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Preface

The Encyclopedia of Democratic Thought is designed to bring together all the ideas that
matter to democracy, past, present and future. It does not address these ideas piecemeal,
but explores them through a co-ordinated collection of essays on key concepts and issues.
Nearly every essay is written by a recognised authority on its topic. The result is a unique
encounter of many of the world’s leading political scientists, political sociologists and
political philosophers.

The design of the Encyclopedia is driven by ideas, and so the content is both analytical
and reflective. Indeed, the essays draw on every tradition of democratic thought as well
as developing new thinking. But the essays also consider the practical implications of the
ideas for the conduct of democratic politics in the world today. Without seeking to
compose any kind of recipe for democratic success, the essays taken together do offer
guidelines for good democratic practice.

The Encyclopedia is a work of reference that is designed to be the first port of call for
everyone interested in democratic ideas, democratic practice and the quality of
democratic governance. Each essay is crafted to achieve a concise but comprehensive
account of the topic, and so each essay can stand alone. But all the essays are cross-
referenced, so offering the reader different lines of inquiry whatever the topic of entry In
addition, each essay carries summary references and/or suggestions for further reading.
The content of the Encyclopedia is therefore clear and accessible, but not necessarily
simple.

The Encyclopedia is therefore a work of reference with a difference. It may certainly
be consulted topic by topic. But it is designed to provide a place for browsing, reflecting,
discovering and enjoying the delights of serendipity. At the same time, it is full of
argument, sometimes on difficult and demanding issues, that invites critical responses. In
sum, the Encyclopedia of Democratic Thought aspires to stimulate critical thinking.

The Encyclopedia is global in scope and responds to the democratic revolution of
recent decades. It therefore refers both to the long-established democracies of Western
Europe, North America and Australasia, and to the more recent democracies of Latin
America, Eastern and Central Europe, Africa and Asia. Classical democratic concerns are
related to new democracies, and to important changes in old democracies. Democratic
thought, new and old, is brought to bear on the challenges facing contemporary
democracies, and to the possibilities of the democratic future.

* * *

The idea of making the Encyclopedia was first mooted some five years ago. Its present
title emerged a little later. The first months were spent on designing the blueprint. This
print was shaped by the key decision to develop a substantial argument on a relatively
limited number of topics. The composition of the list of topics involved consultation,
debate, and imagination. The original list of some 200 topics certainly went through some



changes, but the basic architecture remained firm. There are now 188 topics.

The next step was to recruit authors for every topic and invite them to write. The main
criterion for selection was simple: choose the very best! And there was no hesitation
about setting out to recruit the foremost scholars in each and every case. At the same
time, it is true that this aim was tempered in some degree by considerations of balance,
both gender and geographical, and there was some modest success in marrying these
distinct principles. But the main emphasis remained throughout on the quality of the
entries to the Encyclopedia.

Yet, it will be apparent that a good number of contributions come from colleagues at
the University of Essex, most of them in the Department of Government. It was part of
our original plan to draw in this way on the research capability of the leading department
of political science in the United Kingdom. Furthermore, on the infrequent occasions
when contributions failed to appear, we tended to turn to our Essex colleagues to supply
the lack and maintain the integrity of the enterprise. For this reason, all of the younger
scholars present in the Encyclopedia either come from Essex or have an Essex
connection.

Happily, the topics that eventually had to be re-allocated were few and far between.
Overall, the commitment of our colleagues world wide to the enterprise has been
outstanding. Despite the professional pressures, and even health problems in some cases,
they have all risen bravely to the considerable challenge of making the Encyclopedia. In
large degree, this simply reflects their professionalism and intellectual engagement, even
if a small minority did have some trouble in grappling with the concept of ‘the deadline’.
But it may not be too farfetched to suggest that enthusiasm for the project itself had
something to do with it.

Whatever the effort invested in designing the Encyclopedia, it inevitably took on a life
of its and anticipate it. While we were certainly own. We tried to make a virtue of this
necessity, willing to sketch an appropriate approach for individual essays, and to respond
with criticism and guidance where requested, there was never any attempt to impose any
kind of editorial line. On the contrary, each contributor was encouraged to blend
objective enquiry with personal judgement, to use and develop their own voice. We count
this variety of voices as one of the chief virtues of the Encyclopedia.

In our view, the result is neither discord nor harmony, but a wide range of ideas that
resonate with tested truths and new meanings. Indeed, a review of these essays can leave
little doubt that ‘democratic thought’ constitutes a coherent field of intellectual inquiry
and reflection. In small part, this may be attributed to the architecture of the Encyclopedia
and the watching brief of its editors. The much greater part is owing to the powerful polar
attraction still exercised by democratic ideas themselves.

* * *

No project of this scope can be completed without considerable help. It is impossible to
mention everyone who helped us. But, we wish to acknowledge the good offices of the
distinguished members of our International Advisory Board, and to thank our colleagues
in the Department of Government at the University of Essex for their unstinting support
and good humour. It is hard to imagine a better academic context for carrying out the
work of the Encyclopedia.

We give special thanks to two gentle and generous people who have seconded our



efforts throughout. 1ldi Clarke maintained an effective administrative grip on the project,
despite its many stresses and strains, and played a key role in delivering it in good order.
Clare Dekker provided logistical support, as well as constant encouragement and good
cheer. We gladly recognise that we could not have done the job without them.

Paul Barry Clarke
Joe Foweraker
University of Essex
September 2000
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A

accountability

Democracy is about elections, but after elections are concluded there must be other
mechanisms for holding the government of the day accountable for its actions on a
regular basis. Accountability is often used synonymously with other concepts, such as
responsibility and responsiveness, but in a strict sense the term refers to requirements for
an individual or public organisation (usually an executive) to render an account to
parliament or some other source of legitimate authority (Thomas 1998). This conception
of accountability implies that some powers have been delegated and that the ‘agent’ must
later justify its actions to the source of those delegated powers. Most accountability
systems are retrospective, have been devised to detect and expose error by the agent, and
emphasise imposing some form of punishment on wrongdoers when found. This
conception is in contrast to accountability being conceptualised as generalised systems
for evaluating and improving performance in the public sector, or as a prospective means
of specifying responsibility.

Conceptually, accountability is defined by formalised requirements to render an
account, but in practice a number of issues arise when attempting to make accountability
function. The most important distinctions arise among methods for holding the political
executive accountable as a collectivity, as against mechanisms for enforcing
accountability over individual ministers, public organisations and even individual public
employees. The same term is used in reference to controlling all these actors, but the
mechanisms used and the remedies for any malfeasance detected are markedly different.

In Westminster political systems, the conception of rendering the account has been
clearly defined (Woodhouse 1994). The theory of accountability in these systems remains
focused largely on the relationship between the government and parliament, with the
constitutional principle being that the government is the agent to whom powers have been
delegated by parliament, those powers in turn having been granted by the people. The
government of the day must respond to questions on the floor of parliament, it may have
to respond to motions of no confidence, and committees are increasingly empowered to
investigate and evaluate the programs of the government (see WESTMINSTER
MODEL).

In other democratic systems, even other parliamentary systems, the conception of
accountability has been more diffuse, although many of the same mechanisms for
enforcing it are in place as in Westminster systems. For example, in presidential regimes
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such as the United States, the legislature may not be able to call the chief executive to
account in quite the way of a Westminster system (except in impeachment proceedings),
but individual agencies and departments certainly are forced to appear before the
legislature, or one of its committees, and to render an account (see
PRESIDENTIALISM). Public organisations are also forced to account for their actions
through the budgetary process, as well as in a variety of substantive investigations and
policy discussions. Other specialised institutions, such as the ombudsman, which
originated in the Scandinavian countries but is now widely diffused, are used to enforce
accountability.

Of course, the convention in Westminster systems (followed more in rhetoric than in
practice) is that ministers are accountable for all actions taken in their ministry, although
in fact few if any ministers are now forced to resign over the actions of lower-echelon
officials. In this conception, individual civil servants are not only not directly
accountable, they are also anonymous; the minister must accept the responsibility for the
actions of his or her civil servants. The actual practice has evolved far from the theory.
Not only do ministers no longer resign, they have in some Westminster systems begun to
identify the career officials responsible for failures of policy or administration, and those
officials increasingly are being held to account personally. As the security of civil service
systems is lost, then that personal accountability may mean loss of the government
position, or certainly other sanctions.

In political systems in which ministerial responsibility does not purport to cloak the
individual public employee from culpability, and in Westminster systems faced with
overt malfeasance by a public servant, there are a host of mechanisms that require some
accounting. There is hardly space here to discuss them all, but mentioning a few points to
the multiple meanings of the term ‘accountability’. For example, administrative law will
define the nature of the responsibilities of public servants and provide appropriate
sanctions when they fail to meet those responsibilities, or when they exercise their
powers in an ‘arbitrary and capricious’ manner. The remedies generally are to declare
their actions void, but the individual public servant may also be held personally liable in
some settings.

Accounting is one of the important means for defining accountability. That is, a major
question about the actions of government organisations is whether they have used public
money appropriately, and legislatures have invested a great deal of time and effort in
monitoring the probity of public expenditures. As the accounting organisations, such as
the General Accounting Office in the United States or the National Audit Office in the
United Kingdom, have been more skilful they have moved from strict financial
accounting to a concern with the efficiency and effectiveness of expenditures. It is no
longer sufficient to demonstrate that money has been spent legally; public organisations
must also demonstrate that they money was put to the best possible use.

Although accountability has been well established normatively and empirically, the last
two decades of public sector reform are beginning to require some reconceptualisation.
Just as was noted for accounting offices, the more general emphasis in accountability is
shifting from judging procedures to evaluating outcomes, and especially to developing
outcome measures that can be used to evaluate performance. Thus, to some extent, ideas
concerning accountability are coalescing even more closely with mechanisms for



evaluation and policy analysis.

Especially for public servants, the general conception had been that if they followed
the correct procedures then they were not culpable for any failures. As governing has
become more informed by market principles than in the past, there is a greater concern
with being able to demonstrate that programmes are indeed producing results, and that
they are efficient (see MARKET FORCES). Further, as managers come to be placed on
performance contracts, rather than taking positions as part of a career in government, then
accountability becomes in large part measuring that performance. As well as shifting the
idea of accountability from detecting error and punishing the malefactor, this version of
accountability emphasises results, and perhaps positive rewards.

Obviously, the principles of accountability for performance apply more directly to
public organisations, and even individual administrators, than they do to the political
executive. In some ways the executive has also been held accountable for poor policy
choices, and may lose office (by parliamentary or electoral action) because of those
choices. The more recent changes in accountability begin to make organisations and
individual administrators more directly liable for their actions. These changes in
accountability regimens also imply a shift away from punishment toward management as
the general principle governing the arrangements.

Another important development in thinking about accountability is to remove
intermediate organisations and to attempt to make public organisations more directly
accountable to the people. In this case, the people involved generally are only the
immediate ‘customers’ of the programme. This is an attempt to ensure direct popular, and
hence to some extent democratic, control over the operation of those organisations. It
may, however, become undemocratic through ignoring the wants and needs of the larger
political community; a programme that serves its clients well may impose additional
costs on taxpayers or on competing groups in the society.

Some recent reforms undertaken in the public sector run exactly counter to the
conventional approaches to accountability, and perhaps also to the performance-based
systems being implemented. For example, there is a strong impetus to encourage more
administrative entrepreneurship and risk-taking, especially in newly created quasi-
autonomous agencies. The latitude for action for public servants implied here prevents
enforcing conventional conceptions of accountability, and may effectively create a sphere
of activities over which elected officials have little or no control. The ultimate form of
control, dismissing the leadership of the organisation, may be perhaps the only real
means of control, but that may only punish rather than create greater compliance.

Government will always have to be concerned with procedures and with ensuring
equality of treatment for citizens, as well as the appropriate use of public money. That
having been said, those procedural concerns are being augmented, and to some extent
supplanted in importance, by more substantive approaches to accountability; as Day and
Klein (1987) have pointed out, there are now multiple accountabilities, rather than any
single form. Public organisations are now being held accountable upward to the sources
of delegated powers, down to the public, and also to objective performance standards. All
these measures are designed to be means of ensuring that there is democracy (meaning
here adherence to the laws adopted through democratic means) after elections have been
completed. Even all these mechanisms taken together will not be a perfect check on
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malfeasance and nonfeasance, but they do provide a check on the excessive or
inappropriate use of power. Indeed, there may be so many competing forms of
accountability that overall control over public organisations has been lessened rather than
enhanced.

See also:

civil service; democratic executives; democratic performance; parliamentary models;
presidentialism; Westminster model
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affirmative action

Affirmative action describes pro-active efforts to redress social inequalities. The term
‘pro-active’ distinguishes affirmative action from ‘reactive’ anti-discrimination policies
which are complaint-based. Where anti-discrimination policies respond to individual
complaints, affirmative action produces structural change which should, ideally, obviate
complaints of discrimination. John F.Kennedy’s Executive Order 10925 (16 March 1961)
invoked the term ‘affirmative action’ for the first time, though the idea of active state
intervention to reduce social inequalities had precursors (Curry 1996:xiv).

Affirmative action can be introduced in a number of domains: in the labour market, in
systems of political representation, in higher education, in other kinds of associations
such as trades unions and political parties. The reform efforts characterised as
‘affirmative action’ (or ‘positive action’ in Europe) span a spectrum, from training
courses for members of targeted groups to attempts to tie job offers, promotions or higher
education places to membership of such groups. Designated groups are not the same in
every country and can change over time. North American blacks and women are the
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primary focus in the United States. Canada’s employment equity legislation (1986)
targets four groups: women, Aboriginal peoples, the disabled and visible MINORITIES.

When affirmative action is introduced to increase the political representation of
targeted groups, either through quotas in political parties or set-aside seats in legislative
institutions, the connection with democratic theory is clear. Demanding that blacks need
to represent blacks, and that women need women representatives, follows logically from
the view that the make-up of a legislature should reflect the composition of the
community. This position is contested by those who believe that representative
government relies upon candidates who put aside commitments to particular groups. For
those who support some notion of group representation (see REPRESENTATION,
CONCEPT OF), there remain debates about just which groups deserve separate
representation, whether or not those representatives are beholden in some way to their
communities (see Phillips 1991), and what to do about the fact that people cross over
identity categories.

Labour market affirmative action is linked to democratic debates through two sorts of
claims. First, the argument is that a true democrat should be concerned to address social
inequalities which mean that only some privileged voices get heard in political debate.
Second, there is the claim that democracy has, as a raison d’étre, empowering members
of the polity in every area of their lives, including the workplace and the home.
Affirmative action in the distribution of places in universities builds upon this principle.
Conceptions of democracy, which focus upon electoral processes and which consider
social inequalities irrelevant to representative government, dispute these claims. There
are debates about the extent to which affirmative action actually reduces social
inequalities, and about whether it encourages assimilation to capitalist norms; however,
the suggestion that affirmative action produces more democratic practice hinges upon the
claim that, to some extent, it reduces social inequalities and consequently strengthens the
political influence of those previously marginalised.

The relevance of social status to political influence cuts across debates about the
meaning of EQUALITY in liberal democracies. Typically, the argument is put that
affirmative action produces equal outcomes, while liberal democracies guarantee only
equality of opportunity Some admit that a degree of equality of outcome is necessary to
make equal opportunity meaningful. In fact, this was just the argument advanced by
Lyndon Johnson in 1965 (in Curry 1996:17) in defence of affirmative action:

You do not take a person who, for years, has been hobbled by chains and
liberate him [sic], bring him [sic] up to the starting line of a race and then say,
“You are free to compete with all the others’, and still justly believe that you
have been completely fair.

In this scenario, affirmative action becomes a form of beneficence handed to
‘disadvantaged’ groups to help them ‘catch up’. The disadvantaged become the problem
(Eveline 1994), and the ‘benefactors’ remain invisible and unchallenged because of their
invisibility (Bacchi 1996). In the process, affirmative action is produced as ‘preferential
treatment’.

As ‘preference’, affirmative action is said to contravene procedural justice, raising
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questions about the desirable shape of a democratic polity. In a period commonly
characterised as one of diminishing public interest in politics, models of democracy are
put forward which attempt to smooth over differences, either to (re?) generate a kind of
community commitment to something called the ‘common good’ (the republican model),
or to insist that value differences can be resolved procedurally (the liberal democratic
model), that the right takes precedence over the good (Rawls 1971). Opponents of
affirmative action contend that the reform, by emphasising the irrelevant factors of
gender and race, undermines the kind of social cohesion which democratic politics
requires. A model of society as gender-blind and/or race-blind is put forward as the ideal.
Defenders of affirmative action argue that the polity is already deeply divided by power
differentials, and that these make a farce of procedural justice. By challenging procedural
justice, affirmative action raises the possibility that consensus about JUSTICE may not
be possible, a devastating prospect to some defenders of PROCEDURAL
DEMOCRACY. For others, the kind of fundamental clash over values evinced in
affirmative action debates illustrates the need for a democratic vision which invites
agonistic debate and which refuses to displace ‘difference’ onto those who consider
themselves, to varying extents, unrepresented in democratic processes.

Because affirmative action is held responsible by its opponents for creating dissent
where harmony once existed or where harmony is needed, the members of the targeted
groups are described as the destabilisers. As in the construction of affirmative action as
‘preferential treatment’ (see above; attention is focussed upon those who consider
themselves, to varying extents, unrepresented in democratic processes), those who set the
norms for democratic behaviour remain invisible and unscrutinised.

See also:

agonism; capitalism; citizenship; education; empowerment; equality; gendering
democracy; liberalism; procedural democracy; representation, concept of; republicanism
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agonism

The concept of agonism is commonly identified with democracy in its purest form and
emphasises popular CONTESTATION and debate as the principal aspects of political
activity. Many of the principles associated with agonism are deeply rooted in the
sociopolitical world of ancient Greece. This is often taken as a limitation to the practical
applicability, theoretical scope and contemporary relevance of this model of politics. Yet
the possibilities of agonism radiate far beyond the walls of the polis. Indeed, the
conceptual contestation that currently underpins contemporary political debates places
agonistic principles at the very core of the postmodern democratic enterprise.

The term ‘agonism’ is derived from the scene of the agon in Ancient Greek drama,
where the primary protagonists of the play appear, centre stage, to confront each other in
verbal contest (Clarke 1996:56). In this part of the play, the chorus, who otherwise
provide an ‘outsider’s’ perspective explaining the development of the plot and the inner
motives of the characters through pure and formal poetry, recede into the background. In
consequence, the dialogue and actions of the main characters dominate the scene unaided
and unexplained to the audience from a narrator’s point of view. In the agon, the main
characters are given the chance to appear with only their actions and speech to account
for themselves. The plays of Aristophanes provide noteworthy examples of the dramatic
exploration of the agon.

In its most basic political form, the notion of agonism represents the activity of popular
confrontation, contestation, conflict and debate on public matters and the arena(s) in
which such contestation takes place. Traditionally, this concept applied to radically
participatory conceptions of democracy that have their roots in the Athenian polis.
Pericles’s stirring funeral oration in Thucydides’s History of the Peloponnesian War
illustrates the virtues peculiar to the Athenian understanding of agonistic political
participation. This is particularly salient in his proud passage declaiming that, ‘we
Athenians, in our own persons’ do not make policy decisions until they have been
thoroughly debated (Thucydides 1954:147). As Pericles averred, in the polity words and
deeds were complimentary rather than incompatible, and even those most engaged in
their own affairs were ‘extremely well-informed on general politics’. In fact, he made it
quite clear that the common perception of those who failed to take any interest in politics
was not that they were simply ‘minding their own business’; they had no business in
Athens at all! (Thucydides 1954:147).

From this perspective, the major components of classical agonism can be identified as
first, genuine public interest in political concerns; second, personal participation in
political matters; and third, the ineluctable connection between action and speech in
politics; all of which lead to the idea of democratic deliberation through personal
engagement in contestative political debate. These basic agonistic tenets were extended in
Aristotle’s forms of government. However, after the decline of the polis, agonistic forms
of politics resurfaced only briefly in the medieval Italian city-republics, and were not
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significantly revitalised until Rousseau’s radically participatory conception of democracy
appeared in the eighteenth century. More recently, the agonistic principles of conflict and
contestation were revived in the 1920s and 1930s as a central element of Carl Schmitt’s
concept of ‘the political’ (The Concept of the Political and The Crisis of Parliamentary
Demacracy). The deeper facets of political agonism have been explored most extensively
in the work of Hannah Arendt, particularly in The Human Condition (1958).

Arendt attempted to describe agonism as an intrinsically valuable conception of
politics through a comprehensive reading of the classical agon. The most fundamental
agonistic component of her thought lies in her assertion that politics, like its theatrical
counterpart, is an essentially and radically active enterprise. For Arendt, the
unconditioned action and speech found in the agon and the human values formed within
them could be translated into the purest form of political activity. To do so, however,
would require an absence of formal/ structural constraints on political actions and speech.
Hence, agonistic political activity in the Arendtian sense calls for an otherwise
unconditioned space in which the substance of politics can be freely enacted and spoken
and the individuality of the political actor can be authentically revealed. The argument
displays several links with Rousseau’s contention that the road to sincerity and
authenticity lies in direct political PARTICIPATION and debate.

It is clear that this interpretation of agonism embodies an extreme departure from
politics in its currently accepted (statist) sense. Pure agonistic politics is concerned not
with structures, places, institutions, or with activities of fabrication (poesis) such as law-
making as in modern state politics. It is rather concerned with action in its deepest sense
(praxis) and, in particular, with the activities of appearing, contesting, persuading and
deciding that can be valued intrinsically because they leave no tangible products behind.
Politics, according to Arendt, belongs not to the world of things but to the world of
human beings and the relations between them. Agonistic activity is also perceived as
constitutive of human freedom and togetherness, rather than instrumentally facilitative of
it.

These agonistic ideas require a notion of political participation that is far more
extended and extensive than modern representative democracy has hitherto offered.
Indeed, the importance of active and sustained personal political engagement in agonistic
political participation is fundamentally antagonistic to ideas of democratic representation,
party politics and politics-as-statecraft. In consequence, the most obvious, and most
serious, criticism of this understanding of agonism is that it is currently unrealisable in
practical terms.

Pure agonism might, perhaps, have been possible within the small polities of the polis
or even the free city-states of Switzerland that so enamoured Rousseau. Yet,
contemporary social, political, demographic and economic circumstances and the
entrenched nature of existing conceptions of the state render a complete application of
agonistic modes of political being and political relations impossible. Moreover, as
Arendt’s conception of politics is so ineluctably tied to unconditioned praxis-action and
speech within a distinct ‘space of appearances,” her arguments suggest that there can be
no politics where agonistic conditions do not hold (Clarke 1996:113). If Arendt’s position
here is accepted and agonism is impossible to implement practically in its pure form(s)
within the conditions of modern life, then politics itself appears to be impossible.
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Even if the contrary position is assumed, and this kind of agonism was possible, it is
not entirely clear that the consequences would be as empowering or as beneficial as
Arendt implies. While the dark side of extreme state power is totalitarianism, the dark
side of radically participatory democratic power invokes the spectre of ochlocracy. If the
conditions for agonistic politics are provided by the absence of formal political structures,
then the substance of agonism solely concerns people acting, speaking, persuading and
making decisions on this basis. While in theory these conditions are intended to foster
clear political judgements that are as formally unconditioned as possible, in practice they
could promote the possibility of mob rule. If political actions and decisions are not
structurally limited internally in some way, it is difficult to see how agonism could be
prevented from descending into the proverbially fickle ‘to-ing and fro-ing” of the whims
of the mob.

Despite these criticisms, pure models of agonism are important in that they illuminate
how far modern forms of statism have strayed from politics and democracy as they were
originally conceived. The point is significant since disturbing existing patterns of political
theory and practice generates the potential for extending their frontiers of possibility.
Pure agonism offers a clear conceptual vantage from which existing conceptions of
politics may be reflected upon, critically assessed and modified from a position outside
their own confines. Its legacy has been to emphasise not merely radical action in politics,
but that political activities require a highly reflective corollary if they are to be ethically
sustainable, self-empowering and historically durable.

If agonistic conceptions of participatory democracy are taken as important for their
implications concerning our conceptions of the world, their contemporary practical
unsustainability is not so relevant. Those implications suggest that, in addition to
engaging in the socio-political processes of the world, we should also take the time to
disengage: to reflect upon those processes and their consequences. What matters is that
we reflect upon notions of politics and democracy and that we construct arguments,
debate with others and make decisions concerning what we should do about our current
political institutions and practices. The effects of this critical perspective on
contemporary political theory and political practice have been momentous, for it has
called into gquestion the very notions that constitute our political enterprises. In doing so,
the concept of agonism has re-entered contemporary politics at its core, in a new and
ineluctably dynamic form.

Agonism is present at the centre of current conceptions of politics, but not in the
classical or Arendtian sense of face-to-face contestation within a true political agora. The
agonistic components of postmodern democracy are found in the political contestation of
concepts. This has been at least partially a result of the epistemological challenges that
the death of universalism has presented to traditional LIBERALISM and to democratic
modes of politics. A most crucial consequence of the postmodern recognition of value-
pluralism, contingency, anti-foundationalism and incommensurability has been the shift
away from the Enlightenment search for single, rational, systematic and foundational
principles upon which human action could be based and justified. Acknowledging
diversity and incommensurability has simultaneously required the acknowledgement of a
plurality of competing values, and ways of life that are inconsonant or even
incommensurable with each other (Gray 1995). In consequence, it is now recognised that
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a variety of irresolvable tensions and contradictions exist in postmodern life that are often
incapable of formal, rational, algorithmic or intellectual resolution.

Contemporary democracy appears to have supplied an alternative that attempts to
resolve such intellectually and rationally incommensurable models of being in the world
in a practical manner. As democracy thrives on acknowledging rather than repressing
diversity, so it might also provide a way in which people can live together in spite of their
differences. In the face of incommensurable values and ‘essentially contestable
concepts’ (Gallie 1964:157-91) it appears that agonistic contestation rather than
consensus provides the more appealing democratic solution. However, that democratic
solution does not necessarily require face-to-face participation in the political process.
Instead, it embraces contestation between irreducible values and endless essentially
contestable political concepts such as ‘democracy’, ‘the state’, ‘power’, ‘social justice’
and ‘FREEDOM’ at its core.

In short, postmodern democracy embodies an understanding of political agonism
modified in such a way that it is no longer an anachronistic, impractical political ideal.
On the contrary, the agonistic contestation of concepts, values and ideas appears most
eminently and pragmatically suited to the postmodern condition and to postmodern
democracy. The ‘rush to democracy’ that has characterised the plethora of global political
transformations since 1989 indicates that this agonistic solution has, so far, enjoyed some
measure of success.

At the centre of contemporary democracy lie debate, discussion and contest. But that
debate, discussion and contest occur not merely within the established and
institutionalised conceptual frameworks of developed democracies. They also, and often
more significantly, concern the framework itself. This implies that established
democracies may have difficult questions to deal with about how they both manage their
broadly agreed framework and how they resolve difficulties within that framework. It
also suggests that emerging democracies have even more crucial contests in attempting to
agree upon possible frameworks themselves. Indeed, developing democracies are perhaps
the arenas in which agonistic contestation over concepts becomes most salient precisely
because their old systems of values, beliefs and institutions have disintegrated. The
resulting ‘conceptual confusion’ (Geertz 1964:64) provides what could be termed as a
conceptual agora; a space in which fresh ideas and rival concepts can appear to compete
for ascendancy in the new socio-political order.

While agonistic disputes rage over many concepts related to contemporary social and
political life, the most prevalent and most heated often concern the exchange of opinions
as to what counts as democracy itself. Post-Soviet Russia offers an interesting example of
the essentially contestable nature of ‘democracy’ and the ways in which agonistic
disputes over the ‘proper use’ (Gallie 1964:158) of this concept occurs. Two terms for
‘democracy’ are widespread in current Russian political discourse, demokratsiia and
narodovlastiye (Urban 1994). However, while both terms are etymologically reducible to
People’s (demos, narod) Power (kratia, vlastiye) each signifies a very different idea of
democracy and a very different approach to Russian politics. Demokratsiia was invoked
by the Yeltsin camp and betokens an acceptance of some elements of Western models of
representative democracy. The concept denoted by demokratsiia relates democratic
accountability to ideas of the minimalist state, deregulation of the market, parliamentarist
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elections, SEPARATION OF POWERS and policies of PRIVATISATION.

The contesting notion of narodovlastiye appears in Communist Party and Russian
nationalist discourse in stark contrast to the “Westernist,” demokratsiia. Narodovlastiye
reflects a more traditional concept of the people’s power recalling popular representation
of the kind found in the pre-Parliamentary soviets. Following the Marxist—Leninist
critique of parliamentary democracy, narodovlastiye is often invoked to imply ‘DIRECT
DEMOCRACY’ (see Held 1996:105-39) and to criticise the undemocratic, corrupt,
paternalistic and exploitative nature and practices of the presidential system. However,
after 1993 the institution of democratic elections in Russia has required the communists
to make certain compromises in spite of their ideological differences in order to maintain
popular appeal, most notably in their acceptance of the parliament.

Traditional political elites and the intelligentsia remain crucial to conceptual
contestation and debate in Russia (Kullberg 1994). Yet contestation over the ‘proper use’
of essentially contestable concepts is often carried well into the realms of the demos.
Discussions take place in both journals and more accessible news-paper publications,
where popular debates are encouraged through the exchange of views in ‘letter pages’.
This is a particularly important agonistic arena for contests concerning what is to
constitute Russian identity. It has also increasingly become a testing site for ideas
concerning how to deal with the breakup of the former Soviet state, the way in which
Russians must now relate to former member states of the Soviet Union such as the
Ukraine, and how the Russian identity can be constituted in the post-communist era
(Urban 1994).

The agonistic contestation of concepts is also very salient in the experience of
established democracies. This is visible in the extent their conceptual foundations
continue to provoke challenge. The contestations themselves, however, remain largely
focused on the ways in which democracy can and ought to be construed. In the United
States, for example, one of the most disturbing problems revolves around how democracy
should be construed, given that less than half the population feel represented enough to
turn out to vote at presidential elections. This constitutes a major challenge for the USA
to reconstruct its political system, its institutions and its popular appeal in such a way that
they not only function in a more acceptable democratic sense, but that such functioning
appears as visibly democratic to the public.

In the established democracies of Europe, a principal arena of agonistic contestation
concerns whether European institutions are truly ‘democratic’ or whether there exists a
‘DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT’ that demands replenishing in some way. The ensuing series
of heated debates over how future European democracy should be constituted are
compounded by inter-state differences of interests, values and opinions in addition to
intra-statist economic, social, demographic and political diversity. One of the clearest
areas provoking British debate over the European Union (EU) was Prime Minister John
Major’s refusal to hold a referendum in the UK over some central conditions of Britain’s
membership of the EU, on the grounds that the issue pertained to questions of
parliamentary rather than popular SOVEREIGNTY.

Rivalry between ‘open’ or ‘underdetermined’ concepts and the political contestations
over how they ought to be construed and applied turns out to be absolutely central in all
these issues. That conceptual contest itself lies at the very basis of postmodern
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democratic politics, for concepts define how we understand ourselves, others and the
world in which we live, and concepts shape how we are to interact with that world in a
way that is meaningful to ourselves and fair to others. In the absence of rational methods
to determine the proper use of significant concepts, the democratic projects of the
postmodern era are grounded not in intellectually derived foundations, but in the practical
process of political contestation and debate. And that is ineluctably agonistic.

Agonism has indeed extended far beyond the walls of the polis. To meet the changing
circumstances of a global system that bears little resemblance to the classical world, ideas
of agonism have progressed from personal contestation to conceptual contestation. Yet,
through this resilient concept, some continuity with the past, and thus a measure of
stability and identity, has been preserved. The agonistic contestation of concepts has
provided many new resources that can enable coping with the tensions, dislocations and
pluralisms of the present. At most, it might well inspire democratic practices that
encourage postmodern individuals and groups to discover a satisfactory way of living
together in spite of their differences. At the very least, agonism can illuminate a
conception of democracy that stands firm at the entrance to an uncertain future, without
losing sight of the enduring wisdoms of the past.

See also:

autonomy; citizenship; civic virtue; contestation; deliberative democracy; democratic
deficit; democratic origins; demos; direct democracy; empowerment; liberalism;
participation; pluralism; public-private distinction; radical democracy; republicanism;
toleration
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apathy

‘Apathy’ is derived from the Greek apathia, a basic tenet of the philosophy of the Stoics
led by Zeno. It was developed further in the philosophy of the Roman Marcus Aurelius
and was popularised by Seneca. The word passed into French as apathie and thence to
English.

In politics, the term was increasingly used to indicate a disinclination to be actively
involved in the political process. In regimes of liberal democracy, this disinclination can
be expressed in various ways. The most common and widely discussed expression is a
refusal to exercise the vote in ELECTIONS for representatives in parliament, although
the vote is regarded as the basic duty of the democratic system. Where a significant
proportion of citizens do not vote the power ‘from below’, which is the marker of
democracy, disappears.

In Athenian democracy, apathy was regarded as antithetical to the notion of democracy
and the democratic citizen (see CITIZENSHIP). Pericles made clear in his Funeral
Oration that the essential virtue of a citizen was his attachment to and active involvement
in democratic polity to the degree that he was prepared to die in its defence. Such feeling
and commitment arose from belonging to the polity and was necessary to its survival. A
passive attachment was not enough. People who were apathetic should be excluded from
the polity: ‘we do not say that a man who takes no interest in politics is a man who minds
his business; we say that he has no business here at all” (Thucydides 1956:119).

When the nation-state based on the ‘people’ first emerged, the view continued that
apathy was incompatible with democracy Following Rousseau, who, like Pericles,
demanded an emotional commitment to democracy, Benjamin Constant (1806-10)
argued that anyone who was too independent to take sides was a coward who in fact was
siding with the existing power system. Fifty years later, Mill in ‘Utilitarianism’ was
adamant that liberal representative institutions were of little value and might be used
tyrannically if electors were not sufficiently interested to vote on public grounds rather
than for private interests. Again, after the introduction of adult suffrage, James Bryce
made clear that democratic citizenship required an active participation which went well
beyond the obligation to vote (Bryce 1909). In the Future of Democracy (1984:20ff)
Norberto Bobbio lamented apathy as destructive of democracy.

When regional democracies like the European Union emerged, the criticism of apathy
took on new form as the DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT which endangered the further
development of the Union. To it were added the fears of proponents of global democracy
that a global citizen could not feel sufficiently about a global community to play an active
role in its government (see GLOBALISATION).

These concerns show that apathy is regarded as inimical no matter what the democratic
procedures because it disempowers the popular sovereign. As the main civic duty in
representative democracies is the exercise of the vote, it is failure to vote by large
numbers of citizens which provokes anxiety. In the later nineteenth and early twentieth
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century, it was clear that many who were entitled to vote abstained. By the middle of the
twentieth century in the USA, only about one-third of eligible voters voted for the
Congress, and the highest proportion to vote in a presidential election was 63 per cent. In
Great Britain 75 per cent voted; in Canada 70 per cent and in Australia, before
compulsory elections, 59 per cent. Significantly, even in West Germany, Italy and
France, where once 90 per cent voted, in the mid-1990s as few as half are voting in some
elections. This follows the trend first manifest in the United States (Dalton 1988:38-41).
In European Union elections from 1979-94, between 58.5 and 62.4 per cent voted.

Alexis de Tocqueville had identified this trend and explained it as due to a lack of
CIVIC VIRTUE, a concern for private interest. The solution was sought in civic
EDUCATION, both practical and in school, about the benefits of voting (Mill 1964;
Eckstein 1984). In the 1990s, many states are again promoting civic education to develop
an active citizen. When this fails to stop abstention, it is argued that in the absence of
economic, social and health rights it is difficult to be an active citizen (Marshall 1950).
Yet the welfare state saw a worsening of the trend. It was then argued that WELFARE
benefits rendered individuals passive. Finally, it is often asserted that the citizen’s vote
has no influence on the state and therefore citizens have no incentive to participate
(Rosenberg 1954-5). In the United States this was even turned into a virtue on the
grounds that it allowed competent elites to govern between elections (Berelson et al.
1954; Campbell et al. 1960).

Focus on the impotence of the voter to influence political decisions as an explanation
for apathy led to many procedural changes to create more democracy in more places in
the 1980s and 1990s. The object of bringing voter and representative institution closer
together did not have the effect of raising voter participation. Experiments with electronic
democracy are much contested (Dagger 1997:135-9).

Compulsory voting and compulsory registration with sanctions for failure to do so do
increase participation. The first exists in Australia, Belgium and Venezuela, and the
second in New Zealand and Italy. Both are supposed to have an educatory function. It is
also criticised as interference with the right not to vote for any candidate. No real
evidence exists that it fosters the active citizen.

Apathy has usually been decried as inimical to democracy, and the passivity it breeds
as likely to lead to despotism. When it is argued that apathy is functional to a complex
democracy with its need for experts or is accepted as a sign of health in the polity, this
provokes the criticism that, if accepted, it would undermine power from below and
popular sovereignty. It makes the people, the mass or crowd, apathetic and alienated and
suggests, like Marx, that there are only revolutionary solutions.

Yet in a postmodern future, personal fortitude in the face of risk and chaos may
become an everyday mechanism for coping, which requires a distancing from affective
politics. Such stoicism would not deny the possibility of popular irruption into the public
place when the democratic stoics decided that the elite’s decisions had left them out. This
would remind the political experts that in the last analysis the people are sovereign, be
they ever so absent on the day-to-day level (Brossat 1996:9-22).
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ALASTAIR DAVIDSON

Asian models of democracy

The emergence of Asian developmental states in the course of the 1980s has caused much
debate concerning their democratic character. Central to this debate is the role that
cultures of an illiberal character play in promoting democratic legitimacy, effectiveness
and institutionalisation. Asian democratisation has reflected a historically contingent and
distinctive late developmental path.

Interestingly, democratic ideals constituted the most effective argument against
colonial rule in the first half of the twentieth century. Decolonisation movements
organised themselves around a democratic principle, of either a Marxist or a nationalist
provenance. However, this principle viewed the people not as autonomous, rational
individuals, but instead as a mass, organised collectively to release the inchoate people
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from colonial oppression. Asian development subsequently recognised the necessity for
guidance by a nation building elite characterised by strong leadership. Modified to the
needs of development, the Asian way came to emphasise superior men rather than good
laws. Cultural understandings of a Buddhist, Islamic or Confucian provenance, modified
for developmental purposes, reinforced a trend that devalued the role of the liberal
individualism of the free market, which in any case evoked unsavoury associations with
the colonial era.

While modernisation theory maintained that economic development created the
preconditions for transition to democracy (Lipsett 1959), this transition acquired
distinctive features in industrialising East Asia. Asian democracy emphasises society
before self and processes of consensus and co-operation reached through face giving and
face saving rituals that resist the institutionalisation of adversarial opposition. The
consequences of this legacy has been a predilection in Asia for a one party dominant
model of democracy, facilitating an autonomous BUREAUCRACY that promoted close
links between party, bureaucracy and business conglomerates in an interventionist,
developmental coalition (Quah 1993; Chan 1993).

In procedural terms these illiberal understandings by no means disqualify Asian states
for purposes of democratic comparison. Asian models may be evaluated in terms of the
extent to which they have established a democratic method that offers stable
‘arrangements for arriving at popular decisions in which individuals acquire the power to
decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote’ (Schumpeter 1946:269,
Huntington 1993:6).

From this perspective, Asia has spawned a variety of electoral practices that have
broadly promoted two models with distinctive Asian characteristics: a single party-
dominant system, and multiparty democratic systems leading to unstable coalition
governments with limited political effectiveness and uncertain legitimacy. India, the
longest standing and most populous democracy in Asia, has been distinctive in that it
democratised before it developed economically. Its federal constitution was most
effective in the period before 1967 when the Congress Party operated as the vehicle of a
secular national consensus at both federal and state level in a single party-dominant
system. In the 1970s and 1980s the legitimacy of the Congress Party declined with the
erosion of consensus and the failure of democracy to deliver economic growth or avoid
bureaucratic corruption. Separatist movements in the Punjab, Kashmir and Tamil Nadu
injected the potential for terror into the body politic. After 1986 the emergence of a
militant Hindu caste-based nationalism under the auspices of the Bharatiya Janata Party
(BJP) has introduced a new communalist element into an increasingly divided polity,
characterised by unstable coalition governments. Between 1996-9, India witnessed four
governments and a growing dissensus between an increasingly militant Hinduism and
India’s numerous religious and political minorities (Thakur 1995).

In Southeast Asia, single party-dominant systems have entrenched themselves in
Singapore and Malaysia, while in the Philippines and Thailand, military-sponsored
regimes have been replaced by uncertain but democratically legitimated civilian rule. In
Malaysia the National Front, dominated by the United Malay National Organisation
(UMNO) which rules in the Malay interest, has exploited its electoral dominance at both
federal and state level since 1969 to extend its control over press and judiciary within a
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formally parliamentary system. In Singapore, the PAP has won successive elections since
independence and has proved notably intolerant of political opposition. Here too,
government control of the media and the absence of judicial independence, together with
modifications to electoral BOUNDARIES through the shift from single-member to group
representation constituencies has ensured the PAP retains absolute dominance over a
unicameral parliament and over the hearts and minds of the population despite a
declining share of the popular vote. In both Singapore and Malaysia, a procedurally
democratic electoralism legitimates single-party rule and the attenuation of civil space.

Perhaps the most dubious electoralist politics in Southeast Asia sustained the pancasila
democracy of Indonesia’s New Order from 1966-98. New Order CORPORATISM
legitimated itself through an electoral process which permitted only three state-licensed
parties and ensured that the government party Golongkan Karya (Golkar) dominated the
People’s Consultative Assembly (MPR). The inability of the New Order to sustain its
legitimacy in the wake of the Asian financial meltdown (1997) led to Indonesia holding
its first multiparty elections since 1956 in conditions of economic and political turmoil.

In Thailand, by contrast, as in South Korea, government since 1945 has oscillated
between long periods of military rule and brief and uncertain periods of democratisation.
Since the failure of the last military coup in Thailand in 1992, government has been
characterised by highly factionalised, weak coalitions composed of five or more parties,
which have rendered decision-making difficult and meant that governments have been
short-lived. Thailand has witnessed three general elections and four coalition
governments between 1993-9. In South Korea, the transition from military rule to
democracy has been accompanied by growing political uncertainty. After the 1992
election of the first civilian president for forty years, there has been a notable tendency to
factionalism and vote-buying. As a consequence of the meltdown, successive leaders
have failed to establish a grand factional alliance, common elsewhere in Northeast Asia,
in order to sustain one-party rule. Little progress has been made in institutionalising
constitutional safeguards on governmental control over media, judiciary and bureaucracy.

Elsewhere in Northeast Asia, the Nationalist Kuomintang (KMT) has ruled Taiwan
uninterruptedly since independence. Significantly, it was the KMT that sponsored the
transition from authoritarianism. This elite-driven democratisation enabled the party to
consolidate its mandate to rule when the Taiwanese ‘entity’ held its first democratic
elections for the presidency in 1996. The consolidation of single-party dominance was
further facilitated by the fact that the KMT has extensive business links and is the richest
political party in the world. Similar links have enabled the Japanese Liberal Party to
remain in effective political power since 1955. Apart from one brief spell out of office
(1993-4) the Liberal Party has reigned but the bureaucracy has ruled in an iron triangle of
business, party and bureaucracy. This governmental machine proved notably successful
in securing postwar growth, but its resilience to change has demonstrated a structural
incapacity to deal with the consequences of the Asian financial meltdown (1997-9).

In this context of electoral democracy the most efficient Asian models, whose
legitimacy and effectiveness (Lipsett 1959:86) reflected the ability to deliver growth with
equity while maintaining political stability, have all possessed single party-dominant
systems. Thus rule in Singapore, Malaysia, Japan and Taiwan has involved competition
for power, but rarely entails alternation in power. It involves PARTICIPATION in
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ELECTIONS for all, but participation in office only for those of the dominant party.

The central problem encountered by both the single party-dominant and the less stable
coalitional Asian model has been drawing boundaries between the domain of the
dominant party and the degree of tolerance of an opposition. Thus although a number of
East Asian states have made an uncertain transition from praetorianism or
authoritarianism to a form of electoral democracy, constitutional constraints on
government have been notable only for their absence, while cronyist relationships
between government bureaucracy and business have tended, over time, to prevail. Even
those states that have developed some elements of ELECTORAL COMPETITION, such
as Thailand, South Korea, India and Taiwan, are notable for an intolerant factionalism
and recourse to electoral bribery or ‘money politics’. In all Asian states, constitutional
safeguards on government intervention have been ineffectual. Long-established party rule
tends to draw the judiciary and bureaucracy into a clientelist (see CLIENTELISM)
arrangement that undermines the constitutional capacity for checks and balances. South
Korea, which has uncertainly moved from praetorianism to electoralism, is currently
enjoying its sixth constitution since 1950. Consequently, Asian models have encountered
difficulty in securing leadership transition without undue economic or political chaos.
Ultimately, Asian models reflect cultural understandings that emphasise hierarchy and
deference and the value of cooperation and non-binding consensus rather than the face-
losing consequences of rulegoverned relationships, and the polymorphous joys of an
autonomous CIVIL SOCIETY. The Asian model presents itself as a form of incorporated
enterprise association rather than a civil association constrained by rule of law (see
Oakeshott 1985).
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assimilation

Assimilation occupies an ambiguous place in democratic thought, one that has shifted
greatly over the course of the twentieth century. In the earlier part of the century,
assimilation was the crowning concept in social thought about race and ethnicity. It
emerged most prominently in the study of ethnic groups arising from immigration, which
was assumed to be a movement from less to more developed societies. Assimilation was
seen then as a form of liberation from the confines of an ascriptively assigned ethnic (or
racial) group, thus opening up to the individual the wider possibilities of the mainstream
society. At the close of the century, by contrast, the role of assimilation has generally
been demeaned as a form of compulsion, requiring the individual to surrender ethnic
cultures and loyalties for a possibly subordinate status in the mainstream. In an era of
GLOBALISATION, when relationships across borders are relatively easily maintained,
the preservation of ethnic memberships is seen as more possible than before and
connected with economic, social and psychological benefits. Both of these contrasting
views deserve to be handled sceptically.

One must recognise from the start that the concept of assimilation is multifaceted and
mutable to a degree; it has been shaped by the reigning assumptions of an era. The
concept nevertheless has deep roots in classical social theory as well as in North
American social science, where it is often traced to Robert E. Park’s 1926 formulation of
a race-relations cycle of ‘contacts, competition, accommodation, and eventual
assimilation” (Park 1950:150). But the canonical statement of assimilation is due to
Milton Gordon (1964). Although Gordon was addressing the role of ethnicity in the
United States, his formulation is so general that it has been applied without much
modification to other societies. At the heart of his contribution is the recognition that
assimilation is a multidimensional concept. He distinguished, in fact, among seven types
of assimilation, but the critical distinction lay between two: acculturation and structural
(or social) assimilation. Acculturation means the adaptation by an ethnic group of the
cultural patterns of the dominant, or majority, group. Such acculturation encompasses not
only external cultural traits, such as dress and language, but also internal ones, such as
beliefs and values. Gordon (1964:77) theorised that acculturation is typically the first of
the types of assimilation to occur, and that the stage of ‘“‘acculturation only” may
continue indefinitely’; hence the importance of the second assimilation type, structural
assimilation. Structural assimilation is defined by Gordon to mean the entry of an ethnic
group’s members into close, or primary, relationships with members of the dominant
group (or, at least, with ethnic outsiders). The cardinal hypothesis in Gordon’s scheme is
that structural assimilation is the key that unlocks all other types: ‘Once structural
assimilation has occurred...all of the other types of assimilation will naturally
follow’ (Gordon 1964:81). Once structural assimilation occurs, the way is open to
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widespread intermarriage, an abating of prejudice and discrimination and the full
participation of ethnic group members in the life of a society.

One flashpoint for debate in the canonical statement concerns the apparent one-
sidedness of assimilation. Indeed, Gordon characterised it as a largely one-way process,
whereby the minority changes in order to become like the majority, which changes only
marginally. Many subsequent commentators have found this feature objectionable and
inherently undemocratic. But, in truth, it is hard to see it as essential, and it appears to
confuse the experience of assimilation by individuals, who surely do experience it as a
one-way process of adjustment, with the changes that that take place at the group level.
From this standpoint, the most suitable definition of assimilation is as the decline, and
only at some ultimate endpoint the disappearance, of an ethnic distinction and the social
and cultural differences that represent and reinforce it in everyday reality (Alba and Nee
1997). This definition is agnostic as to whether assimilation is one-sided or takes place as
a result of changes in two (or more) groups that progressively narrow the cultural and
social distance between them. In light of the North American experience, the fertile soil
for assimilationist thought, the latter may be more common. Indeed, the melting-pot
metaphor that so long stood for assimilation in the USA envisioned a society would
become a cultural and social mélange through the fusion of its various racial and ethnic
groups. In the famous formulation of Emerson (1921:xxxiv), for instance, it was patent
that all groups would contribute to the resulting culture and that all would change as well.
In America ‘the energy of Irish, Germans, Swedes, Poles, and Cossacks, and all the
European tribes,—of the Africans, and of the Polynesians—will construct a new race, a
new religion, a new state, a new literature, which will be as vigorous as the New Europe
which came out of the smeltingpot of the Dark Ages...La Nature aime les croissements’.

From the standpoint of democratic thought, another problematic aspect of assimilation
has been the compulsion that many critics see in it. To be sure, there is an historical basis
for the criticism, because in the USA assimilation was promoted during and shortly after
the First World War by a crusade for ‘100 percent Americanisation’, which aimed to
remake the immigrants and their children into carbon-copy Americans in the shortest
time possible. It is unclear how successful this campaign was, but in any event it seems
evident in retrospect that assimilation in the USA occurred for the most part as a result of
choices made by immigrants and their descendants. In fact, it is almost impossible to
imagine that compulsion can be the means to successful assimilation on a broad scale,
and much in the US experience suggests that compulsion produces defensive reactions
that lead to a rejection of the mainstream society. Nevertheless, the immigrants and their
descendants did not always intend to assimilate per se. They sought instead to take
advantage of opportunities to improve their social and material situations, but the choices
they made in doing so contributed to a gradual assimilation, which thus occurred as a by-
product. This sort of assimilation was exemplified when socially mobile European
ethnics departed from urban, working-class, ethnic neighbourhoods for middle-class and
more ethnically mixed suburbs, with obvious ramifications for the environments in which
their children would be raised.

Other criticisms of assimilation and its role in a democratic society strike closer to
home and are therefore harder to counter. An especially strong challenge has been
mounted by criticisms that are embedded in a multicultural framework. Multiculturalism
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here does not mean merely the factual existence of plural cultures sharing the same
territory and state, for that has probably been true of most nation-states since this form of
statehood was founded. Rather, it entails what the Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor
(1992) has described, in his influential formulation of the concept, as the ‘politics of
recognition’, in particular, a recognition by the cultural majority of the equal worth of
minority cultures. Involved is more than the Enlightenment concept of tolerance (or
‘negative liberty’, in the terminology of Isaiah Berlin), allowing the minority to live as it
chooses (with the usual qualifier: so long as this does not interfere with the right of others
to live as they choose). According to Taylor, multiculturalism implies that the majority is
willing, at least in some circumstances, to adopt measures that assure the survival of a
minority culture. This could, for instance, require the state to provide schooling in a
minority language, a policy that runs very much against the grain of assimilationist
thinking.

At this juncture, whether the respective advantages associated with the multicultural
and assimilationist positions can be joined in a synthesis of the best aspects of the two is
a challenge of unclear resolution (for one attempt, see Hollinger (1995)). What is most
attractive in the assimilationist position is its voluntarism with respect to ethnic
membership, which thereby loses its originally ascriptive character. Moreover, unless one
is willing to assume that the dissolution of minority-majority boundaries (an outcome that
is envisioned in more utopian statements of multiculturalism), it is difficult to imagine
how members of minorities can gain access to the full range of societal possibilities (for
example, socioeconomic opportunities) without assimilation (see MINORITIES). But the
cost of that access, according to the assimilation perspective, is the loss of at least some
ethnic qualities and ultimately of full ethnic membership. These are the very assets that
multiculturalism seeks to preserve for the individual; however, this can only be done by
maintaining group-level structures, such as ethnic communities, and this requires that
most individuals remain loyal to their groups (otherwise, the group structures will
dissolve through depopulation, as an assimilation perspective predicts). This implies less
FREEDOM for the individual in choosing group affiliations, and insofar as ethnic lines of
division correlate with significant inequalities of wealth, power or prestige (which, of
course, they do virtually everywhere), this loyalty constrains the opportunities available
to the members of many ethnic groups. This dilemma is one that, at the beginning of the
new millennium, is being confronted in the large number of societies that have become
immigration nations since the end of the Second World War.

See also:
citizenship; civic virtue; ethnicity; minorities; rights, minority and indigenous;
statelessness
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associational democracy

Voluntary associations are organisations formed by private citizens in order to pursue a
common interest. Such associations are a typical feature of market societies in which
governments exercise limited powers. Associations have played two main roles in
modern democratic political theory Pluralist theorists of liberal democracy from Alexis
de Tocqueville to Robert A.Dahl (see POLYARCHY) have stressed the vital role of
‘secondary associations’ in mediating between the individual and the state. The
FREEDOM of individuals to organise in civil society provides the foundation for that
plurality of interests that makes it possible to have democracy without the tyranny of
majority. Associational democrats have seen the function of such organisations very
differently For them, associations are not secondary, rather it is the state and market (see
MARKET FORCES) that are subsidiary to the governing activities of freely associating
individuals.

Associationalism was the original ‘third way’ between free-market INDIVIDUALISM
and state socialism. Associationalists contended that, on the one hand, extreme
LIBERALISM left large areas of social life ungoverned and that most citizens could
actually only achieve their goal by banding together with their fellows, and on the other
hand, socialism would lead to an excessive power of the centralised state over society.
Voluntary associations could and should, therefore, take over the running of most social
affairs. Such organisations should be democratically self-governing. Authority should be
as decentralised and pluralised as possible. The state should be confined to only those
roles for which it is absolutely inescapable and subject to the greatest possible bottom-up
control.

There were three main traditions of associationalist thought that developed in the
period from the mid-nineteenth century until the later 1920s. The first was the British Co-
Operative Movement. Co-operators sought to organise production and distribution by
mutually owned and democratically controlled institutions. They sought to build
communities based on common ownership in civil society, relying on working-class self-
action to challenge capitalism. The leading thinkers and organisers were Robert Owen
and George Jacob Holyoake.

The second tradition was French mutualist socialism, of which the inspiration was
PierreJoseph Proudhon. Proudhon advocated an economy decentralised to meet local
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needs and organised on non-profit principles. Production was to be controlled by self-
regulating groups of workers. The economic system was designed to facilitate production
and exchange, giving fair returns to labourers and consumers. It was designed to exclude
unproductive incomes from land and financial assets, the true meaning of his
misunderstood proposition, ‘property is theft’. In The Principle of Federation (1863) he
argued for a decentralised political system in which SOVEREIGNTY was to be vested in
local communes, who made specific delegations of power upwards. Political authority
above the local level was to have strictly limited purposes and powers, and the taxation to
support it required the consent of the communes. Proudhon thought omnicompetent
centralised states a threat to liberty and, for example, opposed the unification of Italy
(Proudhon 1979).

The third tradition was English political pluralism and guild socialism. This had a
German inspiration in Otto von Gierke’s history of the law of associations, translated by
the eminent legal historian F.W.Maitland. He and the theologian and political thinker
John Neville Figgis developed a distinct pluralist critique of state sovereignty (Hirst
1989). Figgis’s main work was Churches in the Modern State (1913). He argued that the
modern sovereign state concentrated too much power in too few hands. Demagogic
forces could easily capture this state, and there were too few countervailing powers to
check it. He saw in Bismarck’s campaign against the Catholic Church and French anti-
clericalism a tendency toward the authoritarian use of state power that would culminate
in fascist and communist totalitarianism. Figgis held that voluntary societies like
churches and trades unions were no less real than the state; they should be free to govern
themselves as they chose (provided they did not harm others). The concessionist theory
of associations, then dominant in Britain and France, held on the contrary that
associations were creations of state law and enjoyed only such powers as they were
explicitly given. Figgis accepted the need for a public power, but saw it as the association
of associations, facilitating their activities (see STATE, RELATIONS OF CHURCH
TO).

The principal associationalist thinkers, G.H.D.Cole and H.J.Laski, drew on this
pluralist theory (Hirst 1989). Cole was the leading theorist of guild socialism, rescuing it
from neo-medievalist irrelevance. In Guild Socialism Re-Stated (1920) and The Social
Theory (1920) he advocated the reorganisation of industry by national producer’s guilds.
Each guild was to have a representative structure. The national guilds were to join in an
economic forum to co-ordinate industry. Consumer interests and individual rights were to
be protected by a democratic parliament parallel to the guilds. Cole thus combined
common ownership and the pluralisation of power with a degree of pragmatism. His
guilds were intended to be capable of organising large-scale industry and to be
compatible with professional management.

Laski argued equally cogently for both the decentralisation of government and
democratic control in industry. He saw the danger of the political dominance of society
by any one institution or interest, including organised labour. In his major work A
Grammar of Politics (1925), he argued that all power in complex societies is inherently
federative and that excessive centralisation simply distorts and masks the real need to
make effective decisions at local level. Both state and industry needed decentralised
political control.
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Associationalism differed from other theories that advocated corporatist or
FUNCTIONAL REPRESENTATION as an alternative to liberal democracy in its
emphasis on voluntarism and individual liberty. CORPORATISM was often anti-liberal,
seeing corporate representation as a vehicle for objective social interests and a check on
the anarchy of INDIVIDUALISM. The only advocates of corporate representation
compatible with associationalism were the French sociologist Emile Durkheim and his
disciple, the legal theorist Léon Duguit. Durkheim saw organised occupational groups as
a way of bringing the state and civil society together to co-ordinate economic and social
life. Such corporatism was a supplement to representative democracy, not a replacement,
and was designed to promote economic efficiency without the domination of state over
society that Durkheim saw as inevitable in socialism.

Associationalism was influential in the period immediately before and after the First
World War. It was widely seen as an alternative to communism after 1917. It declined
when international conflicts and authoritarian social movements gave greater saliency to
the central state. The Great Crash of 1929 also increased the credibility of state
intervention and planning. Guild socialism also failed because it neglected the need to
ensure state legislation favourable to the acquisition of economic power by the guilds.

Thus associationalism seemed an obsolete doctrine, until the 1980s produced social
and economic changes that gave it a new relevance. After the turbulence of the 1970s,
large-scale hierarchically managed industries began to give way to new technologies and
competitive pressures that favoured more flexible production methods and more
decentralised authority structures in the firm. Increased economic internationalisation has
weakened the perceived capacity of the central state to practice macroeconomic
management. Welfare states are under increasing pressure from the contradictory trends
of rising expectations about services and tax aversion. States have become providers of
an increasingly diverse bundle of public services and, as such, difficult to control by
traditional representative democratic means. Hence the new pressure for decentralisation
and the devolving of state functions to publicly funded self-governing voluntary
associations. The collapse of communism has also reinforced the attractiveness for
radicals of a doctrine that advocates the control of firms by their stakeholders.
Associationalist ideas are thus being explored and developed anew.
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authority

Authority is a central concept in legal and political philosophy. ‘Authority’ may
sometimes mean theoretical authority, which refers to an expert whose opinion on certain
matters is superior to those of others and therefore entitled to be believed. But more often
the word means practical authority, which refers to people who occupy some office or
social role that entitles them to make decisions that are binding on the conduct of other
people. Political authority is one kind of practical authority. To bring out more clearly the
sense of practical authority, and political authority in particular, let us see what authority
(as practical authority) is not. There are many ways to influence or change people’s
behaviour, authority being only one of them. COERCION can change behaviour, but it
does not give the coercer an authority over the coerced. Authority is not even the
legitimate use of coercive force. Sometimes it may be morally justified for X to coerce Y,
as in the case of self-defence or humanitarian intervention, but it does not imply that X
has authority over Y. Max Weber sometimes defines the state as an organisation which
monopolises the legitimate use of force. The modern state claims more than this. What is
claimed to be monopolised by the modern state is not only the legitimate use of force, but
the authority to command people’s behaviour through law. Authority is exercised through
making commands or decisions that are regarded as binding. The more a state relies on
coercion to secure compliance, the less authority it has over its subjects. The
characteristic activity of authority is command, not threat or force.

The characteristic activity of authority is not the act of persuasion or of giving advice.
As Hannah Arendt famously puts it, ‘If authority is to be defined at all, it must be in
contradistinction to both coercion by force and persuasion by argument’ (1961:93). If my
superior asks me to do something simply by persuading me that that is the best available
option, then he is exercising his persuasive reasoning skills, not authority. The distinctive
feature of authority, as opposed to advice or persuasion, is that the command of an
authority is itself the reason for action; | am not asked to judge whether the content of the
command is reasonable, rather |1 am asked to act on the very command and not on my
own personal evaluation of its merit. Following some legal theorists, we may say that that
the command of an authority gives a ‘content-independent reason’ for the subject to act in
the way required (Raz 1986: ch. 2; Green 1988: ch. 2). On the contrary, a piece of advice
gives a ‘content-dependent reason’ for action. If I act on my friend’s advice, | do so
because I think the content of the advice is sensible or right.

Furthermore, authoritative commands are content-independent reasons that are also
binding. They are binding, in the sense that they exclude the subject’s own reasons for
not doing what is commanded. This is why it is often said that authority requires
‘surrender of private judgement’ (Green 1988:37; Friedman 1990) on the part of the
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subject. As Hobbes writes in his Leviathan, Part Il, Chapter 25, ‘Command is, where a
man saith, Does this, or Does not this, without expecting other reason than the Will of
him that sayes it’ In the Second Treatise (S.87), Locke is even more explicit about the
necessity of surrendering private judgement in political society: ‘All private judgement of
every particular member being excluded, the community comes to be Umpire, by settled
standing rules, indifferent, and the same to all parties.” The notion of ‘surrender of private
judgement’ does not mean that we should not make any personal JUDGEMENT on the
merit of a command. What it means, rather, is that whatever personal judgement we may
have, it should not be the reason for our obedience.

Authority thus puts a stringent demand on the subject. The one in authority can end a
dispute with his subject simply by uttering: “This is an order!” The subject in turn has to
put aside his opinion and follow the order. The demanding nature of authority raises a
question of its justifiability. Why should anyone put himself in such a dangerous position
as being a subject of some authority? Why should we be morally obliged to recognise the
authority of anyone? This problem is even more acute when political authority is in
question, for political communities typically claim that their authority over the lives of
citizens has a very wide, if not unlimited, scope. Perhaps it might be easier to show why
it was readily accepted in premodern society, which is marked by value or religious
homogeneity. Traditional political authority was typically supported by an authority
supposedly higher than human will or reason, be it God’s command, the Mandate of
Heaven or the Natural Law. Obedience to political authority was seen as part and parcel
of a general obedience to a divine form of authority. In this age of secularisation,
however, human society and its institutions are primarily seen as human artefacts, which
are the results of human choice, and hence ought to be answerable to the tribunal of
human reason. Is there any reason, intelligible to the human faculty, that can justify the
wide scope of authority of the modern state? This is a difficult question, especially for
modern liberal society. Liberal society gives pride of place to individual AUTONOMY
and RIGHTS. It allows a wide range of diverse ethical and religious beliefs and ways of
life. There is an increasing number of theorists who argue that the authority of the
modern state cannot possibly be justified, given the values and conditions of liberal
society. One such argument is put forward powerfully by Robert Wolff.

Wolff’s argument begins with the view that authority means ‘the right to command’,
which entails the correlative obligation of obedience. The state claims to have authority
precisely in this sense that citizens have a duty to ‘obey the laws of the state simply
because they are the laws’ (Wolff 1970:18). However, there is a fundamental conflict
between this moral duty to obey state authority and our moral autonomy Wolff adopts the
Kantian view that we are not morally free to relinquish our moral autonomy. Every
person has the duty to exercise his rational faculty in deliberating and judging whatever
moral principles or commands that are to fall upon him. Morally autonomous agents may
submit only to laws that they have made for themselves. To obey a command, to do
something simply because we have been ordered to do, is to surrender our moral
autonomy. So Wolff concludes that the ‘defining mark of the state is authority, the right
to rule. The primary obligation of man is autonomy, the refusal to be ruled. It would
seem, then, that there can be no resolution of the conflict between the autonomy of the
individual and the putative authority of the state” (Wolff 1970:18).
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This argument, though simple and powerful, depends on a crucial assumption that not
everyone would accept. The assumption is that each person has a moral duty not to
surrender his or her autonomy in any circumstances. However, one might argue that if, in
the long run, it is in each individual’s self-interest to obey the authority of the state, then
why should we not surrender part of our autonomy and accept the authority of the state?
Do we not often forfeit part of our autonomy in many different contexts of personal
relationships and social organisations (for example, such autonomy-surrendering
activities as making promises and commitments, consenting and so on)?

These questions lead us to consider whether there are any weighty reasons for anyone
to submit to political authority, whether or not the latter restricts people’s moral
autonomy Joseph Raz gives a set of conditions the fulfilment of which may show that
there are such reasons for submitting to state authority. Raz holds what he calls ‘the
service conception of authority’, that is, the view that authority’s ‘role and primary
normal function is to serve the governed’ (Raz 1986:56). We have goals to pursue, and
there are things that we ought to do as fellow members of a community, such as respect
the rights of others and promote JUSTICE and the common good. All these are reasons
for action whether or not there is an authority that tells us to do so. But sometimes we
might better comply with these reasons if we collectively submit to an agent’s
authoritative commands and not act separately on our own. In this situation, we may have
a good reason to accept the agent as having authority (Raz 1986: chaps 3-4). Raz points
out that this reason is normally sufficient to justify authority, unless there are counter
reasons that defeat it. One important counter reason is the value of personal autonomy,
namely, the ‘intrinsic desirability of people conducting their own life by their own
lights’ (Raz 1986:57). If we care about our autonomous choice of marriage partners as
well as the rightness of our choices, then even the most effective marriage matching
agency cannot claim authority over our choices of marriage partners.

Raz makes this argument only to show that the authority of the modern state can
seldom satisfy these conditions. There are people who do not need authoritative guidance
from any collective agency and still can effectively pursue personal goals and comply
with moral reasons that apply to them. That they can do so may be due to their superior
knowledge, skills or strength of character. In addition, there are also people who care as
much about making decisions and pursuing goals by themselves as about doing them
right. To the extent that this is the case, the state has no authority over the lives of these
people. Raz concludes that his approach ‘invites a piecemeal approach to the question of
the authority of governments, which yields the conclusion that the extent of governmental
authority varies from individual to individual, and is more limited than the authority
governments claim for themselves in the case of most people’ (1986:80).

Does democracy provide any strong support to the justification of state authority?
Maybe this is not the right question, for democracy offers an answer to the question “Who
should rule?’, rather than ‘Should anyone rule?” Many democratic theorists seem to have
presupposed the legitimate existence of the state, and then to proceed to argue that the
best form of the state is one of democracy. However, we may still ask whether
democracy can offer us any help, however indirectly, in justifying state authority. One
common answer is that it can, because people express consent to the state and its
authority through taking part in democratic elections. Unfortunately, the connection
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between voting and consent seems at best uncertain. In some countries such as Australia,
people are required to vote, and so voting of this kind cannot be taken as signifying
voluntary consent to the state. On the other hand, in countries which do allow abstinence,
there is always a large proportion of eligible voters and non-eligible residents who do not
take part in voting, hence failing to indicate consent. More important, voluntary voting
does not necessarily imply consent to the authority of the state. Even if voluntary voting
confers some LEGITIMACY on the government elected, it does not imply that the voters
have thereby promised to obey all the laws or policies made by the government. There is
simply no clear and publicly known social convention from which we can draw this
conclusion about the mental attitude of voters. Furthermore, any stipulation that such a
convention should exist is highly unreasonable.

Nonetheless, while democracy may never justify state authority in its entirety, it might
help to justify it to some extent. It does so in a negative and a positive way. Consider for
example liberal democracy, which is the dominate form of democracy in Western
countries today. First, notice that the self-image of a liberal democratic state does not
claim, at least morally, that it has unrestricted scope of authority. No citizens have moral
obligation to obey any state command or law that fundamentally violates the principles of
individual rights and political EQUALITY. Therefore, liberal democracy makes state
authority more legitimate (or less illegitimate) by re-defining the self-image of the state
and delimiting the scope of its authority. Second, within the bounds of individual rights
and political equality, the authority of the state may be made less problematic by the
presence of democratic mechanisms and channels for public deliberation. Recall Raz’s
argument that authority is normally justified when it can help us better comply with
reasons or pursue goals that we are already pursuing. However, a lot of controversies
would arise on issues like what reasons we ought to comply with, what goals we want to
pursue, whether the state has the capacity to help us do so and how much weight we
attach to individual FREEDOM. Now the crux is that neither state officials nor private
individuals have clear and certain access to answers on these questions. Right reasons
that justify or disqualify state authority are not easily available to everyone, let alone
command agreement, prior to public deliberation. DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY, an
ideal that emphasises the importance of reasoned discussion and deliberation in the public
sphere, precisely aims to find out as best as we can the right reasons for the necessity of
state action or otherwise. Reasoned public deliberation promotes the accessibility and
TRANSPARENCY of the relevant reasons for or against state action. If the decisions
coming out from reasoned public deliberation favour state action, then it improves the
public acceptability of state decision and action. Liberal democracy may not justify state
authority in the sense of justifying authoritative commands and the correlative moral
obligation to obey. But in exposing the reasons behind state laws and decisions through
democratic deliberative processes, it might achieve a similar practical effect in bringing
about civil compliance if not obedience.

See also:

autonomy; civic virtue; deliberative democracy; equality; freedom; law, rule of;
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JOSEPH CHAN

autonomy

The term autonomy is derived from the Greek auto nomous and means literally, to give
the law to oneself or to be self governing. In one sense it cannot be separated from the
idea and institution of the state for its origin applied to institutions, primarily the polities
of ancient Greece. It may also have been applied in a practical, if not theoretical, form to
the ancient Mediterranean city-states (Weber 1960). Extant literature from the Greek and
Roman periods contains numerous examples of the autonomy of polities. For instance,
Dioderus Siculus, the first-century BC historian, when writing of the peace of the fourth-
century BC, tells us that, “The Greeks were enjoying the general peace of Antaclidas, in
accordance with which all the cities had got rid of their garrisons and recovered by
agreement their autonomy’ (Library, Bk. 15, 5:1 Perseus). He probably exaggerated both
the peace and the autonomy, but the general point survives. The idea of a people having
political autonomy continued through to Roman times. Marcus Tullius Cicero wrote that,
‘A great number of states have been entirely released from debt, and many very sensibly
relieved: all have enjoyed their own laws, and with this attainment of autonomy have
quite revived’ (Letters, Text A, 6:2 Perseus).

In another, later, sense “autonomy’ applies not merely to states but also to individuals.
Individuals were not present in any modern sense in ancient Greek communities. While
Plato, and even before that Solon (594 BC) writes often in what appears to be the first
person singular, this is misleading, for the meaning and significance of the first person
singular were quite different from meanings in more recent times. The ancient mind was
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more disparate than the modern mind. Comparisons must be made with the greatest
caution. To take an extreme example Pritchard recounts the story of a young man who in
contemplating suicide has a dialogue with his soul who threatens to leave him. Only the
translation can enable us to make sense of this experience and it is clear that we are
missing something of the directness of that kind of experience (Pritchard 1955:405-07).

The rise of INDIVIDUALISM in the seventeenth century gave a new meaning to the
term autonomy, indeed it is at this point that it came to the fore and came to be applied to
human individuals. Its first formal occurrence in the modern individual sense seems to
have been given by Cockerham in 1623, in the legal and proprietal dictum that a man
may exchange something for something else (OED). The term was also applied to the
newly emerging states of Europe. In 1793 Taylor alluded to the independence of all
European states (OED). Concomitant with this development was the idea of personal
autonomy developed most significantly by the philosopher Immanuel Kant. After
Darwin, and as the biological sciences increased in significance, so the term autonomy
was applied to biological entities capable of self-sustenance.

From the point of view of democracy, autonomy presents a necessary but problematic
function. On the one hand, autonomy of states is required to provide the BOUNDARIES
within which personal autonomy is possible, on the other hand personal autonomy is a
threat to the autonomy of the state. Theologians have debated whether unbounded
autonomy is possible for God, but be that as it may, it is clear that for humans autonomy
is always bounded (Clarke 1999), that is to say, that humans require structures within
which to act. Some structures prevent or inhibit autononomy, totalitarianism for instance,
whereas other structures may possibly enhance autono-nomy. An example of the latter is
a major claim that democracy enhances and even advances autonomy. To the extent that
it continues to advance autonomy democracy is always an unfinished project. In this
model the challenge for democracy is to continue to open its institutions while never
losing control of the body politic.

This challenge to be both open in government and to retain control is almost
insurmountable given the origin and nature of the modern European state and its
offshoots; for other non-European forms of political life the challenge is even more
difficult and different models of government may be necessary.

Schmitt (1985) argued that all political theory is founded in theology This is no less
true of the state than of any other political concept. Consequently it is not surprising to
find that the absolutist and autonomous political state has its precursors in the early
Middle Ages and in ecclesiastical theory and discussion. Its secular turn occurred as a
consequence of the writings of Dante (see especially De Monarchia) and others who
argued that the state and the church should be separate from each other (see STATE,
RELATIONS OF CHURCH TO). The turning point in the development of the state and
the autonomy of the prince is often placed with Machiavelli’s The Prince published in
1513.

Hitherto the term ‘state’, as referring to the trappings of the great, was used frequently.
The term ‘state’ has many uses dating back to Roman times but by the sixteenth century
it was increasingly being used of the body politic. Thus Machiavelli refers to the state of
the prince as partly his estate and person, but also partly and increasingly as a condition
independent of the man and his possessions, and in any significant extent also of the
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Church. In every significant sense Machiavelli’s writings, and those of his
contemporaries, represented the development of the secular sovereign as autonomous and
self-governing.

By 1538 the term ‘state’ was clearly established in early English political thought.
Starkey writes in England that, ‘The king, prince and ruler of the state... The governance
of the community and politic state... He or they which have authority upon the whole
state’ (Oxford English Dictionary, recension modified by author). But he goes onto
suggest that while rule might be by a prince it could be by a group of wise men or even
by the ‘whole multitude’ itself. This suggests that the people as a whole could be an
autonomous political body.

By 1593, Shakespeare had incorporated the political sense of the term “state’ into many
of his plays. For instance, in Henry VI 111, 1 50-3, Henry enters the Parliament House and
finds the Duke of York sat upon the throne. Henry speaks to those assembled:

My lords, look where the sturdy rebel sits,
Even in the chair of state! Belike he means
Back’d by the power of Warwick, that false

Peer—
To aspire unto the crown and reign as king

The evidence is that the idea of, if not the word, autonomy was used in early modern
times of states rather than of individuals and it was frequently held that obligation to the
state was complete and absolute (Hobbes, Bodin). This absolutism undercuts autonomy,
but the inverse is also the case, for personal autonomy, if complete, undercuts the
authority of the state. This is an additional problem associated with autonomy and the
state.

In the conditions of an absolutist state personal and moral autonomy are weakened or
even eliminated. It follows, therefore, that obligation to the state may, in such conditions,
be absolute. In such a case all orders given by the state should be obeyed. If state law was
absolute and the state was also autonomous then it would seem that an absolute defense
for committing heinous crimes could be given if it were shown that the defendant was
following orders of the state. Since 1945 and the Nuremberg Tribunals this situation has
formally shifted. After General JodI’s defense at Nuremberg, that he was only obeying
orders, it is held now that there is a difference between legitimate and illegitimate orders.
Nuremberg showed that the claim that one is merely obeying orders is an insufficient
defense to an action taken under municipal law. It remains to be seen whether the same
principle will apply to actions taken under international law. Would it for instance be a
defense to claim that one was acting under international law sanctioned by the Security
Council? The tentative answer would appear to lie in the negative, for even the Security
Council is bound by its own rules, the Charter of the United Nations and the Declaration
of Human Rights and other rules and codes of law and practice.

The underlying moral claim to these limitations are manifold but are, perhaps, nowhere
better expressed than in Adolf Eichmann’s trial in Jerusalem, when Kant’s philosophy of
moral autonomy was given its ultimate distortion by Eichmann. Eichmann was the
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overseer of the death of six million Jews. He said in his trial that he just sat at his desk
and did his business and that he obeyed the Categorical Imperative, the supreme moral
command given by Kant (Clarke 1980). Understanding this moral distortion requires
understanding the moral philosophy of Immanuel Kant who above all brought autonomy
and individualism to the forefront of modern moral philosophy and into the heart of
democracy.

In the Groundwork to a Metaphysics of Morals (1785), Kant argued that morality
required a good will. This was the only condition of being that was unconditional and
unconditionality was required for pure morality. Kant argued that all other causes of
action were motived by some external source such as desire. Kant thus set autonomous or
unconditional action against empirical or motivated action, so called heteronomous
action. A moral action included, among other features, autonomy, whereas an immoral or
amoral action included heteronomy. Central to Kant’s formulation of morality was the
Categorical Imperative, the basic principle of which was that one should always act on a
maxim that one could will to become a universal law.

Kant’s basic principle came under considerable attack. Hegel charged it as a generator
of moral action and therefore not a moral principle at all. Numerous readings have
followed Hegel and, therefore, underestimitated Kant’s freedom from social formations
and his contribution to the idea of individual autonomy and responsibility for one’s own
actions. This seems to be a basic misreading of Kant. The Categorical Imperative is not a
generator of moral actions but a test of a proposed moral action: it is a maxim, not a rule.

In The Second Critique, The Critique of Practical Reason (1788), Kant drew a
distinction between the principles of the right and the good. In drawing this distinction he
broke with an ancient tradition, going back at least to Plato, that one could specify the
good polity. In The Republic, Plato had specified a perfect polity. He admitted that it was
unlikely that this would ever come into being but that it was a reality residing in eternity.
In drawing a distinction between the right and the good Kant dispensed entirely with this
powerful tradition. He placed the right before the good, the consequence of which led to
diversity rather than unification. The good specified a particular way to live and brooked
no contrary actions whereas the right permitted diversity provided the moral law was
kept. Again we see the effect of the Categorical Imperative as a test of action rather than
a generator of action. The effect of this intellectual revolution was profound, if delayed in
its effects.

Concomitant with Kant’s intellectual revolution was a revolution in the European
states. No sooner had the nation state reached its condition of autonomy than its
autonomy began to be eroded. The major example was the French Revolution, which
heralded the Sacred Rights of Men. There is no suggestion that Kant was responsible for
this revolution—far from it—but the historical closeness of the two events and
Rousseau’s own use of the term autonomy tend to indicate an era of massive change. As
it happens, the autonomy of the state grew until the nineteenth century when it reached its
autocratic, warlike and imperialist height (see IMPERIALISM). In places, for example in
Great Britain, a modicum of democracy was evident in a limited voting system but the
state, for all that, retained its effective autocracy and autonomy.

Nonetheless, several things were occurring: treaties, human rights talk, ineffective wars
and the idea of individual autonomy. Treaties made alliances between countries and
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limited their actions in and of war. The idea of human rights, the term which was
introduced by Thomas Paine, gave a language to what could be done by one person or
institution to another person. Ineffective wars led both to peace treaties and agreements
on the limits of war, for instance it was agreed after the First World War that it would be
a war crime to wage an aggressive war. The idea of individual autonomy made the
individual responsible for their actions; the locus classicus of which is General JodlI’s
defense, struck down by the Nuremberg court on the grounds that he was responsible to a
higher law than municipal law.

‘Autonomy’ applies to both persons and institutions although in different ways and
these, as indicated, come into conflict at numerous points. The autonomy of institutions,
or things, is certainly sortal (Clarke 1988: Pt. Il) but there is no evidence that they are
conscious. While it is often disputed that individuals are conscious the Kantian model,
which takes individuals as rational beings, as persons, does assume consciousness and
reflexivity. Indeed Kant in The Third Critique, The Critique of Judgment (1790) takes it
that an autonomous person is able to take the point of view of someone else. This
assumes that an autonomous person is reflexive and capable of judgment. To some
extent, advanced institutions exhibit these characteristics but they do not demonstrate the
independence of action, reflexivity and project making that such abilities show of Kant’s
rational beings. They are constructs, not persons.

The Nuremberg Tribunals, the trial of Eichmann in Jerusalem and the recent, if weak,
trials in The Hague settled in international law the principle that a state was not
autonomous: it was responsible to the international community for its actions. In practice
this was rather weak, but it established a firm principle: that states were not fully
autonomous, they were accountable to the newly established international community.
This newly established international community is delicate and vulnerable in practice but
it establishes an important principle: namely, that no state could be wholly responsible for
its own actions. It was responsible, in principle, to forces outside as well as inside itself.
Machiavelli’s realism was ameliorated, if not ended.

Kant’s principle of placing the right before the good resurged in the 1980s in the
debate between COMMUNITARIANISM and LIBERALISM. The essence of this debate
was whether the self preceded or succeeded society. The issue was significant: the
Kantian position required that there was autonomy prior to society, whereas the minimal
liberal position posited that the self was successant to society.

This brings the variety of conflicts between autonomy, democracy and political
obligation to a head. On the one hand, democracy demands the capacity to act according
to its own constitutional imperatives including the imperative to act according to its own
interests (Machiavellian and post-Machiavelli realism). Yet personal autononomy
requires the ability and practice of the individual person to act according to self-
governing principles. There may well be cases where the demands of the state conflict
with the autonomy of the individual. In such a case there is a conflict of POLITICAL
OBLIGATION.

While there is no exact source of the modern individual, it is generally accepted that
the principal roots were laid in 394 with Augustine’s Confessions, a tract written for the
first time in the modern sense of the first person singular. Augustine introduced into
discourse the use of the word and concept ‘I’ as it is broadly understood in its present
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sense. In modern times that ‘I’ became central and was centered on the individual by
Descartes who in his famous phrase, Cogito ergo sum, ‘I think, therefore |1 am’, placed
the thinking subject at the center of life. The individualism that resulted from this became
the modern source of the philosophical idea of autonomy. This idea of the individual as
centered persists even now: it is the apotheosis of basic autonomy Similarly the idea of
the state as autocratic and absolute is the apotheosis of the nation state: the one reflects
the other. That they reflect each other is not surprising, they came into being together,
grew together and mirrored each other in their development and aspirations. A
problematique of obligation and a conflict was inevitable, the center of which is to be
found in political obligation: this is the issue for democracies.

However, a series of intellectual and practical events came to challenge Descartes’s
powerful formula. Descartes’s maxim rested on the view that the mind was transparent
and could examine itself. Kant argued in his First Critique, The Critique of Pure Reason,
that the mind had only its own faculties, reason, with which to examine itself. The
implication of this was that the mind was not transparent to itself; a view he incorporated
into some of his moral philosophy. Later philosophers Freud, Saussure, Wittgenstein,
Schutz, for example, demonstrated in various ways that the mind was not so much
transparent as opaque. The implication of this, if correct, was that the individual was
decentered, not existing at a single point but composed of a locus of separate traces. If
correct, this has considerable consequences for the issue of autonomy for it is not clear
who it is that could be autonomous. Similarly, it is not clear whom it is that could owe
obligation to the state.

Fortunately for this otherwise insoluble conundrum, a similar deconstruction was
occurring to advanced western democratic states. Many treaties, often led by CIVIL
SOCIETY, combined the ideal of human rights with the actions of multilateral forces
under either the mandate of the United Nations or NATO. This has led to a moderation in
the autonomy of the state. This process of a weakening of the autonomy of the state is far
from complete but it is at its beginning. What one can say is that the autonomy of the
nation state is in the process of being undercut.

How far this twin undercutting of the hitherto strict boundaries that have surrounded
the state and the individual will go is impossible to say. What it is possible to say is that a
complete deconstruction of either the individual or the state or both would undercut
autonomy. Autonomy requires boundaries as well as the idea of the individual, the person
and cognate notions. The state and cognate notions gave those boundaries within which
autonomy could be exercised. Relatedly moral codes and cognate ideas, such as mores
and folkways, provide structures within which autonomy can be exercised. Whether it is
in practice exercised depends on the codes, mores, folkways and communal and political
structures that exist at the time. No political structure has to have autonomous
arrangements and it is a moot point whether such arrangements suit all cultures at all
times. It is also a moot point as to whether autonomy requires individualism or not.
Western autonomy is built on Christian values but it is far from clear whether that is
necessary or not. As it happens the answer to all these questions is far more a posteriori
than it is a priori. Indeed, one could go further and assert that any claim that Western
values are required for autonomy is asserting a prejudice rather than a study.

One more claim needs to be dealt with; this is the view that autonomy is impossible
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because all our actions are determined. In one sense this is easy to deal with. If by
determinism is meant some kind of Laplacian universe, then that is clearly untrue.
Quantum physics and other domains of science deal with that kind of determinism and its
successors quite nicely and no more need be said about that. If by determinism is meant,
however, biological, genetic, chemical, molecular, psychological, social, political or
similar forms of determinism the dance between autonomy and determinism would
become far more interesting. Which if any of these alone could defeat, say, a strong
Kantian autonomy would be difficult to determine but the unusual conclusion implied by
Weber, Schutz, Wittgenstein and others is that even taken together they could not defeat
the ability of the human mind to write part of its own hermeneutic, to play its own poetry
and dance its own dance in the circumstances given to it. But that kind of autonomy, as
with every autonomy, has also to be tempered by the wisdom of a very wise man who
wrote of princes and states many years ago: ‘All those autonomies wherewith the world
was...one-after another stop and many years ago’ (Rankes Popes 1849).

See also:
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boundaries

Boundaries are the outer perimeter of a defined area, especially one established for
political purposes. Although the terms ‘boundary’ and ‘frontier’ are often used as
synonyms, formally a frontier is a zone of varying width dividing two areas, whereas a
boundary is a fixed line between them. In the study of politics, the term ‘boundary’ refers
not only to the circumference of a state’s defined territory, but also more widely to other
spatially-defined circumferences (such as those of sub-state units and tracts of private
property): more abstractly and generally, it is also used as a metaphor for a variety of
demarcation limits, such as those of a discipline within the academic division of labour.

Boundaries have become increasingly important in recent centuries as competition for
land has increased and the nation-state has become a dominant player in the world-
economy. The emergence of the modern state system since the seventeenth century has
involved increased conflict over territory, and acceptance of a state’s right to exist within
the world-system has involved recognition and respect for its sovereignty over a defined
territory.

Boundaries are intrinsically involved with the nature of the state and its power base:
the state is necessarily a territorially defined unit in modern theory and practice, and as
the modern world-system emerged, along with a structure of international relations
between territorial states, so the importance of boundaries grew. Boundaries are the
spatial expression of the limits of state power and the lines across which international
relationships are conducted: states are the containers within which the modern world is
organised and power is structured (Taylor 1994). As Anderson (1996:1) puts it, “‘All
political authorities and jurisdictions have physical limits—a characteristic often regarded
as so obvious that it does not warrant further comment.’

The importance of boundaries to the modern state reflects the nature of the power that
it exercises, and its chosen mode of doing so. Power is multivariate, as Mann (1984) and
others have stressed: its two main dimensions are the degree to which it is despotic,
whereby those in control of the state apparatus make demands on the population without
regular consultation on the nature of those demands and how they are operationalised;
and the extent to which it is infrastructural, infiltrating most (all?) components of CIVIL
SOCIETY (of economic, social and cultural life). With a binary classification on each
dimension, this gives four types of power, as indicated in the table below:
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infrastructural power

low high
low feudal bureaucratic
despotic power
high imperial authoritarian

Despotic power at low levels of infrastructural infiltration can be exercised without
clearly demarcated boundaries: it is imposed on those subject to it simply because of their
proximity to its source, as in feudal situations where serfs lived on a lord’s lands, and in
imperial situations, where control by the outside body depended on the spatial span of its
power and ability to sustain it. Where the infrastructural demands are high, however,
bounded containers are needed to sustain its practice.

Bounded containers (state spaces) are crucial (necessary?) to the exercise of
infrastructural power in a modern state because they provide the context within which
territoriality strategies can be exercised. Territoriality has been presented as ‘a powerful
geographic strategy to control people and things by controlling area... It is used in
everyday relationships and in complex organisations. Territoriality is a primary
geographical expression of social power. It is the means by which space and society are
interrelated’ (Sack 1986:5). Sack (1986:19) defines it as ‘the attempt by an individual or
group to affect, influence, or control people, phenomena and relationships, by delimiting
and asserting control over a geographic area’.

Territoriality involves classifications by area, which can be communicated through
territorial markers (on the ground and in representations such as atlases and cadastral
plans), and it involves the exercise of power through both controlling access to the
defined area (external or international relations) and restraining the behaviour of those
within it (internal relations). These characteristics make territoriality an excellent strategy
for controlling people, because it identifies the limits within which the power being
exercised apply, makes the relationships between the powerful and the controlled
impersonal (‘it is the law of the land’ rather than ‘I say you must do this”), and reifies
power and its exercise through its association with a thing: territory. As states increased
their exercise of infrastructural power through the modern period, and increasingly
favoured territoriality as a strategy for controlling people and interactions, so boundaries
became increasingly important elements in the definition of the state apparatus.

Territoriality strategies and the associated boundary definition have played a further
crucial function in the creation and operation of the modern state system. The bounded
states became the containers within which identities were produced and reproduced: the
state became the nation-state, a concept (and associated territory) with which, through a
variety of ideological and other means, people associated themselves. Part of the
definition of “self” involved identifying with one’s national territory, and the definition of
‘others’ involved identifying those associated with states apart from one’s own. Identities
within the world system were thus forged within the system of bounded state territories,
forming the basis for much of the patriotism and nationalism that has pervaded nineteenth
and twentieth-century life.

Boundary definition and boundary drawing were therefore crucial components of



A-Z 39

nineteenth and twentieth century geopolitics. Some geographers suggested that states
should be delimited by their natural boundaries, elements of the physical landscape which
were clearly identifiable and formed limits to human activities and occupance. But even
the delimitation of a ‘natural boundary’—whether a river course or the watershed of a
range of mountains—involves an arbitrary selection, of a line which may not be very
stable (as shown by the shifting course of the Rio Grande selected as the boundary
between Mexico and the United States of America: Prescott (1985a: 81-90)).

One of the important functions of container definition is delimiting areas with which
people identify, and since most societies’ territories predate the modern state-system in
their broad outline—i.e. the core areas with which they associate are defined, even if the
exact boundaries are not—it is these which have influenced most boundary definition
rather than lines in the physical landscape that may have no relationship to the territory a
group has settled and claimed. (The major exception to this was the imperial claims for
already settled lands, notably in Africa, where boundaries delimited by the colonial
powers frequently bore little or no resemblance to the lands of the tribes already settled
there.) Thus boundary drawing has involved identifying the areas associated with
particular groups (tribes, nations and so on). In some cases these were clearly delimited
but in many cases they were not, because of the intermixture of various groups over long
periods of settlement and the occasional ‘leaping’ of one group’s territories by another to
create exclaves/enclaves (as with some Swiss cantons).

Many contemporary state boundaries evolved within frontier regions, some relatively
thinly settled. As populations grew and the demand for land intensified, states expanded
into those frontier zones, eventually coming into contact and, potentially, conflict. This
required boundary definition and demarcation, based on either pre-existing lines or
negotiated alignments, with the latter based on a variety of criteria: some in the physical
landscape, some on human-made features (including individual property holdings), and
some on trigonometric criteria (such as the Canada—USA boundary across much of the
Great Plains). Once delimited and demarcated, they became significant elements of the
landscape. The boundary may be only vaguely delimited and there may have been no
original demarcation, however, providing the potential for later dispute over contested
territory, which was especially important if the ownership of valuable resources was
involved.

Whereas many boundaries were created through a process of negotiation between
representatives of the adjacent states, others were imposed by external bodies such as
imperial powers and victorious allies after a war (as with the Treaty of Versailles in
1919). Such imposed boundaries are quite likely to be sources of future conflict,
especially if they pay scant regard to pre-existing boundaries/frontiers, as occurred in the
Balkans in 1919; attempts were made to create states associated with separate ethnic
groups, but the complex settlement mosaic prevented the identification of clear divisions
between such groups (exacerbated by the competing claims over territory by
representatives of the competing groups: Wilkinson (1951)). The potential for conflict
sown then has been reaped during the 1990s with the collapse of the former state of
Yugoslavia and the ‘ethnic cleansing’ that has accompanied the territorial claims of
competing groups.

Whereas boundary delimitation and demarcation on land presents many difficulties in a
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large number of cases, the problems of boundary drawing and marking in what Kish
(1973) terms international spaces—basically the high seas and the atmosphere, plus
Antarctica—are much greater. Until relatively recently, such spaces were classified as res
communis humanitatis (rch), territory not only beyond state claims but recognised as the
common property of all humanity. The right of passage in international waters was
generally accepted, for example, but as the demands for movement through them
increased and the ability to harvest their resources developed, so states made claims on
maritime territory. Until that time, states claimed SOVEREIGNTY over narrow bands of
water adjacent to their coasts only, which may have generated conflict where two states
were competing for the same waters. These territorial seas became recognised as zones
twelve miles wide, but under the various United Nations Conferences on the Law of the
Sea convened from 1958 on (Churchill and Lowe 1985), an additional zone was defined
over which adjacent states could make sovereignty claims: the continental shelf (later
renamed as the Exclusive Economic Zone), a zone 200 miles wide within which states
could claim near-exclusive rights over seabed resources. Only the high seas beyond that
zone remained as rch, but even there conflicts have arisen over the exploitation of
mineral and other resources on the seabed.

This growing interest in and claims over marine resources has stimulated a need to
delimit inter-state maritime boundaries, even if they cannot be precisely demarcated.
Conflict has focused in recent decades over the exact delimitation methods for this using
trigonometric procedures, as illustrated in Prescott (1985b) and Blake (1994).

Boundaries between states attract most public attention, because of their role as stimuli
to major international conflicts. But there are many other political boundaries within
individual states that are much more important in most people’s daily lives, because they
are related to issues of taxation levels, political representation and so forth: many aspects
of intra-state economic, social, cultural and political life are organised within political
containers, and the state also recognises and defends others, notably the containers that
are the basis of individual personal property. Boundary delimitation by the state is also
the focus of much conflict and debate—over local government territories, for example,
and the definition of constituencies for electoral purposes—as is the role of the state
apparatus in adjudicating claims over private property In a number of states recently,
demands for limited autonomy by sub-national groups (if not outright succession) has
brought these boundaries into sharper focus: devolution and decentralisation involve not
only cartographic exercises, however, but also the creation (or re-creation) of containers
within which new identities are forged and new territoriality exercises are played out, as
in the ethnic cleansing processes that have characterised several post-socialist countries
since 1989.

Territoriality, power and spatial boundaries are also components of many aspects of
everyday life which may be only weakly linked to the established political processes, if at
all. At the smallest scale, many individuals define their own territories as restricted
spaces over which they have power (such as a child’s bedroom or a pupil’s roughly-
bounded area within a dormitory): within those limits, their constrained power is
exercised. Most property-owners define the limits of their small tracts of land with
fences, hedges or other boundary markers, and claim the right to determine what is done
within those containers. Community groups define the territories that they ‘control’ (as
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with ‘neighbourhood watch’ and similar voluntary organisations), and other less formal
groups, such as street gangs, may delimit their ‘turfs’ by markers (such as graffiti) as well
as defending them from incursions by opponents. Space is a crucial resource for
individuals and groups, for defining themselves and for separating themselves from
others, who may be threatening (as in the creation of inner-city defensive ghettos). The
boundaries of such containers may lack the legal force of those defined by the state
(although most states register property boundaries and provide a range of police functions
to sustain them), but they are nonetheless highly significant in the structuration of social
and cultural, if not economic and political, life.

Whereas territoriality and associated boundaries have dominated the political
landscape of the modern era, there is increasing recognition that with GLOBALISATION
and a postmodern world we are at least partially moving beyond containers (Taylor
1995). Just as small-scale containers such as walled cities became obsolescent with the
development of modern warfare, bounded states are now going the same way with the
development of atomic weapons, intercontinental missiles and ‘star wars’ technologies
(Herz 1957). Similarly, economic life is no longer as constrained by state boundaries as
previously and the main non-state actors in the global economy frequently pay them scant
regard. Nevertheless, despite the greater porosity if not irrelevance of state boundaries for
many aspects of international economic life, states remain important regulators of the
world economy and continue to use containers as major elements of their territoriality
strategies (Dicken 1997). In the social and cultural spheres, containers and territoriality
remain crucial to so many aspects of life, and states police their boundaries as strictly as
ever (Johnston 1997), whereas within their territories a variety of groups operate similar
strategies as means of promoting their own exclusive ends (McKenzie 1994).
Governments, too, continue to use territoriality strategies as administrative conveniences,
even though some also make claims to represent people who identify with the state
wherever they may live. Boundaries remain very significant features of all landscapes.
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RON JOHNSTON

bureaucracy

As a hierarchical organisation of officials appointed to fulfil tasks delegated to them by
elected politicians, bureaucracy is historically a component of all modern democratic
systems, and a necessary one since democratic systems require agents to implement the
tasks that voters charge governments to fulfil. Yet bureaucracy, perhaps more than any
other component of democratic systems, is popularly and almost universally regarded as
a danger to democracy. As Reinhard Bendix (1945:195) pointed out many years ago, ‘it
is part of our folklore to identify the development of bureaucracy with the diminution of
individual freedom’. Like most folkloric wisdom, this view of bureaucracy expresses
only a partial truth. The problem is not that bureaucracy is necessarily anti-democratic,
but that it has a capacity to become so when uncontrolled by other forces. This capacity
derives from two main sources.

First, bureaucracy is partially exempt from a basic rule of democracy, namely that
accountability and continuity in office are determined through elections. Bureaucrats do,
of course, change when governments change because of shifts in electoral fortune, but
there is usually a high degree of continuity between administrations because post-
electoral changes to a bureaucracy generally only affect a few senior bureaucrats.
Moreover, in most political systems it is common for incoming senior bureaucrats to be
drawn from the same corpus of bureaucrats that provided their predecessors. The degree
to which elections lead to bureaucratic renewal is thus suspect, and rightly so. Changes of
personnel do not by themselves lead to changes in bureaucratic ‘culture’, to changes in
how bureaucrats view their responsibilities and work, and most importantly to how they
view their relationship to the democratic process and the wishes of electorates.
Bureaucracy is thus beyond democratic—if by this we mean electorally enforced
ACCOUNTABILITY and tenure of office—control for the most part. As a result, it is
seen as able to bring its own preferences to bear on policy, no matter what the wishes of
the electorate might be.
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Bureaucratic ‘culture’ is the second source of bureaucracy’s anti-democratic capacity,
and is inextricably linked to the tasks that bureaucrats undertake. Consequently, all
bureaucracies have a latent anti-democratic managerial tendency by virtue of the fact that
they are bureaucracies. The function of bureaucracies is to fulfil tasks delegated to them
by popularly elected politicians as they create policy. Although they might seek to fulfil
electoral promises, politicians’ choice of policy and the methods for its implementation
are shaped by their interaction with bureaucrats. Bureaucrats not only shape policy in this
interaction through their personnel political beliefs and career aspirations, but also
because their task of policy implementation requires them to be managers of society and
social conflict. As a result, they tend to treat democratic citizens, their supposed masters,
‘as an object of management...rather than as the autonomous subjects of social and
political activity’ (Beetham 1996:99). This managerial view of society creates a
bureaucratic ethos of secrecy, a belief that the management of society requires
bureaucratic activity to be hidden from public scrutiny in order that it might be more
managerially effective, and a bureaucratic imperative towards AUTONOMY, that is, a
desire to be as free as possible from interference from social forces that might impair
management. It is thus not surprising that there is a tendency in both popular belief and
modern political theory (in all its variations) to perceive bureaucracy as anti-democratic.
It is important to note, however, that although bureaucracy has the potential to be anti-
democratic, it is the actions of politicians rather than bureaucrats that enable a
bureaucracy to fulfil its potential. Where bureaucratic power increases without
concomitant commitments from politicians to open up both the policy formulation and
implementation processes to public scrutiny, and to prevent the partisan politicisation of
the bureaucracy, then the anti-democratic nature of bureaucracy will develop thanks to its
own managerial logic.

Such commitments were rare in the twentieth century, even though there was a vast
expansion of bureaucratic activity. As a result, the perception of bureaucracy as an
antidemocratic force spread. The rise of communist and fascist totalitarian states from the
1920s onwards created bureaucracies that sought to manage all aspects of human activity.
Formed by utopian ideologies, the totalitarian state took the basic function of
bureaucracy, the pursuit of politically defined goals, to extremes. In such states,
bureaucracies claimed not only to strive for the rational implementation of political
objectives, but came to define what those objectives might be. The result was
a“dictatorship over needs’ in which individuals were turned into dependent supplicants to
bureaucrats who determined both access to public goods and the right to, and supply of,
private goods as well. Secrecy and bureaucratic autonomy were total and proved inimical
to reform. Only systemic collapse via war or total economic failure broke the total hold of
totalitarian bureaucracies on public life, and even then systemic collapse has not always
led to democracy.

An analogous process to the expansion of bureaucratic power under totalitarianism
appeared to occur in advanced capitalist democracies. The postwar expansion of welfare
states required a vastly expanded bureaucratic apparatus. This created the impression that
bureaucracies were increasingly gaining autonomy, the capacity to define policy
independently of elected representatives and at the cost of individuals’ ability to decide
themselves how to use their wealth. Criticism of the expansion of bureaucratic power
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came from across the political spectrum (for a fuller summary see Etzioni-Halvey
(1985)). Marxist critics viewed the development of welfare states as increasing the
bureaucracy’s role in mediating the excesses of capitalism. Increases in bureaucratic
power to achieve this mediation might be at the expense of the bourgeoisie, so the state
was not a simple ‘executive of the bourgeoisie’ as Marx had originally charged. But in
mediating social conflict the role of bureaucracy was detrimental to democracy and acted
as a powerful block on the building of a more just, non-capitalist order. As the postwar
boom faded, governments and their bureaucracies were deemed by pluralists to be
‘overloaded’. The wide range of tasks that welfare provision demanded of bureaucracies
was seen as diminishing their effectiveness as both formulators (with politicians) and
implementers of policy; the increasing number of competing interests that they were
supposed to respond to made it impossible for bureaucracies to operate efficiently and
according to a single organisational culture. Overload, it was argued, produced
fragmentation between agencies of the bureaucracy so that there was a danger that they—
and government more generally—had become increasingly inept at policy formulation
and unable to deal with social, political and economic change. Bureaucracies, in short,
could not manage the tasks asked of them without resort to compulsion and the
suppression of popular initiative and individual freedom of choice in the name of
managerialism. Bureaucracies had thus become more powerful to the detriment of
democracy and at the same time less efficient in the use of that power. This latter
argument was mirrored in ‘New Right’ economic critiques of the WELFARE state,
which posited the impossibility of welfare provision being economically efficient if the
resources dedicated to it were allocated by the state rather than the market. Finally, as
mass democracy developed and calls were made for the empowerment of previously
disenfranchised groups such as women and ethnic and other minorities, bureaucracies in
developed capitalist democracies came to be seen as increasingly unrepresentative of the
societies that they ‘managed’.

The dominant political response to these problems in the 1980s in many advanced
democracies was based on the New Right’s economic critique of bureaucracy. With the
election of New Right governments came attempts to ‘roll back the state’ and create a
‘new public management’ that was more responsive to public demands and more efficient
in the use of public resources. The policy mix designed to achieve this varied from
country to country but commonly included PRIVATISATION and the deregulation of
markets, the diminution of public welfare services in favour of individual provision, and
the replacement of the bureaucratic provision of public goods by more ‘efficient” private
agencies. The intention was to create a ‘hollowed out’ state in which bureaucracy would
be reduced to servicing elected politicians’ efforts at policy formulation. These moves
were legitimated not only by appeal to economic efficiency and anti-bureaucratic
sentiment, but also by the obvious failure of the extreme bureaucratic state-socialist
systems of the Soviet bloc in the late 1980s, and subsequently by discourses claiming that
the GLOBALISATION of economic activity requires the state to scale down welfare
provision and economic regulation to insure competitiveness.

The merits of these changes in terms of increased economic efficiency are not
something that can be considered here. What is more pertinent is the question of whether
or not they actually resolve, or even address, the question of the problematic relationship
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of bureaucracy to democracy Arguably they do not. The problem of bureaucracy’s
relationship to democracy is not who works to implement objectives set by elected
politicians, but how and under what political conditions that work is carried out. In and of
themselves, there is no reason that the changes made to bureaucracy over the last few
years should be democratic because they tend to change who acts as a bureaucrat more
than how they act. The capacity for anti-democratic action that is latent in bureaucratic
managerialism can remain even as a bureaucracy is reduced in size to be more efficient.
The only way that bureaucracy’s anti-democratic capacity can be subverted is through the
extension of democracy through measures to increase transparency and public input into
the policy process, through the empowerment of society in the face of bureaucratic
power.
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capitalism

Capitalism and democracy refer to the interrelations of an economic and a political
system, their systemic (in)compatibility, their historical imbrication, and their mutual
effects on each other. In the history of ideas, democracy has, since Aristotle, been held to
be incompatible with any economic regime of exclusive PRIVATE PROPERTY. This
was mainstream political and economic thought that lasted well into the twentieth
century. Democracy was assumed to presuppose and/or to lead to socioeconomic
EQUALITY, and therefore possible only under the conditions of overriding political
equality of citizens, as in the most radical phase of the French Revolution, under
conditions of universal property ownership, in Thomas Jefferson’s vision of American
democracy, or under socialism, envisaged by Karl Marx.

It was among the non-capitalists that modern democracy took root and was raised as a
political demand, indeed as the demand, of the people, because of democracy’s promise
as a way out of misery. The new industrial working-class led the battle for democracy,
through the British Chartists, the New York craftsmen, the Belgian miners and other
industrial workers, and the international Marxist labour movement built up from 1889.

Orchestrations of popular SUFFRAGE from above by authoritarian governments
started successfully in France in the 1850s under Louis Napoleon Bonaparte (Napoleon
[11). 1t was imitated in many other countries, most forcefully in the new German Reich. In
the USA, another form of managed voting emerged in the course of the second half of the
nineteenth century, the urban ‘political machine’, a new pattern of patron—client
relations wedded to the capitalist economy by graft and corruption.

From the late nineteenth century, the capitalist enterprise mass circulation newspaper
became a major means of public opinion formation. By the end of the First World War,
with its dependence on an unprecedented popular mobilisation, the defeat of authoritarian
dynastic regimes and the threat of violent socialist revolutions, the possible coexistence
of capitalism and democracy became more generally recognised.

Capitalism’s fundamental institutions are, point for point, the opposite of those of
democracy. The principle of private property with its divisions and exclusions stands
along one dimension, opposite to that of a community of citizens. The capitalist principle
of inequality of rewards may be seen as the opposite of the equality of CITIZENSHIP.
The fundamental principle of allocation, according to monetary resources, and the
decision criterion of monetary benefit are in conflict with a conception of collective
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decision among equal citizens and of allocation by rights, citizens’ rights or human
RIGHTS.

While democracy makes social change through collective voice formation, capitalism
operates primarily by exit, by pulling out of a relationship, and buying, selling,
employing or investing somewhere else. A capitalist enterprise is ideal typically run as a
one-way hierarchy from a command post of ownership or delegated management.
Democracy, by contrast, typically involves leadership with consultations and
negotiations, with checks and balances of power, sometimes even with citizens’
PARTICIPATION and institutions of elective co-determination.

Oppositeness means normal tension and conflict, but not necessarily incompatibility.
Ideal types tend to appear more blurred in empirical light and actual politics are, more
often than not, arenas of compromise. Democratic politics tends to be more so than other
kinds of politics. Actually, existing capitalist democracies have sprung from
compromises between capital and labour and between capital and citizens. Private
property, profits and executive command get recognised on one side, employee rights of
fair employment, of freedom of association and, more controversially, of collective
bargaining, and citizens’ rights of voting policies of social security and redistribution are
on the other. The terms of these class and capital-citizenry compromises differ from one
period to another, and among countries.

As well as the fundamental ideal typical opposition between capitalism and
democracy, there are, however, also affinities and routes of accommodation. To
capitalism as a system, if not necessarily to individual capitalists, a state of law is
functional as a guarantee of property and contracts. Such a state need not be a democracy,
but a modern democracy is a state of law.

Because of its inherent competitiveness, capitalism is polycephalous, having neither
one single centre nor any stable hierarchy. The modern elective principle of democracy
does not come from capitalism, but from canonical and Germanic law. The two highest
offices of the European Middle Ages, those of Pope of Emperor (of the Holy Roman
Empire), were both elective. But benign observers and participants might also see an
isomorphism between competitive politics and competitive economics.

A patterning of social relations according to contract and money implies a certain
amount of personal freedom, which may facilitate civic freedom, and the struggle for
civic rights. Free industrial labour was in a sense a product of capitalist development, and
this free labour created the first sustained popular mass movement in history, as an anti-
capitalist, democratic movement.

Marxist social democracy and Anglo-Saxon labourism were the major social forces
fighting for universal suffrage and for governments responsible to an electorate of
universal adult suffrage. One might, then, say that capitalism has generated democracy
through its own internal contradictions. In that dialectical sense, the relation between
capitalism and democracy is more than just contingent.

Finally, the dynamics and flexibility of capitalism make it adaptable to very different
political regimes, as long as basic property rights are maintained and possibilities of
profits remain open. While this makes capitalism perfectly compatible with genocide, as
in Nazi Germany, with military dictatorships as well as with dynastic empires, it also
means adaptability to democracy, even to SOCIAL DEMOCRACY.
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But the fundamental opposition between the most basic principles of capitalism and
democracy means that the tension and the conflicts between the two are most unlikely to
disappear. Large-scale socioeconomic changes tend to exacerbate them. In the 1960s and
1970s, institutionalised growth expectations, full employment, and the drying up of rural
and religious pools of deference through industrialisation, urbanisation and secularisation
raised the voice and the demands of workers and citizens. Participatory democracy,
economic democracy and more EQUALITY were central demands. Conservative
political scientists and ideologues regarded these popular demands with grave concern, as
posing problems of government ‘overload’ and even of ‘ungovernability, and therefore
requiring more insulation of governments from citizen pressure.

After the oil crises, and with de-industrialisation and the rise of large scale
transnational financial markets in the 1980s and the 1990s, the pendulum has swung in
the other direction. Weakening, sometimes crushing, the trades unions, ‘flexible labour
markets’ and privatisations replaced ‘industrial’ or ‘economic democracy on the political
agenda. Voices, in particular collective voices, were to be muted, and individual and
corporate exit possibilities to be increased. A slimming of democracy was called for in
the name of a ‘lean’ state.

The mobility of capital became a major constraint on democratic DECISION-
MAKING, the fear of losing investment and employment, the need to attract them. The
‘confidence of the market’, of financial investors, became a major point of orientation of
elected politicians. In order to lessen the tension between confidence of the market and
confidence of the people, new institutions have developed and spread with a view to
taking economic and social policy decisions out of the realm of democracy. Central bank
independence of democracy has now become official policy of the European Union.
Some countries have even abolished their central bank and any possibility of a monetary
policy. Another interesting recent development, first systematically undertaken by the
military dictatorship in Chile but then vigorously propagated throughout the world by the
World Bank, is the virtual abolition of pensions as a right of citizens or employees, and as
a responsibility of politics. Instead, there is being instituted a norm to save in private
pensions firms. A former social entitlement is thus turned into a means of capital
accumulation.

How far the exit power of capital actually goes, and how limited the reach of the voice
of the citizenry have become, remains unclear and controversial. Protagonists have an
interest in intimidation, and critics have an interest in denunciation. But, other things
being equal, the larger the market, in space and in capital, in relation to states, the less is
the scope of democracy.

See also:
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censorship

Politically, censorship is the reciprocal of freedom to communicate and is thus as protean
as expression itself. It aims to restrict or suppress information or meaning transmitted
through symbol. Though censorship is usually associated with governmental interdiction
of speech or press, any symbolic representation—textual, graphic, electronic, or simply
embodied in behaviour—may be subject to restraint or regulation because of what it is
seen to mean.

In a narrow sense, and one that has currency in Anglo-American law, censorship is
‘prior restraint’, the authoritative attempt to prevent or alter a communication before it
reaches an audience. The now defunct American state film censorship boards were
institutionalised prior restraints; the American government’s attempt to prevent
publication of stolen classified documents known as the ‘Pentagon Papers’ during the
Vietnam War was an ad hoc instance of such restriction. More broadly, censorship refers
to any authoritative or quasi-authoritative action that penalises or otherwise inhibits
COMMUNICATION. Prosecutions for obscene publication or civil actions for
defamation or invasion of privacy, for example, may impose ‘subsequent punishment’
through fine, imprisonment or money damages, besides having a generally ‘chilling’
effect on expression.

Not much is known of censorship in primitive times, but one may imagine those with
greater power punishing the threatening expression of those with less. From the ancient
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world to the present, AUTHORITY has dealt censoriously with communication believed
to compromise the SECURITY of the regime or state, invite disorder or simply offer
criticism of leaders. During its short life, the American Sedition Act of 1798, a classic of
thin-skinned political censorship, made it a crime to speak or write about the President or
Congress with ‘intent to defame’ or to bring them ‘into contempt or disrepute’.
Totalitarian states have regularly exercised a near-complete prior censorship of
communications MEDIA as well as punishing dissenting speech. Modern non-democratic
states, such as the Communist People’s Republic of China, have often acted strongly
against advocates of greater democracy, less for reasons of national security than to
protect hegemony of a ruling party or elite.

Where secular and ecclesiastical authority are closely tied, as they were in the
European Middle Ages and are in some Moslem countries today, governmental power
has been used to punish blasphemy and religious heresy. In the case of Galileo’s solar
observations in seventeenth-century Italy, this extended to scientific findings. With the
Reformation and rise of the nation-state, government became more fully separated from
church and the restrictive interests of the two most powerful institutions of the medieval
world no longer coincided. Except for such isolated and benighted efforts as barring the
teaching of evolution or fixing curricular standing for ‘creation science’, restricting either
unorthodox religious expression or secular ideas that challenge established beliefs is
unusual in modern democratic states (see STATE, RELATIONS OF CHURCH TO).

When not in defence of government itself, censorship in modern democracies is
usually undertaken to protect public morality, particularly against sexual representation
thought offensive or ‘indecent’. In an age of universal literacy and a mass audience for
media communication, governments controlled by, or at least responsible to, majorities
have tended to support conventional morality and give effect to established cultural
values. This censorship is, nonetheless, vulnerable to the writ of an expansive free speech
doctrine, ramified communications technology and changes in public attitudes. Today in
Great Britain and the United States it is largely limited to obscenity, itself now more
narrowly defined than in the past.

Many democratic governments, recognising the diversity of their populations and
responding to interest group pressures, have enacted laws barring “hate speech’ and other
communication thought to encourage racial, ethnic or gender discrimination or simply to
be insulting or harmful to self-esteem. In the United States such measures, often defended
in the name of CIVIC VIRTUE or ‘political correctness’, are exceptions to a steadily
expanding constitutional doctrine supporting free expression based on liberal
INDIVIDUALISM and reveal the tension between the two principles upon which liberal
democracy rests: liberty and EQUALITY.

As a negative on free speech, censorship finds its justification today in practical
instrumentation rather than high theory. Protecting against threats to national security,
incitement to violence, racial insult, child pornography, prejudicial trial publicity,
commercial fraud, damage to reputation through falsehood and media intrusion on
privacy are all ends that have supported laws or policies imposing some restriction on
communication.

Censorship finds it chief theoretical obstacle in the compelling vision of a ‘free
marketplace of ideas’, given eloquent statement by John Stuart Mill in On Liberty as an
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antidote to human fallibility. In it, truth, wisdom or simply ‘best choices’ are held most
likely to emerge where information and competition among views and opinion are left
unimpeded. In effect, good expression drives out bad, like an inverse of Gresham’s Law
of currency dynamics. Hyde Park then becomes not merely a corner of the city but a
model for the entire society. The ideal finds reference in scores of American First
Amendment decisions of the last sixty years, though in actual application the Supreme
Court has held back from embracing its implicit absolutism.

Censorship receives a theoretical reprieve because of questionable assumptions that
underlie the free marketplace ideal. Four are of particular consequence: that the market-
place is free, that ‘truth’ can be recognised and agreed upon when it appears, that
embracing it is desirable, and that it will reliably prevail over error and falsehood. In an
age of big media, the vaunted marketplace, though enlarged by developments such as the
computer modem, satellite transmission and the Internet, is still likely to be an arena
dominated by the few and powerful because of the cost of entering and participating in it
effectively. Even were the marketplace truly free, truth or the wisest choices might not
always be self-evident in the face of INFORMATION bound to be incomplete and
perceptions bound to be impaired. And even if truth could reliably be identified, it may
sometimes be so stark as to harm other desirable ends, such as belief in an essential
human goodness or equality or the need for consolation, both of which might better be
served at times by modest fictions.

The assumption that truth or good ideas will prevail in competition with bad is the
heaviest of all, carrying an implicit risk. The US Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell
Holmes recognised the difficulty when observing, ‘If in the long run the beliefs expressed
in a proletarian dictatorship are destined to be accepted...the only meaning of free speech
is that they should be given their chance and have their way’. Though Holmes faced this
possibility with a certain fatalistic equanimity, the matter is more formidably put where
an advocate in the marketplace would, if successful, close the marketplace or do worse.
The appeals of Hitler, which succeeded, or those of the American Communist Party,
which did not, are but two examples. The danger led the American Justice Robert
Jackson to warn: ‘“The Bill of Rights is not a suicide pact’.

The human being is a communicating animal and thus inevitably a censoring one.
Restrictions may rest on well-intentioned pursuit of high-minded ends, rational self-
interest or irrational grounds which are partly or wholly unconscious. A capacity for
internal censorship, which Freud and others speculated might be necessary for
civilisation, provides a psychological base for limiting the expression of others. Thus
censorship rather than tolerance may have the better claim to be called ‘natural’. Two
leading students of freedom of speech reluctantly concluded as much. McClosky and
Brill (1983:13) wonder if ‘the impulse to strike out against opponents or ideas that one
finds frightening or hateful is a survival mechanism’, one produced through evolution.
‘Creatures’ survive mostly because they learn to recognise their enemies and how to deal
with them. “If one has sufficient strength and cunning to repel the enemy, one is inclined
to do so unless one has discovered that, for some reason, another type of response is
legally or socially required or preferred.’

If words and other representation of meaning had no capacity to threaten interests,
wound sensitivities or challenge certainties, very likely there would be no censorship.
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That they do makes realisation of a free speech society, which seeks, expects, even
demands that ‘other type of response’, a remarkable political and psychological
achievement. In it, censorship remains a sometimes desirable, often short-sighted but all
too human counter-point.

See also:

communication; constitutionalism; freedom; information; media; rights; security;
toleration
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chaos and coalitions

Political decisions are almost invariably made by winning coalitions.
(Riker 1986:xvi)

In representative democracies, DECISION-MAKING is typically carried out by
legislators who have been selected by coalitions of voters. The legislators themselves are
often grouped together into coalitions, called parties. In multiparty systems based on
proportional representation, parties themselves usually have to form COALITIONS to
govern with a majority (see REPRESENTATION, CONCEPT OF).
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It has been a quandary for social choice theory ever since the time of Condorcet in the
late eighteenth century as to whether coalition formation can lead to stable choice.
Condorcet himself did not believe in Rousseau’s general will, but rather in the
fundamental rationality of individual and collective choice. However, he also discovered
the possibility of irrational collective choice, in Essai sur Application (1785). As a leader
of the Girondin faction in the National Assembly, and as a supporter of a constitutional
monarchy with Louis XVI at its head, Condorcet must have wondered whether the onset
of the Terror in 1793 was simply an aspect of the deeper phenomenon of collective or
coalitional irrationality.

Condorcet’s insight was essentially forgotten until Kenneth Arrow’s astonishing thesis
Social Choice and Individual Values (1951). Arrow showed that any social decision
process is characterised by a family of decisive coalitions (which we can label as D). If
the process is to be rational, then D must define a dictator (one who belongs to every
single decisive coalition).

In later work by McKelvey (1976) and Schofield (1978), it was essentially shown that
any decision process characterised by voting could be chaotic. In other words, any voting
system which did not depend on a dictator (or some kind of veto group) could potentially
give rise to any outcome. This fundamental theoretic problem was initially seen to be
associated only with democratic processes, and numerous objections to its validity were
raised (Shepsle 1979). In particular, ‘neo-institutionalists’ argued that coalitional
decision-making typically takes place in a restricted domain or game, the ‘institution’ that
forbids or restricts chaos. Game theorists have in recent years used this insight to model
almost all aspects of political choice. William Riker’s (1980) response to this neo-
institutional argument was that those agents who are neglected by the political institution
may rise up and destroy the conventions that define the institution. In precisely this
fashion during Condorcet’s lifetime did a coalition destroy the Bastille, and then the
institutions of the ancien regime. Riker (1986) also suggested that the initial move to
destroy an institution often takes the form of an ‘heresthetic’ manoeuvre to transform the
beliefs of a new political coalition. For example, Lincoln’s interpretation in 1860 of the
significance for free labour of the Dred Scott decision of the US Supreme Court
contributed to the collapse of the Democratic political coalition in 1860. Lincoln’s
election (by a plurality of the popular vote, not a majority) brought on the secession of
the Southern states, and then the Civil War (Schofield 1999a). Although the Democratic
Party coalition had been threatened in the past, the apparently insignificant event of the
Dred Scott decision catalysed a total transformation in the political institutions of the
USA.

It is the belief of this writer that the chaos generated by coalition instability is a
fundamental feature of political life. This is not to say that stability is impossible. To
pursue Riker’s argument, it is probable that the following sequence characterises all
social evolution:

(a) During a period of chaos a dictator, or Architect of Order, arises, who through some
form of institutional innovation is able to put in place certain rules or conventions.

(b) Co-operation is possible within such a framework, and slow evolution (possibly
associated with economic growth) occurs. Periods with such stable characteristics are
often studied by economic historians in order to determine the determinants of growth.
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(c) A quandary, or element of dissatisfaction, makes itself apparent, and prophets of
chaos make themselves heard.

(d) Various coalitions with the power to destroy or change the institution come into
being. The rationality of the institution is then threatened, precisely because the
coalitions are mutually antagonistic. Behaviour becomes chaotic, in the sense that it
becomes impossible to predict what will happen.

() Who will become the ‘new’ Architect of Order cannot be determined during the
period of coalitional chaos. The rules or conventions that are put in place to reestablish
the institution will also be impossible to predict.

In what follows, | shall attempt to illustrate the above sequence of events both from the
historical record and from the recent political past. In some cases it will be possible to
ascribe the success of the Architect of Order to what has been termed a ‘belief
cascade’ (Denzau and North 1994). The driving force behind a belief cascade will often
consist of two parts: (i) exhaustion on the part of coalitions as they see the impossibility
of attaining their ends, and (ii) a new belief or convention that makes sense with respect
to the recent past, and holds out the prospect of co-operation, or at least stability for the
future.

As a first illustration, consider again the lead-up to the American Civil War. In my
view, period (a) is 17847, when it became obvious that the Articles of Confederation
were inadequate. The Federalist Papers (1787) by Hamilton, Jay and Madison presented
a case for a Federal Union. Those disagreements among the members of the
Constitutional Congress were eventually overcome (see Riker (1995) for an excellent
discussion) partly because of the fear of foreign aggression by France and Spain
(Schofield 2001). Economic growth and expansion continued apace after 1787 but the
quandary created by the compromise over slavery became more pronounced. | would
identify John Quincy Adams as the predominant prophet of chaos in the period 18404, in
his efforts to overcome the gag rule. As mentioned above, Lincoln’s speeches created a
belief cascade. His election in 1860 induced the chaos of the Civil War. | believe it would
be impossible to predict from the vantage point of 1840 the future sequence of events.

As a second illustration, consider again Condorcet and the French Revolution.
Economists have shown that the French fiscal institutions were much less efficient than
those of Britain. The Seven Years War (1756-1762) with Britain had almost induced
bankruptcy in France, and Turgot, the French Finance Minister, had attempted to act as
Architect of Order in the mid-1770s to reform French finances. The choice by the French
King, Louis XVI, in 1776 to aid the American colonies led directly to the French
bankruptcy of 1789, and the need for calling the Estates General. In the middle of the
Revolution, Condorcet had also attempted to act as Architect of Order, to construct a
constitutional monarchy. This was swept away by the coalitional chaos of the Terror.
Finally Napoleon came to power; new fiscal institutions were rapidly put in place, and the
French army overran most of Europe.

In my view, the reason Napoleon was eventually defeated was because the British had
a longer period to develop an efficient fiscal state. As North and Weingast (1989) have
noted, the Glorious Revolution of 1688 brought into being a new constitutional
convention between Parliament and the Crown. Brewer (1988) has shown how the taxing
and borrowing ability of Britain developed rapidly from 1688 to 1783. | suggest that 1688
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was causally preceded by a major chaotic event, namely the Civil War of 1641-9. Clearly
this war was the consequence of a belief cascade over the proper relationship between the
crown and the people. Moreover, this cascade created the context within which Oliver
Cromwell became Lord Protector of the Common Wealth. | would see Cromwell as both
prophet of chaos and Architect of Order. It is hardly surprising that Hobbes (1651) wrote
Leviathan at this time.

For a more recent example, consider events from 1918 to 1949. Surely the chaos in
Weimar Germany and in Russia in 1918 was due to coalition instability. The dictators of
the interwar years came to power through ‘belief cascades’ that threatened the
fundamental liberal belief in the compatibility of economic efficiency and democracy. In
1936, John Maynard Keynes clearly saw that new institutions were needed to reduce
coalitional instability at the international level. Though his precise recommendations
were not followed, his warnings as a prophet of chaos were heeded. The Marshall Plan,
and then the institutions of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, did
maintain stability until about 1972. In the 1970s, coalitional instability of lesser or greater
intensity occurred in most developed countries. Prophets of chaos such as Beer (1982)
and Olson (1982) again speculated that democracy and efficiency could not both be
maintained. In fact, new market institutions were put in place after 1980 and chaos in the
West was avoided (Schofield 1999b). The success of these institutions in turn generated
an unstoppable belief cascade in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in 1989. The asset
crash in Russia in 1998 was just one delayed manifestation of this belief cascade.
Although there have been Architects of Order aplenty in Russia over the last ten years, no
one has had any idea about how to impose efficient fiscal institutions in the absence of
stable political institutions. It would also seem plausible that the breakdown of Soviet
hegemony in Eastern Europe has led, indirectly, to the devastating coalition chaos of the
Balkans.

I have written very little here about the role of political coalitions in maintaining
democratic stability. The early work by Riker (1962) suggested that minimal winning
coalition governments would be stable. It is true that some countries (such as Austria)
have experienced fairly stable minimal winning coalition governments. On the other
hand, it was noted over twenty years ago that surplus (or supra majority) as well as
minority governments are very common in Europe. Trying to ascertain the determinants
of parliamentary coalition formation and duration has proved to be a difficult theoretical
and empirical problem. While it is plausible that certain types of political institutions can
maintain stability, it is as well to remember the events in Italy in 1992 before making
pronouncements on this topic. Prior to 1992, scholars were divided over whether Italy
was unstable (government lasted on average less than twelve months) or stable (since the
Christian Democrat Party (DC) was always in power). It was not realised generally prior
to 1992 that the DC was essentially involved in a power-sharing arrangement with the
Mafia. Key elements of the DC, with their Mafia allies, engaged in vigorous predatory
activities. Indeed, the DC appears to have maintained power by bribery. This system
collapsed in 1992 thanks to the extraordinary bravery of a small number of magistrates.

It is not impossible that the current financial shambles in Asia is due to a political
economic institution in Japan, which is similar to the one just described in Italy. The
dominant Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) is factionalised (just like the DC was in Italy).
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These factions compete politically in a fashion that requires large infusions of money.
The natural source comprises major banks, other financial institutions and corporations.
Since the post office functions as a mechanism to borrow money at zero interest from the
people, the LDP dominant faction is able to loan money freely, and be paid privately for
so doing. It is hardly surprising that the property market boomed and then eventually
crashed. Such bubbles are examples of economic rather than political coalitional
instability. In this case, economic chaos was induced by what appeared to be a stable
political institution.

While this essay has been very speculative, its intention has been to suggest just how
important was Kenneth Arrow’s insight. Contrary to the attitudes of some economic
historians, and of game-theoretically inclined institutional modellers, it would appear that
chaos is a fundamental aspect of the evolution of the system of general rules, the
‘constitution’, that defines both political and economic institutions.
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Christian democracy

Christian democracy is a political movement that is distinct from its main competitors by
virtue of its specific model of social and economic policy and because it has electorally
profited from the salient religious cleavage (see CLEAVAGES) in Western Europe. The
contemporary Christian democratic PARTIES are the heirs of the Catholic parties that
mobilised roughly between 1870 and 1914 and assumed important political positions in
the inter-war period in Austria, Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands and, to a lesser
extent, in Italy and France.

Catholic political mobilisation was both a response to the threat of LIBERALISM and
socialism, and a project to combine these two. It was also an attempt to distance political
Catholicism from the disadvantageous alliances with monarchists and extreme
conservatives. At first, these parties were the political representatives of what Whyte
(1981) has called ‘closed Catholicism’, which was characterised by explicit clerical
involvement in the political and social organisation of the Catholic population and the
existence of an exclusively Catholic party with strong links to Catholic SOCIAL
MOVEMENTS, particularly the TRADES UNIONS. These parties were to varying
degrees confessional parties, explicitly established in defence of the Catholic interest,
with a direct link to the church, and primarily aimed at building and preserving the
political unity of all Catholics. Between the late nineteenth century and the Second World
War, Catholic parties matured from essentially CLASS-distinctive (middle-class and
upper-class) confessional movements, with little interest in social policy, to cross-class,
a-confessional people’s parties with an articulate social concern (Fogarty 1957).

The contrast between modern Christian democracy on the one hand and political
Catholicism, denominational political parties or confessional politics on the other is
highlighted by the former’s emphasis on the independent lay responsibility for applying
Christian principles to the realm of politics. Christian democracy has been open both to
different denominations and to secular influences, and has explicitly dissociated itself
from too direct an attachment to the churches (Van Kersbergen 1995) (see STATE,
RELATIONS OF CHURCH TO).

The religious inspiration of Christian democratic parties has distinguished them from
conservative or secular centre parties, but also from liberalism and SOCIAL
DEMOCRACY in a number of respects. First, typical were distinctive beliefs with
respect to issues that concern private morality, such as divorce, abortion and euthanasia.
Second, Christian democratic parties differed from conservative parties in their social
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concern. Third, the consistently pro-European integration point of view has diverged
considerably from other political movements, and from British conservatism in particular.

The key concept of Christian democratic social and political theory has been
‘SUBSIDIARITY’, which derives its specific and current meaning in relation to other
concepts such as ‘personalism’, ‘SOLIDARITY’, ‘PLURALISM’ and ‘distributive
justice’. As is well known, subsidiarity was first introduced in the social encyclical
Quadragesimo Anno (1931). Christian democrats subsequently developed this concept
into an elaborate political theory of modern democratic government. Contemporary
Christian democrats share the conviction that each private, semi-private or semi-public
association or institution of society performs indispensable moral, social and economic
tasks. In principle, a government should be disinclined to take over the responsibility for
these tasks. However, the principle of subsidiarity prescribed that political action was
mandatory whenever ‘lower social organs’ failed to perform their duties. Under such
conditions, the state had the obligation to intervene in moral, social and economic
relations by offering temporary support with a view to restoring the SOVEREIGNTY of
social associations and their capacity to perform adequately in accordance with their
natural and organic function.

With respect to social and economic policy, subsidiarity functioned historically both as
an encouragement of public intervention and as a justification of non-intervention or even
of discontinuing previously initiated policies. In this specific sense, Christian democratic
parties tended to be dynamic and historically sensitive, yet open-ended in their moral,
social and economic policies.

On the Christian democratic account, ‘solidarity’ was primarily defined as the attempt
to realise harmony between various social groups and organisations with opposed
interests. The search for societal ‘INTEGRATION’ and accommodation in a plural
society has characterised the social and political practice of Christian democratic parties
to a large extent. The social Catholic notion of “personalism’ constituted a distinctive
theory of social justice, that—rather than balancing rights and duties—fundamentally
underscored a moral obligation to help the ‘weak’, ‘poor’, ‘lower strata’ or whoever
might have been in need for help. This helps to explain the Christian democratic
attachment to the transfer-oriented, relatively generous WELFARE state.

It has been the ceaseless attempt of integration and reconciling a plurality of societal
groups with possibly opposed interests that has made Christian democracy distinctive.
Even within its own ranks, the Christian democratic movements included various social
organisations that had opposed social and political interests. As a result, the movements
always needed to be flexible and, therefore, continuously attempted to retain or increase
their capacity to adapt to changing circumstances and to new wishes and demands in their
venture of formulating a compromise of antagonistic interests. Christian democracy was
in this sense the embodiment of societal accommodation, or at least aspired to become so.
It has been the ‘politics of mediation’—that is, the religiously inspired, ideologically
condensed, institutionally rooted, and politically practised conviction that conflicts of
interests can and must be reconciled politically in order to restore the natural and organic
harmony of society—that has governed the social and economic practice of Christian
democracy in the postwar era and that has been one of the movement’s main electoral
assets.
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At the end of the twentieth century—a century in which Christian democracy emerged,
matured, flourished and helped establish the welfare state—the movement appears in
trouble. The decline of power of the movement in Western Europe has a structural and a
contingent component. The cause of the structural downfall is not only found in the
process of secularisation, but also in the demise of the politics of mediation. Under
favourable economic conditions, the Christian democratic parties pursued a strategy of
social policy that was capable of generating a payoff between opposed interests and that
reinforced their social and economic power. However, the beneficial conditions for such
a politics of mediation were disappearing in the 1980s and 1990s as the financial sources
that facilitated the accommodation of interests were becoming scarce. The effects of
these developments became clear in the 1990s when the embedding of the politics of
mediation in political institutions and social coalitions started to erode. This generated a
context in which it became increasingly difficult to appeal to religious and non-religious
voters alike, as a result of which electoral support is steadily declining.
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citizens’ juries

Citizens’ juries are a response to generally low levels of public participation and the
perception that a passive and ill-informed citizenry fails to consider issues in any depth
(Coote and Lenaghan 1997; Stewart et al. 1994; Crosby 1995). They comprise a small
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group of citizens (normally from ten to twenty people), chosen so as to be socially
representative, who are asked to take an informed, longer term and impartial view of an
issue. They answer a question posed by the organisers, who typically consult the sponsors
of the jury and other potential stakeholders when framing it. Jurors are paid to participate
in a process that typically lasts from two to three days. During this period they receive
written and oral evidence from a range of sources. They can cross-examine witnesses and
call for more information. They discuss the issues among themselves. Trained facilitators
help jurors through the issues, and proceedings are chaired by a moderator. Typically
juries achieve a consensus, although they can resort to majority voting. There are
significant variations in practice between the USA and the UK (Crosby et al. 1997), and
between citizens’ juries and German planning cells (Renn 1984).

While citizens’ juries could be used to make important decisions, this might generate
tensions, because they could override elected bodies that can be held accountable by
citizens. For this reason, juries typically make recommendations, to which sponsors
should make a formal response. Citizens’ juries are usually a form of consultation rather
than part of a move to DIRECT DEMOCRACY. Central and local government in Europe
make increasing use of them, although concerns are expressed about their relatively high
costs compared to other methods of consultation, among other problems (Armour 1995).
They do have distinct advantages, however. Jurors should be well-informed, whereas
ordinary citizens may not be; they are socially representative, whereas other forms of
consultation may be dominated by special interests; and they have opportunities to debate
and deliberate not available to other citizens.

Citizens’ juries help overcome the paradox of PARTICIPATION (that it is not
worthwhile for rational individuals to participate in democracies when this is likely to
have a very low chance of altering the outcome) by paying jurors and making the jury
small, thus increasing the potential impact of each member. The danger is that the more
citizens’ juries carry out the consultation function, the less citizens will be prone to
participate in other contexts. To make it compulsory for each citizen to make his- or
herself available for citizen jury service would not fully address democratic theorists’
concern to see an active and generally well-informed citizenry.

Citizens’ juries should operate according to the norms of deliberative conceptions of
democracy (see DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY). Jurists should be impartial in their
final judgements rather than self-interested (although, in jury debates, they may represent
the viewpoint of a social group with a stake). They should seek to understand others’
points of view, treating their claims as having equal a priori validity, rather than
evaluating them from a biased baseline. Thus, the jury’s judgements should be based
impartially upon valid evidence and on whether a compelling ethical case can be made.
Second, none should be disadvantaged in group discussion by social stigma associated
with gender, CLASS, age and so on. Third, the jury should attempt to resolve differences
and come to a consensus on the common good or the right course of action. This
conception implies that organisers have to be very careful to ensure that proceedings are
not dominated by individual jurors, so that all can have a say. Given the time constraints,
it may be very difficult for the jury fully to consider all the evidence they wish to see, to
work thoroughly through the arguments and to listen to all points of view. There are
deeper problems with the conception of deliberative democracy. First, the rationalistic
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conception of debate limits the possibilities for using a number of significant forms of
political discourse: emotional appeals, personal narratives, claims linked to historical
precedent or to identity. Second, the drive to achieve consensus through impartial debate
can veil deep-seated social antagonisms that might better be exposed.

Some conceive deliberation as ideally being free from strategising and inequalities in
power, approaching the Habermasian ideal speech situation. Arguably the sponsors, and
those who organise the jury have too much power for this to be possible. They set the
agenda, although juries can sometimes modify the question posed. The jury may not be
able to consider aspects of the question they find important, or to call into question
structures, institutions and resource inequalities that frame the issues. In practice, juries
considering planning issues and resource distribution (the bread and butter of citizens’
juries in Europe) are often called on by organisers to choose between sets of options all of
which could be regarded as far from ideal (Local Government Management Board 1997,
Mclver 1998). In effect, their forced choices legitimate framing decisions made by
others, providing a veneer of democracy. Second, sponsors and organisers largely control
the written information provided and the set of witnesses called, although juries are
sometimes allowed to alter things at the margin. Third, there is the possibility that
individuals or groups that wish to make representations to the jury cannot do so, either
because of resource constraints generated by the time-intensive and rationalistic style of
the proceedings or because they are not called.

Less pressure should be applied to juries to achieve consensus. ‘Hung’ juries, minority
judgements and recommendations to reframe the question should be regarded as
respectable outcomes. This should go along with giving jurors the time to do the job
properly, even if this costs sponsors more. Juries should be made more open to those who
wish to bear witness and more power should be given to the jury to explore information
in ways that are not tightly controlled by the organisers. As more and more citizens
become competent users of the Internet, the use of electronic forums to allow witnesses
to air their position at low cost might help. Computer databases with links that can be
explored by the jury and other participants would often be a useful way of opening up
access to INFORMATION. Although organisers would have to have some responsibility
for such databases, concerned groups and individuals should be relatively free to add
information and links, and should be able to appeal to a regulatory authority when they
are not allowed to do so.

See also:
citizenship; civic virtue; communication; deliberative democracy; information; justice;
media
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HUGH WARD

citizenship

Citizenship denotes the condition of being a citizen. The concept of citizenship is
somewhat more than two and a half thousand years old, and has survived periods of
eclipse to endure as a central and resilient component of Western political thought
(Clarke 1994). The etymology of citizenship is unclear but the word is Latin in origin,
and was settled in its present form by the early Middle Ages when it came to signify the
legal status, associated with the granting of economic liberties and capacities, and
IMMUNITIES AND PROTECTIONS, of the townsman or burgess.

Human beings describe themselves in various ways, and “citizen’ as a descriptive term
is the main political predicate applied to persons. To be a citizen is to be a member of a
more or less self-contained political unit such as a modern state; citizenship is the
institution which indicates a person’s position and status vis-a-vis the wider institutional
framework of her or his political community. The form of citizenship is always tripartite,
comprising a person, the institutional matrix of her or his political community, and the
terms of that relationship. The substance of those terms are citizenship’s affective,
political and legal dimensions, arousing construals of the citizen as, respectively, a
member of an affective community (involving important senses of belonging and
communal identity); a contributing participant in the collective DECISION-MAKING
processes of the polity; and, finally, the holder of legal personality and bearer of publicly
enforceable RIGHTS and DUTIES subject to the jurisdiction of the polity. While the
meanings, practices and relative emphases of these aspects of citizenship show subtle
shifts over time, it can nonetheless be said that the co-presence of these three is what
distinguishes citizenship conceptually from cognate statuses such as subject, denizen and
national, where one or more aspect may be absent.

A deeply entrenched strand in the notion of, and expectations surrounding, citizenship
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is occluded by its etymology: subscription to a common moral or ethical order. That
strand probably goes back to the sixth century BC in the Greek polis (the first clear
example is to be found in Dracon, the Archon of Athens) and to the third or fourth
centuries BCE in Roman religious ceremonies, where to be a citizen was to be a familial
member of a recognised religion. Along with its historically constant use as a device
marking which social discriminations should catalyse political, legal, and economic
privileges, citizenship in modern times has become imbued with egalitarian connotations
and come to stand as the paradigmatic institutional political expression of the
fundamental moral EQUALITY of persons. In this aspirational sense, citizenship is held
to embody full membership of a given political community, as evoked by Marshall’s ‘the
right to share to the full in the social heritage and to live the life of a civilised being
according to the standards prevailing in the society’ (Marshall 1950:14). It is useful to
keep in mind the differences between citizenship’s positive (that is, legally established)
character and its normative and theoretical character, and also to be alert to the frequent
use of the word ‘citizenship’ to gesture approvingly towards some inchoate sense of full
social inclusion.

History

Citizenship’s beginnings are located in the shift from ‘warrior’ societies to agricultural
and commercial societies in ancient Greece and the development of the communal
decision-making spaces of the polis or city state (initially a hilltop citadel). Although
citizenship was reserved to a minority of the population (and an exclusively masculine
minority), it permitted and expected active and direct PARTICIPATION by that
citizenry. Solon, the lawgiver of Athens, is the exemplar: he created citizenship by
allowing certain members of tribes and social classes to have some say in Athenian law-
making, and also insisted on some duties from all citizens (Socrates, for instance, was
tried by the whole citizenry rather than some subset of it). This established for the first
time the idea of an active commitment to the common good of the community as the
politically dominant form of allegiance, as distinct from the tribal and other restricted
affiliations of Homeric Greece or the rule of the great hierarchic bureaucracies in the
Near East of antiquity. With the exception of some periods of tyranny, this general model
of vibrant participatory political life, suffused with a conflation of CIVIC VIRTUE with
moral excellence, applied to ancient Athens for several centuries.

In Rome, by contrast, we have the spectacle of an Empire created on the basis of
citizenship deployed as the continuation of politics by other means. Roman citizenship
laws differentiated in two ways: first, there were multiple grades of citizenship, bearing
different schedules of burdens and capacities, and secondly, there was selective
incorporation, or differentiation between people(s) in the distribution of those
citizenships. Citizenship was therefore a finely honed policy with which to engender
moral and political allegiance and expand fiscal capacity. With the passage of time
enfranchisement expanded, later being conditionally offered to all peoples of the Empire,
and though its practical import was variable it was not negligible, as illustrated in the
Christian tradition of Paul the Apostle, who needed merely to declare his Roman
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citizenship in order to prevent his scourging by a tribune of the occupying Roman force
in Palestine (Acts XXI11:21-9).

With the fall of Rome the concept of citizenship fell largely into disuse, being replaced
by a feudal order built upon chains of personal allegiances, serfdom and monastic orders.
Its revival began with the revival of the European cities and the rediscovery and
dissemination of classical texts, particularly Justinian’s Corpus luris Civilis, from the
eleventh century onwards. Early cities flourished in Italy, Germany and the Low
Countries and a little later in France and England, and with these arose merchants, guilds
and corporations. These burghers were free of bondage, and the function of their elected
leaders was primarily to protect and serve, rather than to govern. The principal drive was
entrepreneurial and FREEDOM from feudalistic trammels was necessary to that end (a
popular maxim of the time, with local equivalents across northwestern parts of Europe,
was ‘town air makes free’). The protection and safety mounted for the free man, together
with the cultural movement re-engaging with classical jurisprudence and political
philosophy, gave rise to an early revitalised notion of the citizen. In northwest Europe,
where towns and cities were still exceptional and locked in reciprocal (albeit negotiable)
relations with the dominant political units, which remained kingdoms, duchies and so on,
the notion of the citizen never quite fought free of its economic burgher-like links, but in
Italy, whose cities were often truly self-governing and not subordinate to external powers,
republican movements arose in the so-called ‘civic humanism’ or civic
REPUBLICANISM of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, in which membership of a
city was an important and onerous status, usually entailing burdens such as terms in the
local militia and other PUBLIC SERVICE.

With the reconfiguration of political AUTHORITY across Europe resulting in the
centralised territorial modern state and the rise of monarchical absolutism, citizenship as
orienting the imaginary suffered a decline, and political theory and practice focused on
what was now taken to be the politically definitive relationship: that between subject(s)
and monarch(s). Substantial economic and social changes over the early modern period,
and in particular the development of modern CAPITALISM and the shift described as the
move from status to contract, meant that the reinvigoration of the citizen in the decades
immediately preceding the French Revolution of 1789, with its self-conscious adoption of
classical motifs as filtered through Rousseau, had nevertheless to engage with the
prevailing temper. This temper was increasingly individualistic and tended to see persons
as goal-oriented actors embedded in social and moral frameworks more comprehensive
than the comparatively small-scale and self-contained ethical and political worlds of the
Athenian or Florentine state. The emphases which have structured citizenship since are
evident in this, its second wave: the stress on rights, especially those whose object is
freedom or liberty; on the equality of those rights (Paine 1937); and on the role of
nationalism or other kinds of communal SOLIDARITY in grounding the justifications
and allocations of the rights.

Citizenship’s rearticulation with the social stratifications of the modern world was
analysed by T.H.Marshall in an influential discussion of the historical relationship
between citizenship and social CLASS in England (Marshall 1950). Citizenship, he
argued, had been cumulatively enriched in a clear evolutionary trajectory, from the
widespread grant of civil rights, won largely in the eighteenth century, through political
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rights, won largely in the nineteenth, to the socioeconomic rights distinctive of the
twentieth century. By these means, citizenship, Marshall claimed, had mitigated the
social frictions of modern capitalism by providing an alternative allocative rationale,
across some domains of life, to the harsh rigour of the price mechanism. Although this
historical excursus is neither a general model nor a general theory of citizenship, it is
frequently observed that the account is (a) anglocentric, and of limited comparative
applicability: in particular the development of citizenship in some other settings (for
example, Third World countries) diverges significantly, in that political
INDIVIDUALISM is the last element to arise, if it arises at all, and social citizenship is
the primary element; and (b) has a gender bias, since it is the gradual enfranchisement of
the males of the population that is taken as the relevant measure to track citizenship’s
development. The analysis is a lucid expression of the interpretations of, and aspirations
regarding, citizenship that were current in mid-twentieth century Western European
WELFARE nation-states.

At the close of the twentieth century, however, the increasing salience of international
governmental organisations, the establishment of international retributive justice,
increasing economic and environmental interdependence (and externalising of harms),
the liberalization of capital markets and accelerating mobility of populations (in short,
GLOBALISATION) led to changed understandings of the scope and scale of collective
action problems and to a resurgence of interest in citizenship, especially in conceptions of
citizenship that move beyond its locus in the nation-state. Two broad avenues of thinking
are discernible, their differences hinging on the kinds of BOUNDARIES considered most
germane. The first avenue continues to assume that citizenship is territorially bounded,
relating always to status and practice within a political unit occupying an actual part of
the Earth’s territory, and here although some interest and attention has been directed to
(neo-republican and communitarian (see COMMUNITARIANISM)) notions of
citizenship within state and sub-state units, by and large the major intellectual and
practical challenges revolve around citizenship of large multipolar and pluralistic political
units such as the European Union, the continuing INTEGRATION of which has resulted
in the formal creation of citizenship for the nationals of its member-states in Article 8 of
The Treaty on European Union in 1992 (the Maastricht Treaty). The second approach
stresses citizenship as political practice: of intervention, by non-elites, in the functionally
determined competences of international (mostly regulatory) organisations, and the issues
raised within this approach relate to the practical possibilities for, and theoretical
intelligibility and coherence of, notions such as global or cosmopolitan citizenship and
COSMOPOLITAN DEMOCRACY. These emerging explorations of belonging, political
action and rights-holding beyond the nation-state are reopening and rejuvenating
questions about citizenship.

Distribution
Important questions bearing on any particular positive citizenship are its extent—how

inclusive or exclusive it is—and the normative grounds on which the relevant
discriminations are made. The most basic boundary is that dividing citizens from non-
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citizens within a given population. In most historical instances the line has been narrowly
circumscribed, making citizenship a very exclusive club. In the Athenian polis, for
example, the citizen body was generally about 20 per cent of the population and never
reached much above that. Its normative grounds of exclusion tend also to affront modern
sensibilities: women, aliens, metics (resident aliens), male prostitutes and the diverse
kinds of slaves were all held to lack the moral AUTONOMY and rationality that were the
essential credentials for the playing of an institutional role in the organised politics of the
community.

Today, masculinity and substantial property ownership are not in themselves deemed
necessary and sufficient justification for the granting of citizenship. The primary
determinants for the positive bestowal of citizenship are birth within the polity’s
territorial precincts, or jus soli, and/or birth to an antecedent line of citizens, or jus
sanguinis (i.e. citizenship on grounds of soil or blood respectively); or, of course,
naturalisation. Modern states combine these in citizenship laws, but vary significantly in
their manner of doing so. France and Germany provide striking examples: French law has
a strong presumption favouring jus soli, while German law leans powerfully toward jus
sanguinis, reflecting different traditions of thought about whether citizenship primarily
betokens belonging to a civil association or an ethnos (Brubaker 1992).

Within the body of citizens, citizenship may be a condition establishing formal
equality, or a formal recognition of inequality. In recent history, as Marshall indicated, it
has ringfenced a zone within which all persons are to be treated as equals not only
despite, but precisely on account of, the extraneous social and economic inequalities
disfiguring relations between them: so, all citizens equally are under the rule of law and
are treated equally by it, and each citizen has one vote and not more than one vote in
electoral procedures. ‘Second-class citizen’ has become a self-evident complaint.

By contrast, classical Greek citizenship had some hierarchical elements, and
citizenship both in the Roman Empire and in the early European Renaissance was built
on minute gradations of status and accompanying privilege, with an inverse relationship
between the desirability of these grades of citizenship and their distributional compass:
the better, the fewer. Allocations of citizenship(s) therefore acknowledged, legitimated
and consolidated inequalities, though in ways which yoked them partly to the public
weal.

Another phenomenon not unusual in classical and medieval times, and re-emerging
from obsolescence in the twenty-first century, is multiple citizenship. Dual citizenship (of
two nation-states) is a condition known, somewhat reluctantly tolerated, and in the latter
half of the twentieth century regulated, by modern states, but the prospect of persons
holding two or more citizenships of distinct political communities at different levels of
(non-federal) political organisation has begun to be reality with developments in the
European Union, whose grant of voting and other rights to EU citizens effective when in
a member state other than their ‘own’ echoes the classical Greek practice of isopolity
(Riesenberg 1992:52).

But why should the actual distribution of citizenship matter? Contrary to widespread
belief, it is not the qualifying condition for most of the entitlements and duties associated
with it. As a result of developments in international law and convention, the developed
states by and large accord these rights and benefits either to all persons within their
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territorial jurisdiction without remainder, or to several categories of person including (but
not exclusively) their citizens. Generally, western European states commonly hold only
the following rights and duties to require citizenship as a prerequisite: voting in national
elections, eligibility to stand as a candidate in national elections, full rights of access to
public office, right to a passport, obligation to undertake military service, freedom of
entry and right of residence. Access to ‘fundamental’ or *human’ rights, traditional civil
liberties and social and economic rights, and liability to taxation, have either become or
are well on the way to being entirely detached from the holding of citizenship status
(Gardner 1994). The significance of contemporary citizenship thus lies in (1) citizens’
being able to enter and stay in a territory within which the entitlements apply, by right
and not, as is the case for non-citizens, by administrative discretion; and (2) citizens
having the capacity to determine, by exercising the political rights reserved to them
alone, the major decisions of the polity including the contours of that administrative
discretion and the responsibilities the polity will undertake to assume with regard to non-
citizens within and outside its jurisdiction.

Citizenship therefore remains a powerful mechanism of political control. Persons
lacking any citizenship may have difficulty pursuing their fundamental rights for lack of
respondents; they will certainly lack effective guarantors, and the plight of the stateless
person is far from enviable (see STATELESSNESS). Moreover, the harms occasioned by
the stripping of citizenship are not only consequential. Since it is inextricably bound up
with possibilities for individual and collective self-determination, and affirmation of
persons as full agents in the collective affairs of the polity, to deny or take away
citizenship is to deny central aspects of basic humanity.

Quality

Evaluations of citizenship’s quality and calibre have been at the heart of political
philosophy and can be expected to remain of abiding concern, not least because in the last
analysis it is the vigour of citizenship and the openness of its potentialities that decides
the difference between polities whose democratic pretensions are well founded and those
whose are not (benevolent technocratic despotisms, for example). The cultural and
affective preconditions for effective citizenship are also questions that will come
increasingly to the fore as political structures of transnational reach continue to
proliferate.

Citizenship is the criterion of as well as the precondition for democracy. There are two
broad models of contemporary citizenship, founded on what are often thought to be the
contrary imperatives with which citizenship is shot through, and which supply a tension
between (active) participation in public affairs on the one hand and (passive) enjoyment
of rights and entitlements on the other. If citizenship’s original Athenian essence is the
notion and practice of self-government, the exercise of self-governing has generated its
greatest progeny: the establishing of the rights and duties that enable self-government to
reproduce itself. So perhaps at root the tension is, rather, a dialectical tangle needing to be
teased apart, but it has spawned a variety of reflections on the ‘republican’ and the
‘liberal’ ideal types of citizenship. LIBERALISM has, on the whole, had the ascendancy
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in Western political thought and practice.

Republican conceptions of citizenship (tracing their source ultimately to
Avristotelianism) tend to favour a high degree of mobilisation, with active participation in
the collective affairs of the political community, a stress on other-regarding behaviour
and positive POLITICAL OBLIGATION to fellow citizens, founded on a ‘thick’ social
ontology, an assumption of cultural homogeneity and conflation of ‘community’ and
‘polity’, and an ethos which posits citizenship, properly understood, as the highest
pinnacle of human flourishing. Liberal conceptions, by contrast, see citizenship (as
indeed political life generally) as instrumental to and subordinate to persons’ basic moral
standing as individual and free members of humanity, give greater weight to negative
rights than positive duties, and assume communities inherently heterogeneous internally
and in need of a sustainable and so ‘thin’ ethic of the good and, behaviourally, a public or
civic culture of tolerance and civility rather than active concern.

The major objections to be levelled at republican citizenship are (1) that it requires
levels of personal motivation and participation from all citizens that are overly
burdensome and corrosive of individual freedom; (2) that it assumes and requires degrees
of social homogeneity and conformity implausible outside small communities (and
perhaps undesirable altogether); (3) worse, that where motivation and conformism are
deficient persons should be subject to programmes of motivational and ideological
remedial engineering, as with Rousseau’s prudential advocacy of a “civil religion’; and
(4) the notion that one’s possibilities for moral merit as a person largely or wholly depend
on one’s performance as a citizen—a view which goes back to Aristotle (Aristotle
1957:176-83)—strikes many people as not only eccentric but repugnant.

The major objections to liberal conceptions are that (1) its relegation (in some versions,
verging on disavowal) of duties and obligations, and positive rights, makes it
irresponsibly self-regarding and provides only an arid sense of community; (2) its
tendency to identify the exercise of citizenship with infrequent and low-cost activity such
as voting in national ELECTIONS constricts citizenship to a puny status increasingly
evacuated of any real power and meaning; (3) these taken together render citizenship too
threadbare and anodyne to provide the motivational and normative energy required to
maintain a flourishing self-governing polity; and (4) the PUBLIC-PRIVATE
DISTINCTION on which the liberal conception is founded has theoretical and conceptual
shortcomings and undesirable social and political consequences.

A more adequate account of citizenship would fashion a thicker conception, with
attention more equally weighted between rights and duties, and with more recognition of
the positivity of both. It would veer towards a broad liberalism and a thin republicanism,
attempting to capture the best while sacrificing the worst of each tradition (Clarke 1996).
The first steps towards a robust and improved conception must involve a re-examination
of the ‘public-private’ divide, greater sophistication in understanding political identity
and self-definition and mechanisms of solidarity in pluralistic societies, and a
foreswearing of the ideational straitjackets which too often bind us to notions of
citizenship which are imprecise, impoverished and hidebound.
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civic virtue

Civic virtue refers to the quality(ies) of a good citizen. The principal of these, stated
Aristotle, is a readiness to participate actively, to ensure the rule of law in any society
(see LAW, RULE OF). Its converse is APATHY. The precise nature of the activity
required has changed as the context has changed. Four major contexts have required
different virtues. These were the Athenian city-state, the Roman Empire, the nation-state
and the post-national regional/ global polity. At the end of the twentieth century, the
Roman and nation-state emphasis on the citizen as warrior in defence of his community
(virtus (manly)+civis (community)) has become no longer adequate to maintain a stable
democratic rule of law. Returning to favour now is the original Athenian notion of
efficient excellence in participating in the relevant procedures of ruling (arete). ‘Civic
virtue’ is a term that implies “civility” (Pettit 1997).
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History and development

What made a man a good citizen in Athens was participating actively in ruling the polity,
particularly through the exercise of an equal vote. Obedience to the law (being ruled) was
not essential. Demanding ACCOUNTABILITY from decision makers was paramount. In
Pericles, virtue included a readiness to fight and die in defence of those democratic
procedures and rules of the polity against any actions or ideas that threatened it. This
marked the beginning of an abiding notion of civic virtue in democracies. The highest
virtue was a defence of the patrimony of democracy handed down as a heritage by the
fathers of the community against anyone who did not accept it either internally or
externally. When the polity was defined as the community of kin but excluded foreigners,
women and workers because they could not by nature share such values, civic virtue as
the defence of democracy became an exclusive rather than an inclusive quality.

Under the Roman Empire, the privilege of citizenship was extended to foreigners
because they had fought for Rome. According to Cicero, they were given only passive
benefits and not democratic participation. This privilege, accorded to the warrior
defenders of the community, continued to be central when the nation-state emerged in the
fifteenth century. Machiavelli insisted on Roman virtue as wilful reason, and Rousseau
insisted on a fierce loyalty to the nation and its political arrangements. The refrain of the
French revolutionary anthem runs: ‘to arms, citizens, form your battalions’. This
confusion of virtue and defence of the national patrimony continued in Mill and had
become a constant theme by the twentieth century (Cohen 1985).

Equating civic virtue with commitment to the national heritage became increasingly
difficult as new states created in the nineteenth century comprised many ethnic
MINORITIES and the enemy without became easily confused with the enemy within.
Early attempts to exterminate difference and create a homogeneous national citizenry
(Renan 1992) provoked opposition to the state and the establishment of rights to different
private worlds. Benjamin Constant in 1819 pointed out that ancient virtues were
inappropriate in the large nation-state. Rather, the state was called to account by its
citizens in a renewed emphasis on liberty and democracy as procedures. Further, to
sustain this control from below it was recognised that minimal economic, social,
educational and health standards were required for all. Obligation to fight in defence of
the national community and to oppose a tyrannical state was complemented with the
notion that each citizen had to be his brothers’ and then his sisters’ keeper (Bobbio 1990).
This meant increased subordination to the state and a greater emphasis on the virtue of a
mild rather than a warrior-like attitude to those who were different (Dagger 1997).

With the development after 1945 of regional trading blocs and polities like the
European Union, the need to accept difference further fostered the replacement of the
fierce values of AUTONOMY and strong reason by those of interdependence and weak
reason. The notion that virtue meant care for ones’ different neighbour, who had rights
without belonging to the national community, became law in documents like the
Maastricht treaty (ss8) and was promoted by the United Nations (Global Commission
1995). Civic virtue was equated less with attachment to a democratic heritage than with
mild virtues of tolerance, trust and brotherly love. A virtuous citizen was expected not
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only to assert his/her rights against tyranny but to guarantee in different ways to others
who lived with them the equal expression of their views about the Good.

Principal ideas

In the modern state system of today, civic virtue requires contradictory qualities which
are increasingly difficult to reconcile. Since 1789 the state has been increasingly subject
to power “from below’. This democratic principle has been based on the belief that each
individual has inherent rights, the first of which is to make the laws under which he or
she lives. Together a community of individuals is the popular sovereign. This requires an
assertive stance vis-a-vis the state which makes it accountable to the citizen-individual.
Strict adhesion to rules of TRANSPARENCY are required. Any relaxation of this
assertive presence could allow a tyranny to start to reemerge.

So, more democracy in more places has been required as the world becomes more
complex and difference is increasingly juxtaposed (Bobbio 1984). An exhausting
participation in the public realm is an ideal when the original object in the nineteenth
century was to secure law making to enlarge private spaces and to restrict public activity.

Moreover, today the creation of the person able to show such virtue requires a
minimum of rights in the economic, social, health and educational realm. Without the
latter a real participation in the civil and political realm is inconceivable. But to accept an
ever-increasing list of rights as each person’s due, as has become a reality in ratified UN
conventions (Bobbio 1990; Donnelly 1993), means subordinating oneself to a spider’s
web of laws and regulations which re-empower the state machine which administers the
WELFARE state. Civic virtue oscillates between a warrior principle and a caring
principle. This creates contradictions for democratic citizens.

It is claimed that welfare creates a ‘handout’ mentality and a refusal to participate
actively in the making of the laws. Proponents of a minimalist state and the market
principle argue that civic virtue is harmed by too many laws. These supposedly lead to
confusion and the crushing of initiative. In place of the strong individual who thinks for
himself or herself increasing dependence on experts is becoming the norm.

The state as authority was once comparatively easily identified, and strong slogans in
defence of the democratic community could be maintained against it. Civic virtue was
thus easily identified. But who the community is, and what community values are, are no
longer given to ‘common sense’. Polities like the EU and most states are multi-ethnic.
This will be increasingly the pattern as GLOBALISATION promotes massive migration
of labour.

The ensuing complexity of a world with a multiplicity of identities is almost
impossible to grasp in thought. Today, the local, regional and global compete with the
national for each individual’s loyalty. To live with others who will remain different in
value systems and yet be neighbours in a global market place creates problems for the
notion of an individual whose core value is that of thinking for oneself and asserting a
fierce subjective autonomy. Such virtues spell conflict when the other lives next door.
When citizens are expected to accept culturally vying systems of reason within a political
community, the notion of community becomes much less strong and so does confidence
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in the reasonableness of one’s opinions (Bouamama 1992).

Future trends

The complexity of modern society and the distance of DECISION-MAKING from
citizens together with the feeling that risk cannot be controlled has led to widespread
APATHY, and in some places, notably Africa and the former USSR, chaos. Pessimists
argue that democracy is no longer possible in the globalised world (Zolo 1992; Kaplan
1997) and forecast a widespread adoption of the rule of experts, known as the Singapore
solution. Optimists admit that civic virtue is very ‘thin’ when loyalty is demanded to a
global polity (Falk 1996), but others point out the widespread commitment to local
politics and to SOCIAL MOVEMENTS. The United Nations and other regional
authorities like the EU promote civics campaigns designed to foster commitment to
democracy and human rights even in the global neighbourhood (Global Commission
1995).

What is ever more widely recognised is that more democracy in more places, while
necessary, is not sufficient to build civic virtue. Such commitment rests on centuries of
‘social capital’” (Putman 1992). This is developed by interaction in the public space
without any expectation of an immediate or even distant recompense: say in clubs, co-
operatives, church and other groups. It builds attitudes that are not ‘interested’ and
therefore not deterred by setbacks. They are mild, tolerant, trusting and based on
brotherly love, categories which have not had much press in the lexicon of civic virtues.
Such virtue is learnt and cannot be legislated. The Council of Europe recognised this in
recent discussions about a Bill of Obligations, insisting that these were not the same as
duties, which rest on possession of RIGHTS. Other groups have drawn up such Bills.
Civics programmes to foster such attitudes are often mooted but are not well developed.

See also:
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ALASTAIR DAVIDSON

civil disobedience

Civil disobedience is the purposeful and public defiance of an established law or norm,
undertaken with the intent of altering state policy. Among political theorists, legal
scholars and activists, however, there is considerable debate about whether civil
disobedience necessarily entails acceptance of state AUTHORITY, recognised lack of
other means of political influence, acceptance of criminal punishment or avoidance of
some degree of violence. The practice of civil disobedience, explicitly labelled as such,
has become a routinised part of the repertoire of contention for challenging movements in
the United States and throughout the West, and is often employed in the service of
democratisation movements elsewhere in the world, often with the same basic
legitimating texts. Whereas once civil disobedience was seen to be the domain of
relatively powerless groups, now numerous challengers claim powerlessness and
alienation from the political system as their justification for civil disobedience, even if
their own marginality—for example, as students or fundamentalist Christians in the
United States—is less than immediately obvious.

Civil disobedience generally involves immediate instrumental objectives, but the gains
of DIRECT ACTION are modest in the context of broader movement goals. Civil rights
activists, for example, used direct action to desegregate buses and libraries, but surely
hoped that successful efforts in one locality would obviate the need for freedom rides or
sit-ins elsewhere. Similarly, anti-nuclear weapons protestors who smash weapons
propose to begin unilateral disarmament by damaging United States nuclear weapons;
anti-abortion activists claim to take dramatic action to save a single unborn life, but
clearly hope to influence policy beyond the scope of a single clinic. Activists attempt to
influence the policy process by a symbolic interference with policy implementation.

This entry will sketch an history of civil disobedience and writing on civil
disobedience, identifying two distinct forms, one collective and at least partly
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instrumental, the other individualistic and justified by claims to some kind of ‘higher
laws’. Most of the analysis is directed to a second, collectivist mode of civil
disobedience, in which civil disobedience actions are part of a larger social and political
campaign, and justified by claims to community norms in addition to any ‘higher laws’.
Dissidents claim their authority from below as well as above. Rather than being an
appeal to outside authority, civil disobedience is often an assertion of alternate sources of
authority.

Open, principled and often political, defiance of law has a very long history, and it is
tempting to term in retrospect all cases of such activity “civil disobedience’. Greek theatre
suggests two distinct models in Antigone and Lysistrata, each carrying different political
implications. Sophocles’s Antigone buried her brother in direct defiance of city law and
royal edict. Knowing her act would be punished by death, she defiantly and openly buried
her brother, justifying her conduct with reference to divine law. In contrast,
Aristophanes’s Lysistrata tells the story of women who seek to end a war by, among
other things, refusing to sleep with their husbands until they negotiate a truce with their
enemies. By refusing to fulfil their expected roles in Athenian society, the women
effectively confront the city-state where it normally confronts them—in the home and in
the bedroom—although they harbour no interest in abstaining from sex per se. For the
women, non-co-operation is a way to begin dialogue; in effect, to enter democratic
dialogue and politics.

Comparison of these plays, as archetypes of different models of civil disobedience, is
instructive. In both cases, the protagonists are women, people normally without means,
standing or access for participation in conventional institutional politics. Lacking
institutional routes for influence as well as the physical force to overturn or reshape the
system, they attempted to exercise influence by ceasing to provide expected obedience
and compliance, and thereby tacitly supported the policies with which they quarrelled.
Confrontation with the state was direct, but on terms other than those the state chose.
Civil disobedience was politics by other means, a politics that is most attractive to those
who perceive little prospect of meaningful political influence within institutional politics.

The differences between these models of civil disobedience are equally important.
Antigone justified her act by reference to higher laws—in this case, the laws of the
gods—finding moral authority from personal relationships with the divine and her dead
brother. She defied precisely the law she found unjust, and the act in itself, burying her
brother, completed her political campaign. She acted alone, asking no support or excuse
from those around her. In contrast, Lysistrata and her allies acted collectively, and indeed
transnationally in concert with women in warring states. Authority and justification for
their claims and their action came from their relationships with each other and their
created community, and collective abstention itself was part of a larger political
campaign.

We thus have two distinct models or ideal types of civil disobedience. In one, the act is
individual, expressive, moralist and political only in the most minimal sense. In the
second, civil disobedience is one component in a larger campaign featuring numerous
other tactics; it is collective and instrumental, and it may involve violation of laws and
practices not inherently offensive. Paradoxically, in contemporary practice, the second
model is far more common, yet justifications and arguments from the first are prevalent.



A-Z 75

Henry David Thoreau’s classic essay ‘Civil Disobedience’ provides a template
definition and justification of civil disobedience that actually obfuscates understanding of
the practice. Some years after spending a night in jail for failure to pay his poll tax,
Thoreau justified his action as an attempt to disengage himself morally and politically
from a national government that allowed slavery and conducted an illegal war in Mexico.
Like Antigone, Thoreau acted alone and quite apart from the organised abolitionist and
anti-war campaigns of which he was surely aware, proclaiming himself as ultimate
authority for all actions. The political efficacy of tax resistance as a topic was of far less
interest to Thoreau than the moral inconvenience of compliance.

Thoreau’s essay, however, far outlived his action, and found its way around the globe
and into the hands of, among others, Mohandas Gandhi. Gandhi saw civil disobedience
both as political tactic and a moral instrument, and he attempted to use it for political
ends, first in a campaign against racial discrimination in South Africa, then with notably
more success in the service of a national independence campaign in India. Gandhi spoke
of ‘truth force’ (satyagraha) and explicitly emphasised negotiating with and persuading
his opponents, rather than coercing them. Despite this individualistic and moralistic
overlay, his politics was that of SOCIAL MOVEMENTS: he and his followers always
used civil disobedience as part of a larger collective action campaign with concrete
political goals. In selected protests, Gandhi filled the jails with protestors, and urged his
followers to begin developing their own political and economic support structures so as
to be able to manage ultimate independence. Through reports of Gandhi’s campaigns,
civil disobedience returned to the United States through religiously inspired peace and
civil rights activists, carried initially by the transnational pacifist group, the Fellowship of
Reconciliation.

Rosa Parks learned of Thoreau’s essay in 1955 while attending a week-long leadership
training course at the Highlander School, where she also read the US Supreme Court’s
Brown decision which banned racial segregation in public schools. Later that year, Parks
violated a Montgomery law requiring blacks to sit behind whites on public buses. Her
arrest served as a rallying point for a massive bus boycott, as well as a legal and political
challenge to laws supporting segregation in the South. The campaign also marked the
entry into political action for a young minister, Martin Luther King.

Like Gandhi, whose work he encountered in graduate school, Martin Luther King
spoke and wrote of the moral necessity of civil disobedience. He also used the tactic as
part of a larger legal, social, and political strategy for change. Success in Montgomery,
however, came not solely through the boycott, but through vindication by the United
States Supreme Court, which ruled Alabama’s bus segregation laws unconstitutional.
While King wrote appealingly about ‘higher laws’, this meant not simply divine laws of
God or nature, but also federal and constitutional laws. His civil disobedience efforts here
and elsewhere appealed to both moral and higher political authority. Importantly, civil
disobedience was never more than one tactic in a broad and integrated campaign for civil
rights and social justice.

The early civil rights movement appropriated symbols of liberal JUSTICE and
mainstream political culture, invigorating or redefining them by juxtaposition of context.
Integrated groups of activists asked to see the Declaration of Independence in segregated
libraries; men wore coats and ties and women dressed in church attire when conducting
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civil disobedience; demonstrators carried American flags in civil rights marches;
disobedients prayed, sang spirituals or recited the pledge of allegiance when awaiting
arrest, quoting the Gospels or the Founding Fathers whenever possible. No doubt this
aided the movement in gaining some element of public sympathy and winning important
support from outsiders, by defining integration as a self-evident consensual value,
endorsed by both God and the United States Constitution.

This approach effectively skirted difficult questions of political/moral authority for
disobedience, and left open to contest for subsequent civil rights campaigns and for later
movements that used civil disobedience. It was the civil rights movement’s perceived
successes with civil disobedience, however, that firmly established this form of collective
action for challenging movements in contemporary American politics. Activists for
diverse causes, including opponents of taxes, nuclear power, nuclear weapons, abortion
and pollution, employed a variety of dramatic and confrontational tactics that they called
civil disobedience, although all enjoyed less success than the civil rights movement in
reaching the public and the MEDIA and influencing elected officials.

One reason for this is that the civil rights movement, unlike later civil disobedients,
always justified its efforts in terms of national law. But activists who claim the legitimacy
of their positions, be they against war, discrimination or abortion, feel no compunction to
recognise the authority of the state, only its power. Thus, civil disobedients often describe
their actions as examples of true obedience, suggesting that the commitments to
community values take precedence over those to the state. As Jean Gump, currently in
Alderson federal prison for beating on a missile silo with a hammer, explained, ‘laws that
protect weapons are immoral, against international law, and simply must be
broken’ (quoted in Wilcox 1991:52-3).

Short-term policy changes or vindication from the legal system are only a small part of
what a civil disobedience action can achieve. Even failing legitimation from the state, a
civil disobedient may effectively contribute to a process of eroding state authority and
accreting support for alternate sources of authority. For example, local action groups
opposing nuclear power and nuclear weapons use civil disobedience not only as a
political tactic, but also to assert and build new community values. Although the activists
in what Barbara Epstein (1991) terms the ‘non-violent direct action movement’ certainly
hope to influence government policy, this is a long-term and indirect objective. More
immediately, they work to create a new culture, including ways to organise society.
Denying any separation between ends and means, their politics is based in directly
creating the kind of society in which they want to live, establishing in effect a
‘community of protest’, and juxtaposing it with the larger political world.

Groups without the power to win unambiguous victories by military force or within the
political system, those likely to choose civil disobedience, derive their greatest potential
influence by demonstrating their capacity to disrupt the practice of politics as usual. It is
not necessarily the disruptiveness of an action itself that is powerful and threatening; it is
challenging opponents in unexpected ways, and creating uncertainty about what
challengers might do in the future. This surprise and uncertainty is necessarily limited in
time, as the repetition of an action over time invariably creates some degree of
routinisation and predictability.

The increased use of civil disobedience raises important questions about the nature of
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democracy. As more diverse constituencies lose faith in conventional means of political
participation as an exclusive means of protecting their interests, non-institutional
participation will increase. The history of social protest in American politics is
cumulative, and the safe and successful employment of civil disobedience will encourage
new challengers to adopt and adapt the tactic, making effective governance and policy
reform more difficult. Paradoxically, even as increased tolerance and ritualisation of civil
disobedience practices makes protest safer, easier and more prevalent, it also makes it
less effective.
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DAVID S.MEYER

civil service

The civil service is the non-military administration of the central state. Civil servants are
paid administrators carrying out those functions which central government deems
necessary, usually constrained by constitutional law. The functions of the civil service
vary dramatically across nations and time. Civil servants are usually organised into
hierarchically governed, functionally defined departments, though some departments may
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be territorially defined. In Britain, only civilian officials in central government are known
as civil servants, but in some countries the term applies also to civilians working in the
JUDICIARY, employees of local government, public corporations, schools, universities
and other agencies. In democracies, most civil servants are permanent officials who do
not change with a new government, but they may include some ‘political appointees’ at
the head of agencies or in policy-advising capacities.

In the twentieth century, the functions of the civil service have grown and with them
the numbers employed. Exact figures are difficult to provide partly due to the different
ways in which civil servants are defined across nations, but also because since the 1980s
in many countries, many aspects of civil service duties have been passed on to the private
sector through contracting out and PRIVATISATION. Thus gross statistics on the
comparative size of the civil service can be a very misleading indicator into the
penetration of the state into citizens’ lives.

The term “civil service’ came into general use in the UK during the 1850s. It was
probably first applied to the East India Company’s non-military officials. The earliest
known use referring to officials of the state was in a Treasury letter in 1816 (Aylmer
1980:91). Sir Robert Peel used the term in 1841-2, and it appeared in an Act of
Parliament of 1853. The Northcote—Trevelyan Report of 1854 gave the term wide
circulation. It was first used in the USA in 1863 and appeared in a statute of 1871, being
deliberately borrowed from the UK. However, officials carrying out civil service duties
predate the term itself.

Today the term civil service is usually associated with the idea of BUREAUCRACY,
which always carries Weberian connotations. The idea of the civil service still conforms
to Weber’s conception of a hierarchically organised machine, with individual civil
servants cogs of the machine carrying out their functions according to sets of rules laid
down by the state. In modern democracies, any suggestion that individuals in such an
administrative system would not be appointed on merit as opposed to family connections
or funded patronage seems corrupt. In this we have the highest ideals of the civil service.
Historically, administrative structures were not so constrained. In Britain, the
Northcote—Trevelyan Report set out such principles in order to try to build a civil
service that was not suffused with patronage, and where the remuneration of civil
servants came through their salary alone and not through payment secured as perks of the
job.

Following Weber, we can say a modern bureaucracy is likely to be hierarchical,
permanent, specialised, paid and full-time, and rule-governed. Most of these aspects of
bureaucracy could be found in ancient Egypt and Sumeria, the later Roman Empire, the
Byzantine Empire, the Caliphate and most notably in Imperial China. But we should not
be so blinkered by Weberian categories that we fail to recognise a civil service in many
other forms of society and government. Under European monarchies, there were sharply
distinguished functions between political ministers—lords of the royal household—and
clerical assistants. Once the state started to collect taxes, tax collectors were required,
though many early civil servants would not be full-time permanent officials. Usually they
would take a percentage of fees collected or have a right to charge. They would also have
been appointed on a patronage basis rather than through competitive examination (a
system invented in Imperial China).
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When did public administration first start? It is not possible for ancient monuments
such as Stonehenge or regional defence systems to have emerged without some form of
administrative structure. Public administration has one of the claims to be the oldest
profession. But distinguishing political rule from administration is difficult when the
administrative structures are not routinised. From what we know from archaeology and
anthropology, the role of middlemen (the male noun being appropriate) often, though not
exclusively, a birthright is secured through ritual, and each person’s place in the
organisational structure of society recognised through the transmission of ritual
behaviour. Ritual behaviour forms a COMMUNICATION system both between people
and through time.

Despite lacking writing, the Incas centralised power over a large geographic area, with
a hierarchy based on a span of control of ten for each level of supervision, from the
lowest worker to Lord Inca at the apex. They recorded statistical information on the
quipu, a cord of threads of different colours, which could be knotted. Their whole
economic system of agriculture and trade was under state direction and control.
INFORMATION is important to administrative systems, and the most successful are
those that are able to handle large quantities of information. Functional division of labour
aids this information process or one has departments with overlapping duties not aware of
the policies of other parts of the system. It is worth illustrating the importance of
information storage and retrieval.

In 1677, the British Treasury was commissioned and its secretary kept minutes for
future action. A number of books—the Customs Book, the Letterbook and so on—were
kept for these minutes. At that time all Treasury papers were folded twice, docketed and
numbered on backs and sides. As more information was collected, other papers would be
attached to a docket folded up within the letter. It was not until 1868 that it was decided
not to fold papers but keep them flat, filed to a tag and put into a jacket. These files then
developed with information on the front of the file containing cross-references to other
files. The system was cumbersome, and during the First World War it was radically
overhauled. Then it was decided ‘one subject, one jacket’, so all letters on a given subject
would be kept in fat files. These information systems require large buildings and many
workers to retrieve them. Here filing clerks were important members of an efficient
bureaucracy.

Today’s technology is revolutionising the handling of complex information. The Inland
Revenue has been organised so that each person has a given tax office which handles
their file, and it is to that office one must apply for tax information. Today, networked
computer systems mean that large offices with workers in one place are no longer
required. Information can be called up from anywhere in the world; so for example,
British car registration details can be ‘stored’ in Texas, while the Inland Revenue can
develop ‘call centres’ for citizens to phone up for information on their taxes run by
people who may have no dealings with one’s tax assessment but simply specialise in
answering telephone enquiries. For other non-private information, websites can provide
citizens with information.

These changes in information technology are transforming the nature of public
administration and civil service structures. It is no longer necessary to have the
hierarchically organised structures on single sites. Specialist centres, contracted-out to
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private firms can hold information. Monetary transfers can be made automatically to and
from personal accounts and government offices. This has heralded a drastic slimming of
the numbers of civil servants in many countries, though individuals working in private
companies may be working exclusively on government contracts. This blurs the
boundaries between public and private employment.

The critics of devolved civil service structures are numerous. Sir Warren Fisher
famously claimed for the British civil service (in his evidence to the Tomlin Commission,
1929-31) that it was unified by a spirit and tradition that transcended departmental
concerns. This was thought to provide a bulwark in society and keep corruption at bay.
Where once all British civil servants were appointed through competitive examination on
a service-wide basis, they are now recruited by over 3,000 devolved units overseen in a
‘light-handed and economical way’ by twenty-two people. Furthermore, the agencies and
subunits are encouraged to develop their own team spirit and loyalties according to the
modern ‘new managerial’ fashions. With more flexible pay structures, and an emphasis
on entrepreneurialism rather than rule-governed behaviour, the British civil service
changed quite radically toward the end of the twentieth century. Far more employees
from the private sector have been enticed into top managerial positions than in the past,
partly drawn by the greater rewards that have been made available.

The progress of ‘agencifying’ and ‘privatising’ the managerial tasks of the civil service
is also affecting the policy advisory role. In the Weberian bureaucratic model of old
public administration, senior civil servants should be politically neutral when advising the
government of the day However, increasingly in European and Western administrative
systems, policy advice is given by politically appointed advisors from outside
government. As committees of experts are formed to help promote increasingly technical
legislation the interpenetration of business and commercial concerns, with scientists
employed by, for example, pharmaceutical companies also sitting on European Union
panels of advisers, is becoming the norm.

Critics will argue that this is more likely to lead to inefficiencies and corruption in the
long run. These changes were introduced because the civil service was perceived to be
inefficient. How inefficient is open to doubt. In Britain, the Rayner scrutinies of the early
1980s dedicated to finding inefficiencies made only marginal savings. Modern ideology
suggests the private sector has much more efficient working practices, and so it is argued
these need to be introduced into the civil service. Corruption has certainly surfaced to a
greater extent in the agencies in Britain following these changes, but corruption is
endemic in many hierarchical civil services around the world, so there is no necessary
correlation.

Historically, the size of the civil service and the size of the state’s regular army seem to
be positively correlated. Where states have had a notables-and-followers type of army,
they have had a low level of bureaucratisation; when there is a regular standing army, the
civil service is also strong and well-organised. Historically too, the efficiency and
honesty of the civil service are a mark of civilisation as we recognise it. While the
informational capabilities and powers of the civil service can obviously have a
deleterious effect upon liberty and democracy, a well-functioning and penetrative
administrative system can also facilitate the WELFARE, liberty and democratic RIGHTS
of a people.
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The “penetration’ of the civil service into the state has two elements: first, the range of
functions it undertakes, and second, how far down it goes. How far down the line of
central government, district, city or village the chain of paid professional administrators
operates in any state will vary. For example, the Chinese Han Empire had four times as
many civil servants per capita as the late Roman Empire, but the paid professional force
only reached down as far as the sub-prefecture (districts of regions). Below that,
administration was conducted by headmen in the towns and villages. In the Roman
Empire, similarly, local administrators were local notables who at first were unpaid. As
the tasks became burdensome, many tried to escape this unpaid service, but were
compelled to remain in their posts and make up any tax shortfall from their own wealth.
We may compare Britain and France in this regard. In England, paid agents of the Crown
only penetrated as far as the shire, which has led to the convention of not counting local
government officers as civil servants. In France, Philippe-Auguste (1165-1223) planted
his agents at the local level to enforce taxation and justice.

In modern states, the penetration of the civil service is great and is likely to increase.
While the distinction between public and private sectors continues to be blurred (see
PUBLIC—PRIVATE DISTINCTION), this may hold great dangers for liberty and
democracy However, a well-functioning, honest and penetrative civil service is a
necessary requirement for both the enjoyment of civil liberties and for a well-functioning
democracy.
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civil society

The concept of civil society has been made available to us by such nineteenth-century
theorists as Hegel, J.S.Mill, Marx and Tocqueville, and is rich and multi-levelled. Civil
society was understood as a separate sphere of social interaction, distinct from both the
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economy and the state. It was characterised by forms of plurality (voluntary association);
civil publics, communicating through the mass media of that century, print; privacy (a
domain of personal AUTONOMY) and legality (actionable RIGHTS and the rule of law.
Twentieth-century theorists added three crucial components to this understanding.

First, Gramsci (1971:206-77) pointed to its cultural dimension, which served to
generate consent and integrate society (HEGEMONY). Civil society was both a symbolic
field and the locus for the formation of action-orienting norms, meanings, values and
collective identities. It was thus an arena where competing conceptions of civil society
were struggled over either to maintain an existing hegemony or to replace it with a
counter-hegemony. Gramsci showed that no conception of civil society could be neutral.
The idea of civil society is a political idea. Gramsci’s concern was class hegemony, that
is, the struggle between classes to control the key institutions, norms, values of civil
society to gain cultural hegemony.

Second, the arena of CONTESTATION expanded from Gramsci’s focus on class
relations to the analysis of more informal networks, initiatives and social movements.
Touraine, Melucci and others recognized this dimension and allowed civil society to be
seen from two perspectives: civil society as institutionalized civic autonomy and civil
society in its dynamic form, where new values, collective identities, new projects and
new concerns could be articulated and its implications for democratisation be analysed.

The third addition was Habermas’s communicative and deliberative conception of the
public sphere. While the category of the public sphere was present in eighteenth and
nineteenth-century analyses of civil society, Habermas stressed its normative weight, its
role in mediating between the particular and the general. It is in the public sphere that
public opinion is discursively generated, where the decisions of rulers and lawmakers are
informally controlled without the influence of state CENSORSHIP and manipulation.
Civil publics generate influence of public opinion on the political system to which
representatives of legislatures are presumed to be receptive and responsive. The core of
the normative conception of the public sphere is thus free discursive contestation and
debate, openness of access and parity of PARTICIPATION. This can lead to the
democratisation of civil society and to the democratisation of political society, i.e. of the
party system and of representative institutions. Through processes of deliberation,
negotiation and accommodation, citizens who are affected by public policy and laws have
the right, with equal voice, to express their views and thus influence deliberation. The
normative core of the idea of civil society thus lies at the heart of any conception of
democracy Political legitimacy depends on the principle that action-orienting norms,
policies and practices as well as any claim to authority can be contested, expanded or
revised by citizens. Claus Offe (1999) argues that within constitutional democracies it is
the provision of unconstrained critical discourse (rights) in the public sphere that forms
the LEGITIMACY of that particular democracy. This institutionalised “distrust’ in the
public sphere is crucial to maintaining trust or legitimacy.

The relationship between democracy and trust, between responsibility and
accountability, has once more become a central concern within political theory in recent
years. About twenty-five years ago, the idea of civil society enjoyed a considerable
revival within debates of post-Marxist critics of Soviet-type societies in the East (Cohen
and Arato 1992). The strategy involved the rebuilding of social ties, organising politically



A-Z 83

relevant collective action and the forming of independent publics outside state-controlled
communication. Correlated to this was the aim to create political publics and institutions
that would be electorally responsible and accountable. In short, the revival of the concept
of civil society meant the revival of self-organisation. In Western European post-Marxist
theory, the emergence of ‘new’” SOCIAL MOVEMENTS challenged various forms of
domination and inequality that differed from CLASS oppression but had systematic bases
nevertheless. There the focus was on the need to further liberalise and democratise the
institutions of already existing civil societies and to make representative democracies
more receptive and responsive to new social issues and groups.

Today, the debate concerning the nature and role of civil society has changed. Now it
is the crisis of the WELFARE state, not the totalitarian state that is at stake. Today
dissatisfaction with the social and cultural effects of ‘normal’ rather than ‘failed’
modernisation motivates the renewal of the discourse of civil society Models of social
integration, associational life and civic engagement which once suited industrial society
don’t fit post-industrial civil societies which have new forms of social diversity, have
been vastly changed by economic, scientific and technological factors and have new
institutions. In the context of globalisation, people have lost confidence in the state’s
ability to implement effective policies or to exercise control over market forces over
technological and scientific innovation or social structural change. But belief in the magic
of the market as the solution to the problems faced by contemporary civil societies is also
fading. Hence the revival of the discourse of civil society and the fears of the ‘decline of
social trust’, and so on.

Civil society is no longer an arcane concept used by a particular group of political
theorists. The term has become part of the discourse of politicians, academic theorists and
journalists from all sides of the political spectrum. It has become a slogan for the 1990s
because it seems to offer another area from which political and economic initiatives can
emerge. But instead of widening the way in which the concept is used and understood,
the view of civil society that has been revived is one-dimensional, backward looking and
idealised. Two prominent and recent debates around the neorepublican position taken by
Putnam and his school and the communitarian arguments surrounding the journal The
Responsive Community, edited by Etzioni, illustrate how the notion of civil society can
become so reduced and romanticised that its normative thrust is lost as well as its
relevance to contemporary problems (see COMMUNITARIANISM).

Putnam (1993) claims that the basis of a responsive and effective democratic
government is a vigorous civil society and he is correct. An important prerequisite for a
vital democracy is a civic culture of ‘generalised trust’ or ‘social solidarity’, of citizens
willing and able to cooperate. Putnam, however, reduces civil society to the dimension of
voluntary association, and voluntary association is the only source of social capital that
he analyses. The degree of civicness of any given society is measured by the number of
voluntary associations, level of newspaper readership, electoral turnout and civic attitudes
such as the degree of law-abiding, interpersonal trust and co-operation, and so on. On a
descriptive level, Putham’s requirements for civil society seem appropriate. Where his
analysis fails is in his reduction of the source of social trust to the role of voluntary
associations. The public sphere, democratic political institutions and law are absent as
factors that foster and maintain trust. In reducing the state to a third-party enforcer, seeing
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law as sanctions that ensure a level of social order and dismissing other institutions as
irrelevant to social trust because their very being already presupposes this trust, Putnam
offers no mechanism to explain the generalisation of social trust beyond small-scale face
to face associations. Thus, his framework prevents him from articulating complex
interrelations between law, institutions and associations. Law, however, is two-sided. It is
a sanction but it is also institutionalised cultural norms, values, rights and rules. Law
substitutes universalistic norms as functional equivalents for personal trust, to engender
confidence and a belief of legitimacy in institutions (which are then backed up by
sanctions). For example, the norms of fairness, impartiality and justice are believed to
limit arbitrariness and favouritism within state and civil institutions. It is expected that
institutional actors will live up to and enforce these norms. Rights also reinforce trust in
that they ensure that the opportunities for redressing the terrible consequences of
unwarranted social trust are available to all.

Putnam (1996) and his associates have pointed to declining membership in traditional
voluntary associations as evidence of ‘social decapitalisation’, that is, of the decline of
civil society in America. However Verba et al. (1995) point to increases in certain forms
of civic activities, some which centre on community problem solving. Contemporary
political engagement has shifted into forms that are episodic and increasingly issue-
oriented. Yet there are a myriad of small-scale groups and networks, oppositional public
spheres, and these may include discussion networks, consciousness-raising groups, self-
help groups and so on, all of which show the signs of being able to connect and act in
concert. While membership of the traditional voluntary associations such as labour
unions and political parties have declined, the conclusion of a decline in civic society
thus need not follow. New ‘functional equivalents’ of traditional forms of voluntary
association should not be ruled out. Thus this argument is yet another example showing
that old theoretical frameworks cannot accommo date and assess new action repertoires.
The thesis of decline is thus unproven and unconvincing.

The Republican right and the neocommunitarian movement also worry about the
alleged decline in civil society. The former blames the welfare state for displacing
voluntary association with a dependence culture that undermines civic and personal
responsibility. Initiative and independence are sought from market incentives,
voluntarism and localism, a replacement of interventionist government. It is an argument,
however, which does not seek to honor universalistic principles of human JUSTICE but
tends to function as a cover for the dismantling of public services and the redistribution
of wealth to the top (Cohen 1999:229).

The communitarians choose a civil society discourse based on the reintroduction of the
basic values of responsibility, social solidarity and virtue. They assume that in order to
have a strong civil society, there needs to be a ‘thick” value consensus on a wide range of
public and private issues. The role of the state and law is to encourage discussion about
ethics and virtue, foster strong institutions and institutionalise the right values; in effect,
an American civil religion. The problem with this view is that it assumes that social
INTEGRATION is dependent on value consensus and a strong American identity. While
a general acceptance of the principles underlying constitutional democracy is important,
it is also possible nevertheless to reach this general consensus with many particular
cultural evaluations. Political processes that accommodate diversity yet accept the equal
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claim of all to participate could encourage social solidarity, trust and inclusion. Thus the
communitarian approach also has a political agenda: retraditionalisation and
homogenization.

Crises and problems do exist with the welfare state paradigm, with traditional forms of
voluntary association, with political participation and social integration. However, the
dichotomous thinking that counterposes civil society to the state, informal to formal
associations, duties to rights, culturalist to institutionalist approaches, can lead to a
mistaken impression of civic decline, thus prompting a set of false policy choices. It also
misidentifies the causes of low voter turnout and general political apathy, especially in
the USA.

If we operated with a richer concept of civil society and a more abstract understanding
of its cultural presuppositions, the discovery of the erosion of one type of civic institution
would not have to lead to a claim of general civic decline. A richer concept of civil
society would allow intermediate or functionally equivalent voluntary associations to be
assessed and new types of civic engagement to be accounted for, and thus politically
relevant policies to be devised. Party and electoral systems could be examined to discover
whether they are sufficiently receptive to the new forms of civil engagement, whether
they block or channel participation. In turn, this could lead to an evaluation of the role of
government in encouraging or discouraging participation with a more direct analysis of
institutional design and organisational initiatives and at the deepest level, the constitution.
In this way a number of key institutional arenas can be opened up to multiple voices,
projects and critical contestation. In short, instead of assuming civil society is in decline
because old forms of association, publicity, private autonomy and rights are waning, our
focus should be on the new emergent forms of association, communication (new media),
personal autonomy and rights. The shape of civil society varies from epoch to epoch. So
does its relation to political society (party systems), electoral systems, voting systems and
other institutions of government.

There are several areas within which a wider conception of civil society is crucial and
can turn the theory of civil society from an attempt at definition and redefinition to a
differentiated set of analytical instruments, ones which are more intellectually sound and
relevant for the future. Some of these areas are: the globalisation of many of the most
important civil society organisations and the effect of this globalisation on local societies
and cultures; the impact of various new forms of media and/ or of the effect of
commodification and commercialisation on the public sphere; and, as raised by the
neocommunitarians, the relationship between public virtues, morals, institutional
structures and discourses. How can we reconstruct and decentralise the welfare state
without compromising personal autonomy, equality and associational solidarity? Most
fundamental to democratic theory would be an examination of the problem of legitimacy,
a study of the fundamental differences and relation between the narrower formal
structures and the more open ones within the civil publics. And finally, one could
interrogate the role of civil society in constitutionalism could protect the plurality of
forms of life within civil society from intolerant majorities without privatising difference
or fostering divisive identity politics.

Civil society as the source of influence and control of representive political institutions
is the heart of a liberal democracy. How can we institutionalise the new media of
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communication to make them more receptive to equal civil imput without allowing the
power of money to control debate agendas and to silence those without great wealth?
How can civil and political publics play their role in fostering civic engagement,
dialogue, legitimacy and social equality on the national and transnational level and what
role do courts and legislatures have to play in this new globalised context? How can
representative political institutions be made more receptive to the issues, cultural models
etc. generated within civil society? How can they be made more accountable to the
citizenry? What mediations should exist between the new forms of civil society
institutions and the polity? These are the questions civil society theorists must address
today.

See also:

civic virtue; institutional design; political culture; social capital; standards of conduct in
public life
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class

Class is a complicated concept, and it has been defined in various ways. Its meaning and
use are ideologically contested, because class points to conflicting interests many wish to
conceal while others seek to emphasise that antagonism. However defined in detail, class
refers to a major dimension of social inequality. One common view distinguishes,
following Max Weber, class as economic inequality from social status, which represents
differential honour and deference, and from power, the ability to pursue one’s goals even
against resistance.

Class, status and power are interrelated in many ways. Thus wealth is a major power
resource, alongside control over the means of COERCION, strong cultural influence and
high status. Status distinctions, which include ethnic, religious and caste membership, can
separate or unite people in similar economic class positions, as status boundaries cut
across or coincide with lines of economic class division. Many analysts speak of social
classes when mobility between classes and social interaction across class lines are
substantially limited.

Karl Marx considered classes as major actors that, through their antagonisms, shape
the course of history. Yet people in similar economic positions, such as the owners of the
means of production or workers employed by them, cannot act collectively unless they
are organised. Such organisation is of particular importance for subordinate classes, since
collective action is the only significant power resource available to them. Different
movements and associations claiming to speak for a class may compete for a following
with each other as well as with organisations seeking a following on grounds other than
class. Their success depends on several factors: on the similarity of conditions the class to
be organised finds itself in, on the material and cultural power dominant groups exert
over subordinate classes, on the relation of ethnic and other status distinctions to class
boundaries, on open clashes of interest that set different classes apart and engage people
emotionally, and on the concentration of class members in residential areas and
workplaces. The common interests that are pursued once collective action becomes viable
are articulated in the very process of organisation. They are influenced by, but cannot
simply be ‘read off’ from, the objective situation of a class.

Class and, more broadly, structured social inequality stand in tension with the very idea
of democracy. This is obvious once democracy is understood as a matter of power. Even
formal democracy (or POLYARCHY, defined by a state apparatus that is responsible to
elected representatives who were chosen on the basis of universal suffrage and the
freedoms of speech and association) is impossible where political AUTHORITY is fused
with control over the means of production and other resources of social power. The
feudalism of European history illustrates this as well as the East European communist
countries of our time. Even formal democracy requires that political DECISION-
MAKING be significantly separated from the system of social inequality More
demanding conceptions of democracy look for a substantial equalisation of the influence
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all citizens have on collective political decisions. That is clearly at odds with large
concentrations of economic power, overwhelming cultural hegemony, strong and
important status differences, and even substantial income disparities.

If the very conception of democratic rule is at odds with class and related forms of
social inequality, what part did classes play in the emergence, stability and quality of
democracy? Social theorists of quite different outlook have assigned a major role to class,
but they disagree on which classes are most supportive of democracy. Nineteenth-century
liberals and later Marxist theorists have given the major role in promoting democracy to
the bourgeoisie, the owners of capital. It is of course true that this dominant class of the
emerging capitalist order succeeded in claiming for itself a place in political decision-
making next to the old landowning aristocracy, and that in the process it created a wide
space for the public discussion of political matters. But it is also true that such liberal
oligarchies did not automatically open themselves up to full participation of all citizens,
that the bourgeoisie not infrequently colluded with the landowners in opposing further
democratisation, and that it has been implicated, with or without the collaboration of
large landlords, in attempts to roll back democracy. Large landlords who rely on political
means (rather than the market) for controlling their labour forces seem to be the class
most hostile to democracy, an enemy that often exerts considerable hegemonic influence
over other groups.

From Aristotle to such twentieth-century authors as Seymour Martin Lipset, social
theorists have claimed that a strong middle class is the major factor in supporting
democracy because it moderates conflicts between top and bottom and displays tolerance
and reasoned judgement. This hypothesis can point to a good deal of supporting
evidence, but it is at odds with the fact that middle classes have not always supported a
full extension of universal suffrage and have been among the backers of rollbacks of
democracy. Middle classes are—next to peasants and small farmers—among the groups
most susceptible to influence from elites with non- or anti-democratic interests.

Marx considered universal SUFFRAGE as a means of empowering the growing
industrial working class. Anticipating the effects of democracy before its advent in the
major countries of his time, he viewed universal suffrage as a major step toward a
dominant role of the proletariat and beyond that toward the ‘society of the future’. He
overestimated the size, the unity and the organisational strength of the industrial working
class, but he was largely correct in his assessment of the working class as a pro-
democratic force, capable of organisation and better protected against undemocratic
influence than other subordinate classes—small farmers and middle class groups such as
craftsmen, shopkeepers, and the emerging white-collar labour force in routine work.

Searching for invariant links between single classes and a clear-cut stance toward
democracy seems, however, to be an analytic dead-end. With two near-exceptions at the
extremes—Iarge landlords relying on political backing for their economic interests and
urban working classes—it seems impossible to identify even strong tendencies
independent of the historical context. This relates to the fact that class interests are
socially constructed in the process of organisation (even if the goals actually pursued do
not vary at random and thus do not make it impossible to argue with reason about well-
understood or ‘true’ class interests). The most important factor shaping the goals actually
pursued by organisations claiming to speak with some justification for one or another
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class are the relations between classes: alliances and hegemonic co-optations,
antagonisms and perceptions of threat. A bourgeoisie facing a fierce threat from
subordinate classes is more likely to opt for collaboration with aristocratic landlords than
a capitalist class dealing with a moderate coalition of subordinate groups. If dominant
groups, whether rural or urban, do not see their interests protected by broad-based parties,
they are likely to oppose democracy and to undercut it where it exists. Peasants and
farmers are often under the ideological influence of large landlords and their allies.
However, where this influence is weak or absent, they are as much a pro-democratic
force as urban working-class groups; this is illustrated in the history of the ‘agrarian
democracies’ of Switzerland, Norway and the northern United States. Farmers and urban
middle classes that are themselves excluded from full participation and do not feel
threatened by the demands of urban and rural workers are more likely to join in a pro-
democratic coalition than their counterparts that are already included and/or see some
reason to fear working class demands and policies.

The constellation of class interests is important not only for the rise and stability of
democracy, but also for its quality. Thus, differences across countries in the extent of
political PARTICIPATION are closely associated with class disparities in the rates of
participation (the higher the participation, the smaller the differences in participation by
social class), and both overall participation and the narrowing of class differences in
participation rely on the organisational strength of civil society among the economically
disadvantaged strata. Greater parity in political participation is also related to WELFARE
state policies enacted by governments that have a strong backing among subordinate
classes. The jury is out on the question of whether democracy tends in the long run to
result in such social policies. Even if there is no such overall tendency, it is clear that
democracy opens the door to left and left-of-centre policies that move beyond what has
been decried as merely formal democracy.

There are those who argue that class may have been an important factor in the past, but
that it lost its significance in the twentieth century. Class is clearly not the only factor that
shapes the emergence, stability and quality of democracy. The character of the state and
of state-society relations as well as power relations in the international scene are of great
significance. But class continues to be a major factor, even at the beginning of this new
century. Other factors that structure social solidarities and interests along lines of
subordination and dominance include ethnicity and race, religion, region, and political
factions of a clientelistic character. Often these factors intersect with class issues and take
on class-like characteristics. Gender is clearly relevant for the comprehensive character
and the quality of democracy. Yet the inclusion of women in no case provoked
breakdowns or rollbacks of democracy (see GENDERING DEMOCRACY).

See also:
capitalism; civil society; cleavages; democratic breakdown; democratic development;

equality; hegemony; ideological polarisation; minorities; participation; parties;
polyarchy; suffrage; welfare
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cleavages

The term ‘cleavage’ is central to understanding democracy as a set of institutions and
practices for conflict resolution. With democratic principles rooted in recognising the
diversity of—and probable conflict between—interests, outlooks and goals among
members of a polity, assessing DEMOCRATIC PERFORMANCE entails, inter alia,
identifying the sources of conflict, how they are manifest and managed, and with what
effects. This perspective is particularly relevant to the performance of political parties,
the configuration of PARTY SYSTEMS and the dynamics of ELECTORAL
BEHAVIOUR.

In its simplest sense, ‘cleavage’ denotes a division among members of a community
which separates them into definable groups (Rae and Taylor 1970). Here, the term is a
synonym for conflict or contest, which, in a democracy, will be several and of varying
magnitude. The term is useful in identifying conflicts which, by dividing its members
into relatively large collectivities, have structuring effects in a society. The analytic
power of ‘cleavage’ in relation to democratic politics, however, comes from using it to
identify a societally structuring conflict which also structures a society’s politics. In this
sense, the cleavage concept focuses attention on linkages between the social and political
orders in a democratic polity, such as the number and nature of the social divisions
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sustaining PARTIES; the way in which two or more cleavages interact or intersect—or
fail to, as in ‘reinforcing cleavages’—to shape the ‘cleavage structure’ underpinning the
party system; why some conflicts are mobilised while others are vestigial or latent.

The use of ‘cleavage’ as an analytic term is derived primarily from Stein Rokkan’s
work (Lipset and Rokkan 1967) to bring together, within a single model, the affinities
and diversities of parties and party systems in Western Europe. Elaborating on his
insights, a cleavage can be conceptualised as encompassing three distinct yet empirically
entwined phenomena. First, there is a societal conflict engendering groups that attain
‘closure’, differentiated by class, religion, ethnicity or some other attribute. Second, the
members of such groups share a set of values, beliefs, and interests. Third, the conflict is
institutionalised in a form of organisation, most often a political party but also other
associational groups, such as churches and trades unions (see ASSOCIATIONAL
DEMOCRACY). The cleavage concept thus identifies a particularly structured form of
political conflict: deeply rooted in the social structure, couched in an ideologically
developed frame, and with an institutionally embedded presence in the polity.

Much about the fundamentals of mass politics in West European states can be
comprehended in terms of the ‘cleavage model’. According to Rokkan, the major parties
and the party systems in Western Europe originate in conflicts born out of three
revolutions: the Reformation and Counter-Reformation, the French Revolution and the
Industrial Revolution. The first ensued in the ‘fateful division of Europe’ into Catholic
states where church power was consolidated, Protestant states where national churches
were established and ‘mixed’ regions harbouring large Catholic or Protestant minorities.
The second, in stimulating the ‘National Revolution’, generated the centre-periphery
cleavage engaging resistance to the centralising drive of nation-building elites, and a
church-state cleavage—principally in Catholic states—centred on challenging church
power (see STATE, RELATIONS OF CHURCH TO). The third revolution pitted landed
interests against industrial interests, initiating the urban-rural cleavage and workers
against employers, generating a CLASS cleavage. These cleavages supply the roots of the
modern party families—conservative, liberal, socialist, agrarian, ‘territorial’ or ‘ethnic’—
found across Western Europe.

The transformation of such conflicts into political forces was not spontaneous. It was
the work of elites competing for elective office as larger sections of society became
incorporated into the polity with the extension of the SUFFRAGE during the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. Elites fashioned the ideological mobilisation of these
conflicts by building a ‘common cause’ among otherwise inchoate subgroups, and forged
their institutional consolidation by creating organisations—parties in particular—to
deliver electoral support. How earlier conflicts had been managed, especially which
interests were brought into alliance, shaped elite options in confronting later conflicts.
Political incorporation was far more fraught in France and Spain than in Scandinavia, for
example, as Catholic states had to contend with church-state conflicts at the same time as
the land-industry and class conflicts; Protestant states did not, as Catholic privileges had
long since been annulled. Although much about the originating conflicts has changed—
advancing secularism, for example—their structuring effects persist. This is largely due
to the tenacity of the early parties, which had the effect of “freezing’ the party systems as
constituted around the time of full adult suffrage, broadly during the 1920s.
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The cleavage concept is compelling, but much remains at issue. Conceptually, the
distinction between political conflict and cleavage politics is not sharply drawn. Rokkan
focused largely on the dislocations underpinning a cleavage, but said less about the
ideological and institutional dimensions, suggesting that cleavages spring forth fully
formed. Delineating the content and connectedness of the three dimensions is largely the
work of later scholars (Lybeck 1985; Mair 1997). Theoretically, the concept is straddled
between a sociological perspective, construing politics as a derivative of social conflict,
and a conception of politics as an autonomous order, with elites enjoying some
independence in determining which conflicts are mobilised. Hence, ‘cleavage’ is often
used descriptively to identify any conflict linking party and electors, without heed to its
analytic value in identifying conflicts that have structuring—rather than contingent—
effects on a society’s politics.

The empirical difficulties are more severe. The three dimensions of a cleavage are not
equally quantifiable, particularly not to the same metric; the ideological and the
institutional dimensions, for example, enjoin quite different measures (Budge et al.
1987). Hence, all three dimensions cannot be incorporated in one model without
distortion; and how much change in one, or each, dimension is admissable before a
cleavage is exhausted remains indeterminate. The wider relevance of the model is also
dubious, sometimes serving as a template for analysing politics in democratising regimes,
but more often revealing the particularities of Western European development. Indeed,
the model is not equally applicable across Western Europe: it illuminates relatively
simple class politics in Britain and complex multi-cleavage politics in Italy, but
contributes much less to understanding politics in Greece and Finland.

Two kinds of claims challenge the cleavage model, both construed as inherent in the
advent of advanced industrial societies. One proposes that individualisation is freeing
citizens from socio-structural constraints; hence, as ‘old’ cleavage politics is challenged
by new parties, new SOCIAL MOVEMENTS and citizens as rational actors, the
stabilities of cleavage politics are being replaced by a more volatile politics (Franklin et
al. 1992). The second claim is that a new materialismpostmaterialism cleavage has
emerged, originating in inter-generational value shifts (Inglehart 1977, 1990) and
displacing, in particular, the ubiquitous class cleavage.

Debate about the contemporary relevance of the cleavage model is vigorous, but as yet
inconclusive. Whether the cleavage model ‘travels’ is put to the test in the ‘third wave’ of
democratisation (Huntington 1991) (see WAVES OF DEMOCRACY). Whatever the
outcome for the cleavage model, the cleavage concept remains a vital analytic tool for
identifying a certain kind of politics. Its looser use to denote any kind of social or
political conflict denudes the concept, leaving us unable to distinguish between a
particularly structured form, and any other form, of politics.
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ELINOR SCARBROUGH

clientelism

Clientelism denotes the practice of distributing jobs, favours and other benefits to a
following in return for political support. The word is of ancient derivation: in Rome,
cliens denoted ‘a plebeian under the patronage of a patrician, in this relation called a
patron, patronus, who was bound, in return for certain services, to protect his client’s life
and interests’ (Oxford English Dictionary). The element of exchange, albeit unequal, is
already apparent in this early definition of the patron-client relationship.

Elements of clientelism are found in most political systems and in most democracies,
and at a national or at a local level a system may be designated clientelistic where such
practices are predominant. The ubiquity of some degree of clientelism can make the
designation so broad as to be useless, and it is helpful to distinguish the more modern
forms from patrimonialism, the private appropriation of power and office, and from
systems of aristocratic patronage or ones managed by ‘notables’, such as prevailed in
Britain before the Reform Act of 1832 and its successors. Some recent students of
clientelism and the patron-client relationship have been anthropologists who have
focused on tribal societies and the peasant societies of the Mediterranean, sometimes with
the implied conclusion that clientelistic practices are essentially rural or archaic, and that
the clients are chiefly the rural poor.

Others have rightly emphasised that this is not the case: the emergence of the United
States ‘spoils system’, with its origins in the presidency of Andrew Jackson, and the
persistence thereafter of clientelistic practices, particularly notorious in urban politics but
by no means confined to them, give the lie to the rural and archaic arguments. (The
saying, ‘To the victor belong the spoils’, dates from Jackson’s election to the presidency
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in 1828.) Clientelism, with its essential distortions, favouritism and irrationality, is
incompatible with Weberian BUREAUCRACY, but nonetheless can flourish in most
ostensibly modern state institutions, and can be nourished with their resources and
through the use of the sanctions and regulations they command. All social classes may be
thus involved, and the middle and professional classes may well in such cases be more
directly involved than the poor.

Clientelism can exist under chiefdoms and monarchies, where it is often considered
legitimate, and in authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, but is commonly seen as a
feature of imperfect democracies. Various arguments have been used in its defence, or in
its extenuation. The clientelist, or patron, at least has some obligations, or at least
recognises them in some stages of his career or at some particular junctures, and some
downward flow of benefits is usually present, enough to maintain the clientele’s
expectations. The patron does do some political work, tempers the wind to the shorn
lamb, runs a primitive WELFARE system, humanises the impersonal and
incomprehensible state for the poor, the ignorant and the immigrant, virtues which were
often attributed to the American city boss and his army of precinct captains and ward-
heelers. The system may favour a degree of individual social mobility. Some clientelists
possess real political talent, and bring about some desirable political changes: Huey Long
of Louisiana is one example, one who has been not only the subject of much academic
study but also the inspiration of one of the most convincing political novels in English,
Robert Penn Warren’s, All the King’s Men. The conceivable alternatives may be worse:
clientelistic manipulation is seen as preferable to force and violence. Many states in post-
independence Africa, it has been observed, started out as clientelist and became
dictatorial, and as they did so the downward flow of resources dried up: the patrons no
longer needed the clients.

Such arguments can have more or less plausibility according to each case, as
clientelistic systems vary in the balance of bargaining power among those involved, and
in the degrees of faction and competition present: some are more all-encompassing,
monopolistic, hermetic and static than others. Likewise, they vary in the degree of
resources distributed, and may survive better in scarcity than in abundance. Clientelism
does not necessarily exclude other forms of political activity, particularly at the national
level.

To a greater or lesser degree, all modern clientelist systems entail similar costs. As
much clientelist activity revolves around ELECTIONS and voting, representation is
distorted and stifled, and parties cease to articulate policies and lines between them are
blurred: then “There is no politics in politics’, as an old American saying went. LOG-
ROLLING flourishes, fiscalisation and audit are weakened. The degree and scope of
PARTICIPATION are controlled and circumscribed. Individual and particular interests
prevail over the pursuit of the general good, of nation, community or class: there is
always, through the distribution of benefits in such ways, a strong element of old-
fashioned divide and rule. Public administration is bloated, inefficient, expensive,
unaccountable, wasteful and corrupt. For the many, ‘transaction costs’ will be high.
Control of the JUDICIARY and of all regulating offices has its foreseeable
consequences, offering the clientelist what Charles Merriam, author of a classic
description of the American spoils system, refers to as ‘daily or even hourly



A-Z 95

opportunities’. LEGITIMACY is weak.

Attempts have been made to develop theories of clientelism which correlate it with
emergent states or peripheral regions, with urbanisation and rapid population growth,
with immigration, with various political traditions, and with scarce or abundant resources.
Clientelism has, however, proved too varied and protean, and too resilient, to be so
encompassed.

See also:

authority; class; state, relations of church to
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coalitions

The critical role of coalitions in liberal democracies became apparent in Riker’s work on
The Theory of Political Coalitions (1962). His size principle states that in n-person
constant-sum games, agents would form coalitions just as large as necessary to obtain the
prize (Riker 1962:32-3). Social scientists became fascinated with the study of coalitions,
noticing that in such games only minimum winning coalitions (MWC) should form, but
any MWC is readily defeated by another MWC.

The concern with coalition instability dates back to Condorcet’s (1785) paradox. Three
individuals {i, j, k} have to choose between three outcomes {a, b, c}. i prefersatobtoc, j
prefers b to c to a, k prefers c to a to b. Using majority rule, a is preferred to b by i and k,
b is preferred to ¢ by i and j, but c is preferred to a by j and k. Majority rule leads to
cyclical preferences. Each outcome has another outcome preferred to it by some coalition
of two.

Arrow (1951) generalised this insight, observing that any social choice process is
characterised by a set of decisive coalitions. Ruling out dictatorship and imposing some
restrictions on social choice mechanisms, Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem states that any
such mechanism may lead to cyclical preference orders, given some preference profiles.
A preference profile specifies the preferences of all individuals in society. A preference
order states the preferences of society as a whole, as aggregated by a social choice
mechanism such as majority rule. Further research established that majority rule almost
always leads to cyclical preference orders (McKelvey and Schofield 1987).

Liberal democracies often rely on majority rule to aggregate preferences of legislators
into legislation (see LEGISLATIVE PROCESS). The theoretical prevalence of majority
cycles and the generic emptiness of majority core in constant sum games suggest that
majority rule leads to coalition instability. But in the real world coalitions are often
stable, or else no legislation would ever see the light of day. How, then, can we expect
coalitions to be stable? What coalitions are likely to form? Finally, what kind of
legislation should we expect coalitions to implement?

For Baron and Ferejohn (1989) the key to stability is risk and time constraints. The
first legislator who gets to propose an allocation will propose shares to a MWC of
legislators. This MWC of legislators—uncertain who will get to propose the next
allocation, realising that the value of the ‘pie’ diminishes with time and that the next
legislator to propose an allocation may not include them in the coalition at all—will
approve this allocation.

Neo-institutionalism was founded on the observation that institutions mediate between
individuals and social choices (Shepsle 1986:51-5) (see NEW INSTITUTIONALISM).
Agenda setting, procedural rules and committee structures reduce the prevalence of
cycling. Laver and Shepsle (1996) applied this insight to the study of coalitions. In their
model, after each election, parties ‘scan’ all decisive coalitions to derive the policy that
each coalition will implement based on ministries’ allocations to coalition members,
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assuming that each department implements the policy of the party to which it is allocated.
Each coalition is associated with a unique multi-dimensional policy point. A MWC
associated with a policy point preferred by its members to any policy associated with any
other decisive coalition will form.

Duverger’s (1954) Law emphasised the importance of electoral rules in this context. It
states that plurality rule tends to reduce the set of significant parties to two. Instead of
wasting their vote on small parties, voters vote for their preferred party between the two
large parties. In the English parliament, one of two parties controls a majority after each
election. In this case, the majority party is the ‘ruling coalition’ (see WESTMINSTER
MODEL). Party organisation and common ideology serve as the cohesive forces behind
such ‘majority party coalitions’.

Schofield (1993) studied parliamentary politics as weighted voting games. He found
that a large central party endows a parliament with a core if no coalition without it can
form. This allowed Schofield to solve the puzzle of dominant parties like the Christian
Democrats in Italy between 1948-87. Such parties puzzled researchers in that they were
part of each coalition during long periods. Schofield found that dominant parties are
simply core parties (see CHAOS AND COALITIONS). Sened (1996) extended
Schofield’s analysis to predict probable coalitions. PARTIES maximise policy-related
payoffs and utility from government perquisites (Laver and Schofield 1998). Schofield’s
analysis implies that structures of parliaments and not the composition of coalitions
determine the set of feasible policies. Parties are concerned about the cost of endorsing
these policies that may be distant from their declared policy positions. They bargain for
government perquisites to offset this cost. Given the advantage of the core party in this
game, it forms a MWC with parties close to it. When the core is empty, coalitions of
‘close-by’ parties form and implement policies that cycle in the set of feasible outcomes,
as determined by the structure of parliament (Sened 1996).

The discussion above focused on theory. But the most exciting current research on
coalition is using new tools of statistical analysis that allow, for the first time, careful
empirical studies of coalition formation and the incentives of voters, parties and
legislators in parliamentary political processes (for example, Schofield et al. 1998).

See also:
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ITAI SENED

coercion

The most influential discussion of coercion in social theory is probably Max Weber’s
definitional claim that a ‘state is a human community that (successfully) claims the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory’ (Weber
1958:78). This definition has too many open terms—including monopoly, legitimate and
physical force—to be taken as very clear and it has, partly therefore, generated an
enormous literature in response. In Weber’s claim, ‘legitimate’ seems inescapably to be a
normative term to many writers, but others insist, in keeping with the tradition of positive
law, on reading it as only a positive term. A striking feature of this enormous literature is
that in it there is virtually no disagreement with the supposition that force and coercion
are necessary for government. In the most sanguine visions, the threat of physical force is
so compelling that the actual use of such force is quite limited, but it is still there.

Weber lived most of his life under a partially democratic but still autocratic
government. Yet, virtually all of us have lived only under governments that exercise
substantial force, and presumably almost none of us would argue against the claim that at
least some force is empirically necessary for maintaining social order. The rise of
government might even generally be claimed to have reduced the use of violent force in
interpersonal relations, so that at least the more democratic governments have tended to
be less coercive and murderous than anarchy might be. The central normative appeal of
democracy is that in some degree it gives representation to all and is consensual (see
REPRESENTATION, CONCEPT OF). Therefore, while coercion can be a morally
significant issue independently of its association with government (Wertheimer 1987), it
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and its justification are particularly important in democratic theory.

There are several variants of reasoning from consent in political theory, including
Lockean natural RIGHTS theories, Hobbesian mutual advantage theory and
contractarianism. Natural rights theories require an initial normative assumption about
the distribution of resources and goods. With an initial rule in place, subsequent
allocations depend on consensual exchange or gift. Hobbesian mutual advantage theories
are grounded in a quasi utilitarian or mutual advantage principle that all are better off
with coercive government than without, and therefore all should rationally consent to
such government. Contractarianism has gone from the simple model of contract in the
law, to claims of merely the rationality of agreement, to certain principles of political
order, which might include coercive arrangements.

Superficially, it is hard to see how coercion can be grounded in consent and, apart from
Hobbes, consent theorists have not adequately addressed the issue. The simple model of
consent to coercion is contract law. We sign a contract agreeing to do various things and
submitting to the law to secure each other’s compliance. | now default and you take me to
court. The judge can now point out that | accepted the terms of my contract and that, in
any case, | am far better off in a world in which enforceable contracts are possible.
Therefore, it seems right for the law to coerce me, if necessary, to meet the terms of my
agreement. There might be special circumstances that weaken this conclusion, but in
principle the conclusion is morally compelling. Indeed, it comes very close to being
strictly rational or self-interested in this instance. It is rational not merely ex ante but
continuously just because the institutions of enforceable contracts will continue to be ex
ante of value for future contexts.

A remarkable feature of such an argument from interest, from mutual advantage, is that
it seems to require very little recourse to extra-rational moral considerations. If such an
argument succeeds for political order more generally and not merely for contract law, it
allows political theory to skate over moral theories with hardly any contact. One might
object to a mutual advantage political theory, that it is inadequately attentive to some
putative moral principle, but one can hardly object that it makes excessive moral
demands on us. Self-interest is almost enough to make it go.

Unfortunately, however, Hobbesian mutual advantage, contemporary contractarian and
Lockean natural rights theories, all of which ground the state in rational interests at least
in large part, can justify government coercion only in principle. They cannot justify
coercion by actual states. In practice, these theories are morally indeterminate. The one
possible exception to this claim is Hobbesian mutual advantage theory, if we agree with
Hobbes that even the slightest effort at reform substantially risks bringing government
down and throwing us into violent anarchy. Otherwise, citizens subjected to coercive
torture, or even to lesser coercions by governments that they do not honour, cannot be
said to have the interest in the maintenance of the government institutions that ordinary
citizens might have in the maintenance of the institutions of the law of contract.

In contract law the parties agree, in essence, to make themselves subject to coercion in
a very clear sense. Modern society is almost inconceivable without a system of coercive
enforcement of contracts because it is the threat of that coercion that makes it possible for
us even to get others to contract with us. Similarly, modern society is inconceivable
without a system for ordering more general relationships, sometimes coercively Political
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contractarianism is about this second issue. It gains its intellectual hold over us in large
part because it seems to give us a rationale for coercion that is consensual, as though
political order were merely analogous to contract law.

Governments coerce in many contexts that are not overtly, directly consensual in the
way that a typical contract is. Hence, if we argue for the consensual basis of political
coercion we must somehow argue that people consent to the whole system that authorises
officials to decide on coercion (see CONSENSUS DEMOCRACY). This conclusion
suggests a problem with the consensual resolution of our problem of social order that
Hobbes clearly recognised but that many consent theorists ignore. There might be many
potential governments that could secure order and even prosperity for us. I might strongly
prefer some of these and you might strongly prefer others. We have no way to select from
them that does not leave one of us sensibly claiming not to have consented.

Hobbes supposed that this problem is mooted by the fact that, once we have a
government in place, it is likely to be better for all of us to honour that government rather
than to go through the horrors of civil war to change it to one we might prefer. This claim
suggests that, de facto, virtually every actual government is presumably consensual. If so,
then the assertion of consent to coercion is hollow. Let us reject this view of Hobbes and
question what remains of a consensual defence of coercion.

Hobbes’s story of the creation of a state and an absolute sovereign from the state of
nature is immediately motivated by his supposition that life without government would
be grim and unproductive (see SOVEREIGNTY). He thinks everyone stands to be made
better off with government than without, no matter which government, so long as it is
stable. Even if we agree with his position, however, we do not have a justification for any
particular government or any detailed form of government. This is finally the basic
question we want to answer: what justifies an instance of coercion by this particular
government? This is a much more complex issue than the in-principle justification of
coercion by some government.

If actual coercions, the sine qua non of government, cannot be rationally justified by
consent, as they can be in contract law, then actual governments cannot be justified by
consent either. For whatever reason, those whose moral starting point is consent or
mutual advantage have yet to justify political coercion by an actual government in the
quasirational terms in which they ground their theories. Some kinds of political theorists,
such as utilitarians or welfarists, may well be able to justify actual instances of coercion
by introducing moral arguments rather than relying merely on rational accountings of the
interests of those coerced. The often unstated moral vision of a large fraction of social
theorists, including Weber, is consequentialist and vaguely utilitarian. Hence, they might
be able to justify coercion of some for the benefit of the many. Many democratic
theorists, who are commonly contractarian and libertarian rights theorists of mutual
advantage, cannot justify major classes of political coercion by actual, as opposed to in-
principle, governments.

See also:

authority; civil disobedience; democratic breakdown; revolutions
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RUSSELL HARDIN

communication

All political systems adopt a distinctive attitude toward communication and those
attitudes result in distinct practices. Even oligarchies, for example, sponsor popular
rituals, thereby trading bread and circuses for the people’s acquiescence. Totalitarians use
panoptic modalities to monitor citizens’ discourses, and also use a medley of censorships
to keep them silent. Monarchists prize traditional narratives; communists sponsor small
group collaborations; libertarians lionise the single, unfettered voice; syndicalists trust
only the mercantile, populists only the ordinary.

Democracies also regard communication in a special way or, better, in a myriad of
special ways. Most fundamentally, a democracy presumes a TRANSPARENCY on the
part of its LEADERSHIP (so that laws are not made in the dead of night) and an
articulateness on the parts of its citizenry (so that the laws that are made can be
contested). Democracy means little without these interdependencies, without a vigorous
public dialogue. From such a perspective, the history of democracy becomes a history of
its techniques of reproduction. Ten technologies seem especially important.

The ecclesia

The ancient Athenians did not invent democracy, at least not for the women and slaves
among them, but they did imagine democracy on a mass scale and they accommodated
their imaginations with a special, set-aside place for their religious, commercial, legal
and, especially, political, discussions. The Sophists of ancient Greece, the most notable
being lsocrates (436-338 BC), were largely itinerant teachers who travelled the
countryside providing rhetorical instruction to the young men who would eventually find
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their ways to the ecclesia, the assembly, to debate the issues of the day. Plato (428-347
BC), true to form, distrusted most such activities, calling his fellow citizens (in the
Phaedrus) ‘a mob’ when they adjudicated public matters en masse. But Plato’s greatest
student, Aristotle (384-322 BC), wrote a Rhetoric to accompany his Politics, knowing
that the thoughts a democratic society finds unpersuasive will be thoughts ultimately lost
to that society.

The paideia

The Roman Empire stood for nothing if not for communication. It was the Romans’
unctuousness that put Western ideas into circulation throughout the then-known world,
that made international commerce possible, that made Latin a tongue for non-Romans,
and that caused laws to be codified and education made efficient. The paideia (from
which the term ‘encyclopedia’ derives) was the humble root of these changes, for it was
in these schools that Roman boys learned their gymnastics, grammar, music,
mathematics, geography, natural history and philosophy; and their rhetoric, too. One of
their teachers, Quintilian (AD 35-96), declared the ideal democrat to be ‘a good man
speaking well’, and personages as grand as Cicero himself (106-43 BC) wrote about the
art of persuasion. Rhetorical education in ancient Rome was stultifying by modern
standards (repetition and memorisation were the keys to success), but it also opened the
door to political ascendancy and effectivity.

De Doctrina

Augustine’s De Doctrina Christiana was a schoolbook for preachers but it was also a
quietly revolutionary document. Augustine adapted the pagan art of rhetoric to a properly
Christian world, writing his book to help young priests reach the rabble before whom
they preached. Augustine (354-430), himself the Bishop of Hippo, walked a tightrope in
De Doctrina, endorsing the arts of communication without giving undue regard to human
invention or his students too grand a sense of agency. Despite his best efforts to the
contrary, however, Augustine became democracy’s handmaiden. To learn the art of
rhetoric was to learn how to make choices, to distinguish what should be said from what
should not be said. Later democrats would find emancipation in that, for thought and
speech are natural allies. Democracy is a third ally.

The printing press

Johannes Gutenberg’s date of birth is unknown, perhaps because it had never been
recorded. By the time of his death in 1468, Gutenberg had presaged changes in all that.
Born into a largely oral, largely illiterate society, Gutenberg adapted techniques used in
wine-making to create a press that employed movable type. Thus was born a political
scandal. The history of democracy would later show that laws that cannot be defended in
the light of day, in the light of print, cannot be defended at all (see DEMOCRATIC
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ORIGINS). To commit a thing to writing is to freeze it, to let others study it on their own.
Gutenberg’s invention would also make writing reproducible and shareable, and this
enlarged the world of ideas immeasurably. Until Gutenberg, a mass society—a society
that had common thoughts, common experiences and common history—could not be
envisioned. Because it could not be envisioned, it could not be fashioned into a voluntary
political entity.

Ninety-Five Theses

If Gutenberg made mass democracy possible, Martin Luther (1483-1546) made it
inevitable. When posting his fabled Theses on the front door of the Castle Church in
Wittenberg in 1517, Luther proved audacious in what he said—that the Roman Church
was doctrinally in error and secular to the core—but also in how he said it. By posting
what amounted to a handbill, Luther also altered the style of ecclesiastical
communication. His chosen form had consequences—it aped the promulgations of the
Church itself (such as the papal bull), thereby claiming for himself an unseemly
AUTHORITY. His Theses were also quite pointed, not circumlocutory in the old,
religious tradition. Most important, they were announced in the most public (and sacred)
of places. Less than twenty years later, Luther launched a second assault on the old
rhetorical genre when publishing a Bible in the language of his people. Thus, Luther’s
heresies were publicity, contestation and the vernacular, the very heart of what would
later become the democratic tradition.

Newspapers

As if willed explicitly by Gutenberg and Luther, the first regularly published newspaper
appeared in Germany and Belgium in 1609, thereby making citizens one with their times,
a prerequisite in a representative democracy. Glacially but insistently, newspapers
allowed PUBLIC OPINION to compete with the old doctrinal realities. True reportorial
freedom had to await the development of the free press in England in the 1700s and the
decline of government-imposed taxes and restrictions on newspaper content. The dam
eventually broke with the advent of the penny press in the 1830s and the
professionalisation of journalists. Eventually a space for critique was created, resulting in
an assortment of Fleet Street scandals and the resignation of one US president (in 1974)
and the attempted impeachment of a second (in 1998). Over the years, newspapers have
been accused of crimes ranging from unseemliness to misrepresentation, but rarely have
they made democracy dull.

Film

Film made politics indigenous. The first US films, for example, were pitched to blue-
collar workers, while early British films concentrated on the classics and Indian films on
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the mythological. In the 1920s and 1930s, Germany and the Soviet Union maintained
state-supported movie industries to promote their interests, with Leni Riefenstahl’s
Triumph of the Will marrying nationalism and aesthetics in memorable fashion. Because
film does not demand literacy of its viewers, it becomes a perfect vehicle for the delivery
of strong emotion and the easily understood idea. Propaganda—democratic and
otherwise—is often the natural result, which is why film censors have found employment
in Khomeini’s Iran and Franco’s Spain, and in more progressive regimes as well. The
advent of the videocassette recorder has made film portable, allowing users to consume
its images in their own ways on their own time. Film is thus an ideal medium for both
indoctrination and critique, and for sundry other political duties.

Radio

Radio added an extraordinary thing to politics—simultaneity—when it reached across
region, CLASS, ethnicity and race to broadcast the same event at the same time. Gandhi,
Churchill, Hitler, Mussolini and Roosevelt took to the new medium instinctively,
refashioning their nations by addressing them. Pravda regarded the medium as the most
powerful tool of the cultural revolution, perhaps because radio possessed a fidelity, a
sense of certainty, which was missing in the disembodied print media. Radio excelled in
reporting the breaking story, addicting its audience to newness. The medium was well
suited to commercial enterprises (it became a ready purveyor of margarine and war
bonds) and it turned all politicians into populists, forcing them to keep their ideas simple
and their sentences short. Beginning in the 1950s, radio lost much of its audience to
television but the 1990s saw a resurgence when ‘talk radio’ added a new and feisty
adjunct to the democratic conversation. This was a mixed blessing.

Television

At the close of the twentieth century, television holds pride of place in the world of
political communication. By mixing the visual qualities of film with the immediacy of
radio, television creates in viewers a powerful sense of authority, an arrogance of the eye.
By bringing politicians into the very boudoirs of their constituents, television makes
citizens feel intimate with their elected officials. These intimacies build over time as
television fills voters with INFORMATION and affect. Steady viewers have a heightened
sense of political PARTICIPATION when, in fact, they are often woefully apathetic and
uninformed. By cleverly blurring the boundary between politics and entertainment, that
is, television becomes problematic. When featuring the human, the everyday, television
democratises its audience, but by emphasising the private sphere television turns voters
away from the empirical, injunctive world of public policy that determines who will live
and who will die and all else as well. That can be a dangerous emphasis indeed.
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The Internet

By one estimate, 21 million Americans obtained political news online during the 1996
presidential election. That experience is being duplicated worldwide even as gaps
between cyber-rich and cyber-poor societies also grow. If, as some argue, Gutenberg’s
press ushered in the modern state, the digital revolution may transform the very concept
of nationhood, thereby limiting elites’ abilities to control what people know, think and
feel. With the emergence of virtual communities, time-shifting, complex search
modalities and the digitalisation of all information, the Internet may allow free speech
and self-governance to play themselves out unhindered. Nay-sayers, on the other hand,
wonder if computers are capable of creating an organic sense of community or producing
the heightened passion that civic participation requires. Yet others worry that the forces
of capital will soon monopolise cyberspace, driving out alternatives to the status quo. The
stakes in this debate are not inconsiderable.

Democracy has been borne on the wings of communication from its often
undemocratic beginnings in ancient Greece. Over the years, romantics have overstressed
democracy’s ideational force, its natural emotional appeal. A bit of reflection shows that
democracy also depends on its technologies of reproduction and on people’s willingness
to use those technolo gies in new and creative ways. To focus on technique may make
democracy seem a pedestrian thing. And so it is.

See also:
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communitarianism

Communitarianism derives from the root term community. Community connotes a
particular manner of social being implying fellowship, familiarity and intimacy. In a
community, individuals purportedly find a deeper sense of identity. Community thus
implies a more ‘face-to-face’ relationship, based upon family, kinship, friendship or
neighbourhood. However, there are two points to note. First, community per se has no
distinctive ideological complexion. It can be found expressed from the mildest of left
anarchisms to the most virulent of fascisms. Second, there are stronger and weaker senses
of the term community, qua communitarianism. The stronger sense of community is
premised on a belief in a more objective value consensus. The kind of society envisaged
here is profoundly homogeneous and is difficult to uphold in an advanced industrial
scenario with rapid social, political and economic change and mobility. There is, thus, a
sense that the stronger use is either foolishly nostalgic or just reactionary Late nineteenth
and early twentieth-century conservative and fascist writers often appealed, with
immense enthusiasm, to the values of strong community. Exponents of weak community
have limited its application to notions like CITIZENSHIP duties.

History and development

The vision of the natural community, set against the artifice of imposed order, haunts
thinkers of all theoretical complexions from the eighteenth century to the present.
Edmund Burke’s or De Maistre’s vision of a traditionalist society based upon natural
hierarchy, contrasted to the rootless revolutionary society of cosmopolitans, is typical of
conservative communitarianism. G.W.F.Hegel also distinguished the ethical
communitarian state from the rootlessness and fragmentation of civil society. The legal
theorist Otto von Gierke praised the communal fellowship of Genossenschaft, as against
the artifice of Herrschaft, a distinction partly echoed in Ferdinand Ténnies’s famous
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft categories. The communitarian perspective is also echoed
in the conservative writings of Coleridge and T.S.Eliot, the anarchist theory of Peter
Kropotkin and the socialist utopianism of Robert Owen, William Morris and
R.H.Tawney. Despite the fact that there was no self-conscious communitarian movement,
the theoretical emphases of these diverse writings are clearly recognisable.
Communitarian theorising has a long and diverse history over the last two centuries. It is
important to realise, however, that some of these modes of communitarian theorising
have been profoundly opposed to democracy.
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In the 1980s, communitarianism blossomed in a more self-conscious manner, in the
writings of thinkers like Charles Taylor, Alisdair Maclntyre, Michael Walzer and
Michael Sandel, primarily in reaction to the HEGEMONY of individualistic
LIBERALISM. There was a messianic sense that the individualistic rights-based liberal
culture damaged communal life. However, each of the above theorists has a distinctly
unique manner of approaching the issues. One should not overemphasise their
homogeneity. Apart from exceptions, like Charles Taylor’s work on Canadian
constitutionalism or Amitai Etzioni’s ‘Communitarian Network’, communitarianism has
remained an academic movement and its relation to the world of democratic practices
remains unclear. There is, though, a background assumption that contemporary
communitarians are basically politically innocuous—unlike fascists and conservative
communitarians earlier this century—and that most are considered politically liberal.

Key ideas

The formal tenets of contemporary communitarian thinking are, first, a belief that
political and moral goods cannot be determined by abstract reasoning. Such ‘goods’ arise
from particular historical communities. There are no universalist premises, like Kant’s
‘nou-menal self’, Hegel’s ‘Geist’, Marx’s ‘proletarian consciousness’, ‘cosmopolitan
human rights’ or John Rawls’s ‘original position’. We cannot step back to assess
communities with a view from nowhere. We always have a view from somewhere.
Morality and politics are not invented, but interpreted from within a particular
community. Thus, when we argue about democracy, we give an account of the actual
existing practices of a particular community We read off an existing tradition of
discourse. Democracy in this sense cannot be used as an external standard of assessment:
either a society is democratic or it is not.

Second, the community forms the basis for practical reason. Communitarianism is
sceptical about aspects of the Enlightenment (and thus more sympathetic intrinsically to
the romantic and expressivist movements of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
century) concerning the ability of abstract universal reasoning to stand apart from social
or political traditions. Reason is situated within communities. There is a distinctive
ontological claim here. Communitarians assume that there are shared communal
resources and traditions that can be drawn upon. In other words, the community is
constituted by internal pre-understandings. Democracy, in this reading, must reflect those
pre-existing traditions. In this hermeneutic perspective, it is difficult for
communitarianism to offer any normative account of democracy.

Third, the self is constituted through a community. There are no ‘unencumbered
selves’ (to use Sandel’s term) standing outside a community frame. There is no sense that
human nature can be addressed independently of a community. Thus, for Sandel, we
cannot adopt the stance of the Rawlsian original position because it makes the
unwarranted metaphysical assumption of the unencumbered self (standing outside a
communal framework). If we cannot accept this unanchored Rawlsian self, then it
follows that we have no grounds for accepting the two principles of JUSTICE which are
the outcome of the Rawlsian decision procedures, which are premised, for Sandel, upon
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the unencumbered self. Rawls thus presupposes an implausible account of the moral
subject, which is the logical prerequisite for the impartiality of justice. For Sandel,
however, this implausible self creates in turn an implausible theory of justice. Life in the
community precedes practices like justice or democracy.

Communitarianism and democracy

Democracy has a complex relation with communitarianism. Three background points
should be noted: first, stronger conceptions of communitarianism in the twentieth century
(like European fascism) have been largely antagonistic to democracy. Second, even
within weaker versions of communitarianism, there is a historically contingent dimension
to the appreciation of democracy. Democracy cannot be perceived outside a particular
community. This weakens any universalist appeal of democratic theory Third,
communitarianism is distinctly uneasy with certain models of democracy. It is this latter
concern which will be the primary focus.

Within recent political theory three basic models of democracy stand out: the liberal,
republican and deliberative. The liberal model envisages government as an apparatus of
public administration and society as a series of market-oriented contractual interactions
among private persons or interest groups. Liberal democratic politics aggregates private
preferences. Democracy has the function of transmitting to the political apparatus the
atomistic preferences of CIVIL SOCIETY. Individuals, in the liberal model, never leave
the domain of their private interests. Democracy is a process of expressing preferences
and registering them through a vote. The goal is to decide what leaders or policies will
best serve the greatest aggregate of individuals. The whole leitmotif of communitarian
theory is antagonistic to this model. The reason for the upsurge of the communitarian
movement in the 1980s was a rejection of the individualistic, aggregative conception of
social life, implicit within this liberal conception.

The other two models of democracy have found a more receptive audience within
communitarianism, with the important proviso that these are still viewed as historically
situated. On the civic republican view, individuals consociate under law. Politics is the
articulation of the common good of all citizens. REPUBLICANISM embodies, therefore,
a more substantive ethical vision of the good life. Democracy is not the mere co-
ordination of interests within civil society. It is rather concerned with promoting a
SOLIDARITY, INTEGRATION and common good amongst its citizens. Democratic
rights embody the right to participate, to perform duties and deliberate over public issues.
The republican trust in public discussion stands in marked contrast to the liberal
scepticism about public reason.

Theorists like Taylor and Sandel have explicitly linked republicanism with
communitarianism. For such theorists, FREEDOM is a crucial value. Taylor’s ‘civic
freedom’ is not though negative freedom, but rather ‘democratic participatory self-rule’,
which he calls positive freedom. A direct link is thus made between communitarianism,
republicanism, positive freedom and democracy. Positive freedom, for Taylor, is central
to establishing a conscientious citizenship, public morality and common good. Some
current republican theorists reject this. For example, both Phillip Pettit and Maurizio
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Viroli see a transformed notion of “negative liberty’ (resilient freedom) as crucial to the
republican perspective. Viroli consequently vehemently denies the conceptual link
between communitarianism and republican democracy.

The third model is DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY. Jirgen Habermas’s writings
have been a key factor in the formulation of this theory. Like republicanism and
communitarianism, deliberative theories are critical of the individualised understanding
of interests within liberal democracy. Deliberative democracy is best understood as a
model for organising the public exercise of power, in the major institutions of a society,
on the basis of the principle that decisions touching the well-being of a collectivity are
perceived to be the outcome of a procedure of free deliberation. Democracy is a process
of discussion that creates a public. It does not, however, allow the citizen to reason from
the standpoint of a private consumer. Democracy is the institutionalisation of a form of
public reason, jointly exercised by autonomous citizens. The public sphere of
deliberation, about matters of mutual concern, is essential to the legitimacy of democratic
institutions. Some communitarian writers have been deeply attracted to this conception of
democracy However, key deliberative theorists, like Habermas, identify both
republicanism and communitarianism as committing the same error. Both rest on an
overly homogenising model of community identity. For Habermas, this homogenising
vision overburdens the democratic process by forcing politics into a collective identity.
He thus separates out deliberative democracy from communitarianism.

Conclusion

First, despite the subtlety of communitarian thought, it has turned out to be not so much a
critique of liberal democracy, as a partial salvation. Recent communitarianism presents
another, more perfectionist face, of liberal theory In fact, this theme becomes much more
systematically developed in the perfectionist liberalism of Joseph Raz, which explicitly
tries to link many communitarian and liberal concerns. In practice, most communitarians
paradoxically do prefer liberal democracy, but would like citizens to take democratic
practices seriously. Thus, the declared opposition between liberalism and
communitarianism is largely fictitious. Second, despite the central role played by groups
in communitarianism, it often seems oblivious to the complexity and hazards of group
life. Apart from Walzer’s work, communitarians appear overly relaxed about group
difference, especially qua democracy. Part of the reason for this is that communitarianism
does not really offer a clear account as to what community is, sociologically or
psychologically. It rests its laurels on an assumed beneficial overarching normative
consensus. It does not explain how diverse overlapping and often conflicting groups
constitute the self. The phenomena of multinationalism, polyethnicity and
multiculturalism consequently create huge problems for communitarian visions of
democracy. Third, the heavy communitarian reliance on historical contingency inevitably
inhibits the development of normative accounts of democracy. Communitarianism is
always caught in what is the case, rather than what ought to be.
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ANDREW VINCENT

consensus democracy

Consensus democracy can be defined as the polar opposite of MAJORITARIANISM. To
the question raised by the definition of democracy as government by and for the people—
who will do the governing and to whose interests should the government be responsive
when the people are in disagreement and have divergent preferences—the majoritarian
answer is: the majority of the people. Consensus democracy’s answer is: as many people
as possible. It does not differ from majoritarianism in preferring majority rule to minority
rule, but it accepts majority rule only as a minimum requirement: instead of being
satisfied with narrow decision-making majorities, it seeks to maximise the size of these
majorities.

Majoritarian democracy concentrates power as much as possible in the hands of a bare
majority; consensus democracy tries to share, disperse and limit power in a variety of
ways. A closely related difference is that majoritarian democracy is exclusive,
competitive and adversarial, whereas consensus democracy is characterised by
inclusiveness, bargaining and compromise. Consensus democracy is similar to the
concepts of representational democracy (Powell 1982), proportional democracy
(Lehmbruch 1967), ‘proportional influence’ democracy (Huber and Powell 1994),
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Madisonian democracy (Dahl 1956) and CONSOCIATIONALISM (Lijphart 1977),
which are defined in slightly different ways, but always in contrast with majoritarian
democracy.

The ten distinctive institutional characteristics of consensus democracy, the opposites
of the ten institutional traits of majoritarian democracy, are: (1) power-sharing in the
executive branch of the government by means of broad multiparty COALITIONS, (2)
executive-legislative relations in which neither branch of the government is predominant,
(3) multiparty systems, (4) proportional representation, (5) corporatist interest group
systems aimed at compromise and concertation, (6) federal and decentralised
government, (7) bicameral legislatures with two houses that have roughly equal strength
but are differently constituted, (8) rigid constitutions that can be amended only by
extraordinary majorities, (9) JUDICIAL REVIEW of national legislation by supreme or
constitutional courts, and (10) strong and independent central banks (Lijphart 1999).

In practice, contemporary democracies may be purely consensual or purely
majoritarian with regard to any of these characteristics, but they are more likely to
occupy various intermediate positions. All ten characteristics are therefore variables
instead of dichotomies. These variables cluster along two separate dimensions. The first
dimension groups together the first five variables, which have to do with the arrangement
of executive power, the party and ELECTORAL SYSTEMS, and INTEREST GROUPS,
and which, for brevity’s sake, may be called the executive-parties dimension. Because
most of the other five variables are commonly associated with the contrast between
FEDERALISM and unitary government, the second dimension may be called the federal-
unitary dimension. The most plausible explanation of the two-dimensional pattern is the
distinction between shared power and responsibility on the one hand and divided power
and responsibility on the other. Both are forms of diffusion of power, but the first
dimension of consensus democracy with its multiparty face-to-face interactions within
cabinets, legislatures, legislative committees and concertation meetings between
governments and interest groups has a close fit with the shared-power form. In contrast,
the characteristics of the second dimension fit the format of diffusion by means of
institutional separation: division of power between separate federal and state institutions,
two separate chambers in the legislature, and separate and independent high courts and
central banks.

Which type of democracy, majoritarian or consensus, works better? The conventional
wisdom is that there is a trade-off between their democratic quality and their
effectiveness in governing: consensus democracy (along the executives-parties
dimension) may provide more accurate representation, especially better minority
representation, as well as broader participation in DECISION-MAKING, but the one-
party majority governments typically produced by first-past-the-post elections are more
united and decisive, and hence more effective policy makers. On the other hand,
particularly as far as macroeconomic management is concerned, the policy coherence
produced by majoritarian governments may be negated by the alternation of these
governments in office, producing sharp policy changes that are too frequent and too
abrupt. Coalition governments, in contrast, may be slower but can provide steady, centrist
policy-making (Finer 1975).

Comparative analysis shows that consensus democracy (on the executives-parties
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dimension) is slightly better able to stimulate economic growth, control inflation and
unemployment, and limit budget deficits, but most of the differences are too small to be
statistically significant. Strong and highly significant differences do appear with regard to
various democratic desiderata: consensus democracy is strongly related to better
women’s representation in parliaments and cabinets, less income inequality, higher
participation in elections and closer proximity between government policy and voters’
preferences. It is also associated with a stronger community orientation and social
consciousness: consensus democracies are more likely to be strong welfare states, to have
more responsible environmental policies, to have less punitive criminal justice systems,
and to be more generous in providing economic development assistance to the world’s
poorer countries. Along the federal-unitary dimension, the performance of consensus and
majoritarian democracies does not differ significantly, except that the consensus
democracies with their stronger central banks have a better record on controlling inflation
(Lijphart 1999).

See also:
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AREND LIJPHART

consociationalism

The concept of consociationalism is traceable to Johannes Althusius, who in 1603 used
the term consociatio to denote a form of political union. Its current meaning dates from
the late 1960s, when it was utilised by scholars concerned with a number of small
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democracies that challenged predominant pluralist and social determinist accounts of the
relationship between political CLEAVAGES and DEMOCRATIC STABILITY. Using
mainly the cases of Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands and Switzerland, this early
literature on consociationalism contained three broad approaches (McRae 1974) to
explaining the prima facie paradoxical combination of a fragmented political subculture
and democratic stability. The first (exemplified by Val Lorwin) suggests the immobilistic
or destabilising potential of mutually hostile subcultures can be effectively countered by
‘segmented pluralism’; a degree of vertical subcultural encapsulation and AUTONOMY
sufficient to minimise the opportunity for conflict between the subcultures. The second
(associated with Hans Daalder, Gerhard Lehmbruch and Jirg Steiner) argues that these
countries’ capacity to maintain stable democracy is a product of their tradition of
DECISION-MAKING, characterised for centuries by the principles of ‘amicable
agreement” and PROPORTIONALITY.

The third approach—and the one with which consociationalism is most widely
identified—is contained in the early work of Lijphart (who later abandoned the concept,
however, in favour of CONSENSUS DEMOCRACY). Lijphart’s (1986a, 1968b)
fourfold typology of democracies is based upon whether (a) their political cultures are
homogenous or fragmented and (b) their elite behaviour is competitive or coalescent.
Lijphart terms those democracies consociational, where a fragmented political culture
coexists with accommodative elite behaviour, which builds a metaphorical bridge (or
‘arch’) over the gulf separating the subcultures (or “pillars’) and thus ensures democratic
stability. Lijphart attributes this to a strategy of ‘prudent leadership’ by rival subcultural
elites facing the potential collapse of a political system and maintains (1968a:22-30) that
consociational democracy is only viable if subcultural leaders have the ability to
recognise the dangers inherent in fragmentation; commitment to system maintenance; the
ability to transcend subcultural cleavage at the elite level and the ability to forge
appropriate solutions for subcultural demands. Lijphart’s six ‘favourable conditions’
include external threat, popular acceptance of government by elite cartel and low total
load on the system. The structures and techniques he associates with consociational
democracy are grand coalition; mutual veto; proportionality; high segmental autonomy;
intra-subcultural elitism and LOG-ROLLING.

Empirical studies of the countries originally considered archetypal consociational
democracies have on the one hand documented significant change since the 1960s in their
political sociology and mass behaviour. These include reductions in deference and in
positive affect towards the subcultures; electoral de-alignment; and an atrophying of
subcultural organisational networks and a concomitant decrease in the size and
impermeability of the pillars. On the other hand, those studies show a remarkable
resilience in structures and techniques of elite accommodation such as grand coalition
(whether in the governmental or the neo-corporatist arena), mutual veto, segmental
autonomy and proportionality. The “pillar parties’ (Luther and Deschouwer 1999) have
been the prime linkage mechanisms between the mass and the elite of the encapsulated
subcultures, mobilising the rival subcultures, aggregating their interests and recruiting
subcultural political elites. They also provided the central political actors for the
processes of binding elite accommodation. Indeed, in the highly segmented world of
consociational democracy, the party political writ of one or other of the main subcultures
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ran not only in the key socioeconomic interest groups, but also within many of the formal
policy implementation structures. Given that the now more homogenous consociational
democracies have retained elite accommodation, many have moved towards Lijphart’s
‘depoliticised’ or “cartel’ type of democracy.

Initially, the normative literature on consociationalism concerned itself with issues of
democratic stability and was broadly complimentary of consociational structures and
tech-niques, which it saw as valuable mechanisms for ensuring the inclusion of otherwise
potentially alienated social segments. Indeed, systems of consociational ‘power sharing’
or consensus democracy were often viewed as welcome alternatives to the adversarial
politics and MAJORITARIANISM of the WESTMINSTER MODEL and thus frequently
prescribed for countries with acute subcultural diversity (for example, South Africa and
Northern Ireland). Since at least the 1980s, however, the normative debate has shifted to
issues of democratic quality (for example, ACCOUNTABILITY,
CONSTITUTIONALISM, CLIENTELISM, SEPARATION OF POWERS and the
PUBLIC-PRIVATE DISTINCTION) and become more critical.

Though part of a much wider academic trend, this change reflects growing tensions
within the erstwhile archetypal consociational democracies themselves. As the societal
linkages of consociational party elites have weakened and their use of state resources and
state services to defend their role as central political actors have grown, hitherto accepted
practices (such as proportionality and extra-constitutional decision-making) have become
increasingly regarded as corrupt and undemocratic. The decline in popular acceptance of
government by elite cartel and the growing challenges to democratic performance faced
by these systems has helped ensure that the vertical cleavages hitherto central to
consociational democracy have started to be replaced by a horizontal cleavage between
political elites and the masses. Given the legacy of clientelism and a deferential mass
political culture, it is perhaps unsurprising that these systems have in the 1990s proved to
be vulnerable to populist mobilisation. The future quality of their democracies will
depend to a significant extent on whether political elites are willing and able to address
the challenges of distribution and participation in ways that have greater popular
acceptance than traditional consociational structures and techniques now enjoy.

There have been numerous critics of the analytical utility of the consociational
literature. Its theoretical status and explanatory power have been questioned (Barry
1975), the inclusion of Switzerland (which lacks encapsulated subcultures) widely
challenged and Lijphart’s notion of ‘prudent leadership’ deemed a self-denying
hypothesis. Doubts have also been raised about its causal assumptions, with suggestions
that while pre-consociational democracies might well have been characterised by
segmentation (i.e. by visible and permanent cleavage lines), ‘pillarisation’ (the rival
organisational networks that share the identity of their respective subcultures) may well
have been a consequence rather than a cause of consociational devices such as
proportionality and segmental autonomy and introduced (or at least promoted) by
political elites seeking to maximise their potential to exercise political control.

Such criticisms notwithstanding, the consociational literature provides a useful
reminder of the importance for the genesis and maintenance of democracy of the values
and behaviour of political elites. It has exerted a significant influence upon the
comparative study of democracy and remains a model with strong heuristic power.
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KURT RICHARD LUTHER

constitutional design

Liberal democracies are the heirs to two political doctrines. The first is liberal
CONSTITUTIONALISM, with its appeal to the idea of limited government. The second
is democracy, with its appeal to the idea of popular government. Although these two
doctrines have become fused into the idea of constitutional democracy, they are distinct.
The theory of constitutional government says that the constitution is sovereign and that
political power should only be exercised in accordance with the powers that a
constitution bestows on those in AUTHORITY. Thus the powers of government should
be limited. The theory of popular government, by contrast, says that the people, or their
representatives, are sovereign and that popular opinion should determine public choices.
On this view, democratic governments should be free to pursue popularly determined
goals. Taken literally, the principle of popular government does not prescribe any limits
on what democratic governments can do.
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If the principles are distinct, in what ways can they be fused in a political theory? To
answer this question, it is useful, following Rawls (1972:221-43), to define a
constitutional democracy as a political system possessing four features: respect for the
rule of law (see LAW, RULE OF); protection of certain fundamental personal freedoms,
including FREEDOM of speech, freedom of association and freedom of religion; secure,
if not constitutionally entrenched, property rights; and the use of the majority principle in
the making of public policy. Roughly speaking, the first three of these conditions
stipulate the requirements for constitutional government, and the fourth condition
stipulates that a constitutional government should also be democratic.

The fusion of these doctrines in the ideals and institutions of constitutional democracy
would not be problematic if the theoretical assumptions and practical implications of the
two sets of principles were consistent with one another. However, although the two sets
of ideas can often happily co-exist, they can also conflict with one another. Thus, in the
USA there is a clear SEPARATION OF POWERS between legislature and JUDICIARY.
The Supreme Court has the power to challenge legislation on the grounds that it violates
constitutional provisions. For example, the first amendment of the US constitution
protects freedom of speech with the requirement that ‘Congress shall make no law...
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press’. Of course, this prohibition is not self-
evident in its scope. Does it protect the publication of pornography? Or the burning of the
US flag as an act of protest? Or the encouragement of sedition? These are all questions
that the US Supreme Court has had to decide at various times in its history. Yet that is
precisely the point. It is up to the Court, not political representatives, to determine the
constitutional limits of congressional legislation. In other words, the separation of powers
means that the Court takes priority in determining the limits of what the legislature can
do.

It may be argued that the constitution itself can be changed by legislative means in the
USA and that the sharp separation of powers that constitutional principles imply should
be seen in the light of this potential for modification. However, it is a feature of the
constitutional entrenchment of RIGHTS and powers that any legislative changes require
especially large majorities among those eligible to decide on constitutional questions,
majorities that are difficult to achieve. Since 1788 there have only been twenty-seven
amendments to the US constitution, ten of them (the so called Bill of Rights) occurring
within two years of the original ratification. In other words, the barriers to legislative
alteration of the constitutional allocation of rights and powers are considerable; as indeed
they should be, according to the principles of constitutional government.

In consequence, the US constitution imposes restrictions on the scope of policies or
legislation that popular majorities, or their representatives, can adopt. The first
amendment to the US constitution would mean that some forms of legislation intended to
prevent ‘hate speech’, which some political representatives would like to see in place,
would be declared unconstitutional. By contrast in the UK, where there is no such
separation of powers, it is a legal offence to incite racial hatred through speech or
publications. The tension between popular and constitutional government is thus manifest
in both principle and practice.

Dworkin (1996) has contested this assertion. He argues that the separation of powers is
one way in which popular government can be realised. The essential premise of his
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argument is that the judiciary is often in a significantly better position than elected
representatives to give expression to the democratic principle that all citizens should be
treated with equal concern and respect. On this view, then, the power that the separation
of powers doctrine gives to the judiciary provides a way in which the value of political
EQUALITY, central to democracy, can be advanced.

The difficulty with this view, however, is that it draws too sharp a distinction between
the courts as deliberative institutions, guided by an ideal of equal respect, and legislatures
as aggregating institutions, responding simply to the weight of votes. Once we see that
legislatures are necessarily deliberative institutions in their own right, involved in the
weighing of policy and political arguments as well as the counting of votes, the contrast
between the two forms of DECISION-MAKING institution fades. Once we also see that
certain political rights, such as the right to petition the legislature, are ways in which
social groups can participate in the shaping and interpretation of a society’s morality, the
contrast ceases to exist at all. Although there is a conflict of principle between the ideals
of constitutional and democratic government, we cannot assume the moral superiority of
one set of principles over the other. We need to find an alternative way of achieving some
reconciliation.

A partial reconciliation

Although constitutional and popular government can be contrasted with one another, it is
possible to argue that some form of constitutional arrangement is necessary even if one
holds to a view that governments should rest on the popular will. The basis for this view
is the recognition that some rights are required by democracy in order to assure its
smooth functioning (compare Ely 1980).

For example, the principle of the rule of law involves the prohibition on retrospective
legislation and the requirement that law should be knowable in advance by citizens.
Ensuring the rule of law can be seen as a device by which only the settled will of the
majority informs public policy. Such procedural norms of legislation can be thought of as
ways to prevent temporary majorities seizing political control contrary to the underlying
will of a more permanent majority.

Similarly, rights protecting the personal freedoms of speech or of free assembly can be
given a democratic rationale. Protection of such rights forms the conditions under which
everyone in the community is allowed to influence and participate in debate. From this
point of view part of the justification of freedom of speech is as much the interest that the
public might have in hearing what is said as the right of individuals to speak their minds.
Thus, although constitutional restrictions on governments are a protection for individuals,
they can also be seen as a protection for the people taken as a whole.

By a parallel line of reasoning, some rights are also necessary to give a minority the
opportunity to turn itself into a majority. This is particularly so with rights ensuring fair
representation, whether in terms of voting rights or rights to organise political action to
promote one’s own views and interests. Freedom of association thus provides one of the
conditions under which DEMOCRATIC DEBATE and competition can take place.
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An unreconciled tension

Although it is possible to achieve a partial reconciliation between the principles of
constitutionalism and the principles of popular government, the reconciliation is not
complete. There are rights that cannot be related to democracy in a straightforward way.
Although they may be associated with democracy in practice, they will be logically
distinct from any definition of democracy that we can offer.

Examples of rights in this set include civil rights, such as freedom of religion, freedom
of conscience, freedom of non-political speech or freedom of sexual behaviour. Unlike
politically valuable rights, these civil rights do not seem to be tied essentially to the
notion of democratic government. It is not consistent with the principles of democracy for
a democratic government to prohibit a group of citizens from organising peacefully to
change public policy It is consistent with the principles of democracy for a government to
impose restrictions or grant privileges in respect of civil rights. For example, both
Sweden and Norway, which many regard as archetypical egalitarian democracies, have
established churches and levy taxes for their upkeep. If freedom of religion means
complete separation of church and state, which arguably it does, then it is apparent that
this separation is not always respected within functioning democracies (see STATE,
RELATIONS OF CHURCH TO).

To understand why this might be so, we need to go back to the crucial point of
difference between constitutional and popular government. Limiting government power
is logically distinct from determining the source of that power. To say what someone in
authority may or may not do is quite different from identifying the source of the power
they hold. If there is a relationship between the two, it is contingent and empirical, rather
than definitional. Limited government might not be responsive to the popular will and
governments responsive to the popular will might not respect constitutional limitations.

Another set of rights, sometimes connected by theorists with rights to freedom but in
fact logically distinct, are property rights. In one form or another property rights are often
made a matter of constitutional provision. For example, Article 14 of the German Basic
Law secures a right to private property and inheritance for citizens, although it also
prescribes that property has duties in respect of the public interest. As Buchanan
(1986:255-6) has noted, the exact constitutional status of PRIVATE PROPERTY is an
area that tends to divide libertarians or classical liberals on the one side from social
democrats on the other. Both may agree that there should be clear restrictions upon
governments interfering with the civil liberties of citizens, but they disagree on the
protection that should be afforded to property rights. Social democrats see property rights
as institutional devices by which control of productive assets is assigned to individuals,
where the assignment is to be judged in terms of the consequences it produces.
Libertarians and classical liberals, by contrast, typically wish to assimilate property to the
list of ‘natural’ rights, and to say that a person’s entitlement to property depends upon his
or her ability justly to acquire property from others.

Although modern libertarians have offered arguments for a natural right to property, it
has proved difficult to make those arguments good and so to assimilate property rights to
the category of pre-political natural or human rights. Hence, we should not suppose that a
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right to private property is definitionally tied to the principles of constitutional
democracy. However, since Aristotle there has been an empirical conjecture that a large
middle CLASS intent on maintaining the security of wide-spread property ownership is
conducive to democracy because it upholds dispersed sources of power independent of
government. For this reason, the constitutional protection of private property may
contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of democracy, but the connection is
empirical rather than conceptual.

Power concentration and power diffusion

How constitutional rights and responsiveness to popular opinion are to be balanced is
thus a fundamental problem in the theory of constitutional democracy. In order to
formulate an answer to this problem, we need criteria by which we can evaluate the
effects of competing institutional designs (see INSTITUTIONAL DESIGN). At this
point, then, we need to turn to broader theories of democratic and constitutional
government as the basis for such criteria. One relevant contrast in political theory is
between power-concentration views and power-diffusion views of the structure of
government (see Barry 1965:237-42).

On the power-concentration view, elected governments ought to be endowed with the
constitutional powers to achieve their goals within a context in which they are held
clearly to account for their actions. Decision points need to be reduced rather than
multiplied, and single-party control of government needs to be assured. On the power-
diffusion view, by contrast, governmental capacity ought to be fragmented in a series of
checks and balances to prevent power from becoming out of control or it ought to be
shared broadly among many political actors in a consensual fashion (for an influential
typology along the these lines, see Lijphart (1984)).

In broad terms, it is possible to state the constitutional designs that embody one or the
other of these two conceptions of government. Power-diffusion is achieved through an
electoral formula that allocates seats in proportion to votes, legislative rules that
encourage opposition participation in the making of legislation, the territorial dispersion
of power, a constitutionally established bill of rights that the courts can enforce and a
POLITICAL CULTURE of compromise and consensus rather than confrontation.

By contrast, power-concentration, as traditionally found in the Westminster system, is
secured through an electoral formula that reduces the effective number of political parties
in the legislature and enhances the margin of the winning party, legislative rules that
sharply distinguish the roles of government and opposition, practices that foster the
executive domination of the legislature and a unitary system of government in which
there are few sources of extra-parliamentary veto power on what governments can do.

Although it is possible to identify the types of political designs that lead to one sort of
government rather than another, this does not by itself settle the question of which is
superior in terms of the theory of constitutional democracy. That question can only be
answered by reference to a broader political theory, encompassing a view of the role of
government in society, and the conditions that need to be met if governments are to
perform their tasks in accordance with the particular conception of the political order that
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is favoured by a political theory. In the end, therefore, the way in which the balance
between constitutionalism and democracy is resolved will reflect the broader concerns of
a political tradition, culture or set of principles.

See also:

consensus democracy; constitutionalism; legislative process; representation, concept of;
representation, models of; state, models of; Westminster model
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constitutional monarchy

Constitutional monarchy refers to the alliance between democratic institutions and the
figure of a traditionally appointed head of state, a position which is usually hereditary
through the law of primogeniture, whose functions are regulated by the law of the land.
This concept is a result of the survival and adaptation of the figure of the monarch to
modern democratic forms of government.

In modern democracies, there is the office of head of state. In parliamentary
democracies, the head of the executive, such as the prime minister or chancellor, and the
head of state are separate offices, the latter being a monarch or, in republics, a president,
generally indirectly elected. In presidential republics, both offices coincide in the same
person. The presence of a monarch, such as an emperor, a king, a prince or a grand duke,
male or female, holding office for life according to rules of inheritance in a royal family,
is a paradox in democracy.

Monarchy, the rule by a single person, generally as a result of inheritance (in the West
normally primogeniture, sometimes preferring males over females) and in fewer cases, by
election by dignitaries in councils (like the medieval Holy Roman Emperor or the King of
Poland) was the basic form of traditional AUTHORITY. The religious legitimisation was
expressed in the idea of divine right of kings. That authority was limited by tradition,
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charters, law and state representative institutions but, with the advent of the modern state,
the notion of SOVEREIGNTY legibus solutus led to the so-called absolute monarchy
This conception was challenged by the English and French Revolutions, which in the
United Kingdom led to modern constitutional monarchy and in France to a republic.

The French Revolution led in all European countries to demands for participation of
elected representatives in power and to constitutions. Kings granted charters or were
forced to accept constitutions limiting their powers. France became a republic, but with
the exception of the USA, Switzerland, and for a short time Hungary and Spain, all
countries were monarchies and even the independent Balkan states and Belgium
established new dynasties. In the twentieth century, first in Portugal and then, after their
defeat in the First World War when the German, Austro-Hungarian and Russian empires
were overthrown, new republics were proclaimed. In the interwar years, seven of the
European monarchies became stable democracies. In six other monarchies,
democratisation was frustrated by dictatorship, in several with the support of the kings.
The first seven are still parliamentary democratic monarchies, to which the instauration
of the monarchy in Spain was added in 1975, when King Juan Carlos inherited all powers
of the state from Franco as a king in a newly created monarchy. By 1978, a political and
popular consensus legitimised the king’s dynastic rights as head of state while limiting
his functions to those of a constitutional monarch. Of the sixteen European republics
between 1918 and 1939, only five democracies survived. One could even argue,
therefore, that monarchies contributed to democratic stability.

The apparent contradiction between monarchs and democracies is resolved in modern
societies through what one calls a constitutional monarchy where the legitimisation of the
office comes from the constitutional system chosen by the people and the monarch does
not rule. This system is valid as long as the office gathers enough popular support. The
performance of each individual monarch influences this popular support, but scholarship
tends to attribute more importance in constitutional democracies to the office of the
monarch rather than to the individual as ‘was unambiguously demonstrated in Britain
during the abdication crisis of Edward VIII’ (Rose and Kavanagh 1976:550).

Evolution rather than revolution has made the British system of government, replicated
in other countries once part of the British Empire, such as Canada, Australia and New
Zealand, a model when describing the workings of a constitutional monarchy. At the end
of the nineteenth century, Walter Bagehot characterised it and defined the functions of an
archetypal constitutional monarch as the dignified part of the constitution. It is the theory
that, as a general rule, in a democratic constitutional monarchy a monarch reigns but does
not rule, being the symbol and the embodiment of the historical continuity of the state but
limited in its actions to the directives of the government which, as the emanation of the
popular will through regular elections, is the one who directs the national and
international policy of the state. This is in contrast to the nineteenth-century non-
democratic constitutional monarchies, in which the government did not need the
confidence of parliament or where there was the principle of the dual confidence of
parliament and king. What are then the functions left to the monarch? Bagehot indicates
that he possesses the right to be consulted, to encourage and to warn. The function of
advice is important. The monarch is the recipient of a vast amount of information that he
or she accumulates through time, which, with good judgement, allows him to form
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opinions that go beyond the political moment. This, as well as his or her position above
party politics, not owing any role in elections, allows him or her to give advice to the
government as a non-partisan member of the Cabinet, and also to the opposition.
Furthermore, he or she is a player that, thanks to deference accorded to monarchy, cannot
be ignored. Another function of the monarch is that of mediator in political difficulties, a
good example being the beneficial role of King Juan Carlos in Spain during and after the
failed coup of 1981.

In constitutional transitions, such as the advent of independence, a monarch can prove
useful. When Norway obtained independence from Sweden in 1905, King Haakon was
the basis of the new constitution. In reverse, the maintenance of the Queen of England as
head of state of many of the former British colonies after independence facilitated a
progressive political transition and the continuation of privileged relations through the
Common-wealth. The Andorran Co-Princes were instrumental in 1993 in the
transformation of Andorra from a personal feudal possession into a sovereign state with
the political form of a parliamentary co-principality. In Japan, where the Emperor had
been omnipotent in a country ruled by a military regime, the constitutional change after
the Second World War took place under the same monarch. From the position of being a
god, Hirohito became a constitutional monarch in a new constitutional system conceived
by the American occupying power. The Emperor’s denunciation of his divine status on
New Year’s Day 1946 was useful for bridging the gap between the old monarchical
dictatorship and a fully constitutional democratic parliamentary democracy: ‘The ties
between Us and Our people have always stood upon mutual trust and affection. They do
not depend upon mere legends and myths. They are not predicated upon the false
conception that the emperor is divine...”. It will be interesting to monitor the role to be
played by the monarchy in states not yet fully democratic, such as Morocco, Thailand or
the Gulf States, should a transition to democracy take place.

In multinational states, the monarch has a symbolic function which is difficult to
define. In Belgium, for example, he is king of all communities, a role difficult to assume
by an elected president who would necessarily be Flemish or Walloon. In some countries,
the monarch’s hereditary titles link him or her with different ethnic groups. The monarch
also plays a visible ceremonial and representational function, for which he or she is
particularly able. Knowledge in protocol and languages, long training for the office which
starts in childhood, connection with military and sometimes religious authorities, all
allow the monarch to represent the state both in national and international venues. In
some countries, a monarch can be a special asset in foreign affairs through long-lasting
knowledge of foreign leaders and peoples. Also, in moments of distress or national
catastrophe the monarch can symbolise the feelings of the nation. Emotional outbursts of
discontent can be controlled by the presence of a monarch who, through the charismatic
authority linked to his or her office and blood, if they show courage, can bring people
together. Events closely associated with the monarchy, such as the coronation, can also
be “a great act of national communion’ (Shils and Young 1953:80).
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constitutionalism

Constitutions provide a set of rules and conventions for the exercise of power. They
define who can make decisions, how and within what parameters. However, the nature
and content of constitutions differ tremendously, both over time and between polities.
There are huge variations as to their purposes and scope, the forms they take, the
provisions they contain and the mechanisms they employ. Indeed, principles or
procedures fundamental to certain constitutional orders can prove antagonistic to others.

The standard purpose of a constitution has been to avoid the arbitrary, wilful and
tyrannous use of power, a goal traditionally encapsulated in the phrase, ‘the rule of law
not men’. Most liberals and some conservatives and socialists associate this purpose with
the negative task of limiting what governments may do. A constitution is conceived as a
legal framework of procedures and RIGHTS that constrain state action. This negative
constitutionalism is motivated by both practical and principled considerations. The chief
practical concern arises from fears that politicians or public servants may prove corrupt
or incompetent. The principled reason issues from the belief that governments should
remain neutral between people’s ideals and interests. Behind both considerations lies a
view of the state as a regrettable, if necessary, evil. Its chief role is to reduce the mutual
interferences attendant upon social life, thereby preserving as much individual
FREEDOM as possible. However, since states can intervene in ways that are potentially
more oppressive than any individual could be, they too must be checked.
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Libertarians counsel limiting the state to providing physical SECURITY via a police
force, army and JUSTICE system. They contend more extensive functions, especially
those involving the redistribution of resources, increase rather than diminish the amount
of interference with individual liberty, and raise the likelihood of CORRUPTION and
inefficiency. The constitution’s scope is similarly restricted to upholding civil and
property rights. Democracy and political rights have a mainly subsidiary function as a
brake on government power, largely by allowing the peaceful removal of rulers. Since
democracy can prove a channel for rent seeking and tyrannous majorities it also needs
curbing, usually by a constitutional court. Social liberals and socialists acknowledge that
social and economic factors may be as significant impediments to human freedom as the
direct, physical coercion of others. Consequently, they allow a broader role for the state
in such spheres as welfare, education and the provision of public goods, and a
correspondingly wider scope for the constitution (see SOCIAL DEMOCRACY). For
example, they often argue social and economic rights should be assigned constitutional
protection to safeguard individual autonomy. Nevertheless, the constitution’s rationale
remains the same. It consists primarily of a judicially protected legal framework that
restricts state power to maximising the natural liberties of individuals. A bill of rights and
constitutional court provide the chief provisions and mechanisms.

Republican and recent post-liberal agonistic approaches adopt a more positive view of
constitutionalism. They see freedom as a civic achievement rather than a natural attribute.
It results from all citizens possessing an equal status when framing the priorities of the
polity and enjoying the opportunities and advantages that result from social life. Arbitrary
government is prevented by replacing rule by particular men with that of the people, not
through legal rules and norms. This account identifies the constitution with the political
system, with rights and the rule of law emerging from rather than framing politics. A
polity’s constitution consists of those political devices needed to foster deliberation and
reciprocity between citizens. Examples include voting systems, the SEPARATION OF
POWERS, and the dispersal of SOVEREIGNTY through federal and other forms of
political organisation. Instead of limiting political power, a constitution of this type seeks
to regulate it. It aims not at neutrality between the various interests and ideals of citizens
but at reaching an accommodation amongst them. Mutual engagement promotes equal
recognition, social SOLIDARITY and support for those public goods necessary for
individuals to fulfil their potential. These same political mechanisms also empower
citizens to contest measures that overlook or damage them. Positive constitutionalism
thereby satisfies many of the concerns of those favouring the negative position. Because
freedom is politically constituted, even in the personal sphere of familial relationships, all
of which are instituted and regulated by law, a positive constitutionalism is broad in
scope, for it applies to and seeks to democratise all spheres where power is exercised.

REPUBLICANISM and LIBERALISM were the dominant political languages during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries when modern, state-centred constitutionalism
originated with the English, American and French Revolutions. Aspects of positive and
negative, political and legal constitutionalism are present in all western democracies,
therefore. Article 16 of the French Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen of
1789 explicitly combines the two, declaring that where rights are not secured and the
separation of powers not established, no constitution exists. The American Constitution
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also contains both elements. For the authors of the Federalist Papers, political devices,
such as the checks and balances operating between Congress, Senate and President, on
the one hand, and the federal government and the various state legislatures, on the other,
provided the principal mechanisms for reconciling government by men with the rule of
law. However, the constitution also made provision for a Supreme Court and was
amended to include a Bill of Rights. Though the mix varies between constitutions, with
the French, say, being considerably more republican with its emphasis on popular
sovereignty and the relatively weak role assigned to the judiciary compared to the
German, with its emphasis on judicially protected rights over and above the federal
organisation of power, most draw on both traditions. Constitutions that lack political
mechanisms for distributing power tend to be merely ‘nominal’. Like the former Soviet
Union constitution, they simply offer rulers a spurious legitimacy. However, without an
independent judiciary to review and apply legislation, laws risk being inconsistently
made and implemented.

By and large, legal and negative constitutionalism has come to predominate over the
more positive and political kind, with the United States offering the prime example of
this development. The resulting juridification of politics has produced a related shift from
unwritten to written constitutions. The former, in the guise of time-hallowed conventions,
are favoured by many conservatives and some libertarians. They see such traditions as
organic. Spontaneous responses to the needs of people, customary rules lie outside the
arbitrary control of any single agent or agency Though supporters see the flexibility and
adaptiveness of this sort of constitution as an advantage, critics argue they are too open to
change and of too equivocal a status to provide effective constraints. In fact, most
constitutions have conventional and written elements, even if the balance varies and the
written parts are not always collected together into a single key document. Thus the
British constitution, the standard exemplar of the conventional type, contains numerous
written statutes and charters that enjoy constitutional status, such as Magna Carta (1215),
the Habeas Corpus Act (1641), the Bill of Rights (1689) and successive Representation of
the People, Judicature and Local Government Acts. Moreover, it also involves important
elements of political constitutionalism, notably the balance and partial separation of
powers represented by the division between Commons, Lords and monarchy and the role
of opposition parties in challenging governments. Yet as Walter Bagehot observed in the
nineteenth century, many of these bodies, such as the monarchy, have ceased to be
‘effective’. Now ‘dignified’ parts of the constitution, their ability to check the power of
the executive is negligible. Recent reforms have sought to revive both the legal and
political aspects of the British constitution. These have included new legal instruments,
notably the Human Rights Act (2000) which incorporates the European Convention on
Human Rights into British law, and institutional innovations, such as devolved
assemblies in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland and reform of the House of Lords.
However, Britain has not adopted a single written constitution, though similar changes to
Westminster style systems in New Zealand and Canada have led these countries to take
this step.

The relationship of constitutionalism to democracy is fraught with paradox.
Constitutions are both constituted by and constitute the people or DEMOS of a state.
Brought into being by democratic means in conventions and referenda, they usually



Encyclopedia of democratic thought 126

specify procedures for subsequent democratic amendment or repeal. Normally, they also
list the main elements of the political system, including the powers of central, regional
and local institutions, the method of voting, the terms of office and responsibilities of the
main post holders, and the rights and duties of citizens (see CIVIC VIRTUE). However,
constitutions not only define democracy but also, as we have seen, limit it. Some
constitutionally guaranteed rights may have an intrinsic connection to democracy, such as
the freedoms of speech, assembly and association, but others protect areas that it is
deemed should be immune from democratic interference, such as property or privacy
rights. Still others seek to guard against myopia or weakness of will by the demos. Giving
the power to set interest rates to an autonomous central bank is a typical example.
Finally, certain rights or mechanisms seek to facilitate democracy by taking particularly
divisive issues off the agenda. Freedom of religion and the separation of Church and state
(see STATE, RELATIONS OF CHURCH TO), minority vetoes or power-sharing
arrangements are instances of this reasoning. Note too that even those rights and
procedures that are intimately connected to democracy may constrain as well as enable.
There are many different models of democracy that define the democratic rules in often
incompatible ways. Democrats may feel the people should have the right to redefine these
rules whenever they wish. Meanwhile, constitutions frequently omit many factors that are
vital to the working of democracy: political parties, the media, pressure groups, and
business corporations standardly receive little if any explicit constitutional mention, let
alone regulation or protection.

There is probably no entirely satisfactory way of resolving the tensions between
constitutionalism and democracy. Democracy requires rules to operate; yet ‘people rule’
implies the capacity to revise these over time. After all, numerous categories of person
and spheres of life that have been excluded from politics in the past are now regarded as
legitimately included. Legal constitutionalists tend to see political constitution making as
an exceptional event at the moment of creating the state or regime in the wake of a
revolution or war. They argue that constitutional courts can assume the process of
renewal by looking to the norms and principles of democracy and the political culture of
the state involved. However both these aspects are deeply contested; witness the debates
over whether democratic EQUALITY s satisfied by one-person one-vote, or demands
proportional representation, minority quotas or even power sharing. Though the
American Supreme Court for one has attempted to adjudicate on such matters, it is hard
not to regard them as deeply political questions that cannot be resolved a priori but only
in relation to the people and the context concerned. As the continuing constitutional
crises and debates in Canada or Belgium indicate, this approach can have the drawback
of creating instability, can lead to opportunist bargaining by certain elites and, on some
analyses, fosters divisiveness rather than mutual recognition and accommodation. As
GLOBALISATION weakens state sovereignty and makes societies more plural, such
political constitution making may nonetheless become increasingly the norm rather than
the exception.
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constraint

Democratic political systems have been equipped with a wide variety of written and
unwritten rules, institutional obstacles and control mechanisms, together referred to as
constraints. Their task is to restrain any political actor who might abuse power, abuse
being defined in terms of threats posed to the EQUALITY of citizens, their FREEDOM
or their share in political influence. As a form of COERCION, constraints are in no way
the monopoly of liberal democracy: every stable political system requires mechanisms to
limit the extent to which, first, one citizen or group can constrain another; second, the
system as a whole can constrain individuals; and third, individuals and groups can
constrain the system (Weale 1999:45).

Constraints were understood as necessary and desirable features of political systems
long before democracy existed. Within the Greek Classics, six types of political systems
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can be distinguished: those ruled by one, the best and the many in the interest of all
(respectively monarchy, aristocracy, and politeia) and those ruled by one, the powerful
and the mob (tyranny, oligarchy, democracy) in the ruler(s)’s self-interest. They observed
that rule in the interest of all tended to degenerate into self-interested rule and ultimately
ended in chaos. Power could apparently corrupt even the most virtuous. For this reason,
Aristotle suggested that a mixed constitution containing elements of all three good
systems might in practice be the best and most stable form of government. The history of
constraints as a desirable feature of democracies therefore goes back at least to Aristotle.

It is not until the Middle Ages that constraints were also discovered as a necessary
feature of the political system. Mindful of the danger of tyranny, medieval political
theorists appealed to the monarch’s better feelings and stressed the rewards awaiting him
in the afterlife, all to morally constrain him. What probably added some force to their
arguments were the illustrations they used: histories of princes who failed to rule in the
interest of all and to bridle their power when necessary, thus bringing ruin upon their
empires and death upon themselves.

Constraints can be moral codes or legal regulations. When in the course of history
medieval regimes were replaced by increasingly representative civil regimes, moral
constraints lost more and more ground to legal constraints. Nevertheless the appeal to
morality remains important to this day. On the one hand, popular opinion still insists on
people’s representatives, civil servants and governing politicians acting in accordance
with a code of conduct or professional ethics. On the other, politicians occasionally
appeal to the citizens’ better selves, asking them to show ‘democratic constraint’ as
opposed to intolerance, protest or rioting, or they call upon them to remember their civic
DUTIES and RESPONSIBILITIES (see CIVIC VIRTUE). No matter how elaborate a
system of legal constraints may be, moral constraints are here to stay: in the end, legal
constraints remain paper tigers.

Legal constraints, products of bad experiences with absolutism or popular
SOVEREIGNTY, are again of two types: those based on the creation of countervailing
powers, that is opposing forces with (possibly) diverging interests, and those based on the
exclusion of political entities from power in certain areas. The first tradition dates back, at
least, to the conciliary movement within the Roman Church, trying to install a kind of
parliamentary control on the pope’s powers (see STATE, RELATIONS OF CHURCH
TO). In worldly affairs, countervailing powers are inseparably linked to Montesquieu,
who introduced the notion of the trias politica, a division in the powers of government
between an executive, legislative and judicial branch. The Federalists’ idea that political
institutions should serve as checks and balances on one another added a further degree of
sophistication to this type of constraint. Today, we find countervailing powers in virtually
every possible form and shape (see SEPARATION OF POWERS). At the very least,
power constraints (when respected) succeed in continually forcing powers to co-operate
and share responsibility; at best, in preventing any power from acting on its own,
uncontrolled.

Rather than forcing political actors to co-operate in order to act, exclusionary
constraints directly prohibit action. They mark off areas in which other citizens, groups or
the state are not allowed to intervene (see PUBLIC-PRIVATE DISTINCTION).
Exclusionary constraints found their first expression in CONSTITUTIONALISM and the



A-Z 129

call for religious freedom, to be followed by, for example, minority rights in general,
CHRISTIAN DEMOCRACY’S demand for SUBSIDIARITY, and defences of a self-
governing CIVIL SOCIETY.

Exclusionary constraints and democracy were linked by social contract theorists from
Hobbes and Locke to Rawls. Their defence of a state-free, private sphere rested on the
assumption that governments can derive legitimacy from their subjects only insofar as
they respect their rights and interests. Almost taken to the extreme, this has been
interpreted by Robert Nozick (1974) as an argument for the night-watchman state:
politics and policy can only be legitimate after individuals have exercised their individual
rights (which serve as ‘side-constraints’ on the state). Since these include rights to
PRIVATE PROPERTY, little room is left for social or economic policy, let alone
collective decision-making. In less radical versions of philosophical liberalism (Rawls
1971; Barry 1995), exclusionary constraints serve as basic rights or principles of social
justice, limiting but not obliterating room for democratic decision-making. However, it is
important to note that all exclusionary constraints are, at least in principle, at odds with
the formal idea of democracy: democracy, after all, presumes that the enfranchised are
sovereign decision makers, hence not constrained in any way (Hyland 1995:131; Weale
1999:167). Moreover, exclusionary rights themselves can have two faces. They may in
time be experienced as freedoms by some and—think of the freedom of contract or the
privacy of the family—as vehicles of oppression by others.

Exclusionary constraints are embodied in constitutions or bills of rights, as well as
international treaties and legally binding declarations like the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. Their exact content and interpretation, and the degree to which they are
respected, differ from country to country. It is one of the paradoxes of democracy that
exclusionary constraints seem to flourish better in democracies, despite the theoretically
uneasy relationship between the two.

Legal constraints cannot be effective without moral constraints, and hence cannot be
effective without civic and political virtue. Even then, not all legal constraints will be
equally effective or efficient. Apart from technical flaws in their design, this problem is
intrinsic to democracy. The greater the number of issues on the political agenda of
democracies, the more demand there may be for constraints. Exclusionary constraints do
not necessarily mean that the state has less to do: they may require the work of (new)
institutions to protect them, which calls for countervailing powers, implying more
institutions, checks and balances, and with that the danger of an overloaded, paralysed
government (see GRIDLOCK).

In normative terms, constraints can be evaluated by their procedural and substantive
effects. From the procedural point of view, what matters is that constraints guarantee
PROCEDURAL DEMOCRACY: an equal distribution of power in society, keeping
government and policy in some way representative. By substantive criteria, what matters
is that some points of view seen as morally contradictory to democracy, or the people
representing them, cannot dominate society. Unfortunately, every constraint has both
procedural and substantive effects, and judgements on the two may not concur. Excluding
the issue of the abolition of democracy from the political agenda, for example, implies
excluding many of the ideas of anti-democratic parties and limiting the freedom of anti-
democrats. The procedural effects may be easy to defend since it is a matter of protecting
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democracy against itself, yet the substantive effects require a substantive moral defence
of what a ‘proper’ democracy is, a defence which is necessarily open to debate. What is
clear, however, is that the idea that popular sovereignty should always overrule
constraints, or that constraints always overrule the majority, are incompatible with
democracy The former could lead to the abolition of the public sphere, the latter to that of
the private sphere.

Constraints express a widely shared belief that something is true or truly valuable,
worthy of protecting and of passing on to the next generation; as such, constraints may
also express cultural and temporal prejudice. Good democratic practice then is both
conservative for the moment and self-critical towards the future.

See also:

coercion; constitutionalism; good practice; legal regulation; public-private distinction;
responsibilities; separation of powers; sovereignty
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contestation

Contestation can be both physical and conceptual. An early example of physical
contestation includes gladiatorial combat, an example referred to in a wider vein by
Hobbes who writes about the gladiatorial stance between contesting princes of different
realms (Hobbes 1968:187). Clausewitz referred to war as an extension of politics by other
means, a dictum that has impressed subsequent generations of scholars. Strictly speaking
these examples are mistaken, for politics breaks down when combat arises. We have only
to turn to the earliest examples of politics to find that the meaning of politics depended
upon verbal contestation. Thus the polis in its active capacity depended solely upon
verbal contestation: a conflict of concepts. This notion that contestation is primarily a
contest of concepts is particularly crucial to democratic regimes who attempt to settle
their differences by argument, speech, making a point, and contests at the conceptual
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level.

The tradition of deciding the outcome of conflicts by means of argument is
conventionally traced to the Greek polis and to Greek drama. For instance Antigone takes
her case in a verbal vein rather than a physical vein. Notwithstanding these examples of
early contestation, even earlier examples can be found in the myths of Mesopotamian
gods who frequently set up assemblies to settle disputes in a verbal manner (Pritchard
1958). The earliest examples of such myths known to us certainly date back to the third
millennium BCE and can therefore be said to be in the order of four to five thousand
years old. Contestation, as a verbal and conceptual product, is therefore rooted in the very
origins of our society. In contemporary times, it is absolutely critical to democracies that
break down when physical force is used. This entry will therefore be concerned primarily
with contestation in the conceptual sense rather than in the gladiatorial sense. The claim
made here is that politics is not related to war; it neither extends it nor is extended by
war. Politics is primarily centred on speech. Arendt in The Human Condition (1958)
made action the centrepiece of politics. Action was speech-dependant, and elsewhere
Arendt argued frequently that speech in the public domain was almost synonymous with
politics.

This observation made in 1958 is almost certainly a by product of the experience in the
West of the Second World War, when politics between states and significant politics
within states disappeared. Arendt was perhaps the first to note that contestation in the
conceptual sense broke down in the presence of violence. This opened the way for a
serious examination of contestation as the point of agonia, the agonistic moment between
competing concepts held by different parties (see AGONISM). We can broaden the
hypothesis out to argue that, with Nuremberg, everything changed. Nuremberg ended the
Machiavellian concept of the state and replaced it with individual responsibility. That
individual responsibility implied that an individual had to argue for his or her own
position or actions. In a sense, this was the apotheosis of Kantian individualism.
However, that thesis while attractive and juristically correct fails to account for the fact
that individuals occupy conceptual positions. This observation makes conceptual
positions and concepts themselves significant in the domain of politics. It can be argued
that Arendt’s speech actor is not an individual completely but an individual occupying
and utilising the conceptual equipment available to them. If this be the case then concepts
become important components of contestation and the battle for control of concepts and
conceptual meaning lies at the very heart of politics itself.

Some concepts in particular seem to be incapable of final definition. W.B.Gallie noted
this in an article called “Essentially Contested Concepts’ (1955). Gallie argued that some
concepts were essentially contestable, in other words their final meaning could never be
settled. Examples he gave included science and democracy. This notion was later taken
up by other writers who claimed that almost any number of concepts were essentially
contestable. So Steven Lukes (1974), for instance, argued that power was an essentially
contested concept, the examples could be multiplied endlessly. There is some confusion
about what it is that is essentially contestable, a point made by Clarke (1979) who argued
that there was a deep confusion in the idea that a concept could be essentially contestable
and that it was the principle behind the concept that was contested and that essentialism
should not apply to concepts themselves. Subsequently the idea of essentially contested
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concepts was eliminated in favour of the idea of the contestability of concepts, thus
dropping the metaphysical baggage that went with Gallie’s original notion.
Contestability, therefore, has become once again the centrepiece of politics just as it was
in the polis.

The difference between the modern concept of contestability and that which was found
in the polis is that the modern concept allows the contestability of concepts to lie outside
of, as well as within, the political arena. Therefore the family and CIVIL SOCIETY are
potentially domains within which political contests can be fought. The notion can be
taken even further to permit contestability to run through the very fabric of society itself.
There is a sense in which one might argue that ‘everything is up for grabs’. For some this
is a happy situation, for it permits a quiet and bloodless revolution to occur. For others, it
is an unhappy situation for exactly the same reasons. One solution to ‘the everything is up
for grabs’ scenario is to argue that societies do hold certain things to be static. A prime
example of this is in Richard Rorty’s claim (1989:73) that persons and, by extension,
societies have a ‘final vocabulary’, and this ‘final vocabulary’, while groundless, is not
negotiable. Thus LIBERALISM consists of certain precepts that are held without the
possibility of further explanation. A “final vocabulary’ is justified merely by the appeal
that it is he who argues or it is just the way we do things. Rorty takes this even further in
arguing that liberalism is the last political revolution that we shall ever need. Contest-
ability, therefore, within this view is limited not by an externally justified ground but by
habit and sentiment.

In contrast to this liberal view, some post-modern Marxists have hijacked the notion of
contestability and turned it to their ends. Their position is that if everything is up for
grabs, then conceptual contests can be used as part of their armamentarium. On one view
of this, individuals are points of linguistic construction and the radical revision of the
language can bring about the radical revision in society There are theoretical
justifications to be found in Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations, where it is
argued that the meaning of a word is its use.

An excellent example of this theoretical approach put into practice is the way in which
feminists have altered language and through this the use of linguistic thought patterns and
habits and practices. There is, perhaps, no more successful example of how the
contestation of concepts can bring about real political and social change. Another
example, which relies on a similar principle, is that of political correctness where some
terms in the language were eliminated in the hope and expectation of changing political
and social ideas. To some extent this succeeded, but it also became a victim of its own
EXCesSes.

Contestation, therefore, particularly the contestation of concepts, has been a powerful
tool within the operation of liberal democracies. It is also open to the proponents of
contestation to turn to the very meaning of democracy itself and here one has seen such a
varied meaning put to the term democracy that at times the very term has become almost
meaningless itself. Clearly this would be an unsatisfactory situation. No term can be
subject to such multiple meanings as to be all-inclusive. It is important therefore in any
conceptual contest that there be a relatively clear victor. It is also important to the
operation of democracy that conceptual contestation across a fairly wide but bounded
range of difference occurs in a peaceful manner.
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contingency

The word ‘contingent’ is derived from adding the Latin contingere, to be contiguous, to
the Latin tangere, to touch; hence the base meaning is to contiguously touch. The form of
the touch can be logical, physical or metaphysical, and is opposed to necessity. Hence
that which is contingent is happenstance, accidental or otherwise not necessary. By
contrast, that which is necessary must be the case where the force of the must is logical or
modal. A contingent statement can then be defined against its opposite as a statement
whose falsity is not logically or modally precluded.

This arcane and rather dry formulation hides a deep problem for when applied to the
question of existence it raises the issue as whether there must be anything at all or
whether what there is is accidental. Basically, the most fundamental question of all is,
‘why is there anything at all’: the problem of contingency. The second and derivative
question which gives rise to the problem of evil and of theodicy is why what there is is
the way it is.
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The two most fundamental questions, therefore, are the question of contingency and
the question of evil. The first addresses the issue as to why there is is anything at all. The
second addresses the question of why what there is the way it is. Contingency is the
prime question: it is clearly simpler and less demanding that there be nothing rather than
something. This abstract principle has fed into political and social thought as a direct
opposition to necessity—the principle that things must be the way they are—hence, in the
opposition between necessity and contingency, contingency seems to be the more
powerful component. This is significant for it indicates that there is nothing fixed about
social and political arrangements.

This conclusion is significant and recent. The problem of contingency is a modern/late
modern problem; prior to that, contingency was applied to events in the universe but not
to the universe as a whole. The implications of this myopia are significant for it implied
that the fact of the universe and its course or trajectory could not be denied. If they could
not be denied it was because they were necessary and unchallengeable, and if they were
unchallengeable it was because they were given. The form of the given varied. In Ancient
Greece, it was found in the idea of oikonomoia and right order, and the universe was
structured in a strict hierarchy; in ancient Egypt, it was structured according to the rules
laid down by the ‘all Lord’; in ancient Mesopotamia, it was structured according to
certain given principles of justice derived from the gods; and in the Christian reading of
the Old Testament given by St Augustine, it was determined by the sins of Adam and the
fall that followed.

Within the Western tradition of thought, two significant, yet variant, accounts of
necessity can be isolated. The first is derived from Aristotle, the second from Augustine.
Avristotle developed the teleological view that the outcome of an entity was contained
within its origin. Combined with the Hebraic teleological/apocalyptic view of the
universe, this led to the view that the first days contained the last days. In other words,
the outcome was determined by its origins. St Augustine took the complementary view
that the breaking of the prime interdict not to eat from the fruit of the tree of knowledge
led to Adam’s fall from grace. A consequence of this led to the doctrine of contrasting
eternity against time. God therefore had foreknowledge of time, and the last days were
contained in eternity. Put another way, the trajectory of the world and actions in the
world were foreknown by God. Taken together these views of Aristotelian teleology, the
Hebraic apocalyptic tradition and Augustine’s doctrinal position led to a generalised view
that the course of the world was determined by factors outside of the world.

This sacral doctrine—that the world had a certain course, which it was modally bound
to follow—was secularised in the historical determinisms of Kant, Hegel and Marx.
Hegel shifted the transcendent God to the immanent Geist whose unfolding would follow
a path to absolute knowingness. Marx inverted the doctrine placing the unfolding in the
material world.

Nonetheless all these attempts at historicising human existence in secular terms
followed the basic pattern given in the Aristotelian, Hebraic and Augustinian model:
namely, there was a given historical pattern that stood outside of significant human
intervention. Kant, Hegel and Marx, in varying degrees, followed the sacral modal and
were necessary rather than contingent. They were, in spite of their protestations, captive
rather than free.
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The discovery of history and historicism, the view that social facts are historically
specific, effectively undercut the view that history had a pattern whose trajectory could
be known by scientific analysis. Once social and historical facts are admitted as
historically and socially located, an objective history becomes impossible. If an objective
history is impossible then historical determinism is impossible. If historical determinism
is impossible then the Hebraic-Aristotelian-Augustinian model collapses and the
eschatological tradition which drove it also collapses. The upshot of this is that history,
society and culture are the outcome of a set of contingencies rather than a set of
necessities. History consists of a set of happenstances or accidents and not a set of
necessities.

A clear consequence of this perspective is that there is no objectively given right order
or hierarchy or set of precepts that exist and no laws or precepts of history that determine
actions, or laws or government. The significance of the break from necessity to
contingency in history cannot, therefore, be overestimated for it inverts the tradition of
right order and given government to a condition in which order and government have to
be created and have to be justified in their own internal terms and not in external terms.
This is the democratic moment in history, theology, society, culture and eschatology: it is
the moment of transition where what is given is replaced with that which has to be
created.

The democratic moment replaces the given with the made and is the source of the
OLIGARCHIC CRISIS typical of the mid-to-late twentieth century. Oligarchy depends
on the claim that AUTHORITY is given and is well-grounded. When that claim
collapses, so the foundations of authority collapse. One possible solution is a non-
foundational authority. In theory, there are a number of ways in which this claim might
be met. In practice, the best claim derives from the view that authority rests with the
people. This claim is well argued from Marsilius of Padua, through to John Locke and
into contemporary political theory. The argument usually takes the claim that they who
are affected by government ought to have a voice in its selection and application of that
government. Here we see natural law theorists break with the theory of right order and
introduce the embryonic form of the democratic moment.

The democratic moment consists of three stages. First, there is the twelfth-century
break with the social and structural given; second, there is the seventeenth-century break
with the idea of right order; and finally there is the mid-twentieth-century break with
necessity and the embrace of contingency. Each of these breaks, while separate, are of a
piece in that they shift the balance of thought away from the idea of a given order—
necessity—to the idea that order is to be given—contingency. The large effect of this is to
diminish given authority and to produce the requirement for authority without
foundations. This is the democratic moment for in democracy there are no external
foundations, there is only the authority found in the people of the moment. A clear
consequence of that is an identity crisis. If the democratic moment arises from
contingency then identity is contingent. Who we are depends, therefore, on the
circumstances that surround us. We are no more than a contingent set of factors that
happen to overtake and dominate us (see IDENTITY, POLITICAL). This argument to
identity is frequently used and misused. Taken to its conclusion it leads to the
mereological effect that every change, even to atomy, leads to a change of identity. In
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lesser form it leads to the claim that every change of circumstance leads to a change of
identity. Thus if ‘a’ performs action ‘x’ rather than action ‘y’ on a specific day, ‘@’
changes identity and becomes a different person. It is unlikely that such a result is
compatible with a stable democracy. A stable democracy most likely requires stable
people. A mere mereology is not therefore sufficient to democracy, where some
continuity is required.

This raises the second problem of identity. If we take the first problem as arising from
mereology and its cognates, then identity will always be, in Hume’s words, ‘feigned’. On
the other hand, if we take identity as given over time—as substantial—rather than
feigned, then the situation becomes quite different and ‘a’ remains ‘a’ regardless of a
change in circumstances.

At this point necessity intervenes, for it is necessarily the case that ‘a’ remains ‘a’
regardless of the change in circumstances. Translated into people talk, person ‘a’ remains
as person ‘a’ regardless of a change in circumstances. In other words, circumstances may
be contingent but people remain much the same. This distinguishes two cases of
necessity, historical necessity and personal necessity. The former refers to the giveness of
history; the latter refers to consistency of identity over time and space. These two cases
are often confused. Historical necessity refers to the claim that history has a fixed course.
This is the eschatological case found in the eschatological tradition backed up by
Avristotelian thought. The first days contain the last days and the end of history can, in
principle, be known, for it is necessary and not contingent.

The necessity of personal identity, however, merely refers to the continuation of
substance over time. If mereology holds then identity does not hold and it is pointless, or
at least mistaken, to talk of the same person existing past the moment. Identity would at
best take the continuing form of la+lb+l...n, where no | was identical. An alternative
view takes it that identity continues through time and la and In are identical. This position
holds particularly well when la and In are strongly connected and not radically different
or disparate. It holds less well when a and n are radically different; for example, a baby
initially brought up in one culture and then detached from that culture and brought up in
another culture. Here we might find a middle ground and say that while | is purely
attached, a and n are contiguously connected. The identity is necessarily connected at
some deep level. Another way of putting this is to say that the same person is necessarily
involved but the psychological identity is distinct but contiguously connected. Yet
another way of putting this is to say that identity and necessity and identity and
contingency can be connected in the same person.

This observation, together with the structural breakdown evident from the twelfth
century and the decline of the eschatologicalapocalyptic turn, was a condition of Western
democracy. In other words, no contingency, no democracy. The democratic moment
hangs most of all on the decline of necessity and the rise of contingency in an historical
rather than in a personal sense.

Traditional modes of political order rested on some model of authority external to
them: God, Right Order, external giveness, to mention a few examples. Such models are
extant in the earliest known text circa 2000 BC and continue though until the seventeenth
century when the fixed models broke down. The reasons for the breakdown are manifold,
but prime among them is the death of God, the Protestant ethic and the general disbelief
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in external authority. Authority reached a crisis of credibility—it was not so much
challenged, for a challenge requires reasons—as regarded with incredulity: its demise
required no reasons to be given. Authority was mocked. And mockery and laughter are
powerful weapons against given authority.

There is another way of expressing this idea. History has been regarded as a given.
Whether sacral or secular, it contained its own teleology within it. To say this is to say
that history unfolds, or has a given course set down from the outset and that it will have
an end. The end of history can be the second coming of Christ, Moralitat, Sikklicheit or
communism, or whatever one will. Nonetheless, a definite and distinct end there will be.
At this point while there may well be events, they will not form part of the engine of
history. The engine of history will come to a halt and no significant change will take
place thereafter. The last days will be the outcome of the first days, and this will be so
because of teleology and necessity.

The argument to contingency challenges this in a variety of ways. Most fundamentally,
it begins from the query, noted above, as to why there should be anything at all,
especially given the energetic observation that it would be simpler for there to be nothing
at all. Second, it introduces the claim that if the universe itself is contingent, then that
which is in it is also contingent. This is not an overpowering argument, but it is clearly
worthy of pause. It is logically possible, if odd, that a contingently produced universe
could be necessary in its unfolding, i.e. it was teleologically determined such that its
contingently existing first days necessarily produced its determined last days. This
argument works quite well in cosmology but is weak in social and cultural history, which
seems to be determined not at all, or at least minimally, by cosmology.

In social and cultural history, what is most impressive is the sheer happenstance,
accident or contingency of events. That they seem to be so contingent rather than acts of
necessity is due to the perspective of the ‘death of God” and to postmodernism combined
with the dominance of the secular argument over the sacral argument. Put another way, in
a teleological argument, event ‘b’ at the end of history is conceived as being contained in
event ‘a’ at the start of history; ‘b’ is thus necessarily determined by the characteristics of
‘a’. In a non-teleological argument, ‘b’ is not a consequence of ‘a’ or any characteristics
of ‘a’. Since Nietzsche the perception of the death of God, secularisation and cognate
arguments detach ‘b’ from ‘a’. Hence, ‘b’ is self-contained yet open-textured: it is
contingent in that it depends on its own merits and not on the contents of ‘a’, and it is
open-textured in that it is not subject to any pre-given closure.

A similar argument applies to political, social and religious structure, all of which turn
out to be interconnected. If political structure ‘p’ is detached from structures ‘s’ and ‘r’,
then “p’ is contingent. In all these examples, the latter may well be ‘chained’ to what has
gone before but is not determined by it. They may also be genealogically related to each
other, but the relation is always contingent, never necessary; an initial action ‘a’ did
produce an event ‘b’, but it might have produced an event b1.

Clearly, this account needs modifying if it is to hold that the connection between some
events is necessary. Events close to the laws of mechanics, for instance, carry a necessity
within them that events in history do not. That said, some historical events will be more
necessarily related than others and some social events will be more necessarily related
than others. Each needs to be taken on a case-by-case basis. The fundamental mistake of
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the past is to relate all historical events necessarily or all social events or actions
necessarily. That mistake is grounded theologically, backed up by Aristotelian teleology,
Augustinian history and natural law theory. The break with this produces the possibility
of democracy.

The break with necessity in history and in social structure, the end of the right order
and the end of natural law, combined with the death of God, introduces an exceptional
degree of uncertainty into social, political and moral life. The effect of this is to end
grand foundations and reduce grand theory in history and in society. It is also to reduce,
or even eliminate, foundation in authority. It is not entirely surprising, therefore, that the
end of giveness characteristic of the late twentieth century went hand in hand with the
crisis of authority in the nation-state. The upshot of that is the complete breakdown of the
nation-state, even anarchical and nihilistic behaviour, or placing the LEGITIMACY of
the nation-state on a new but foundationless basis. The most successful of these attempts
has been democracy. Democracy provides legitimacy without foundations and is a
reasoned and reasonable response to a world of contingency. Even the arch-positivist
A.J.Ayer had to admit that there was no firm foundation, for ‘there is no way of taking
conclusively established pure protocol sentences as a starting point of the sciences. No
tabula rasa exists’. Ayer likens us to sailors who have to rebuild their ship, not in a dry
dock where they can pull it to pieces and use the best new materials to rebuild it, but on
the open sea with the existing materials. ‘Only the metaphysical elements can be allowed
to vanish without trace. Vague linguistic conglomerations always remain in one way or
another as components of the ship. If vagueness is diminished at one point it may well be
increased at another’ (Ayer 1959:201).

Contingency makes for democracy. In the contingent society there are no foundations,
no natural law, no right order, and no oikonomoia that precedes existence and gives it
structure and meaning. Democracy is therefore its own self-contained legitimacy.

This would be impossible outside of a narrowly defined set of interests and
perspectives, what the Greeks called homonoia or like-mindedness. The conditions of
modern democracy tend, however, to be based on heteronomoia or difference.
Democracy requires, therefore, a set of ground rules and like-mindedness about
frameworks in order to allow the diversity to operate. The diversity is also limited by the
ground rules, EQUALITY, RIGHTS, moderated MAJORITARIANISM, single voting,
free elections, an adequate say in the actual operation of the democracy and so on. A set
of historical and social conditions must therefore be met before democracy can flourish.
Basic SOLIDARITY rules must exist. Given that these cannot be based on necessity or
clear foundations, they must be based on worked out conditions contingently obtained.

There is an obverse set of conditions to this formula. If democracy is based on
contingency, then contingency may well be the best (anti) foundation for democracy.
Given the increase in contingency, it would be likely, therefore, to see a fourth wave of
democratisation.

In sum, while it is possible to identify some relations as necessary, historical and social
relations are largely contingent. The effect of this is to remove the ground from
traditional modes of viewing historical and social relations. Where that ground is
maintained or remaintained, as for example in some theocracies, the argument for
democracy is difficult to maintain; where that ground is absent, the argument to
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contingency, solidarity and democracy is easy to maintain.
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corporatism

Derived from the Latin corpus (body), the term ‘corporatism’ broadly refers to the
organisation and structure of economic interests along functional lines in society. Modern
corporatist thought emerged in the mid to late nineteenth century in reaction to industrial
CAPITALISM and political LIBERALISM. With antecedents in medieval Catholic
social philosophy, corporatist thought depicted pre-industrial society as a harmonious and
organic community divided into different functional categories such as serf and landlord,
under divine authority Nineteenth-century corporatists observed that CLASS conflict and
liberal INDIVIDUALISM eroded social harmony, engendered social injustice and
created a society of selfish individuals. They advocated the establishment of collectivist
and hierarchical institutions whose purpose was to address inequities and to restore social
order and common purpose. The state had a central role in establishing these institutions
because of its authority to intervene in society; because corporatist groups were unlikely
to emerge without encouragement and assistance from the state; and finally because
unregulated MARKET FORCES served neither the national interest nor producers under
threat such as small business and peasants (Williamson 1989:28). One of the most
famous expressions of nineteenth century corporatist thought was Pope Leo XIII’s 1891
encyclical Rerum Novarum, which called for the formation of associations of employers
and employees, similar to the medieval guild system where artisans or merchants
established organisations for mutual aid, the protection of members and the pursuit of
common purposes.

This first version of modern corporatism, with its promise of a ‘third way’ between
capitalism and socialism, reached the height of its popularity during the period between
the First and Second World Wars. It was especially influential in western Europe, Latin
America and Quebec, where strong Catholic traditions ensured that many corporatist
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ideas were put into practice. During this same period, a form of corporatism was
practised in fascist Italy, where government incorporated producer groups as instruments
of autocratic control over the economy and society.

Interest in corporatism was revived in the early 1970s, although theorists of ‘neo-
corporatism’ stressed that their focus was the development of voluntary associations in
advanced industrial societies and their relations with the state, rather than the
‘authoritarian corporatism’ of Mussolini’s Italy, Petainist France or Salazar’s Portugal.
Neo-corporatists used terms such as ‘societal corporatism’ (Schmitter 1974) or “liberal
corporatism’ (Lembruch 1977) to describe a distinctive mode of policy formation where
peak associations of business and TRADES UNIONS were closely involved with
government in addressing issues such as economic growth, international competitiveness
and structural adjustment.

Stemming in part from intellectual dissatisfaction with both PLURALISM and neo-
Marxism, neo-corporatism sought a better understanding of INTEREST GROUPS, power
and the nature and role of the state. Thus corporatism provides both a theoretical critique
and an alternative understanding of POLICY-MAKING in capitalist societies. Its key
analytical category is the organised functional group rather than the pluralist interest
group or Marxian socioeconomic class. Consequently, corporatist analysis contends that
there are fundamental differences in the organisational capacity and structure of different
interests, depending on their role and function in the division of labour within the
political economy. Corporatists also maintain that an interest group’s ability to exercise
political power depends on the extent to which it can concentrate, consolidate and
regulate its membership. Where organised interests exercise monopoly representation in a
particular functional category and are able to discipline and control their members, the
state cannot impose policies unilaterally. Instead, the state must negotiate and bargain
with these interests because policy implementation depends upon their co-operation.
Cawson’s useful summary (1986:38) describes corporatism as ‘a specific socio-political
process in which organisations representing monopolistic functional interests engage in
political exchange with state agencies over public policy outputs which involves those
organisations in a role which combines interest representation and policy implementation
through delegated self-enforcement’.

As a distinctive mode of policy formation in capitalist democracies, corporatist
practices emerged for a variety of different reasons. Austria, Belgium and the
Netherlands are often cited as exemplars of corporatist states, where corporatist patterns
of co-operation were established to promote the reconstruction of economies destroyed
by the Second World War. Corporatist arrangements have also been used by small, open,
trade-dependent countries such as Switzerland as a means of facilitating continuous
internal adjustment to fluctuations in world markets (Katzenstein 1985). In countries with
relatively weak corporatist traditions at the macrolevel, corporatist bargaining is often
evident at the meso-level of the economy. For instance, in Australia, corporatist
arrangements were used to promote structural adjustment in key manufacturing sectors in
the 1980s (Capling and Galligan 1992). Finally, in many cases, economic development in
East Asian economies has been fostered through the incorporation of peak producer
groups, industrial conglomerates, trading companies and business organisations.

Critics argue that corporatism restricts democratic political PARTICIPATION to
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organisational elites, while marginalising or excluding other points of view and ‘non-
functional’ interests such as the unemployed. In defence, there is evidence that corporatist
bargaining improved the ‘social wage’, enhanced the power of trades unions, offered the
possibility of workplace democracy, and generally shifted political power towards
organised labour (Grant 1985:23-6).

In the 1990s, the ascendancy of neo-liberal ideology was accompanied by the demise
of organised labour as a social partner, and the replacement of tripartite corporatism with
bipartite arrangements between the state and business, as exemplified in new forms of
‘contractualism’. Nevertheless, corporatism has a tendency to emerge in response to the
tensions created by capitalism and liberal individualism. Thus we are likely to see new
forms of corporatism generated as a response to GLOBALISATION.

See also:
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democracy; state, models of
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correlates of democracy

There is a well-known correlation between socioeconomic development and democracy.
In studies from the 1950 onwards, various indicators of development—per capita gross
national product (GNP), energy consumption, literacy levels and so on—have proved to
be positively associated with democracy (see INDICATORS OF DEMOCRACY). A
common method has been to measure (given some operational criteria) the degree of
democracy in various countries at a certain point in time, and match it against said
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indicators of development. A clear correlation almost always appears in bivariate
analyses, and a substantial correlation remains even after other factors of significance
have been controlled for (Hadenius 1992; Vanhanen 1997). The mentioned factors also
usually stand out in studies of the democratisation process, as well as in studies of
democracy’s rate of survival once established. Thus, can Huntington (1991) state that, in
the transition from autocracy to democracy, the degree of economic development is an
important factor? At a certain stage—which in the mid-1970s came to a per capita GNP
of between 1,000 and 3,000 US dollars—countries enter a ‘political transition zone’ in
which democracy is often instituted. In cases where democratisation has already taken
place, the risk is great that, as Adam Przeworski and his colleges (1996) have shown, the
effort will fail if economic conditions are unfavourable. In their study of political
conditions in 135 countries over forty years, beginning in 1950, the authors note that the
probable life span for a democratic regime at a low level of per capita GNP (under 1,000
dollars) is substantially lower than that for a democratic regime at an intermediate level
(4,000-6,000 dollars). And if a country’s per capita GNP exceeds this intermediate level,
experience shows, it is highly unlikely that democracy will fail. At this economic level,
the success of democracy seems assured.

The usual reading of these findings is that social and economic development breeds
democracy. This is the tenet of the so-called modernisation theory. The general thrust of
this theory is that political changes in direction of democracy are the consequences of
transformations in social and economic life. Basically, it is seen as a matter of broadening
the access to political resources at the mass level. The improvement of the educational
standard in society is a key factor in this regard. With economic development and
increased national wealth, greater resources are available for raising the general
educational level. As many studies of power and democracy have shown, EDUCATION
is a very important political resource. This applies both in poor countries—where literacy
is a strategic factor—and in rich ones. Studies of political PARTICIPATION in the USA
today show that education is the most important variable governing whether or not
citizens vote or otherwise engage in political activities (Verba et al. 1995; Diamond
1992; Hadenius 1992). By contributing to education and improved INFORMATION,
economic development makes citizens politically stronger and more competent. The
common people acquire resources with which to take part in political life. Demands are
raised for broader participation. The result is a vitalised and more inclusive system of
popular rule (see ECONOMIC REQUIREMENTS OF DEMOCRACY).

It should be noted, however, that there are important deviations from the general
statistical pattern depicted above. There are relatively poor and undeveloped countries
(such as India and Botswana) that have fared fairly well democratically. On the other
hand, there are several extremely wealthy countries (like the oil states of the Arab world)
which have remained deeply authoritarian. This indicates that the explanatory power of
the theory of modernisation is limited. Its focus of explanation is at the individual level:
how (through improved education and so on) the average citizen acquires political
resources. When it comes to the collective resources needed to make democracy work—
capacities of organising pressure from below and of effectively reconciling conflicts in
society—the theory is less instructive.

A great body of literature has been devoted to pinpoint the existence of a relationship
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in the opposite direction: whether or not democracy favours economic development. For
a long time, that was believed not to be the case. There is trade-off, a ‘cruel choice’, it
was held, between democracy and economic growth. To uphold high levels of
investments and professionalism in the area of economic planning, authoritarian modes of
government (isolated from the demands of society) were to be preferred. Later—due to
the many failures of authoritarian development model—a contrary theory was advanced.
In view of this theory, TRANSPARENCY, ACCOUNTABILITY and the rule of law
(see LAW, RULE OF) are essential for economic growth; and such qualities, it was
believed, were much more likely to be upheld in democratic states.

Generally, however, only weak statistical links (if any link at all) have been
demonstrated in empirical research into these questions (Helliwell 1993; Przeworski et al.
1996). The bottom line, it seems, is not democracy or not, but the quality of key
institutions within the state apparatus; especially, | would assume, the professionalism,
integrity and rule-governed governance among legal and regulatory administrative
bodies, with which economic actors recurrently interfere.

In another field, we are much surer of the positive impact of democracy. This has
nothing to do with economic matter, but rather with peace. It is empirically well-
established that democracies are less prone to engage themselves in warfare. That
concerns in particular the relationships between democracies themselves. In fact, over the
last hundred and fifty years there has been no example of two democracies fighting each
other. To explain this state of affairs, it has been suggested that in a democracy it is the
citizenry, who will pay the price of war, that have the final say. Besides, the process of
DECISION-MAKING is more open and transparent. Furthermore, contacts over state
borders (especially at the elite level) are normally more developed among democracies
(Russett 1993; see Russett’s PEACE, DEMOCRATIC). When it comes to war, on the
other hand, democracies have normally defeated their authoritarian adversaries. This, it
has been maintained, is owed to the fact that democracies tend, as noted above, to be
more developed economically, and hence in command of a better resource base. Thanks
to a higher degree of LEGITIMACY on the part of the LEADERSHIP, democratic states
also have a better capacity for mobilising the resources (both material and human) at
hand. In addition, democratic states have proved more effective in striking alliances with
other states, thus enhancing their martial potential (Lake 1992).

Finally, it should be noticed that (not surprisingly, perhaps) democracies have a far
better record than authoritarian states in the area of human RIGHTS; they are even less
prone to apply capital punishment. Overall, democracies treat their citizens more mildly,
and they are generally more caring. The introduction of WELFARE policies (involving
social security, unemployment schemes, medicare and so on) has historically, in many
cases, followed in the train of democratisation (Flora and Heidenheimer 1981).

See also:

civil society; freedom; leadership
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corruption

Corruption involves the degeneration, perversion, defiling or tainting of something so
that its naturally sound condition is debased. Political corruption involves the corruption
of politics from its naturally sound condition. The clarity of this definition is clouded
only by the fundamental disagreement over whether it makes sense to talk of politics
having a naturally sound condition and, if it does, what that standard might look like. An
additional difficulty is that on this understanding corruption is an irreducibly normative
concept, which can be rendered scientifically precise only at the cost of cutting it off from
its root sense.

The combination of normative and descriptive components dates back to ancient times
when the corruption of the state was seen as involving the subversion of the well-ordered
state by stasis or faction, leading to the displacement of politics by disorder and tyranny
(Dobel 1978). In contrast, Hobbes rejected an Aristotelian view of the nature of politics
and insisted on a strict nominalism with respect to corruption, treating it as simply the
expression of a speaker’s dislike of certain actions or consequences (Euben 1989).
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However, even on a Hobbesian view we have to find a way of distinguishing the subset
of cases we call political corruption from the broader set of cases of conduct of which we
disapprove, and to do that we have implicitly to appeal to some account of the nature of
public office and the public interests it serves.

Political scientists in the 1960s and 1970s sought to deal with the difficulties involved
in reaching an objective definition of political corruption by emphasising different
aspects of the political process. Three main definitions emerged: public office, public
interest and market accounts (see Heidenheimer 1970; Heidenheimer et al. 1989). Public
office definitions identify corrupt behaviour with officials acting in ways which deviate
from their formal public role, and with the intent to secure certain private gains. For
public interest accounts, corruption exists whenever a responsible official is induced by
the promise of certain rewards not legally provided for to act in ways which favour the
provider of the rewards, and thereby to damage the public and its interests. But the two
definitions are inevitably interdependent. The public office account, in which corruption
involves deviation from the formal duties of the public role, also insists that this deviation
be for private regarding gains, thereby covertly introducing the distinction between public
and private interests (see PUBLIC-PRIVATE DISTINCTION). Similarly, public interest
conceptions depend on there being an understanding of public office in which the
substitution of private for public interests can be recognised as corrupt.

Market definitions of corruption are associated with theorists who draw on the methods
and principles of economics and rational actor theory. Corruption is seen as an extra-legal
way of gaining influence over DECISION-MAKING, or as occurring when a public
official turns his or her office into an income-maximising unit. However, although
market-centred approaches offer one way of understanding corruption, they are not a way
of defining it (Philp 1997). What defines an act as corrupt is not that it is income
maximising, but that it is income maximising in a context where prior conceptions of
public office and the principles for its conduct define income-maximising as corrupt.

Although there are clear links between public office and public interest accounts of
corruption, the stumbling block to further agreement on a definition of political
corruption is the issue of who or what authoritatively determines norms for the conduct of
public office or for the content of the public interest. Alternative definitions of
corruption, which use public opinion or legal norms as the criteria for corruption have
been proposed, but neither provides a secure basis. It is implausible to think that public
opinion is always (or ever) agreed on such complex issues as norms of political conduct,
or that consensus is the same as correctness. It is also evident that the supreme case of
corruption is where those in power set up laws and institutions in ways that serve their
individual or group interest. This means that, while we can recognise the centrality of
public office and public interest, it is not immediately obvious how we should give
content to these concepts.

Despite these difficulties, there are cases which we can recognise as incontestably
corrupt. Core cases of corruption usually involve five key components:

1 a public official (A), who acts

2 in violation of the norms of public office

3 and in a manner which harms the interests of the public (B)

4 in a way which knowingly exploits the office for clear personal and private gain in a
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way which runs contrary to the accepted rules and standards for the conduct of public
office within the political culture

5 so as to benefit a third party (C) who rewards A so as to gain access to a good or
service which C would not otherwise obtain.

The difficulties we have identified with the definition of corruption arise from
ambiguities and opacity in the way that we identify public officials, their roles, and the
rules governing their official conduct; and from the fact that each criterion is intelligible
only against the background of a POLITICAL CULTURE in which there are clear shared
norms and rules governing the conduct both of public officials and of members of the
public in their dealings with these officials. In less ordered contexts, the identification of
political corruption becomes correspondingly difficult.

We can add to these difficulties if we follow Dennis F.Thompson in distinguishing
between individual and institutional corruption. Individual corruption broadly meets the
five criteria listed above: it violates rules of office intentionally for personal gain for the
office holder by rendering illicit service to a third party. ‘Institutional corruption’ benefits
the office holder politically rather than personally. The service provided is corrupt not
because it is, in itself, illicit, but because its ‘institutional appearance’ or ‘institutional
tendency’ is such as to suggest that such services can be obtained in ways which are not
in keeping with democratic standards. ‘We have to show only that a legislator accepted
the gain and provided the service under institutional conditions that tend to cause such
services to be provided in exchange for gains’ (Thompson 1995:30). The concept of
institutional corruption relies on normative judgements as to the essential nature and
purposes of democratic political systems, with the result that it extends the scope of the
definition of political corruption without automatically increasing its determinacy.

The desire for a universally applicable definition of corruption has encouraged many
political scientists to stipulate a definition for the sake of operational utility. This has
resulted in complex and sophisticated, but often deeply suspect, cross-national
comparisons and indices of corruption, which in turn have fostered a substantial amount
of speculation about the causal conditions for corruption. Such endeavours lack
sensitivity to different cultural practices and the clear and relatively exacting standards for
the conduct of public office found in most advanced democratic states leave most newly
developing states faring badly on such indices: less because they are corrupt, and more
because they do things differently. This is not an argument against such standards, but it
counsels caution as to universalisability. Similarly, standards cannot be imposed wholly
by legislation. Indeed, in so far as political standards are treated as hard and fast rules to
be enshrined in legal codes prescribing official conduct, they are likely to create perverse
incentives and to issue in greater corruption than more ‘honour-based’ systems which
acknowledge that the trust associated with political office is inevitably ethical and
informal in kind. Hence the increasing concern in many modern democratic systems with
codes of good practice for public officials and politicians, rather than formal statute law
(ICAC 1993; Nolan Committee 1995) (see STANDARDS OF CONDUCT IN PUBLIC
LIFE).

The problems of definition and comparison are most acute in contrasts between stable
Western democracies and societies where strong patrimonial, patron-client, tribal or
communal traditions determine access to political power and govern its exercise. Rather
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than applying the standards of the former to the latter, we should be asking, in the latter
case, not so much whether the fragile political system is corrupt, as whether the existing
system offers the best prospect for ordering conflict in the society, and whether its
attempts to order such conflicts are systematically undermined by the suborning of the
political process by individual or group interests which that process is intended to
constrain. In such a case it makes sense to talk about the corruption of politics. In
contrast, where there is no recognition of a need for a political order, with public offices,
formal rules of conduct and a sense of the public interest, the fact that distributions and
allocations take place on non-political criteria does not mean there is corruption:
allocations within families rely on other principles, but that does not make them corrupt.
It is political corruption only where a political order, which expresses the aspirations of
some significant part of the culture, and offers a way of reconciling conflicts which
alternative modes are acknowledged to exacerbate, is disabled from functioning through
its subversion by other orders or systems of exchange. Understanding corruption in such
terms draws on the classical tradition, by emphasising the disorder caused by faction, and
by insisting that what is distinctive about politics is its attempt to create and sustain a
legitimate order of rule for potentially conflicting groups and individuals. It is possible in
abstract terms to identify when politics, in this sense, is desirable and possible, and when
it is being corrupted. But it is always a more local and culturally relative matter as to
what in practice necessitates that order, what threatens it, and what sorts of standards are
necessary to preserve it. Few studies of political corruption acknowledge the difficulty of
such judgements, but those which do are testimony to the potential richness, both of the
subject matter, and of the discipline of politics itself (for example, Chubb 1982).

See also:
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cosmopolitan democracy

The history of democratic political thought and practice has been marked by two great
transitions. The first led to the establishment of greater PARTICIPATION and
ACCOUNTABILITY in cities during antiquity and, again, in Renaissance lItaly; the
second led to the entrenchment of democracy over substantial territories and time spans
through the invention of representative democracy. From the early modern period to the
late nineteenth century, geography could in principle be neatly meshed with sites of
political power, AUTHORITY and accountability. Today, this is no longer the case. In
the context of intensifying regional and global relations, questions are raised about the
limits and efficacy of national democracies. The possibility of a third great transition is
put on the agenda: a transition to a multilayered democratic world embracing national,
regional and global fora. This possibility can be referred to as ‘cosmopolitan
democracy’ (see Archibugi and Held 1995; Held 1995; Archibugi et al. 1998).

When city-republics and nation-states were being forged, the idea of democracy could
be readily connected to a determinate group of people—a group of citizens—who lived in
a bounded social and geographical space. While the notion of who constitutes ‘the
DEMOS’ was always contested, it was rarely considered (and then only by exception, for
instance, in the case of travellers and settlers from amongst one’s own people) that the
demos might include those beyond a delimited set of territories. A self-determining
people could rightly set a city’s or nation’s fate; it was taken for granted that the political
good could be deliberated upon and articulated in relation to a particular political
community in a delimited terrain. Although the boundaries of such communities often
remained quite fluid until the entrenchment of the modern state system (and still are
fragile in some parts of the world), the theory of democracy as it developed assumed that
a satisfactory account of democracy could be derived by examining the interplay between
‘rulers’ and ‘ruled’ in a delimited political space. There was, and ought to be, democratic
theorists argued, a symmetrical and congruent relationship between political decision
makers and the recipients of political decisions.

We live now in the age of national democracies, or so it seems. In the mid-1970s, over
two-thirds of all states could reasonably be called authoritarian. This percentage has
fallen dramatically; less than one-third of all states are authoritarian and the number of
national democracies has been growing rapidly. Democracy has become the fundamental
standard of political LEGITIMACY in the contemporary era (see Potter et al. 1997). But
just when the idea of national democracy has gained ground around the world, and when
more national communities have began to hold their governments to account, the
understanding of political community has become clouded by the increasingly intensive
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interconnections among communities. While more countries seek to establish national
democracies, powerful forces—affecting social, economic, cultural and environmental
welfare—now transcend the boundaries of nation-states (see NATIONS AND
NATIONALISM).

A more extensive and intensive pattern of interconnectedness among the world’s
peoples has emerged, a pattern which can be referred to under the heading
‘GLOBALISATION’. Globalisation is made up of the accumulation of links across the
world’s major regions and across many domains of activity (Held et al. 1999). It can be
related to many factors including the rapid expansion of the world economy. For
example, world trade has grown enormously; the world’s financial systems are now more
integrated than ever before, with over 1.5 trillion dollars changing hands daily in the
foreign exchange markets; and multinational companies are centrally involved in national
and international economic transactions. In addition, a denser pattern of
interconnectedness also prevails as a result of environmental politics, human RIGHTS
regimes, international law and many other factors. Although these developments fall far
short of creating an integrated world order, they have significant political and democratic
consequences.

The theory of cosmopolitan democracy takes as its starting point the increasingly
complex interconnections among nation-states. This is no longer a world of relatively
‘discrete civilisations’ or ‘discreet political communities’; rather, it is a world of
‘overlapping communities of fate’, where the fate of nations is significantly entwined. In
the past, nation-states largely dealt with issues which spilled over boundaries by pursuing
‘reasons of state’, backed ultimately by coercive means. But this power logic is singularly
inadequate and inappropriate to resolve the many complex issues, from economic
regulation to resource depletion and environmental degradation, which engender an
intermeshing of national fortunes.

The notion of cosmopolitan democracy recognises our complex, interconnected world.
It views certain policies as appropriate for local governments or national states, others as
appropriate for particular regions, and still others—such as the environment, world health
and economic regulation—that need new institutions to address them. Democratic,
deliberative DECISION-MAKING centres beyond national territories are appropriately
situated when those significantly affected by a public matter constitute a cross-border or
transnational grouping, when ‘lower’ levels of decision-making cannot manage and
discharge satisfactorily transnational or international policy questions, and when the
principle of democratic legitimacy itself can only be properly redeemed in a transnational
context.

Put differently, a cosmopolitan democracy describes a world where citizens must come
to enjoy multiple citizenships: in their own communities, in the wider regions in which
they live and in a form of cosmopolitan global community (see CITIZENSHIP; CIVIC
VIRTUE). Institutions need to be developed that reflect the multiplicity of issues,
questions and problems which affect and bind people together irrespective of where they
were born or reside. Cultural nationalism remains central to people’s identity; but
political nationalism—the assertion of the exclusive political priority of national identity
and national interests—cannot alone deliver many sought-after public goods and values
without regional and global collaboration. Only a cosmopolitan political outlook can
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ultimately accommodate itself to the political challenges of a more global era, marked by
overlapping communities of fate and multilayered (local, national, regional and global)
politics.

Environmental problems provide an obvious illustration. For example, factories
emitting toxic waste must be locally monitored and challenged, nationally regulated and
supervised, regionally checked for cross-national standards and risks, and globally
evaluated in the light of their impact on the health, WELFARE and economic
opportunities of others. Toxic waste disposal and global warming are examples of two
pressing issues that require local as well as global responses if their consequences are to
be contained and regulated. Democracy can only be adequately developed if such a
division of powers and competencies is recognised.

In this conception, the nation-state ‘withers away’. But this is not to suggest that states
and national democratic polities become redundant. Rather, states can no longer be the
sole centres of legitimate power within their own borders, as is already the case in diverse
settings. States need to be articulated with, and relocated within, an overarching
democratic framework. Within this framework, the laws and rules of the nation-state
would be but one focus for legal development, political reflection and democratic
mobilisation.

Thus, SOVEREIGNTY would be stripped away from the idea of fixed borders and
territories. Sovereignty would become an attribute of democratic principles and
arrangements; and it could be entrenched in diverse self-regulating realms, from local
associations and cities to states and regions, leading to the recovery of an intensive and
participatory democracy at local levels as a complement to the public assemblies of the
wider global order.

Accordingly, advocates of cosmopolitan democracy maintain that democracy needs to
be thought of as a ‘double-sided process’. By a double-sided process—or process of
double democratisation—is meant not just the deepening of democracy within a national
community, but also the extension of democratic forms and processes across territorial
borders. Cosmopolitan democracy proposes a series of short-term and long-term
measures in the conviction that, through a process of progressive, incremental change,
diverse geopolitical forces can be brought into the sphere of democratic agency and
practice (see Held 1995:Part I11). Such a policy of democratisation might begin, for
example, in key regions by creating greater transparency and accountability in leading
decision-making centres. In Europe this would involve enhancing the power of the
European Parliament and reducing the DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT across all European
Union institutions. Elsewhere it would include restructuring the UN Security Council to
give developing countries a significant voice in decision-making; deepening the
mechanisms of accountability of the leading international and transnational public
agencies; strengthening the enforcement capacity of human rights regimes
(socioeconomic as well as political), and creating, in due course, a new democratic UN
second chamber.

Obijectives such as these point toward the establishment of new forms of accountability
at regional and global levels. In short, they define necessary elements of a cosmopolitan
democracy. Faced with overlapping communities of fate, citizens in the future must
become not just active citizens of their own national communities, but also of the regions
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in which they live and of the wider global order. Without such developments, democracy
risks becoming an anachronistic form of rule progressively out of step with a more
intensively regional and global world, in which many central and pressing issues escape
the boundaries of the nation-state.
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decentralisation

Forms of decentralisation

Decentralisation is one of the more emotive terms in politics, almost rivalling democracy
and equality in the heat it can produce. Not only is decentralisation ‘good’, but
centralisation is definitely ‘bad’ (Fesler 1965). It is a romantic term, offering the prospect
of the ‘good society’. Some care over terms is, therefore, important. Figure 1 illustrates
the several uses of decentralisation.

Decentralisation refers to the distribution of power to lower levels in a territorial
hierarchy whether the hierarchy is one of governments within a state or offices within a
large-scale organisation (Smith 1985:1). Or, more briefly, it refers to the areal division of
powers. So defined, the term encompasses both political and bureaucratic
decentralisation, federal and unitary states, and decentralisation between levels of
government and within units of government.

Deconcentration, sometimes referred to as field administration, involves ‘the
redistribution of administrative responsibilities...within the central
government’ (Rondinelli and Cheema 1983:18). A broad distinction can be drawn
between prefectoral and functional systems. In the prefectoral system, a representative of
the centre—or the prefect—Ilocated in the regions supervises both local governments and
other field officers of the centre. S/he is the superior officer in the field, embodying ‘the
authority of all ministers as well as the
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Figure 1 Forms of decentralisation

government generally and is the main channel of communication between technical field
officials and the capital’ (Smith 1967:45). The classical examples are the French prefect
and the collectors or district commissioners in India. In the functional system, field
officers belong to distinct functional hierarchies. The administration of the several policy
areas is separate. There is no general, regional co-ordinator; co-ordination occurs at the
centre. This system of multifarious functional territories is typified by Britain.

Delegation refers to ‘the delegation of DECISION-MAKING and management
authority for specific functions to organisations that are not under the direct control of
central government ministries (Rondinelli and Cheema 1983:20). Such organisations are
referred to as parastatal organisations, non-departmental public bodies or quangos (quasi-
autonomous NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS). They include public
corporations and regional development agencies. This category is also used to cover the
transfer of functions to the private sector or voluntary bodies through market-isation,
privatisation or contracting-out, cumbersome neologisms which refer to the various ways
of delivering ‘public’ services using markets or quasi-markets. Decentralisation
understood as managerial delegation and marketisation has fuelled major reforms of the
public sector throughout the world in the 1980s and 1990s.

Devolution refers to the exercise of political authority by lay, mainly elected,
institutions within areas defined by community characteristics (Smith 1985:11). Thus,
‘local units are autonomous, independent and clearly perceived as separate levels of
government over which central authorities exercise little or no direct control’ (Rondinelli
and Cheema 1983:22). The locus classicus of devolution is said to be British local
government. Up to this point, the discussion has focused on the decentralisation of
bureaucratic authority, on servicedefined areas. With devolution, the discussion turns to
the decentralisation of political authority either to local or regional government. As the
term ‘regional government’ is used to refer to the reform of local government, it is not
possible to draw a consistent distinction between these two levels of government. The
distinction is necessary because there was a significant spread of regional government in
the 1980s in western Europe.
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Federal states (see FEDERALISM) are normally seen as more decentralised than
unitary states with devolution to local governments. Two notes of caution are in order.
First, the formal division of powers in a federal constitution can differ from the practice
of federalism. The federal government can exercise great influence and control over the
states. Second, the degree of devolution in a unitary state can be large as for Northern
Ireland between 1920 and 1973. In other words, it is unwise to assume, as Figure 1
implies, there is a continuum of decentralisation from deconcentration to federalism. It is
much more important to question whether ‘there is anything about a federal constitution
which is important for the way in which intergovernmental relations are
conducted” (Smith 1985:15).

Problems of decentralisation

There are three repeated claims made for decentralisation: that it promotes democracy,
improves efficiency and checks central power. Each claim raises important problems.

Doctrine

Liberal democracy assumes that decentralisation promotes democratic participation,
especially local self-government. Nationally, decentralisation is said to promote political
education, training in political leadership and political stability. In local government, it
promotes the values of equality, accountability and responsiveness (Smith 1985:20).
Thus, John Stuart Mill argues in his Considerations on Representative Government
(1861) that: ‘It is but a small portion of the public business of a country, which can be
well done, or safely attempted, by the central authorities’, and, ‘all business purely
local...should devolve upon the local authorities’ because they are ‘most competent in
details and executive officers are under popular control’. Most importantly, local
representative bodies are also the “chief instrument’ of political education (Mill 1977: Ch.
XV).

However, there is no necessary link between decentralisation and democracy.
Decentralisation can exist without local democracy and the practice of local democracy
often falls short of the theory. Thus, Rallings et al. (1996:64) show how turnout rates in
local ELECTIONS range from 80 per cent in Denmark to 40 per cent in Britain and 25
per cent in the USA. One-party rule, local oligarchies and exclusion of the poor are all
too common features of local ‘demo cracy’.

In developing countries, local self-government also failed to meet expectations. Thus,
Olowu (1987:5-6) concludes African local governments are in practice only extensions
of central state bureaucracy and should be described as local administration systems and
Smith’s (1985:188-91) bald and brutal assessment is that experience ‘has almost
everywhere fallen far short of expectations’.

Management

In developing countries, decentralisation is the fashion for several reasons. First, it is seen
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as a way or surmounting the limits of national planning by getting closer to problems,
cutting through red tape and meeting local needs. Second, it improved central
‘penetration’ of rural areas, spreading knowledge of and mobilising support for the
national plan and bypassing obstructive local elites. Third, it encouraged the involvement
of various religious, ethnic and tribal groups, promoting national unity. Fourth, it
increased the speed and flexibility of decision-making, encouraging experimentation and
reducing central control and direction. Fifth, it increased the efficiency of the centre by
freeing top management from routine tasks and reducing the diseconomies of scale
caused by congestion at the centre. Sixth, it increased the administrative capacity of the
localities and regions and improved the co-ordination or service delivery. Finally, it
institutionalised PARTICIPATION, provided opportunities for many interests to get a
‘stake’ in the system, trained citizens for democracy and politicians for government and
promoted political maturity and democratic stability (paraphrased from Rondinelli and
Cheema 1983:14-16; and Smith 1985:186-8).

Theory and practice diverged markedly and rapidly. There is a battery of constraints on
effective decentralisation. Rondinelli and Cheema (1983:27-30) conclude the effective
implementation of decentralisation policies needs: (1) an understanding of a nation’s
political structure, its dominant ideology, policy-making processes and local power
structures; (2) the interaction and co-ordination of many organisations at several levels of
government which depends, in turn, on clear objectives, standardised budgeting, accurate
COMMUNICATION and effective linkages; (3) sufficient financial, administrative and
technical support with control over such resources and national political support; and (4)
agencies with the proper technical, managerial and political skills and the capacity to co-
ordinate and control sub-unit decisions. These political factors, organisational factors,
financial and human resources, and behavioural conditions necessary to implement
decentralisation successfully are conspicuous primarily for their absence. Thus,
Mawhood (1983:7) talks of the ‘chaotic inefficiency of decentralised government’.

Old faiths die hard. Decentralisation in its various forms has been a central part of
recent attempts to reform the public sector in developed countries. Known as the new
public management (NPM), this term refers to a focus on management, not the areal
distribution of governmental power. The key elements are performance appraisal and
efficiency; disaggregating public bureaucracies into agencies which deal with one another
on a user-pay basis; the use of quasi-markets and contracting-out to foster competition;
cost-cutting; and a style of management which emphasises output targets, limited-term
contracts, monetary incentives and freedom to manage. It is a policy ambition for
international organisations like the OECD and the World Bank. It is marketed throughout
the world. But there is precious little evidence on the effects of these reforms on the
performance of the governments of developed countries, and a growing body of evidence
that it has adverse effects on the capacity of the centre to steer. The shift from line
bureaucracies to fragmented service delivery increased government dependence on
networks of organisations drawn from the public, private and voluntary sectors. Such
trends make steering more difficult. Attempts to strengthen central strategic capacity did
not match managerial delegation. Decentralisation and NPM lie at the heart of the shift
from government to governance or steering networks through indirect management
(Rhodes 1997).
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Similarly, the fashion for governance in developing countries shows no great changes
in either democratic participation or government performance. Crook and Manor
(1995:330) conclude that any claim that democratic decentralisation improves
governance in developing countries should be treated with some caution, because the
complex, demanding conditions necessary for its success are rarely found. The reasons
for this failure are clear; decentralisation cannot be reduced to a set of management
techniques because its origins, form and outcomes are powerfully shaped by the political
context in which it is put into practice.

Politics

Decentralisation is frequently said to be the counterweight to central power, but the
purposes and outcomes of decentralisation vary with its political context. Governmental
traditions shape meanings and expectations. The policy can increase participation or help
central elites keep control. It can empower local people or sustain local oligarchies. There
follow three observations on current trends.

First, managing the balance between centralisation and decentralisation is an endless
task. Any change in the distribution of power between levels of government will provoke
a response. Local and regional territorial elites will react to any increase in the power of
the centre which affects their interests. Centralisation prompts a territorial response. As
Sharpe (1979:20) argues, the trend to decentralisation is a product of an ever greater
centralisation: it is ‘a reaction to centralisation and not a mere epiphenomenon of it’.

Managerial decentralisation clearly sought to get the state out of service delivery; to
steer rather than to row. Similarly, the spread of regional government in Western Europe,
most notably in France, Italy and Spain but also including devolution to Scotland, can be
so interpreted. But greater decentralisation brings with it demands for better co-
ordination, improved government regulation and greater capacity to steer. In effect, the
centre strikes back.

Second, managerial decentralisation will also provoke a political response, a shift from
decentralising to democratising service delivery Thus, Burns et al. (1994) detect a trend
away from the market-inspired decentralisation to the customers of public services
towards the empowered citizen and neighbourhood decentralisation. Similarly, Bang and
Sgrensen (1999:3) describe the ‘Everyday Maker’ in Danish governance as self-reliant
individuals who learn the skills of negotiating, contracting, managing and leading by
handling the everyday problems and disputes of low and functional politics. They focus
on immediate and concrete policy problems and espouse such political maxims as: ‘Do it
yourself’, ‘Do it where you are’, ‘Do it for fun’, ‘Do it part time’, ‘Show responsibility
for and trust in yourself’, and ‘Show responsibility for and trust in others’. As Stoker
(1999) points out, the beneficial, unintended consequence of the NPM reforms was not
efficient service delivery but the rise of local governance.

Third, developing countries differ markedly from the differentiated polities of
advanced industrial democracies, but still we export western management techniques
with a monumental insensitivity to the differences in political context. As Smith
(1985:203) argues, we must consider decentralisation in the context of a wider structure
of power. So, where centralisation and authoritarian elites coexist with scarce resources,
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do not expect to see a significant redistribution of power to subnational territories. If
decentralised structures develop a degree of autonomy, they may conflict with existing
patterns of domination, provoking repression. Alternatively, decentralised structures can
be used to exert more effective local control. Decentralisation is thus a mask covering
widely differing objectives, and to look behind the mask we must ask whose interests it
serves.

Summary

If this discussion of decentralisation and democracy suggests a maxim, it is ‘he who says
decentralise says change the distribution of power’; no easy task. But equally, as James
Madison argues in The Federalist (1887), ‘The accumulation of all powers, legislative,
executive and judiciary, in the same hands...may justly be pronounced the very definition
of tyranny’. So we end where we began—with doctrine—for the heart of the debate about
decentralisation does not lie in desiccated analyses of the conditions favouring
managerial delegation but in the belief that it a bulwark against central power.
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decision-making

In an ideal typical way, there are two basic motives with which politicians may approach
a decision situation. They may take their preferences as fixed, and then they try to use the
best strategy to maximise the chances that their preferences prevail. In other words, they
pursue their self-interest and try to win by all means (Riker 1962). In the other ideal
typical way, participants in political decision-making are discursive rather than strategic
actors. They are open to the possibility to change their preferences during the decision
process. They are willing to listen to reasoned arguments of other actors. As a
consequence, a sustained discourse develops on what is good for all participants
(Habermas 1996). In real decision-making situations, these two ideal types are mixed to
various degrees. In order to understand political decision-making, one must not only
consider the motives of the participants but also the rules governing the decision process.
The most important rules are voting, consensus, and interpretation. The two basic
motives play out differently depending on what DECISION-RULES are used. This shall
be discussed for each decision-rule at a time.

Voting

The decision-rule may require that a formal vote be taken, either by a showing of hands
or by ballot. In order to win, it may be sufficient to have the most votes, what is called the
plurality of the votes. The requirement may be set higher in the sense that the winning
side needs a majority, half of the votes plus one. Sometimes the requirement for winning
may even be higher, when a qualified majority must be attained, which means some
specified number more than a majority; for example, two-thirds of the votes. In the
Belgian parliament, decisions on language issues require a two-thirds majority. When a
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majority is required, the voting rule must establish how actors are counted who abstain or
who are not present at the meeting. In the French National Assembly, the opposition
needs a majority of the total membership, present or absent, to win a vote of no
confidence. This is a more difficult requirement than in Sweden, where absent and
abstaining members are not counted for a vote of no confidence. Such nuances in voting
rules may seem trivial, but many empirical examples show they may be of crucial
importance for the survival or the downfall of a government (Steiner 1998:86-87). In
most decision-making situations, each vote has the same weight; but there are notable
exceptions to this rule. In the Council of Ministers of the European Union, the votes of
the individual countries are weighted according to population; Germany as the largest
country has ten votes, Luxembourg as the smallest has three. Voting is more complicated
when more than two alternatives are under debate. Here, the outcome may very well
depend on the specific voting procedures. Assume there are three alternatives: A, B, and
C. If a plurality is sufficient to win, there is no problem since the alternative with the
most votes wins. But if a majority is required, none of the three alternatives may reach
this threshold. Then the two leading alternatives may be pitched against each other in a
second vote. Another procedure is to have first a vote between A and B and then the
winner against C; the first vote may also be between A and C or between B and C and
then the winner against the remaining alternative. Depending on the procedure, a
different alternative may win. If the participants disagree on the voting rules, they may
first have to vote on these rules. But they may disagree on how to vote on the voting
rules, which may make voting impossible as the decision on how to vote is pushed further
and further back.

When the participants in a decision situation are strategic actors in the sense that they
take their preferences as fixed and try to win by all means, there is the danger that the
losers become frustrated by the voting rules. This danger is minimised if the losers have a
good chance of being among the winners any time soon. But if the losers lose time and
again, their frustration may endanger the stability of the country. This was the case in
Northern Ireland, where the Catholics as the minority lost virtually all the votes against
the Protestants. By 1968, the frustration of the Catholics had become so great that
widespread violence broke out. When the participants in a decision situation are
discursive actors who are willing to listen to each other and to change their preferences,
the danger of inefficiency comes up since the decision process may become too lengthy.
On the other hand, the outcome of the decision may be more readily accepted by the
losers since their demands have been considered by the winners. Even if the demands of
the losers ultimately have no influence on the decision outcome, the losers may not be too
frustrated since they were listened to with respect (Steiner 1996).

Consensus

The decision-rule may require that a consensus be attained before a decision can be
enacted. Meetings of the Quakers are governed by this rule. In Poland before its division
in the eighteenth century, tax increases required consensus in the responsible decision-
making body. In the Council of Ministers of the European Union, issues that are of vital
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interest to at least one of its member states must be made by consensus. Consensus can be
reached by a unanimous vote; it is then a special case of a qualified majority vote in the
sense that the majority required to win is 100 per cent. Consensus can also be attained by
a verbal expression of consent, nodding, and so on. When the participants in a decision-
making situation act strategically, a decision-rule of consensus means that actors
supporting the status quo have a veto position. They can refuse consent, and failure to
reach a decision means that the status quo remains intact. Discursive actors, on the other
hand, are willing to listen and to yield to others, so that the supporters of the status quo
have no particular advantage (see CONSENSUS DEMOCRACY).

Interpretation

A decision by interpretation occurs when one of the participants interprets what he or she
considers to be the sense of the discussion, and this interpretation is then tacitly accepted
by the others. The chairperson may provide the interpretation as part of the final
summary of the discussion. Such decisions by interpretation often take place in the
British cabinet. Richard Crossman, who was himself a cabinet member, states in his
memoir that one of the prime minister’s chief jobs in a cabinet meeting is to decide when
it is appropriate to come to a decision. The prime minister then provides a two-part
summary of the meeting, stating the conclusions reached and the course of action to be
taken (Crossman 1972). A decision by interpretation can also be made in the drafting of
the minutes. This too is a common pattern in the British cabinet, where minutes often
record not what was decided but what should have been decided; what Crossman calls the
decision-drafting technique. The most complex and intriguing decision by interpretation
occurs when a powerful actor tacitly interprets the group’s decision and directs the
discussion in such a way that the decision is made implicitly. This author has observed
such decision-making in the Swiss Free Democratic Party (Steiner and Dorff 1980). For
example, in the party’s parliamentary group, actor A proposed that the government issue
a bond for highway construction. This proposal was supported in order by actors B, C, D
and E. Actor D also introduced a procedural matter, recommending that the parliamentary
group submit a corresponding motion in parliament. After these five actors, F spoke,
opposing a highway bond. At this point, the process took a decisive turn: B again took the
floor, bypassed the question of whether a bond should be issued, limiting himself to the
procedural matter; he argued against D that instead of a motion a simple remark in the
parliamentary debate would be sufficient. The rest of the discussion concentrated on this
procedural matter, while the basic question of whether a bond should be issued was not
raised again. This decision of principle had in effect been made when B managed to turn
the discussion away from the question of principle to one of procedure. Actor B had
interpreted that the group supported the bond. Actor F, the only one who had expressed
opposition to the bond, chose to remain silent for the remainder of the discussion.

If interpretations are made by strategic actors, a strongly manipulative element may
enter the decision process. Inexperienced actors may fail to realise what is actually
happening when decisions by interpretations are made. When they become aware that a
decision has been made, they may find it awkward to reopen the discussion. Belatedly
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contesting a decision by interpretation often runs against the prevailing social norm. As a
result, many participants feel pressure to accept a decision by interpretation in a tacit
way. In extreme cases, the interpreter may be so powerful that nobody dares contest his
or her interpretation; the interpreter can impose his or her preferences. By contrast, if the
participants are discursive actors, an interpreter with much wisdom may be able to take
account of how well the different arguments are reasoned and with what intensity they
are supported. With such wise interpretations, a decision may occasionally also go to an
otherwise neglected minority, which may increase the legitimacy of the decision-making
process among such minorities.

Critique of research praxis

Empirical research on decision-making is to a large extent based on the assumption that
decision-makers have fixed preferences and that they try to maximise their individual
utilities in striving for decision outcomes as close as possible to their preferences.
Modern political philosophy, by contrast, is dominated by an ethics of the public
discourse, where decision-makers are willing to listen to each other and to change their
preferences during the decision process. These ethicists, however, hardly ever engage in
empirical research to find out to what extent their normative views of decision-making
correspond to political reality. What is needed is an intensive dialogue between these two
sub-disciplines of political science. We need empirical studies inspired by the normative
questions of modern philosophy We need to know to what extent, under what
circumstances and with what consequences political decision-makers are strategic or
discursive actors.
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decision-rules

A series of tensions have been identified between the arrangements commonly associated
with a capitalist market economy and the electoral decision processes taken to be at the
heart of liberal democracy. Marxist scholars have long claimed that the inegalitarianism
of CAPITALISM, in which reward accrues systematically to the CLASS owning the
means of production, cannot be reconciled with any form of majoritarian political system
(for a survey, see Przeworski 1991). In the 1970s, with the onset of sustained economic
difficulties in many advanced industrial democracies, concerns about whether capitalism
could be reconciled with democratic institutions intensified. James O’Connor (1973)
argued that the state would face an entrenched fiscal crisis as public expenditures
outstripped revenues. In Politics and Markets, Charles Lindblom (1977), from a pluralist
perspective, outlined the apprehension that the demands of economic efficiency meant
that the interests of capitalists must come before those of the electorate. Other writers
argued that government was becoming overloaded with a plethora of demands it could
never meet. Samuel Brittan (1977) concluded that the direct consequence of
unconstrained electoral competition was the development of political PARTIES which
offered more and more in terms of material benefits to voters without regard for the
provision of such public policies. Some scholars suggested that these difficulties were
ingrained and cyclical: a political business cycle had emerged synchronised with the
electoral cycle in which booms and busts would come before and after ELECTIONS on a
predictable basis. At their darkest, such writers suggested that liberal democracy was
unstable and suboptimal: the competition for votes would lead political actors to damage
the efficient and free workings of the market economy. Unsurprisingly, such approaches
were often associated, in the United Kingdom at any rate, with the political right.

Rules versus discretion

In 1977, Finn Kydland and Edward Prescott, two economists in the United States,
published a paper which, arguably at any rate, had as much impact over the next quarter
of a century on public policy as the arguments noted above (for surveys, see Blackburn
and Christensen 1989; Snowden and Vane 1999). Kydland and Prescott’s concern was
with ‘time inconsistency’: what was an optimal decision for a government at one point in
time might subsequently cease to be the best and most rational course of action. It
appears obvious to state that any administration might reorientate its trajectory away from
its original commitments. The startling insight contained in Kydland and Prescott’s
argument related to the impact of such realignment on other actors in the economy. For
example, a government might enter office promising a tough anti-inflationary stance. As
its term of office neared its end and re-election loomed, however, the administration
might conclude some relaxation of its commitment to price stability was sensible to
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ensure re-election. Political actors would have both the incentive and the opportunity to
spring an inflationary surprise upon actors in the private sector. Given the assumption of
rational expectations (that is, that actors are reasonably well informed and able to process
information efficiently), Kydland and Prescott concluded that private agents would
quickly anticipate such a surprise. Unsure about the government’s true intentions, they
would assume the worst from the outset of its election to office. Those responsible for
investment decisions would be cautious and risk averse; those seeking wage increases
would be likely to maximise money incomes. As a result, investment would be reduced
and money wage demands would escalate. The argument need not be restricted to anti-
inflationary measures: it can be generalised to cover any government intervention in the
economy in which the response of private actors is strategic (that is, depends upon the
stance taken by the public authorities). At an extreme, the implication was that an
unconstrained government was likely to damage the workings of a free market: the
economy’s performance would be suboptimal. Government policy statements would not
be credible because actors would not trust them. Public promises would not be believed
because of the risk that subsequently they would be broken. Though the argument was
presented in a politically neutral fashion, the consequences for left-wing parties are
intuitively manifest: social democrats are unlikely to be able to manage an economy
efficiently because the simple fact of their being in office will depress investment
regardless of what they promise to do and regardless of whatever modest commitments
they offer.

Kydland and Prescott’s argument, presented here in a simplified (and perhaps
politicised) form, rapidly became part of mainstream orthodox economics. Economists
came up with two broad forms of solution to the suboptimality engendered by time
inconsistency. The first solution argued that it was mistaken to conceive of the
relationship between political actors and those in the private sector as a one-off game.
(The relationship is often conceived of as a game between players in which each act
strategically, thus allowing analysis using the standard tools of game theory; see Backus
and Driffill (1985).) A better approach was to see it as a repeated game in which
politicians, voters, capitalists and workers interacted repeatedly over and over again at
each and every election. The effect of such repeated interactions was that trust could be
built up between politicians and other actors. The politicians would cease to have any
incentive to spring a surprise change of policy on the others because it would not be in
their long-term interest so to do. It might pay shortterm dividends but any administration
attempting a surprise would surely be punished at the next opportunity. The problem with
this solution is straightforward: it is by no mean obvious how any government can either
establish trustworthiness in the first place or sustain a reputation for it over time. In the
absence of such a reputation, private actors will continue to assume the worst:
unconstrained DECISION-MAKING will persist in fuelling suboptimal economic
outcomes.

The case for and against decision-rules

The alternative solution, one favoured by many economists, is to limit the decision-
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making powers of a government by adopting some form of decision-rule. Essentially
such a limitation can be enacted in two ways: either the government can be constrained
constitutionally so that explicit limits are placed on its decisions, or decision-making in
the relevant area can be delegated to a new body, one that will not be liable to the same
incentives as an elected AUTHORITY. In this context, a decision-rule can be defined as a
legally binding regulation which limits the authority of a democratic government (or
similar body) either by delineating explicit limits to its capacities or by delegating its
powers to other bodies which enjoy considerable AUTONOMY. For example, legal rules
might be introduced to direct the state to certain outcomes and close off others.
Alternatively, the government might be tied to some form of external constraint such as
the gold standard or the European exchange rate mechanism. Public policy would have to
be aligned to meet the demands imposed by the constraint. Under the second form of this
solution, a central bank might be established charged with the promotion of low inflation.
Such a body would be uninterested in manipulation of the economy for electoral purposes
and would control important areas of public policy such as the setting of interest rates.
The advantage of this form of solution is that, by reducing the government’s domain of
discretion, it prevents an administration from being tempted. Some empirical studies
conclude, for example, that central bank independence is associated with lower rates of
inflation (see, for example, Alesina and Sumners 1993). Kydland and Prescott argued
directly that: ‘By relying on some policy rules, economic performance can be
improved’ (1977:473).

An alternative account, from the perspective of political philosophy, of the need for
binding rules to guide decisions, is given by Jon Elster in Ulysses and the Sirens (1979).
He argues that individuals might choose voluntarily to bind themselves to decision-rules
in their own interest. He concludes that individuals’ preferences are malleable: they are
often subject to weakness of the will whereby a change in context will lead to a different
ranking of objectives, albeit probably only in the short term. Binding constraints may be
needed to secure maximum benefits in the long term: Ulysses must bind himself to the
mast of his ship if he is to hear the sirens without dashing the boat onto the rocks as his
preferences shift.

There are, however, drawbacks to solutions that seek to limit the discretionary powers
of a government. Supporters of the need for decision-rules are concerned by their
permanence. Given the nature and authority of the state, it is hard to bind it irreversibly:
constitutions can be amended, gold standards left and independent bodies wound up.
Short-term pressures may be alleviated, but credibility concerns about the future intent of
any administration may persist. Such apprehension may be particularly germane in cases,
such as that of the United Kingdom, where the constitution is neither entrenched nor
formally codified. If rules cannot be entrenched, they may not be effective.

The issue of public ACCOUNTABILITY raises a very different and significant
concern with decision-rules. Such rules are, of course, designed deliberately to reduce the
accountability of a government to the electorate because political actors are perceived to
be able to manipulate and distort the processes by which they are held to account. Once a
government gives up discretion (either constitutionally or through delegation), it is
difficult to blame it alone for policy outcomes in the area under consideration. An
administration may even be able to use decision-rules to disguise its own poor
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performance by blaming outcomes upon either constitutional constraints or other
institutional bodies. (There may be alternative routes to accountability; for example, the
use of a regulatory processes and the development of parliamentary scrutiny.) A belief in
the efficacy of decision-rules presupposes a large degree of consensus as to which public
policies should be adopted to deal with which collective goals. In the case of price
stability, however, there remains disagreement as to how inflation is best tackled and
what level is tolerable for the efficient operation of the economy. Such disagreements
make the design and implementation of decision-rules extremely difficult. The delegation
of authority to new independent bodies may indicate an unwarranted faith in the ability of
experts; for example, economists to manage issues.

Allied to the question of accountability is that of whether such decision-rules can be
flexible in the face of the kind of stochastic shocks to which any economy is liable.
Exogenous shocks may require atypical policy responses (for example, the suspension of
constitutions and the overrule of independent authorities). The initiation of atypical
policies may, however, mask unjustified government attempts to break the decision-rule:
they need not be a response to the impact of an external shock. In such circumstances, the
government will depend upon its policy signals being accurately and rapidly interpreted:
private individuals without full information may be unable to discover if changes to
announced strategy are either understandable responses to the unforeseeable or
unacceptable attempts to distort public policy. A further problem is that the operation of
decision-rules may lead to co-ordination problems with other areas of public policy. The
government may delegate authority over anti-inflation policy to a central bank while
pursuing a permissive fiscal policy. Policy incoherence might result. Overall, such
concerns suggest that decision-rules are no guarantee of optimal economic outcomes, and
they remain controversial in terms of their impact on democracy.

Decision-rules in practice

The relevance of the rules versus discretion debate that Kydland and Prescott initiated for
contemporary politics is immediately apparent. Such ideas have been incorporated into
many approaches to public POLICY-MAKING. The Maastricht treaty, under which
European Monetary Union was agreed, laid out strict and binding criteria, in an attempt
to prevent any state being tempted to pass the costs of high public spending onto other
states. For members of the single European currency, monetary policy is determined by
an independent European central bank, one that will not be tempted to launch inflationary
surprises and can be trusted by all in its anti-inflationary intent.

The significance of these ideas in politics in the United Kingdom is also evident. In the
1980s and early 1990s, given its radical past, the Labour party found it difficult to
demonstrate the extent and permanence of its transformation for private agents who
doubted its credibility and trustworthiness. It was not enough for Labour simply to adopt
a series of modest policies and assume that other actors would adjust their attitudes
accordingly. Equally, many did not believe the party’s commitment to the rules of the
European exchange rate mechanism. Labour needed to convince these actors about the
durability of its conversion: it had to establish credibility. What mattered was not just the
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party’s policy statements but its ability to inform, to generate trust with other agents and
so foster trustworthiness (Wickham-Jones 1995).

Under Tony Blair’s leadership between 1994 and 1997, Labour took considerable
trouble to attain credibility. The party laid out a detailed and coherent set of moderate
measures, including the proposed adoption of an open system of policy-making under
which markets could observe the way that economic decisions were made. Such a
transparent system would allow private agents to trust Labour, as there would be no
confusion about its true intent from such signals: it could secure a reputation for honesty
and probity. This approach emphasised the need to develop the reputation of the party’s
leaders in repeated interactions. It rejected formal decision-rules. Instead, politicians
sought to bind themselves to a modest trajectory in advance of entering office: the
cumulative impact, they hoped, of such uncompromising and comprehensive proposals
was that any change of direction could not occur without a catastrophic loss in credibility.

In office, however, Tony Blair’s New Labour adopted a different approach to
demonstrate the probity of its intentions. On 6 May 1997, Gordon Brown, the new
Chancellor of the Exchequer, informed the Bank of England that he was handing over
operational independence for the conduct of monetary policy to it. A non-elected
monetary policy committee made up of five bank officials and four outsiders would take
decisions about interest rates. With this approach, the Labour government accepted the
imposition of a rules-based approach rather than seeking to build up gradually a
trustworthy reputation through repeated interactions. The adoption of rules was not
confined to monetary policy: Labour also adopted a code of fiscal responsibility that laid
out a series of guidelines, designed as binding, for the conduct of public spending.
Monetary and fiscal policy rules have been in place for a relatively short time in the
United Kingdom: press reports have suggested occasional tensions between some
members of the government and the newly established monetary policy committee over
the latter’s decisions to raise interest rates. Whether such a pattern of decision-making
and the accompanying reduction in accountability becomes an issue at a future election
remains to be seen.

Conclusions

Support for the adoption of decision-rules, especially in the pursuit of price stability,
reflects a number of issues. Most notably, of course, many economists doubt the
resolution of politicians to sustain anti-inflationary measures in a range of public policies.
At another level, the case for decision-rules reflects the difficulty in establishing and
sustaining trust between individual actors in a market economy. It is the absence of trust
that leads private agents to adopt risk averse and potentially suboptimal strategies. The
significance of trust for the efficient operation of the economy has not gone unnoticed by
political theorists. Proponents of SOCIAL CAPITAL argue that high levels of trust
improve the functioning of the economy by reducing transactions costs between private
agents. In such a situation, they claim that the solution to tensions between market
economies and liberal democratic arrangements may not be the adoption of rules but the
extension of social capital in the form of improved trust.
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deliberative democracy

Deliberative democracy is a conception of democratic politics in which citizens or their
accountable representatives seek to give one another mutually acceptable reasons to
justify the laws they adopt. The reasons are not merely procedural (‘because the majority
favours it”) or purely substantive (‘because it is a human right’). They appeal to moral
principles (such as basic liberty or equal opportunity) that citizens who are motivated to
find fair terms of cooperation can reasonably accept.

A theory of deliberative democracy usually contains both a set of principles to evaluate
actual democracies, and a specification of a process to realise the principles. The
principles include some familiar ones from theories of JUSTICE, such as liberty and
equality, as well as others more common in theories of democracy, such as
ACCOUNTABILITY and publicity. In a deliberative theory, the content and
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interpretation of these principles are subject to the deliberative process, which in turn is
evaluated by the principles. Deliberative democracy therefore should not be identified
with the process itself: its principles are no less important than its process.

Deliberative democracy is distinguished from theories that rely primarily on
procedures that aggregate the preferences of citizens (such as most varieties of
procedural, aggregative, pluralist and game theoretic approaches). These theories tend to
treat preferences as given, turning them into collective decisions through processes such
as voting or bargaining. Without rejecting these processes, deliberative democracy
provides critical standards for assessing preferences, and encourages the possibility of
changing them through political discussion. Deliberative democracy also differs from
theories that take fundamental rights as given, and designate them as constraints on
democratic DECISION-MAKING (such as natural law conceptions and many forms of
CONSTITUTIONALISM). Deliberative democracy accepts the idea of rights but permits
their interpretation and application to be challenged by means of deliberation in the
political process. Although at any particular time, some rights are protected from
majoritarian decision-making, rights are not always and completely insulated from
deliberative democratic processes.

Origins

The roots of deliberative democracy can be found in fifth-century BC Athens, which
according to Pericles looked to mutual discussion not as a ‘stumbling-block in the way of
action’ but as an ‘indispensable preliminary to any wise action at all’ (Thucydides 11.40).
Avristotle was the first theorist to explain the value of a process in which citizens publicly
discuss and justify their laws to one another. In Book I1I of the Politics, he argued that
ordinary citizens debating and deciding together can reach a better decision than experts
acting alone. Aristotle had in mind a small DIRECT DEMOCRACY acting in assembly,
not the large representative democracy that came to characterise democratic practice in
modern times.

Yet the idea of deliberation persisted, often contrasted with populist forms of
democracy. In England, the term “deliberative’ was used to refer to political discussion as
early as 1489. In the eighteenth century, notable moments include Edmund Burke’s
‘Speech to the Electors of Bristol” (Burke 1959), in which he proclaimed that ‘Parliament
is a deliberative assembly’, and the Federalist Papers, which defended a system that
‘combined deliberation and democracy’ (The Federalist 1961). In the nineteenth century,
John Stuart Mill (1865) was a leading advocate of ‘government by discussion’, in part as
a means for limiting the dangers of human fallibility.

In the early part of the twentieth century, the core ideas of deliberative democracy can
be found in the writings of John Dewey, Alf Ross and A.D.Lindsay, who regarded
political discussion as ‘the essential of democracy’ (Thompson 1970:86). The theory of
deliberative democracy enjoyed a significant revival in the last two decades of the
century, stimulated by the work of Jirgen Habermas (1996).
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Varieties

Deliberative democrats differ about how to characterise the theory, and these differences
yield several different versions of the theory. The first difference is over whether and to
what extent ordinary citizens should participate directly in making their laws. Most
deliberative democrats defend some kind of representative democracy, and therefore do
not require ordinary citizens themselves to take part in public deliberations (see
REPRESENTATION, MODELS OF). On this view, citizens rely on their representatives
to do their deliberating for them, but representatives are expected not only to deliberate
among themselves but also to listen to and communicate with their constituents, who hold
them accountable. Some deliberative democrats favour a more participatory form of
government. They argue that more direct PARTICIPATION by ordinary citizens in
POLICY-MAKING is an important part of the value of deliberative democracy. James
Fishkin’s procedure of deliberative polling—which assembles a random sampling of
citizens to discuss policy positions of competing candidates—offers a way of partially
reconciling the deliberative value of direct participation with the necessities of
representative democracy in modern society (Fishkin 1995).

A second difference is whether deliberative democracy requires actual or hypothetical
deliberation to justify laws. Theorists who favour actual deliberation do not insist that
citizens or their representatives deliberate about every decision, but they do require that
those decisions that have not resulted from deliberation be subject to challenge in a
deliberative process, unless such a process has determined that they should not be so
subject. On the hypothetical approach, one imagines what citizens or their accountable
representatives would decide under ideal conditions, instead of the real conditions of
unequal power in existing societies. An advantage of making some room for hypothetical
deliberation is that theorists can correct for the results of actual deliberations that unfairly
disadvantage certain groups such as minorities and women. A disadvantage is that
theorists may substitute their own contestable views of what is just for the views of the
people who are to be bound by the decision. These two approaches are reconcilable to the
extent that deliberative democracy requires actual deliberation but assesses the conditions
under which it takes place according to critical standards of hypothetical deliberation.

A third difference divides deliberative democrats who value deliberation only as a
means of arriving at good policies, and those who value deliberation also as an
expression of mutual respect among free and equal citizens. On the first view, sometimes
called the epistemic approach, deliberating about political issues has no value in itself. It
is simply the best means of arriving at the most justifiable political ends. On the second
view, which emphasises the intrinsic value of deliberation, reaching the right result in
politics entails the deliberative act of justifying the result to the people who are bound by
it. Deliberation is not only instrumental to achieving a desirable outcome, but it also in
itself expresses mutual respect among citizens. The epistemic approach is not mistaken in
attributing instrumental value to deliberation, but according to the intrinsic approach view
neglects its other values.
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Criticisms

Critics of deliberative democracy question both its feasibility and desirability. One of the
most common objections to deliberative democracy is that it requires too much of
citizens. It seems to presuppose that ordinary people value political activity in general,
and deliberation in particular, more than they do. To place so much emphasis on the need
for more deliberation in democracy is to give political activity an importance that it does
not have, except perhaps for a few, primarily people who are drawn to politics or political
theory as a vocation. Furthermore, it falsely assumes that nearly everyone is capable of
the complex and dispassionate reasoning that deliberation seems to require.

Deliberative democrats reply that deliberative democracy (even in its participatory
forms) does not require ordinary people continually to fly to the assemblies, as Jean-
Jacques Rousseau once urged, and some civic republicans still advocate. Nor does
deliberative democracy require every decision to be discussed by everybody.
Accountable representatives are responsible for making most political decisions. It is true
that ordinary citizens must be willing and able to hold their representatives accountable,
and this accountability requires some substantial understanding of politics. But most
citizens are able to assess at least in general terms the reasons that their representatives
give, or fail to give, in justifying laws. To the extent they are not able to do so, any
democracy, not only the deliberative forms, is deficient. Furthermore, deliberative
democracy makes room, no less than most other forms of democracy, for emotional
appeals and passionate rhetoric, as long as they are consistent with its basic principles
such as liberty and opportunity.

A second problem raised by critics is that even if deliberative democracy is feasible, it
may not be desirable under current social conditions. In many modern societies, citizens
who already enjoy the advantages of wealth, power and status are likely to dominate
public deliberations. Relying on deliberation under such conditions, critics suggest, is a
formula for perpetuating an unjust status quo. To deal with this problem, deliberative
democrats specify conditions of basic liberty and opportunity under which all
deliberation should ideally take place. But since people reasonably disagree about the
content and interpretation of the ideal conditions, deliberative democrats cannot avoid the
need to deliberate under non-ideal conditions, which by their own admission are less than
fully justifiable. The existence of systematic, institutionalised injustice seems to create a
vicious circle of moral reasoning from which deliberative democracy cannot extricate
itself.

Deliberative democrats reply that even under non-ideal conditions, deliberation can
make a positive contribution to the elimination of injustice, at least compared to feasible
alternatives. When prevailing injustices primarily benefit a dominant social group,
deliberation can often bring this problem to public attention. Under conditions of
inequality, relying on other forms of power is likely to reinforce the existing distribution
of benefits and burdens in the society. The power of reason is less directly tied to this
distribution, and therefore has the potential to challenge it. Moreover, deliberation seems
a more promising way of dealing with injustice than the usually available alternatives,
such as decision-making by political elites (who are often the source of the problem) or
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bargaining among INTEREST GROUPS (which usually reproduce the prevailing
inequalities). Under some conditions (when, for example, part of the adult population is
excluded from the electorate), the political process may be so contaminated by injustice
that the practice of deliberation can have no positive effect. Even so, principles of
deliberative democracy—such as public accountability and basic liberty and
opportunity—may be invoked to criticise the injustice, without necessarily prescribing
the practice of deliberation. The best means of promoting deliberative democracy in the
future may sometimes require refraining from deliberation in the present.

A third objection accepts the idea that deliberation is possible and desirable, but
complains that deliberative democrats give it too much attention relative to other political
activities. Compared to organising, mobilising, demonstrating, bargaining, lobbying,
campaigning, fundraising and voting, deliberating does not seem to be a very common or
significant form of political action. Why single it out for such special attention?
Deliberative democrats reply that deliberating is not just another activity on the list. It
provides the means by which the justifiability of the other activities can be determined.
Deliberative democracy does not require that all political activities in all places at all
times be deliberative. But it does demand that they should be assessed by deliberative
principles. Informed by deliberative principles and practices, citizens can modify and
improve these other activities, making the routines of bargaining, campaigning, voting
and other such activities more public-spirited in both process and outcome.

Institutions

Because deliberative democracy supplements rather than supplants the procedural and
constitutional values of more conventional theories of democracy, it endorses familiar
institutions that support both fair procedures and individual rights. But deliberative
democracy also recognises that important moral questions—including questions about
what constitute fair procedures and individual rights—cannot be removed from everyday
democratic politics. It therefore supports institutions that enable citizens and public
officials to deliberate about their disagreements on these constitutional questions as well
as ordinary legislation. Citizens and their representatives, not only judges, should attend
to the fundamental values of democratic government.

Deliberative democracy expresses a dynamic conception of politics. As a result of
deliberation, the principles and practices that are justified at any particular time may be
revised and replaced by different principles and practices over time. Political institutions
should therefore allow for the provisional nature of principles (and the decisions they
justify) by providing institutional opportunities for regular reconsideration of decisions.
Deliberative democrats support reiterative processes in which proposals are modified
through a sequence of responses and counter responses. They also tend to favour more
flexible procedures for constitutional amendments and more frequent use of devices such
as sunset laws that force review of policies. They do not encourage the use of referenda,
unless the