constraint. Hence the importance of interest group organization for all parts of
the citizenry.
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CONDITIONS FOR SUSTAINING LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

Liberal democracies exist in societies of many different types and sizes. Given a
certain degree of autonomy and the desire for liberal democracy on the part of
the citizens, it is possible to introduce and sustain a liberal democracy in any
society. Gertain conditions of the social setting are, however, much more
conducive to liberal democracy and provide better prospects for its survival than
others. Moreover, political theorists have long believed that certain variants have
greater survival capacity than others.

As a first condition, the international setting will have important effects on the
prospects for liberal democracy. In the extreme case, such penetrated societies as
the nations of Eastern Europe in the period from 1945 until very recently may
not be allowed to develop liberal democracy. The Soviet Union made it very
clear in Hungary in 1956 and in Czechoslovakia in 1968 that it would not allow
multi-party competition and free elections in those societies, whatever the desires
of the citizens. Dramatic changes in the Soviet Union’s policies in the late 1980s
paved the way for the introduction of democracy in Eastern Europe. Moreover,
the financing of internal rebellions by outside governments, or the perception by
an internal minority that they might be part of a majority in another state, can
fuel internal conflict and weaken a wouldbe democracy.

Less directly, international conditions can give a strong argument for or
against internal proponents of democracy. Pro-democratic forces in Spain and
Greece in the 1970s were strengthened by the expectation that liberal democracy
would be a prerequisite to full entry to the European Community and its
valuable markets. In the broad historical sweep, as Huntington suggests, ‘the rise
and decline of democracy on a global scale is a function of the rise and decline of
the most powerful democratic states’ (Huntington 1984:154).

Second, the level of modernization of the society will affect its prospects for
sustaining democracy. The greater wealth and income of economically developed
societies make it possible for them to deal with internal conflict, especially
economic conflict, in a greater variety of ways. Closely associated, the greater
levels of literacy, the more dense communication media, and the more complexly
developed-patterns of associational life all encourage a citizenry able to deal with
democratic participation. The level of modernization is also strongly associated
with development of an autonomous, indigenous middle class, which has
historically been an important democratizing force. (For reviews of the large
literature on these points, see especially Huntington 1968, 1974; Dahl 1971:62-80;
Powell 1982a:34-41.) Democracy has been sustained in some relatively poor and
economically undeveloped societies, such as India, but they are the exception.

Third, the degree of internal social and ethnic fragmentation is likely to affect
the prospects for stable and successful liberal democracy (Hibbs 1973: chapter 5;
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Powell 1982a:42-7). Nations with divisions of language, ethnicity, race, religion
and other demographic characteristics that involve the deep personal identity
(and identifiability) of individuals and groups are likely to have a more difficult
time in achieving political stability under any system. They often face public
policy issues that are particularly difficult to resolve through compromise and
partial measures. Situations involving simple divisions of the society into
majority and minority ethnic groups can be even more difficult to resolve than
multiple groups with no majority.

Moreover, the threat to the identity of individuals and social groups makes for
great intensity of feeling and easy development of fear and distrust. Once
internal ethnic conflicts are mobilized and fear and grievances accumulated,
ethnic conflicts may defy the most imaginative efforts at democratic
reconciliation. The long-running conflicts involving Northern Ireland in the UK
and the Basques in Spain provide examples. The relative successes of ethnic
politics without major deadly conflict in Switzerland, Belgium and Canada show
that ethnic homogeneity is not a prerequisite for stable democracy. But it surely
makes the task easier.

There seems little doubt that a supportive international environment,
socioeconomic development and ethnic homogeneity are conditions that make it
easier to introduce and sustain liberal democracy. In practice it is also true that
the contemporary democracies are found in societies with market-oriented
economies. It is difficult to know if this association is the result of the group
autonomy encouraged in free markets, or a consequence of incompatibility of
general societal command control systems with both liberal democracy and
market-oriented economics, but the association is surely present.

Beyond these more or less objective conditions of the social and economic
setting for democracy, it is also likely that the cultural traditions and values of a
society may can work for or against liberal democracy. As France has
demonstrated to the rest of Europe for two hundred years, historical political
cleavages and conflicts can haunt a nation’s political life and make democratic
conflict resolution more difficult. The general association between a Protestant
religious heritage and successful democratic development has frequently been
noted; particular difficulties for democracy in Islamic nations have been
suggested (Huntington 1984). The presence of such citizen attitudes as social
trust, subject and participant competence, social co-operativeness (Almond and
Verba 1963:504; Inglehart 1990), and an ‘ethos of civic involvement’ (Putnam ez
al. 1983) seem to enhance the stability and performance of liberal democratic
systems.

Theorists of the consequences of liberal democratic constitutions and party
systems have been seriously divided over the merits of each major variant for
sustaining democracy. Under conditions of general citizen agreement on the
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basic procedures and policies of the society, any of the approaches will probably
survive. In his study of twenty-two liberal democracies stable since the Second
World War, Lijphart (1984) found examples of both highly majoritarian types
(Britain, New Zealand) and highly consensual ones (Switzerland, Belgium). He
also found various mixes of centralized, multi-party systems and federalized
majority party systems. On the other hand, under conditions of extreme
pressure any of them may fail.

Nor is it obvious whether or not intense polarization of citizen opinion is
better dealt with through enforced incorporation within two-party, majoritarian
politics than through proportional representation and consultation. Supporters of
majority government stress its ability to make policy rapidly and decisively, and
suggest that this capacity can be critical in times of great stress. At least since the
fall of the Weimar Republic, many writers have seen multi-party systems as
fatefully unable to deal with major internal crisis (for example, see Bracher 1964;
Dahl 1971:173). A view with often contrary implications is that majoritarian
politics is destabilizing in the presence of intense opinion conflicts (Lehmbruch
1974; Liyjphart 1977, 1984; Nordlinger 1972). Majoritarianism tends to lead to
suppression of minorities and/or too much threat for incumbents to yield power.
Societies divided by ethnicity or other sources of intense disagreement must
move to non-majoritarian, consultative arrangements. Another suggested
clement in the situation (Powell 1982a, 1986a) 1s that mult-party or consensual
arrangements may not exacerbate conflict but do tend to move turmoil from the
streets (protests and riots) to the constitutional arena (less durable coalitions).

If democratic failure occurs, it may well take different forms in the different
democratic variants. Majoritarian systems are more likely to succumb to the
temptation of the strong government (of either presidential or parliamentary
type) to constrain civic freedom or even competition in the name of stability,
or do away with elections entirely in the name of fear or continuity.
Consensual systems are more likely to become immobilized, unable to address
serious policy issues, lose citizen confidence and open the path to military
intervention (see Powell 1982a:170-4). But there is no magic formula that
applies to all cases; rather it is up to the elites in the society to devise ways of
overcoming the weaknesses and taking advantages of the strengths that reside
in their variant of liberal democracy (Lijphart 1977; Powell 1982a:218-24). It
is the essence of liberal democracy that ordinary citizens must also have the
attentiveness and wisdom to support the efforts to sustain democracy and
freedom.

208



LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES

LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES AND NON-DEMOGCRATIC
ALTERNATIVES

As recently as the mid-1970s liberal democracy seemed in retreat. The overthrow
of apparently well-established stabilized democracies in Uruguay, Chile, Turkey
and the Philippines by military or executive coup; the tragic civil war in
Lebanon; the suspension of democratic elections and rights in India and Sri
Lanka, suggested that democracy was too fragile to cope with Third World
conditions. In the (post-)industrialized West, academics shaken by student
revolts, terrorist attacks, ‘stagflation’, strikes, and declining party identification
wrote grimly of the ‘ungovernability’ of liberal democracies in contemporary
societies (for example, see Crozier et al. 1975). They despaired over the short-
sighted expenditure-driven policies of mass electorates and democratic
politicians (for example, see Brittan, 1975).

It seems likely that hard times will come again. Therefore, it seems
appropriate to conclude with a few words of comparison between democracies
and the non-democratic alternatives. First, the easiest area in which to
document superior performance of democracy is in sustaining civil rights and
personal freedom from elite abuse. A review of the yearly studies of political
rights and civil liberties by Freedom House (Gastil 1978, 1988) makes this
association quite clear. Some authoritarian governments permit substantial
civil freedom. Some liberal democracies have adopted restrictions on press
freedoms and civil rights, or have abused the positions of minorities. But the
general intertwining of electoral competition and political rights with civil
freedom is obvious.

Moreover, there is some evidence that democracy contributes to the
containment of serious violence. This evidence would probably be more
compelling if we had better data on violence in authoritarian systems. But
Hibbs’s very careful analysis of mass political violence on a worldwide scale
(Hibbs 1973) found that regimes in which elites were electorally accountable
were less likely to use repression against their citizens. He also observed that such
elite restraint when confronted with citizen protest and turmoil helped prevent
the escalation of serious violence (ibid.: 186-7).

In areas of welfare policy and economic growth, it is more difficult to be sure
about the evidence for liberal democracy. Both problems of data and the rather
different strategies within each type of regime make comparison a complex task.
We would expect from theory, of course, that the liberal democracies would be
more likely to develop welfare policies and otherwise respond to consensual
policies (if any) preferred by the electorates. It is precisely this expectation that
made many scholars of Third World development pessimistic about the ability
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of liberal democracies to promote the savings needed for long-term growth (for
example, see Huntington and Nelson 1976).

Despite both the hopes and fears of policy tendencies in liberal democracies,
the best comparisons of welfare policies before 1980 suggest little difference
between liberal democracies and other types of regimes in average welfare
policies or average growth in either the Third World or in Eastern versus
Western Europe (see the review in Powell 1982b:385-9). More recent studies
(Dye and Zeigler 1988), as well as events in Eastern Europe in the late 1980s,
seem to favour liberal democracies. At the very least, the 1980s have
demonstrated that within each type of political regime many economic patterns
are possible. They have also demonstrated that voters in liberal democracies can
reject parties proposing endless welfare and tax spirals. Thus there seems reason
for measured optimism about the capacity for voters to constrain elite behaviour
in modern liberal democracies.

As the decade of the 1990s begins, it is too easy to be optimistic about the
performance of liberal democracies compared to non-democratic systems. With
the ideology of communism in disarray, Soviet control of its European
neighbours apparently released, and central command control systems in
economic chaos, the victory of liberal democracy and mixed capitalist economies
over their most prominent rival seems at hand. Perhaps a more sober lesson is
that no regime offers a perfect solution to governing contemporary society.
Churchill’s dictum remains the safest:

Many forms of government have been tried and will be tried in this world of sin
and woe. No one pretends that democracy is perfect or all-wise. Indeed, it has been
said that democracy is the worst form of government except for all those other
forms that have been tried from time to time.

(Churchill 1050:200)
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COMMUNIST AND POST-
COMMUNIST SYSTEMS

LESLIE HOLMES

Until the so-called ‘East European Revolution’ of 1989-90, approximately one-
third of the world’s population lived in systems claiming to be building
communism; such systems can be called communist. Even by late 1990, well in
excess of 1.5 billion people lived in communist systems, although most of these
systems appeared likely to become ‘post-communist’ during the 1990s. Most of
this essay 1s concerned with communist states as they were until 1989, although
reference will also be made to the ‘post-communist’ states at appropriate
Jjunctures.

Not one of the communist states has ever made the claim that it was already
communist—most claiming to be at some stage of socialism—which has led some
commentators to argue that the use of the term ‘communist’ is inappropriate.
However, there are two major reasons why the use of the term ‘communist’ z still
a better label than any other. First, Marx himself (Marx and Engels 1970:56-7)
argued that the term communism refers to two phenomena—an ideal towards
which society moves, and the political movement which abolishes an existing
state of affairs so as to create the conditions for the movement towards the ideal.
Indeed, he further made it clear that the political movement was closer to what
he meant by communism than was the ideal. Second, there are and have been a
number of systems in the world that claim or have claimed to be socialist, but
which are not organized in the same way as communist states, and which do not
claim to be building a Marxist-style communism; examples are Libya, Tanzania,
Nicaragua and Burma (Myanmar). In order to avoid confusion with such states,
it makes sense to call the latter socialist and the former communist.

There has been a major debate in the field of comparative communism on
the question of whether or not self-ascription—which is essentially the criterion
used above—is acceptable in determining whether or not a particular country
should be classified as ‘communist’. Harding (1981:33) argues that it would be
wrong to characterize a regime as communist—or Marxist, as he would prefer to
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call it—simply in terms of the goals it professes. For him, there have to be the
appropriate means and preconditions for their realization. The problem with
this argument is that none of the existing communist or even post-communist
systems—with the possible, partial exceptions of Czechoslovakia and what was,
until October 1990, the German Democratic Republic—had the preconditions
necessary for the building of socialism when the communists took power.
Harding argues that if a regime does not have the proper level of development,
for instance, ‘Marxism may well become merely a convenient rhetoric of
legitimation for Jacobins, populists, nationalists or tyrants’ (ibid.: 33). In fact,
there are few if any communist systems which have not been led for at least part
of the time by ‘Jacobins, populists, nationalists and tyrants’, and one wonders
which actual regimes could be included using Harding’s approach. To be fair to
Harding, it seems at times (ibid.: 21) that he wishes to distinguish Marxist from
communist regimes. However, on other occasions (ibid.: 23) he does appear to
use the term Marxist to apply to many of the regimes most observers would
choose to call communist, so that the reader is ultimately uncertain as to
whether Harding is actually pleading for the use of the term ‘Marxist regime’
only as an ideal type, or whether he does in fact wish to use it as an alternative
label to ‘communist’. Let us therefore consider another approach.

One of the most provocative analyses of the issue of what constitutes a
communist state is provided by John Kautsky. In a 1973 article, Kautsky argued
that none of the variables others have used to identify communist systems is
unique to such systems (Kautsky 1973). He argues that the only variable which
does distinguish them is their symbols, and he feels that symbols are insufficient
as a distinguishing criterion. There are two main problems with Kautsky’s
argument. First, symbols can be important, especially if the actual organization
of society is closely related to such symbols. Second, whilst one can certainly
isolate each of the variables he identifies—such as a nationalist component in the
ideology, an authoritarian political structure, state intervention in the economy,
etc.—and find examples of non-communist systems that have a similar approach
to these as the communist systems, the particular mix of variables is reasonably
distinctive in communist states. Thus, whilst Kautsky is unquestionably justified
in arguing that we must not treat communist systems as if they are totally
different from all other kinds of system (especially non-communist developing
countries), he goes too far in arguing that they are indistinguishable from many
other systems.

In one of the best-selling introductions to communist systems, the authors
argue that there are four defining characteristics of a communist state (White ez
al. 1990:4-5). First, such states all base themselves upon an official ideology, the
core of which is Marxism-Leninism. Second, the economy is largely or almost
entirely publicly rather than privately owned, and is organized on the basis of a
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central plan; they have ‘administered’ or ‘command’ economies rather than
‘market’ economies. Third, they are typically ruled by a single or at least a
dominant communist party, within which power is normally highly centralized
and organized according to the principle of ‘democratic centralism’. Finally,
institutions which in the liberal democracies are more or less independent of the
political authorities (for example, the press, trade unions and the courts) are in
communist states effectively under the direct control of the communist party,
exercising its ‘leading role.” This seems to be one of the best analyses of the
distinguishing features of a communist system; although it will be argued below
that the communist states are dynamic and that some of the above features are
less pronounced than they once were even in those countries that are not yet
‘post-communist’, the question then needs to be raised as to whether or not such
a dynamism eventually steers these states away from communism. For now,
assuming that this fourfold analysis is more or less valid, some of the variables
can be examined in more detail.

The term ‘Marxism-Leninism’ appears to have been first used by the Soviet
dictator, Josef Stalin (in power 1929-53). The ideology is a materialist one,
meaning that its adherents believe that matter—the material world around us—
determines the way we think. In this sense, they differ fundamentally from
idealists—of whom Hegel is a prime example—who believe that ideas are the
reality, and that the world around us is merely a reflection of such ideas.
Marxism-Leninism is also supposed to be based on a dialectical approach to the
world; expressed crudely, this states that everything is in a constant state of flux,
and that change occurs as a result of the interaction and development of various
factors. For Marxist-Leninists, as for Marxists generally, the most important
factor is class struggle, which in turn reflects changes in the nature and
ownership of the means of production. Marxist-Leninists believe that there are
laws to such developments and call their ideology ‘scientific’. The first Soviet
leader, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, added two particularly important components to
this Marxist base. First, he developed the notion of a tightly-knit, centralized and
elitist political party. This idea was originally expounded in What is to be Done?
(Lenin 1902) before the Russian Revolution of October 1917; subsequently, in
1921, he reiterated the need for a tight-knit party, in which factionalism would
not be tolerated even following a socialist revolution. This constitutes the origins
of the Marxist-Leninist emphasis on the monolithic and centralized party.
Second, Lenin produced a major analysis of imperialism. Whilst many of his
ideas on this have been discredited, a number of revolutionaries in the
developing world have been inspired by Lenin’s arguments. This is largely
because they accepted his view that the world is divided up between imperialist
countries and colonies, and because he seemed to show how, largely through a
tightly organized and centralized political system, a group of domestic
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communists would be able to develop their country independently of the
imperial powers.

The above analysis of Marxism-Leninism is only a thumb-nail sketch, and the
reader is strongly advised to read both the essay on Marxism in this encyclopedia
(pp- 155-66) and the sources cited in the bibliography at the end of this essay
(especially Harding 1983; McLellan 1979, 1980). At this juncture, it should be
pointed out that some communist states have added phrases to ‘Marxism-
Leninism’ to describe their particular ideology. The best-known example is the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), which at the time of writing still officially
described its ideology as ‘Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought’. The
Chinese, more explicitly than many other communists, clearly distinguish
between the ‘pure’ ideology of Marxism-Leninism and the ‘practical’ ideology of
Maoist thought. According to this approach, Marxism-Leninism is primarily a
mode of analysis, a general way of interpreting the world—whereas the ‘practical’
component of the ideology has to apply this general methodology to the concrete
situation in a given country at a particular period, and devise policies, and so
forth, on the basis of this. One important element that is often to be found in the
‘practical’ ideology, but which in a real sense contradicts the ‘proletarian
internationalism’ of classical Marxism, is official nationalism. A good example of
this can be found in North Korean ideology, which is described as ‘Marxism-
Leninism and Juche’; Juche is very much a nationalist ideology.

The level and nature of state ownership and central planning of the economy
has varied considerably between communist states. At one end of the spectrum
are countries in which there has been very little private ownership and a high
level of directive planning; Albania, North Korea and Cuba are examples. At the
other end are countries in which private enterprise has not only been tolerated
but has even been encouraged, and in which central planning is/was not only
much less comprehensive than in other communist states, but also largely
indicative (i.e. it tends to be more in the form of reasoned suggestions rather than
orders). Examples of this type of economy are Yugoslavia, Hungary until 1989,
increasingly the USSR and—at least until mid-1989—the PRC.

Although all communist states have been ruled by a dominant communist
party, there are two common misconceptions that need to be corrected. The first
is that all communist systems are clearly one-party states. Whilst the communist
party (which may or may not have the word ‘communist’ in its formal title) does
typically dominate, a number of communist states for many years formally had
a bi- or multi-party system; examples include Bulgaria, the GDR, Poland, the
PRC and Vietnam. It must be appreciated, however, that the minor parties do
not normally play a very significant role in these countries until the transition to
post-communism is underway. Second, in some of the non-European communist
states—such as Cuba and Ethiopia—the communist party played little or no role
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in the early years of communist rule, in some cases simply because it did not
exist. In such cases, the country was called communist mainly in terms of the
formal commitment of the leaders to Marxist-Leninist ideology and communism
as an end goal—although, strictly speaking, some leaders such as Castro did not
even commit themselves to these ideas until some time after they had seized
power. This is one of the many reasons why analysts sometimes disagree on
whether or not to classify a particular system as ‘communist’.

As mentioned above, communist parties are structured according to the
principle of ‘democratic centralism’; indeed, in recent years many other political
agencies in communist systems, including much of the state itself, have been
formally organized according to this principle. According to Article 19 of the
Statute of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) adopted in 1986,
democratic centralism within the Party entailed the following:

1 election of all leading Party bodies, from the lowest to the highest;

2 periodical reports of Party bodies to their Party organizations and the higher

bodies;

strict Party discipline and the subordination of the minority to the majority;

the binding nature of the decisions of higher bodies for lower bodies;

5 collective spirit in the work of all organizations and leading Party bodies and
the personal responsibility of every Communist for the fulfilment of his/her
duties and Party assignments.

NSy

It is particularly important to note that the noun i this basic political principle
was ‘centralism’, the modifier ‘democratic’; in other words, ‘democracy’,
however defined, was only meant to act as a control on a centralized system, not to
constitute the basis of the system itself.

The ways in which communist parties exercise their ‘leading role’ in society,
and in particular over other institutions such as the media and trade unions,
are several, and it is beyond the scope of this essay to address this issue fully. In
many ways, the single most important manifestation of this is the so-called
nomenklatura system. The way in which this is exercised varies somewhat from
country to country, but the basic concept is common. The communist party is
organized hierarchically, and at each level a secretary or secretariat will have a
list of posts—the nomenklatura—at that level. The party must play some role in
hiring and/or firing individuals to/from these key posts; in some cases, the
party is to be directly involved in this process, in other cases only kept
informed. The important point is that the nomenklatura includes all the most
politically powerful and sensitive posts at a given level, nof merely party posts.
A city-level nomenklatura may well include the editorships of the city’s
newspapers, the directorships of many of the production enterprises, the
headships of the city’s colleges, etc. Not everyone who is appointed to a
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nomenklatura post will be a member of the party, though in most communist
states the majority are.

Using the above criteria, it is possible to identify more than twenty states in
four continents that were communist until 1989. Listed alphabetically, they were
Afghanistan, Albania, Angola, Benin, Bulgaria, Gambodia (Kampuchea until
1989), China (PRG), Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, East Germany (the GDR),
Ethiopia, Hungary, North Korea (DPRK), Laos, Mongolia, Mozambique,
Poland, Romania, South Yemen (PDRY), Soviet Union (USSR), Vietnam and
Yugoslavia.

However, many of the above countries experienced overt systemic crises in
the period 1989-90, so that by mid-1991, only four (China, Cuba, North Korea
and Vietnam) would by most criteria still qualify relatively clearly as communist.
A further thirteen appeared to be at various stages of transition, though not yet
clearly ‘post-communist’ (Afganistan, Albania, Angola, Benin, Cambodia,
Congo, Ethiopia, Laos, Mongolia, Mozambique, Romania, USSR, Yugoslavia).
Four countries still intact were clearly ‘post-communist’ (Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland), whilst the remaining two were not only post-
communist but had also both united with culturally similar neighbours during
1990 and had thus ceased to exist as sovereign states (GDR, PDRY). In order to
understand what brought all this about, it is necessary to analyse the dynamism of
communist states; what follows must necessarily be presented in a very
generalized form, and individual communist states will approximate more or less
closely to the pattern outlined.

Communists typically take (as well as lose!) power in crisis situations. The
crises most commonly occur either during or in the aftermath of a major
international war. In the case of the world’s first communist state, Russia (the
USSR from 1922 to 1991), the crisis of 1917 was in part a result of the country’s
poor performance in the First World War. Between 1917 and the mid-1940s,
only one other country—Mongolia—came under communist rule (1924); in this
particular case, the system was in crisis less because of war than because of
domestic factors. But in the aftermath of the Second World War, a spate of new
communist states came into being. Thus, between 1945 and 1950, communists
came to power in eight East European states as well as in China, North Korea
and Vietnam. The circumstances varied in each, but in all of them an old regime
had collapsed or was collapsing, and in many of them the Red (Soviet) Army
and/or other forms of Soviet involvement assisted indigenous communists to
take power. There was only one new communist state in the 1950s (Cuba, 1959),
and in one sense even this is questionable, in that Castro did not formally
commit himself to Marxism-Leninism until 1961; he came to power not in the
aftermath of an international war, but largely as a result of the corruption and
widespread unpopularity of the Batista regime. Nor were the 1960s a period of
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major expansion in the communist world; in the view of many, communists took
power in Congo (Brazzaville) in 1968 and in South Yemen in 1969. The second
major wave of communist expansion (i.e. after the period 1945-50) took place in
the early to mid-1970s. In this case, the major factors leading to crisis were
communist success in an international war (in the three Indo-Chinese states of
Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia) and the further collapse of various European
empires, notably the French and the Portuguese. Thus the ex-French colony of
Benin came under communist control in 1972, whilst Angola and Mozambique
rapidly came under the control of the MPLA (Popular Movement for the
Liberation of Angola) and Frelimo, respectively, following the overthrow of the
Caetano regime in Portugal in September 1974 and the subsequent Portuguese
abandonment of its centuries-old empire. In the cases of the two other countries
that came under communist control in the 1970s—Ethiopia (1974) and
Afghanistan (1978)—the crisis that led to the revolutionary change was primarily
related to the unpopularity and general decline of legitimacy of the regimes of
Emperor Haile Selassie and General Daoud, respectively.

One of the most striking facts to emerge from a comparative analysis of
communist accessions to power is that communists do not generally take power
in economically highly developed countries or in countries with a strong liberal
democratic tradition. In this sense, Marx failed to predict the emergence of the
kind of systems we usually call communist. One of the ramifications of the fact
that communists usually come to power in developing countries is that the new
leaders have generally felt obliged to transform their countries rapidly and
fundamentally; they often set about this following their consolidation of power,
the duration of which varies considerably from country to country. This desire
for rapid transformation can be explained both in terms of their country’s need
to reach a level of industrialization and general economic development that is, in
Marxist terms, appropriate and necessary for the creation of a truly socialist and
eventually communist system, and in terms of demonstrating the superiority of
the Marxist-Leninist development model over other possible paths—notably
capitalism. Given both this commitment to a rapid ‘revolution from above’—
which typically involves socialization of the means of production and
collectivization of agriculture—and the widespread hostility that this frequently
engenders, it is common for the transformation to be accompanied by relatively
widespread physical terror. Terror has been a salient feature of several
communist states, notably the USSR in the 1930s (Stalin’s so-called ‘Great
Terror’), most of Eastern Europe in the late 1940s/early 1950s, Cambodia in the
mid- to late 1970s, Afghanistan at the end of the 1970s, and several of the African
communist states in the late 1970s and into the 1980s. In some of the Asian
communist states, there has tended to be a mixture during the transition phase of
overt physical terror and somewhat less draconian ‘thought reform’. In the latter,
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many people who are deemed by the regime to be either openly hostile or else
not sufficiently positive in their attitudes towards communism are sent off to ‘re-
education camps’. In most cases, these are essentially prison-camps in which
internees are subjected to intensive resocialization techniques (i.e. brainwashing).
China, Vietnam, Laos and North Korea have made extensive use of such camps
(for further details on terror see Dallin and Breslauer 1970).

It will be fairly obvious from the above that, in the consolidation and rapid
transition phases, communist states typically exercise power primarily in the
coercive mode. But as time passes, leaders change and the disadvantages of the
predominantly coercive mode (for example, it discourages both initiative and
accepting responsibility at all levels) become increasingly obvious. Hence
communist leaderships normally seek to place less emphasis on coercion and
more on legitimation. At least seven modes of legitimation—old traditional,
charismatic, teleological (also known as goal-rational), eudaemonic, official
nationalist, new traditional, and legal-rational—can be identified, and can to a
limited extent be related to different stages of the development of communist
states.

In the earliest stages, one of the main tasks of a new communist regime is to
discredit its non-communist predecessor, to undermine old traditional
legitimation. Many older people, in particular, may still believe in the divine right
of monarchs, and hence find it difficult to develop allegiance to the new type of
power system.

As part of their attempts to break down old values, and quite possibly at the
same time as coercion becomes the dominant form of power, communists may
seek to create the impression that their very top leaders are superhuman and
have made extraordinary efforts and personal sacrifices to serve the people. This
is an attempt to legitimate in terms of leadership charisma, and can be seen in the
personality cults communist propagandists have created around leaders such as
Lenin (USSR), Mao (PRC) and Ho Chi Minh (Vietnam); in recent times, the
most extreme personality cults have been of Kim Il Sung in North Korea and the
late Nicolae Ceausescu in Romania.

But charismatic legitimation, like coercive power, typically begins to seem
less appropriate and effective as educational standards rise and as the
essentially secularizing effects of communist power take effect. Thus
communists begin to look for other modes of legitimation. Indeed, it is usually
at about this time that the transition from power exercised primarily through
coercion towards more legitimation-based power begins to occur. In this
period, an emphasis on teleological (or goal-rational) legitimation often
becomes evident. At this stage, communists seek authority largely by reference
to their all-important role in leading society towards the distant end-goal (or
telos—hence teleological) of communism (see Rigby 1982). The publication of
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the CPSU Programme in 1961 is a good example of this attempt at teleological
legitimation.

For a number of reasons—including the cynicism caused by the years of
coercion, by new leaders criticizing the faults of their predecessors, and by
economic shortages; and doubts about the practicality of achieving many goals
within a sufficiently short time-frame that it could act as a stimulus to people—
goal-rational or teleological legitimation often fades into the background over
time. In its place, typically, is a form of legitimation that is less ambitious and
more geared to satisfying the immediate demands of the consumer. Such a form
of legitimation 1s called eudaemonism (here meaning conducive to happiness),
since it seeks to satisfy citizens through regime performance. This was very
much a feature of many European communist states in the late 1960s and the
1970s, when there was simultaneously an emphasis on realistic socialism (as
distinct from the more idealistic socialism implied in teleological legitimation)
and the better satisfaction of consumer demands. Many European communist
states at that time introduced economic reforms that were designed, mter alia, to
meet these requirements. China can be seen to have introduced a somewhat
similar—if in many ways more radical-plan at the end of the 1970s, whilst
Vietnam also moved in this direction in the 1980s.

Unfortunately, the economic reforms are typically far less successful than
communist leaderships anticipate, so that legitimation in the eudaemonic
mode becomes problematic. There are various responses to this. One is a new
emphasis on official nationalism, whereby communist leaders try to gain
support for the system by appealing to nationalist feelings in the populace; this
attempt may hark back to a glorious pre-communist past (as Ceausescu did in
Romania), or it may emphasize contemporary national achievements (for
example, the GDR’s emphasis on sporting success in the Olympic Games).
Such nationalism contains dangers, however; for instance, too much emphasis
on the past can undermine the relatively new and radical ideas of communism,
whilst official nationalism can trigger unofficial nationalism amongst ethnic
minorities.

Another regime response can be called ‘new traditionalism’. In this,
communist leaderships emphasize the advantages of earlier periods of
communism, and either implicitly or explicitly suggest that current difficulties
would be reduced if there were to be a return to some of the traditional
communist values. Examples of this include Gorbachev’s emphasis on the
positive aspects of the Lenin era (including Lenin’s economic policies from 1921)
and, since the middle of 1989, the Chinese leadership’s increasingly favourable
re-assessment of the Maoist era (1949-76). Once again, there can be problems
with this form of legitimation. Contemporary conditions will often be very
different from those pertaining in the earlier period, for instance, which means
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that today’s leaders have to be selective in choosing from their predecessors’
policies—some of which would be totally inappropriate.

Partially because of the problems of official nationalism and new
traditionalism as legitimation modes, many communist leaders either essentially
avoid them or else limit their use of them. Instead, there emerged in several
communist states in the 1980s an emphasis on legal-rational legitimation.
According to some political theorists (see for example Poggi 1978), this form of
legitimation is the only one appropriate to the ‘modern’ state, and there were
certainly signs of moves towards modernity in countries such as Hungary,
Poland and the USSR, even before 1989. One of the salient features of legal-
rationality is an emphasis on the rule of law and, as a corollary, the
depersonalization of politics and economics. Signs of this development are not
only the references in communist politicians’ speeches to the rule of law, but also
more concrete manifestations, such as the limiting of tenure for political
officeholding, granting citizens the right to bring legal charges against officials at
any level, genuinely contested elections, and greater tolerance of investigative
journalism (for a more detailed comparative analysis of the moves towards legal-
rationality see Holmes 1991). In the USSR, these changes have been closely
associated with the Soviet leader since March 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev, and are
manifest in his emphasis on political and economic restructuring (perestrotka),
greater openness and honesty (glasnost) on the part of the authorities, and more
political rights for the citizenry (demokratisatsiya).

It seems likely that these moves towards legal-rationality have been taken by
many communist leaders because other modes of legitimation have not been
sufficiently successful. In particular, the relatively recent encouragement of citizens
to criticize corrupt, inefficient or arrogant party and state officials can be seen on one
level as a method by which the leaders hope to be able to ensure proper
implementation of the economic reforms. In the past, the leaders have often adopted
policies designed to improve economic performance, only to see their own officials
sabotage these policies, since they were perceived as being against those officials’
interests. Thus, both Deng (PRC) and Gorbachev—in different ways and to
different extents—have used moves towards legal-rationality, including mass
involvement in campaigns against corrupt officials, as one way of improving
economic performance. The motive for such an approach was probably less a
commitment to a genuine rule of law as this is generally understood in the West
than to a means of improving such performance. It appears that the leaders’ ultimate
aim is (or was) to be able to return to a form of eudaemonic legitimation—only this
time, based on a real improvement in the economy and thus in living standards.

But developments in the late 1980s suggested that communist leaders cannot
control (i.e. limit) the moves towards legal-rationality that they themselves feel
compelled to initiate. The moves towards more open politics and privatization (an
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economic aspect of the general move towards legal-rationality, since it represents a
depersonalization and deconcentration of the running of the economy) often
encourage citizens to demand and expect more than the communists can and/or
are willing to provide. This tension became very visible in the USSR, in China
and in several East European states at the end of the 1980s. One response is the
move back towards coercion; the Beijing massacre of June 1989 and its aftermath
typifies this. But some communist countries—notably most of the East European
states—proved incapable of reversing the trend. Many communist leaderships
found themselves and their system in a fundamental identity crisis. The more
they accepted elements of legal-rationality into the system, the more the
‘communist’ system began to resemble what for so many years had been
portrayed as the arch-enemy, the liberal democratic capitalist system. Even worse,
the new hybrid system seemed to incorporate many of the worst aspects of both
kinds of system, rather than the best. On the one hand, the communists were now
accepting unemployment, inflation and growing inequality. On the other hand,
citizens had still not been granted high levels of freedom of speech, freedom of
assembly, freedom of travel—or the living standards of the West. In addition to
this basic dilemma, the leaderships of many communist states began to lose faith
in what they were doing, as the leader of their role-model (i.e. the USSR)
acknowledged that his country was in crisis and uncertain of its future direction.
It was 1n this situation of fundamental contradictions, pressure from below, and
loss of their principal role-model that many communists realized by 1989-90 that
the very dynamism of communist power had brought them to a point at which
that power and system had run its course.

At this point, two questions need to be addressed. First, why are some
countries further along the path of transition from communism to post-
communism than others? Second, what are the salient features of post-
communist states?

The answer to the first question is a complex one. Among the many factors to
be included in an explanation are political culture, level of economic
development, awareness of what is occurring elsewhere in the world, and, it
seems, the way in which the communists came to power. Thus there appears to
be a reasonably clear pattern whereby countries in which communism was in
essence installed by a foreign power move more rapidly to post-communism than
countries in which native communists assumed power largely by their own
efforts. For example, Poland and Hungary are at a more advanced stage of
transition than Yugoslavia or Albania. However, the identity crisis described
above also applies to the latter countries, and it is almost certainly only a matter
of time before they become ‘post-communist’ states too.

The second question is also difficult to answer satisfactorily—especially in a
relatively short article like this. Most basically, a post-communist state is one
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which has in the past been ruled by communists, but in which the communists
have now lost their politically privileged position. But such a definition tells us
relatively little about the new political configurations and values, the economic
system, etc. Ideally, it would be desirable to examine these variables in detail; in
practice, this is not yet possible, for various reasons. On one level, post-
communism is more accurately conceived of as the rejection of something—the
coercion, elitism, corruption, mendacity, hypocrisy and incompetence of actual
communist systems—than the adoption of a clear set of political, economic and
social goals and methods. In this sense, it is easier to agree on what it is not than
on what it is. It is true that there appears to be a widespread belief in the various
states either at or approaching the post-communist stage that a pluralist political
system and a more competitive, largely privatized economic system akin to
Western systems is desirable. Under the new arrangements, citizens are to have
much greater freedom than they have had to organize themselves without
excessive interference from the state; in short, the establishment or revitalization
of civil society is a salient feature of early post-communism. Nevertheless, there
are also very divergent views within all of these countries on the nature, pace and
direction of change that is desirable and/or possible. Even where there is a
reasonably high level of consensus on goals, the means for achieving these are in
many cases far from clear. Perhaps the best example is the problem of creating a
largely privatized, competitive economy—what is often called a ‘market’ system.
Many Poles and Russians, for instance, declare their support for a market
system, yet have few concrete ideas on how to create one.

One of the ramifications of this apparent gap between ends and means is that
as the euphoria of removing communist governments is replaced by various
harsh realities of early post-communism, such as worsening domestic inflation
and unemployment in the context of a global recession, a mood of
disappointment and even despair may set in. Such despair could in the future be
exploited by new, authoritarian, nationalist—and possibly racist—demagogues
who, though not communist, may from many perspectives be at least as
undesirable as their Marxist-Leninist predecessors. But such a dismal scenario
for post-communism is not the only possible one. If the global economy
performs well in the 1990s—however improbable this seems at the beginning of
the decade—interaction with the rest of the world could secure a brighter future
for post-communism.

In the preceding discussion, post-communism has been treated in very
general terms, almost as if it is a single phenomenon. Whilst there are many
similarities between the various countries at or approaching the stage of post-
communism, there are also important differences and potentialities, relating to
factors such as level of ethnic homogeneity, availability of natural resources, etc.
Partially for this reason, it is quite possible that some post-communist states and
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societies will perform much better than others. This is another reason why it is
not possible to provide a detailed analysis of ‘post-communism’—at least at
present.

Two final points can be made by way of a conclusion. First, although most
communist systems have found themselves in profound identity crises in recent
years, some of the values once putatively espoused by communists in power (for
example, a commitment to limiting inequalities; state subsidisation of basic
foodstuffs, housing, transport, etc; full or near-full employment, etc.) may again
become popular in the post-communist era. This said, such values are more
likely to be achievable within a social democratic system than a communist one.
Second, the fate of the post-communist countries is likely to have implications for
those systems that are currently either still communist or in transition. If the post-
communist systems are perceived as representing no real improvement on
communism, this could provide communists still in power with an opportunity
to prolong their rule. However, this would be only a temporary respite. The
dynamism of communism in power is such that democratic centralism, the de
Jacto one-party state and the centrally planned national economy eventually
become outdated and are replaced—suddenly or gradually, violently or
peacefully, from below, above or outside, depending on the particular
circumstances. Communism is often a relatively effective system for
modernizing societies, but it is incompatible with law-based, pluralist modernity
or post-modernity.
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CONTEMPORARY
AUTHORITARIAN REGIMES

JAMES MALLOY

Like many concepts in contemporary political science the concept of
authoritarianism is rather controversial. The concept has had a long and rather
confusing history in the literature of political inquiry. This confusion and
controversy springs from the fact that there is no generally agreed upon definition
of the concept to frame our discussions of it and other related concepts, such as
democracy and totalitarianism, which are used to classify contemporary political
regimes. The whole issue of classifying regimes is confused further because these
concepts stand at the interface between wouldbe scientific accounts of politics and
government, and the polemically charged world of actual political practice. These
types of concepts therefore not only denote characteristics of regimes but they also
connote positive and negative judgements on their normative worth. In general,
the concept of an authoritarian regime has in recent times carried a rather negative
connotation, although this has not always been the case historically.

The question of normative connotation, in turn, bridges back into the realm
of scientific analysis because it speaks to a crucial issue related to all regime
forms: namely legitimacy, or the principles upon which political actors attempt
to justify the way they organize the process of government in any particular
society. The influential political sociologist Max Weber long ago established the
view that the key to the long-term stability of any type of regime is the degree to
which the populace over which it holds sway comes to believe in the legitimacy
of its fundamental principles of organization (Weber 1968). The belief in a
regime’s legitimacy conveys authority upon specific governments that act in the
name of the regime and thereby, in theory at least, increases that government’s
capacity to maintain order and govern a particular society.

The concepts of regime form and legitimacy bring us immediately to one of
the crucial political problems of much of the contemporary world: the problem
of governance, or the ability of governments to maintain order and
simultaneously resolve the problems that confront a given society. Conceptually
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that question involves the analysis of the interaction of three distinct dimensions:
state, regime and government. Can specific governments channel the power
capacities of the state into a form of governance (regime) capable of being
sustained over time and throughout changes in governments even when such
governments produce policies that solve problems? In the contemporary world,
especially among the less developed countries, the bulk of the most crucial
problems that confront governments are economic in nature.

Many of the most important questions surrounding the analysis of
contemporary authoritarian regimes are linked directly to these conceptual
issues of governance and legitimacy. Many analysts explain the emergence of
authoritarian regimes as the result of situations in which the legitimacy of other
regime forms, such as democracy, is undermined because governments are
unable to solve many of the most pressing economic problems confronting a
society. The mcapacity of governments can set off a crisis of confidence in the
existing regime which renders it vulnerable to being overturned by way of
insurrection, a coup d état or the like. The new government is often authoritarian
in that it seeks to concentrate governmental power in a strong executive which
moves to impose solutions to pressing problems by means of force and coercion
if necessary. In short ‘authoritarianism’ is often caused by a severe crisis of
governance within a ‘democracy’.

In the recent past many strong governments that came about by these means
then declared their intentions to create an authoritarian regime within which
successive governments would be constituted in an ongoing process of
fundamentally reordering and restructuring a society. However, as analysts like
Linz (1970) have pointed out, contemporary authoritarian regimes have found it
particularly difficult to legitimate themselves because the concept of democracy
(however disputed) has today become so pervasive that it has all but
monopolized legitimacy throughout the world. Thus authoritarian regimes are
immediately perceived as illegitimate, especially in the long term. By this
argument contemporary authoritarian regimes are only able to create a
transitory sense of legitimacy linked to an immediate crisis at hand; a legitimacy
rooted in exceptional circumstances and destined to fade as the crisis either fades
or else proves intractable to authoritarian measures as well.

Historically the concept of authoritarianism has a long lineage in which the
underlying concept has been linked to numerous other conceptual terms such as
autocracy, dictatorship, oligarchy, patrimonialism, sultanism and many others.
For much of human history various kinds of authoritarian modes of governance
were preponderant throughout the world. In most cases authoritarian regimes
were rooted in value systems which conveyed legitimacy on them. For Weber

most of these types of regimes fell under a single historical general category
which he called traditional authority (Weber 1968).
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In the Western world the most important kind of traditional authority,
patrimonialism, was linked to the emergence of the modern state. As a regime
form patrimonialism was linked to centralizing monarchs who concentrated
power in a single personalized central authority from which came law. Over time
this top-down system of rule was articulated through sets of civil and military
officials who became the core of an administrative apparatus that evolved into
the modern bureaucratic and professional military arms of the state.

In the classic patrimonial system, defined by Weber (1968) as a theoretically
construed ideal type, politics was dominated by a small political class of notables
who contended among themselves for offices in the service of the patrimonial
prince; the primary division among them was faction. They were retainers or
‘clients’ of the patrimonial ruler and they depended upon grace or patronage for
their positions. The ruler in turn sought to control the fractious estate of notables
by manipulating the flow of patronage or prebends. Some grasp of this
traditional regime form of patrimonialism is necessary because many of its
central dynamics appear today in what is often called patron-client relations or
clientelism. While clientelism is a feature that appears in different guises in many
contemporary regimes, it is particularly visible and dominant in contemporary
authoritarian governments in the less developed world, which in some respects
echo patrimonialism. These ‘neo-patrimonial’ expressions of authoritarianism,
however, are detached from the original traditional legitimating base of
patrimonialism, and like other expressions of contemporary authoritarianism
they exist in a world where modern democratic values define them as either
illegitimate or at best temporary expedients (tutelary regimes) on the way to
democracy.

There is another important reason to linger briefly with these traditional
modes of authoritarianism or autocracy; they may reveal a core concept of
authority which persists, albeit weakly, as a defining and legitimating principle of
all expressions of authoritarianism. Articulated originally in organizations like
the Roman Catholic Church, this concept links the authority to rule to a body of
esoteric and transcendent or sacred knowledge which must be translated into
human affairs. This ‘authority’ to interpret or reveal transcendent esoteric
principles pervaded and justified all traditional modes of authority from the
golden stool of the ancestors of the Ashanti tribe, through the mandate of heaven
of the Chinese, to the doctrine of the divine right of monarchs in the West. Be it
in the church, imperial China, or the France of Louis XIV, the image was of a
transcendent source of law connected to a central governing authority that
defined law and implemented it through a staff of highly trained officials.

This core idea of a central authority that both dictates (gives) and administers
law to a society persists into the contemporary world of political regimes in many
important ways. We can see traces of it in institutions embedded in otherwise
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democratic systems—the United States Supreme Court for example. It was clearly
evidenced in the plebiscitary connections to the French ‘national will’ claimed by
Charles de Gaulle and more than a little evident in the constitution of the Fifth
Republic which de Gaulle ‘gave’ to the French. More directly we see the persistence
of claims to interpret authoritatively secular bodies of knowledge in many
‘authoritarian’ or ‘totalitarian’ regimes linked to explicit ideologies, such as
Marxism or other expressions of a putative national or collective will, destiny or the
like. We also see it in many contemporary authoritarian regimes where strong
executives deploy teams of highly trained experts (technocrats) who claim special
ability (elitism) to interpret esoteric bodies of knowledge (economics,
administration, etc.) that are deemed crucial to promote the economic development
and modernization of a country. They often advance the argument that to serve the
national good such technically sound principles must be imposed in the face of the
selfish particular wills of classes, interest groups, regions or political parties. To this
day many political leaders, as well as political analysts, associate central executive
authority with a notion of ‘general good’, while legislative bodies and political
parties are often associated with faction and particularist interests. It is not an
accident that all authoritarian regimes pivot around a strong executive power.
Hence, while ‘liberal democratic’ values appear to be carrying the day at the
rhetorical level of legitimacy, principles that focus on and justify a central role for
strong executives served by a technically sophisticated elite corps of officials are
far from absent in the current world scene. What really exists then is an ongoing
tension between bottom-up and pluralistic ‘democratic’ conceptions of regime
authority and legitimacy and more top-down monistic conceptions of rule.
According to the British political theorist Michael Oakeshott, these notions are
linked to two distinct conceptual traditions regarding the organization of the
state that have evolved in tense interaction over centuries in the West. One,
universitas, sees state and society as a singular corporate entity administered by an
executive board of fiduciary agents charged with directing the entity to
substantive corporate goals or ends; the other, sociefas, sees society as an
aggregation or plurality of interests held together in a state by a set of rules or
procedures that allow them to pursue their multiple interests in concert.
Universitas leans toward an executive-centred administrative concept of rule with
authoritarian overtones while societas leans toward a more legislative-centred
concept of democracy in which government articulates (represents) in a rule-
bound fashion the multiplicity of interests inherent in society (Oakeshott 1975).
While authoritarian regimes may find it hard to legitimate themselves in the
current scene, there is little question that they do hark back to a modernized and
technocratic version of universitas as a justifying principle; in many situations of
chronic economic crisis the argument has its appeal. Moreover, while many
countries are currently in transition from authoritarian to democratic regimes
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they are in fact building systems that embody strong wniversitas components
within formally democratic frameworks.

Current conceptualizations of authoritarian regimes in political science were
shaped first in the theories of modernization and development that gained
dominance in the 1950s and 1960s as a result of the work of a leading core of
political scientists linked to the Committee on Comparative Politics of the Social
Science Research Gouncil. Using a ‘structure function’ mode of analysis, this body
of theory saw all societies as following a linear path from traditional to modern. In
this perspective, ‘democracy’ was a modern form of government linked to a society
reaching a certain level of economic and social development where the necessary
social prerequisites (functionally derived) for democracy had been achieved.

In modernization theory democracy was a desirable end state toward which
societies could and should aim in their march to development and
modernization. The crucial theoretical as well as practical political problems
emerged when societies were in transit from traditional modes of state
organization to modern modes. In that intermediate phase societies could be
diverted into more negative types of regime, usually defined as some species of
authoritarianism or totalitarianism. In this body of theory the negative regime
types were defined primarily in contrast to the positive regime type—democracy.
The negative regime types were also linked to modernization; totalitarianism
being viewed as a negative manifestation of modernity and authoritarianism as
an expression of traditionalism destined to fade away as societies modernized.

The theory posited a linear movement toward modernity with positive
(democratic) and negative (totalitarianism) poles. Authoritarianism became a
kind of residual regime category that defined a condition which societies either
had to break out of to modernize or lapsed back into when democratic structures
were grafted onto more backward societies not yet sufficiently developed to
receive and root them. Both democratic and totalitarian regimes were defined in
ideal typical terms, while authoritarianism became a category into which fell a
variety of regimes that did not fit into either of the two predominant ideal types.
Moreover, the different modes of authoritarian governments were not looked at
in their own terms but rather as a kind of by-product of the pathology of
democracy manifested in various stages of the transition process.

To restate, the critical step in the transit to modernity and its positive
expression democracy was the transition phase when societies could either be
diverted, at a late stage, into totalitarianism, particularly in the form of
communism, or in earlier stages fall back into some species of authoritarianism.
Not surprisingly the theory saw what came to be called the “Third World’ of
underdeveloped countries as the most likely to lapse into some kind of
authoritarian government. Also not surprisingly this theory became the basis of
the propensity of governments like that of the United States to develop
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programmes such as the Alliance For Progress to provide financial and technical
aid designed to promote development, modernization and democracy in regions
like Latin America. This is an area where the scientific world of political theory
and that of political practice clearly overlapped.

An important and somewhat critical variation on the modernization theme
came in the work of scholars such as Samuel P.Huntington. In his celebrated
Political Order in Changing Society, Huntington (1968) argued that rather than
produce a stable base for democracy, modernization in fact produced political
ferment which, if it went beyond the existing containment capacity of
governmental institutions, would produce political decay and the collapse of
public order. For Huntington order and security were the primary political
values and of necessity preceded any positive regime form. Order and security in
turn were dependent on creating governments that could govern and encase that
capacity in institutions. In this updated version of Hobbes’s Leviathan,
Huntington, among others, argued that in many underdeveloped societies the
military was often the only modern, professionalized and organized national
institution available to lead a society through the perilous transition to an
institutionalized democracy. In this view, a military-based authoritarian regime
could in fact act as a means to create a stable political order that could eventually
elaborate the institutional structure necessary to maintain order and
governability while containing the disruptive effects of modernization.

This work produced an important shift in the causal train. Modernization
often produced decay and disorder creating a primary need to reconstitute
governmental capacity, impose order and create institutions. Political decay
literally pulled the military into politics where they in fact were one of the few
organizations capable of reconstituting a modern state structure (leviathan) that
could be eventually democratized. In some crucial ways an institution-building,
military-based authoritarian regime could be an agent of controlled
modernization and a precursor of modern democracy.

Theoretical concern with authoritarianism was spurred by the proliferation of
non-democratic regimes in the underdeveloped world. In places like Africa many
of these regimes had a rather personalistic and patrimonial flavour which
allowed them to be treated as a regressive feature in the transition phase. A
crucial development was the proliferation of military-based authoritarian
regimes among the more developed countries of Latin America between 1964
and 1973, and the imposition of an authoritarian regime in Greece from 1967 to
1974. Reacting to these events, social scientists began to look anew at
authoritarian Spain and Portugal and to note that behind the democratic fagade
Mexico was really an authoritarian regime. These regimes lacked the
patrimonial flavour of those in Africa and in fact were highly organized and
complex regimes that openly proclaimed their intent to spur the economic
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development and modernization of their respective societies. These claims
gained credibility when later observers began to note that rapidly developing
Asian countries such as South Korea and Taiwan were being led by strong
governments operating within decidedly authoritarian frameworks.

Writing in the midst of these events and processes, Juan Linz in a now classic
article (Linz 1970) mounted a strong argument which challenged the bi-polar
continuum of democracy and totalitarianism and urged the necessity to
recognize a specifically authoritarian regime type. This type was not traditional
in form, but distinctively modern. Linz based his concept on the Spanish case
and developed a definition which contrasted this regime to many of the
recognized features of democracy and totalitarianism.

Authoritarian regimes are political systems with limited, not responsible, political
pluralism: without elaborate and guiding ideology (but with distinctive mentalit-
ies); without intensive nor extensive political mobilization (except some points in
their development); and in which a leader (or occasionally a small group) exercises
power within formally ill-defined limits but actually quite predictable ones.

(Linz 1970:255)

Linz’s influential work helped shape many people’s approach to the issue,
particularly students of Latin American politics. It was followed by another
classic, Guillermo O’Donnell’s Modernization and Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism.:
Studies in South American Politics (O’Donnell 1973). Aside from defining a specific
type of modern authoritarian regime, the bureaucratic-authoritarian regime,
O’Donnell completed the reversal of the relationship between modernization
and authoritarian regime forms. Cast in the new framework of dependence
theory, the bureaucratic-authoritarian regime was viewed as a necessary product
of capitalist development and modernization within relatively developed but
dependent societies such as those in the southern cone of South America.
Whereas earlier works had related to practical political polemics in a more
indirect and implicit manner, O’Donnell’s influential work, by linking the
phenomena of dependence and capitalism to specific modes of authoritarianism,
made a direct link between would-be scientific discourse and the ideologically
charged political rhetoric of the day. The discussions that have raged around
these issues since highlight the ways in which practical political considerations
penetrate and, for good or ill, shape and/or distort theoretical discussions
regarding regime forms.

This consequential overlap came out clearly in an article by political scientist
Jeanne Kirkpatrick (1979), ‘Dictatorship and double standards’, in which she
differentiated between totalitarian and authoritarian regimes. Relegating the
former category exclusively to Marxist-Leninist regimes, Kirkpatrick argued that
authoritarian regimes, while repressive, were more benign and capable of reform
into capitalist democracy; therefore United States policy in Latin America, in
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particular, should reflect those theoretically construed differences. The fire-storm
of criticism provoked by this article saw one cartoon retort which noted that the
real difference between the two was that while totalitarian regimes arrested,
killed and tortured people, authoritarian regimes left many of those functions to
the private sector.

The joke was based on a rather important insight into the ongoing totalitarian
versus authoritarian conceptual debate; by and large ‘totalitarian’ was used to refer
to regimes linked to command economies (state socialist) while ‘authoritarian’
referred mainly to regimes linked to economies driven at least in part by markets
and private economic interests (capitalist). Using mainly political structural
variables to define authoritarianism, Amos Perlmutter sought to go beyond this
debate by rejecting the totalitarian category and collapsing those regimes into a very
broadened definition of authoritarianism. In Perlmutter’s Modern Authoritarianism: A
Comparative Institutional Analysis, the central category is ‘the modern authoritarian
model’, which he defines as ‘an exclusive, centralist political organization populated
and dominated by an oligarchic political elite’ (Perlmutter 1981:7).

In contemporary discussion the concept of totalitarianism has in fact faded
and we seem to be working now with two very broad categories: democracy and
authoritarianism. Not surprisingly the concept of authoritarianism seems more
than ever to be a residual category into which are shovelled all regime forms that
cannot lay some claim to being democratic; and often the concept of
authoritarianism is defined by elaborating traits that are the negatives of positive
democratic traits. Perlmutter, for example, goes on immediately to add that
‘these regimes are characterized by repression, intolerance, encroachment on the
private rights and freedoms of citizens and limited autonomy for nonstatist
interest groups’ (ibid.: 7).

Given the scope of the category, attention of necessity immediately shifts from
the concept of modern authoritarian regime itself to the delineation of sub-types.
Unfortunately the list of sub-types expands and contracts depending who is
doing the defining and the idiosyncrasies of the particular regime(s) the analyst is
examining. At the moment we simply do not have a generally accepted
classification scheme of sub-types.

In his broad-brushed approach Perlmutter lays out a scheme of sub-types
which can serve as a useful starting point for the analyst seeking an orientation to
this conceptual thicket. Focusing on what he calls parallel and auxiliary
structures such as police, party, military and professional organizations he
stipulates four main types: the Party State; the Police State; the Corporatist State;
and the Praetorian State. The latter category is broken down further into the
Personal, Oligarchic and Bureaucratic-Authoritarian sub-types. It must be
stressed that this and all such schemes remain open to intense criticism and
debate. For example, Perlmutter’s typology takes one of the most influential
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concepts regarding modern authoritarianism in Latin America, O’'Donnell’s
bureaucratic-authoritarian regime, and relegates it to the status of a sub-type of a
sub-type: a rather debatable move to say the least.

‘We are obviously not going to settle these conceptual issues here. In broad terms
contemporary authoritarian regimes are defined first as negatives of the positive
characterization of procedurally bound constitutional democratic regimes. Thus,
as Latin American legal theory has it, modern authoritarian regimes are ‘regimes
of fact’ and of ‘exception’. Lacking legal, procedural or democratic checks,
authoritarian regimes are command systems (usually executive decree) in which
governmental power is exercised in an essentially arbitrary and therefore
unpredictable pattern. Such regimes usually focus on a strong executive exercising
power in conjunction with a cartel of political, military, bureaucratic and other
elites (entrepreneurial, labour, professional, etc.) who shape the policies dictated to
the larger society. While the prevalence of democratic values seems to check the
ability of authoritarian regimes to establish their legitimacy, the persistence of
universitas concepts of state organization, as well as a perceived need for an
authoritative capacity to interpret esoteric but necessary knowledge, does hold out
the possibility of some type of legitimation, especially in the face of a severe crisis
like war, economic collapse and the like. Structurally such regimes run the gamut
from highly personalized neo-patrimonial regimes to highly organized regimes
rooted in military, bureaucratic and other institutional bases.

Clearly we are not going to be able to come up with a singular theory of
origins for such a complex, varied and global phenomenon. There are some
general views available to survey, particularly with regard to the recent
experiences of Latin America. In general, we can delineate three types of
explanations of origins which, while distinct, often overlap in practice: cultural
explanations, broad structural economic explanations, and more specifically
political structural and behavioural explanations.

Cultural explanations focus on imputed underlying patterns of institutions
and values that predispose a society toward authoritarianism. In its strongest
form the view sees authoritarianism as the dominant motif of a society always
straining to break out of alien democratic structures artificially grafted onto these
societies. This case has been made in its strongest and most convincing form in
work on Latin America by authors such as Howard Wiarda (1973). Weaker
forms of the argument have some clear merit, especially in regard to the kinds of
organizational structures adopted by authoritarian regimes as well as the pre-
existence of values that can be used to help construct legitimacy for such a
regime. In the strong or deterministic form, however, the argument has
numerous problems. One is the fact that culturally the traits highlighted in one
regional tradition cannot account for authoritarianism in other regional and
cultural contexts. Another follows from a Weberian argument that if all
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traditional cultures were essentially authoritarian at one point, how is it that
today some are modernized forms of authoritarianism, some are neo-
patrimonial, while others are democratic? Some other intervening variables must
be at work.

A host of broad structural explanations emphasizing socio-economic factors
have been advanced to explain the many different types of autocratic, totalitarian
and authoritarian regimes that have populated the modern political landscape.
Many involve variations on the central thesis of modernization regarding a crisis
of transition from traditional to modern society. Authors like Ulam (1960) for
example, pointed to the disruptive effects of early capitalist development on
traditional societies to explain modern communist revolutions. In the same vein
Barrington Moore (1966) stressed the response of pre-existing aristocracies to the
commercialization of agriculture as a key to whether countries moved toward
democracy, fascism or peasant-based communism. Many of these types of
explanations echo the sophisticated analysis of the consequences of modern
revolution propounded by Alexis de Tocqueville (1955) in The Old Regime and The
French Revolution; particularly his insight that modernizing revolutions in
traditional autocracies will most likely lead to a greater centralization of power in
a Bonapartist-type state. Tocqueville also introduced the theme of the propensity
of mass mobilization to lead to the creation of centralized and manipulative
control structures.

As far as contemporary authoritarian regimes are concerned, the most
systematic and theoretically rich work to date has been that of Guillermo
O’Donnell (1973). Although formulated to account for recent authoritarian
regimes in the southern cone of South America, O’Donnell’s work, with suitable
modifications, has broader significance. Cast in the dependence perspective, it
reverses the relationship between modernization and regime outcomes;
specifically O’Donnell argues that successful modernization in the context of
dependent capitalist development produces a highly modernized form of
authoritarianism, not democracy. The causal linkage is forged by the political
imperatives that spring from the necessity of relatively advanced countries such
as Argentina and Brazil to make a transition from easy import-substituting
industrialization to a broader and deeper form of capitalist industrialization. The
specific imperative is the need to reverse earlier populist policies of cooptive
inclusion of working-class groups and now push the same groups back out. This
exclusionary imperative demands a government with the will and ability to apply
sustained repression of the excluded.

Although rooted in an econo