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Preface to the Fourth Edition

This book provides a comprehensive and up-to-date introduction to the study
of politics. It is designed to be of use to students taking courses in any field of the
discipline, as well as general readers with an interest in the subject.

The book has been substantially revised and restructured in its fourth edition
to take account of changes in the ever-evolving field of politics, but especially
those changes that have led to a growing interdependence between domestic,
international and global political developments. Instead of, as in earlier editions,
attempting to address the international dimension of politics substantially
through a single chapter, the current edition acknowledges the declining rele-
vance of the disciplinary divide between politics and international relations, and
of the domestic/international divide, upon which it is based. There are, there-
fore, new chapters on issues such as political economy and globalization, multi-
level politics, security, and global governance and world order. A new final
chapter focuses on the increasingly pressing notion that politics is in crisis, and,
in the process, draws together themes that have been addressed at various points
in the book. The previous organization of the book into five central themes has
also been dropped, thereby acknowledging the arbitrary nature of such divisions
and the essentially holistic nature of political analysis. Nevertheless, the organi-
zation of the book does follow an unfolding logic, and this is explained in ‘Using
this book’ on pp. xviii—xix. This fourth edition also contains several new features,
whose chief purpose is to encourage readers to develop critical awareness as well
as their own views. A ‘Guide to the key features’ can be found on pp. xx—xxi.

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to John Greenaway, Wyn Grant,
Chris Brown and Gerry Stoker, who commented on earlier editions, and to
Jonathon Moses, who commented on the current draft. Their advice and criti-
cism, and that of the publisher’s many other reviewers, have been both construc-
tive and insightful, and undoubtedly improved the book at a number of points.
Discussions with colleagues and friends, particularly Karon and Doug
Woodward, also helped to sharpen the ideas and arguments developed here. My
publisher, Steven Kennedy, was closely involved in planning this fourth edition,
while Helen Caunce showed just the right balance of support, encouragement
and patience in overseeing the project on behalf of Palgrave Macmillan. Thanks
should also go to Keith Povey and Ian Wileman for their contribution to the
production process. My most heartfelt thanks, however, go, as ever, to my wife
Jean. Not only did she take sole responsibility for the preparation of the type-
script of this book, but she also offered advice on both style and content, which
was especially useful when I was in danger of lapsing into incoherence.

2013 ANDREW HEYWOOD



Using This Book

Politics is, by its nature, an overlapping and interlocking field. The material
encountered in this book therefore stubbornly resists compartmentalization,
which is why, throughout, there is regular cross-referencing to related discus-
sions that occur in other chapters and particularly to relevant boxed material
found elsewhere. Nevertheless, the book develops by considering what can be
thought of as a series of broad issues or themes.

The first group of chapters is designed to provide a background understand-
ing for the study of politics by considering a range of key conceptual and theo-
retical issues.

Chapter 1 reflects on the nature of politics, provides an introduction to
contrasting approaches to political analysis and considers how and why glob-
alizing tendencies have reshaped our understanding of the subject.

Chapter 2 examines political ideas from the perspective of the major ideological
traditions, looking at how they offer competing ‘lenses’ on the political world.
Chapter 3 considers the importance of the state in politics, examining debates
about both the nature and the desirable role of the state, as well as whether the
state is losing its central importance in politics.

Chapter 4 discusses the nature and significance of political legitimacy, consid-
ering, in particular, the relationship between legitimacy and democracy, espe-
cially in the light of contrasting models of democratic governance and debates
about how democracy operates in practice.

Chapter 5 examines the key theories of nationalism, seeking both to under-
stand the forces that underpin national identity and to reflect on the breadth
of nationalist traditions, including their often quite different political impli-
cations.

The next group of chapters discusses the dynamics of political interaction by
reflecting on the relationship between politics and economics, culture and
society, and by examining the mechanisms through which societal pressures gain
political expression.

Chapter 6 discusses the linkages between economics and politics, focusing
especially on the nature and different forms of capitalism, and on the dynam-
ics and implications of economic globalization.

Chapter 7 considers the relationship between politics and society, and reflects
on the rise of identity politics, the different forms it has taken, and its impli-
cations.

Chapter 8 discusses the nature and significance of political culture, and exam-
ines the growing political importance of the media, especially in relation to its
implications for democracy and governance.

xviil



USING THIS BOOK xix

Chapter 9 looks at the nature of representation, the role of elections, including
debates and controversies about electoral systems, and how voting behaviour
can best be understood.

Chapter 10 examines the key role played in politics by political parties, and
also discusses the nature and significance of different party systems.

Chapter 11 discusses the nature of group politics, including debates about the
impact of groups on the distribution of political power, and the rise and
implications of social movements.

The following group of chapters considers the machinery of government and the
processes through which public policy is formulated and implemented.

Chapter 12 provides an introduction to the machinery of government by
considering how systems of government are classified and examining the
range of political regimes that exist in the modern world.

Chapter 13 addresses the role of political executives, where power lies within
the executive and, more broadly, the significance of political leadership and
the forms it can take.

Chapter 14 examines the role of assemblies or legislatures, considering also
the significance of their internal organization and the factors that affect their
impact on policy-making.

Chapter 15 considers the nature and purpose of constitutions, and examines
the relationship between politics and law, notably in terms of the role and
importance of the judiciary.

Chapter 16 focuses on public policy, reflecting both on how decisions are
made and the stages through which policy is developed; it also considers the
link between bureaucracies and the policy process, as well as wider political
developments.

The next group of chapters focuses on various issues that highlight overlaps
between the domestic realm and the international realm, paying particular
attention to the growing significance of global politics.

Chapter 17 discusses multilevel politics, examining the territorial con-
figuration of politics at a domestic level and at a transnational level,
especially through regionalism.

Chapter 18 focuses on the issue of security, examining the maintenance of
order and security in the domestic realm, as well as debates about security in
its national, international and global forms.

Chapter 19 looks at the changing shape of twenty-first-century world order,
reflecting on its significance for peace and stability, and also examines the
nature and effectiveness of the emerging framework of global governance.

The final chapter attempts to draw together strands and themes that have
featured in earlier chapters through a discussion of the merits and demerits of
politics.

Chapter 20 reflects on the issue of growing disenchantment with formal poli-
tics and, despite this, how politics can be defended; it also considers the differ-
ent ways in which the performance of political systems can be evaluated.
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USING THIS BOOK

GUIDE TO THE KEY FEATURES

The pedagogical features found in this book allow important events, concepts
and theoretical issues to be examined in greater depth or detail, whilst also main-
taining the flow of the main body of the text. They are, moreover, designed to
encourage readers to think critically and independently about the key issues in
political analysis.

Each chapter starts with a Preview that outlines the major themes and a
series of questions that highlight the central themes and issues addressed in the
chapter. At the end of each chapter there is a Summary of its major points, a list
of Questions for discussion, and suggestions for Further reading. Additional
material is provided throughout the text in the form of glossary panels and
boxed information. These boxes are comprehensively cross-referenced through-
out the text. The most significant features are the following:

Francis Fukuyama (born 1952)
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Tatc riumphalism reflced the persistence of a western.centric viewpoint, and
it may, anyway, have been a hangover from the days of the Cold War. The image
of a ‘world of liberal democracies’ suggested the superiority of a specifically
western model of development, based perhaps especially on the USA, and it
implied that values such as individualism (see p. 158), rights and choice are
universally applicable. One result of this was  falure 0 recognize the signii-
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al democracy.

of establishing a new system of classification
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information about key
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it or powerful
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Nevertheless,
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® Who rules? Is political participation confined to an elite body or privileged

group, or does it encom
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meanings are complex or
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of ideological positions.
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about broad policy goals:

as business, sport and family life. From this point of vi is unwhole-
some quite simply because it prevents people acting as they choose. For example,
it may interfere with how firms conduct their business, or with how and with
whom we play sports, or with how we bring up our children.

Politics as compromise and consensus

‘The third conception of politics relates not to the arena within which politics is
conducted but to the way in which decisions are made. Specifically; politis is
seen as a particular means of resolving conflict: that is, by compromise, concil-
ation and negotiation, rather than through force and naked power. This is what
is implied when politicsis portrayed as ‘the art of the possible’ Such a definition
is inherent in the everyday use of the term. For instance, the description of a
solution to a problem as a ‘political’ solution implies peaceful debate and arbi-
tration, as opposed to what is often called a ‘military’ solution. Once again, this
view of politics has been traced back to the writings of Aristotle and, in particu-
i that what he called “polity” is the ideal system of government, as
in the sense that it combines both aristocratic and democratic
features. One of the le dern exponents of this view is Bernard Crick. In
i lasic sty In Deenceof olics, Cick offred the following definiion:

Politics [is] the activity by which differing interests within a given unit of rule
are conciliated by giving them a share in power in proportion to their impor-
ance o thewelfre and he surviva of he whole communty. (Crck, [1562]

2000)

n this view, the key wide dispersal of ting that
conflct s inevitable, Crick argued that when social groups and interests possess
power they must be conciliated; they cannot merely be crushed. This is why he
portrayed politics as that solution to the problem of order which chooses concili-
ation rather than violence and coercion’ Such a view of politics reflects a deep
commitment to liberal-rationalist principles. It is based on resolute faith in the
efficacy of debate and discussion, as well as on the belief that society is character-
ized by consensus, rather than by irreconcilable conflict. In other words, the
disagreements that exist can be resolved without resort to_intimidation and
violence. Criics, however, point out that Crick's conception of politics is heavily
biased towards the form of politis that takes place in western pluralist democra.
cies: i effect, he electoral choice and p
resul, his model has e 1ol us about, sy, ome-party sates o milary regimes
“This view of politics has an unmistakeably positive character. Politics is
certainly 1o utopian solution (compromise means that concessions are made by
all sides, leaving no one perfectly satisfied), but it is undoubtedly preferable to
the alternatives: bloodshed and brutality. In this sense, politics can be seen as a
civilized and civilizing force. People should be encouraged to respect politics as
an activity, and should be prepared to engage in the political ife of their own
community. Nevertheless, a failure to understand that politics as a process of
compromis and reconlistion i neccessarly frustatingand diffclt (because
in involves
a growing popular G hamonin i democitc ol scross much ofthe
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‘Why do revolutions occur?

Why do regimes collapse? Should revolutions be under-
stood pnmanly in political terms, or are they more a
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refl P
cummmg theories of revolution have been advanced
by Manxists and non-Manxists. In Manxist theory, revolu-
tion emerges out of contradictions that exist at a
socio-economic level. Marx (see p. 41) believed that
revolution marks the point at which the class struggle
develops into open conlict,leading one class to over-
throw and displace another. Just as the French
Revolution was interpreted as a bourgeois’ revolution,
the Russian Revolution was later seen as a proletarian’
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culminate i the d, even-

to which the system itself is inca-
pable of responding - the ‘outputs’ of government
become structurally out of line with the ‘inputs'. The.
idea of a ‘revolution of rising expectations’ suggests that
luti h iod of d social

development is abruptly reversed, creating a widening
g2p between popular expectations and the capabilities
of government. The classic statement of this theory is
found in Ted Gurr's Why Men Rebel (1970), which links
rebellion to relative deprivation’.

tually,full communism. However, wvolutluns have not
come about as Marx forecast. Not only have the
tended to occur in relatively backward societies, not (as
he predicted) in the advanced capitalist countries, but
Marxist revolutions were often coup d'états rather than
popular revolutions.

Avariety of non-Manxist theories of revolution have
been advanced. Systems theorists have argued that

The social- I theory of revolution implies that
regimes usually succumb to revolution when through
and/or domestic i

they lose their abilty, o the political will, to maintain
control through the exercise of coercive power. Theda
Skocpol (1979) explained the outbreak of the French,
Russian and Chinese revolutions in these terms, but
they could equally be applied to the swift and largely
bloodless collapse of the Eastern European communist
regimes in the autumn and winter of 1989 (see p. 44).
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ent as the UK, France, Spain, Australia and New Zealand have accommodated
themselves to broadly similar goals and values. As this happened, a political
culture that once emphasized social justice, welfare rights and public responsi-

gl
bilities gave way to one in which choice, enterprise, competition and individual
responsibility are given prominence.

However, legitimation crises may have more dramatic consequences. When
faiering support for a regime can no longer be managed by adjustments in
public policy or a change in leadership, legitimacy may collapse altogether,
leading cither to a resort to repression, or to revolution. While evolutionary
change is usually thought of as reform, revolution involves root-and-branch
change. Revolutions recast the political order entirely, typically bringing about
an abrupt and often violent break with the past. Although there is considerable
debate about the causes of revolution, there is little doubt that revolution has
played a crucial role in shaping the modern world. The American Revolution
(1776) led to the creation of a constitutional republic independent from Britain
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Oxford, Paris and Columbia, and by 1906 the American Political Science Review
was being published. However, enthusiasm for a science of politics peaked in the
19505 and 1960s with the emergence, most strongly in the USA, of a form of
political analysis that drew heavily on behaviouralism. For the first time, this
gave politics reliably scientific credentials, because it provided what had previ-
ously been lacking: objective and quantifiable data against which hypotheses
could be tested. Political analysts such as David Easton (1979, 1981) proclaimed
that politics could adopt the methodology of the natural sciences, and this gave
rise to a proliferation of studies in areas best suited to the use of quantitative
research methods, such as voting behaviour, the behaviour of legislators, and the
behaviour of municipal politicians and lobbyists. Attempts were also made to
apply behaviouralism to IR, in the hope of developing objective ‘laws’ of inter-
‘national relations.

Behaviouralism, however, came under growing pressure from the 1960s
onwards. In the first place, it was claimed that behaviouralism had significantly
constrained the scope of political analysis, preventing it from going beyond what
was directly observable. Although behavioural analysis undoubtedly produced,
and continues to produce, invaluable insights in fields such as voting studies, a
narrow obsession with quantifiable data threatens to reduce the discipline of
politics to littl else. More worryingly, it inclined a generation of political scien-
tists to turn their backs on the entire tradition of normative political thought.
Concepts such as “liberty, cq\\allly, justice’ and nghls were sometimes
discarded as bec
i Disatsacion with behaviouralom grew as inerest in normative quesions
revived in the 19705, as reflected in the writings of theorists such as John Rawls
(see p. 45) and Robert Nozick (see p. 68).

reover, the scientific credentials of behaviouralism started to be called
into question. The basis of the assertion that behaviouralism is objective and
reliable is the claim that it is ‘value-free’: that is, that it is not contaminated by
ethical or normative beliefs. However, if the focus of analysis is observable
behaviour, it is difficult to do much more than describe the existing political
arrangements, which implicitly means that the status quo is legitimized. This
conservative value bias was demonstrated by the fact that ‘democracy was,
effect, redefined in terms of observable behaviour. Thus, instead of meaning
‘popular self-government’ (literally, government by the people), democracy
came to stand for a struggle between competing elites to win power through
the mechanism of popular election. In other words, democracy came to mean
what goes on in the so-called democratic political systems of the developed
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esearch,
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procedural rules, usually about the rationally self-interested behaviour of the
individuals involved. Most firmly established in the USA, and associated in
particular with the so-called Virginia School, formal political theory provides at
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CHAPTER 1

PREVIEW

What is Politics?

‘Man is by nature a political animal.’

ARISTOTLE, Politics, 1

Politics is exciting because people disagree. They disagree about how they should
live. Who should get what? How should power and other resources be distributed?
Should society be based on cooperation or conflict? And so on. They also disagree
about how such matters should be resolved. How should collective decisions be
made? Who should have a say? How much influence should each person have? And
so forth. For Aristotle, this made politics the ‘master science”: that is, nothing less
than the activity through which human beings attempt to improve their lives and
create the Good Society. Politics is, above all, a social activity. It is always a
dialogue, and never a monologue. Solitary individuals such as Robinson Crusoe may
be able to develop a simple economy, produce art, and so on, but they cannot
engage in politics. Politics emerges only with the arrival of a Man (or Woman)
Friday. Nevertheless, the disagreement that lies at the heart of politics also extends
to the nature of the subject and how it should be studied. People disagree about
what it is that makes social interaction ‘political’, whether it is where it takes place
(within government, the state or the public sphere generally), or the kind of activity
it involves (peacefully resolving conflict or exercising control over less powerful
groups). Disagreement about the nature of politics as an academic discipline means
that it embraces a range of theoretical approaches and a variety of schools of
analysis. Finally, globalizing tendencies have encouraged some to speculate that the
disciplinary divide between politics and international relations has now become
redundant.

KEY ISSUES

® What are the defining features of politics as an activity?

How has ‘politics’ been understood by various thinkers and traditions?

® What are the main approaches to the study of politics as an academic
discipline?

Can the study of politics be scientific?

What roles do concepts, models and theories play in political analysis?

® How have globalizing trends affected the relationship between politics
and international relations?




2 POLITICS

® Conflict: Competition
between opposing forces,
reflecting a diversity of
opinions, preferences, needs or
interests.

® Cooperation: Working
together; achieving goals
through collective action.

DEFINING POLITICS

Politics, in its broadest sense, is the activity through which people make, preserve
and amend the general rules under which they live. Although politics is also an
academic subject (sometimes indicated by the use of ‘Politics’ with a capital P),
it is then clearly the study of this activity. Politics is thus inextricably linked to
the phenomena of conflict and cooperation. On the one hand, the existence of
rival opinions, different wants, competing needs and opposing interests guaran-
tees disagreement about the rules under which people live. On the other hand,
people recognize that, in order to influence these rules or ensure that they are
upheld, they must work with others — hence Hannah Arendt’s (see p. 7) defini-
tion of political power as ‘acting in concert’ This is why the heart of politics is
often portrayed as a process of conflict resolution, in which rival views or
competing interests are reconciled with one another. However, politics in this
broad sense is better thought of as a search for conflict resolution than as its
achievement, as not all conflicts are, or can be, resolved. Nevertheless, the
inescapable presence of diversity (we are not all alike) and scarcity (there is never
enough to go around) ensures that politics is an inevitable feature of the human
condition.

Any attempt to clarify the meaning of ‘politics’ must nevertheless address two
major problems. The first is the mass of associations that the word has when
used in everyday language; in other words, politics is a loaded’ term. Whereas
most people think of, say, economics, geography, history and biology simply as
academic subjects, few people come to politics without preconceptions. Many,
for instance, automatically assume that students and teachers of politics must in
some way be biased, finding it difficult to believe that the subject can be
approached in an impartial and dispassionate manner (see p. 19). To make
matters worse, politics is usually thought of as a ‘dirty’ word: it conjures up
images of trouble, disruption and even violence on the one hand, and deceit,
manipulation and lies on the other. There is nothing new about such associa-
tions. As long ago as 1775, Samuel Johnson dismissed politics as ‘nothing more
than a means of rising in the world’, while in the nineteenth century the US
historian Henry Adams summed up politics as ‘the systematic organization of
hatreds.

The second and more intractable difficulty is that even respected authorities
cannot agree what the subject is about. Politics is defined in such different ways:
as the exercise of power, the science of government, the making of collective
decisions, the allocation of scarce resources, the practice of deception and
manipulation, and so on. The virtue of the definition advanced in this text — ‘the
making, preserving and amending of general social rules’ — is that it is suffi-
ciently broad to encompass most, if not all, of the competing definitions.
However, problems arise when the definition is unpacked, or when the meaning
is refined. For instance, does ‘politics’ refer to a particular way in which rules are
made, preserved or amended (that is, peacefully, by debate), or to all such
processes? Similarly, is politics practised in all social contexts and institutions, or
only in certain ones (that is, government and public life)?

From this perspective, politics may be treated as an ‘essentially contested’
concept, in the sense that the term has a number of acceptable or legitimate
meanings (concepts are discussed more fully later in the chapter). On the other
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® Polis: (Greek) City-state;
classically understood to imply
the highest or most desirable
form of social organization.

Definitions of The art of government Compromise and consensus
politics Public affairs Power and the distribution
of resources
Approaches to the | Behaviouralism Feminism
study of politics Rational-choice theory Marxism
Institutionalism Post-positivist approaches
Figure 1.1  Approaches to defining politics

hand, these different views may simply consist of contrasting conceptions of the
same, if necessarily vague, concept. Whether we are dealing with rival concepts
or alternative conceptions, it is helpful to distinguish between two broad
approaches to defining politics (Hay, 2002; Leftwich, 2004). In the first, politics
is associated with an arena or location, in which case behaviour becomes ‘polit-
ical’ because of where it takes place. In the second, politics is viewed as a process
or mechanism, in which case ‘political’ behaviour is behaviour that exhibits
distinctive characteristics or qualities, and so can take place in any, and perhaps
all, social contexts. Each of these broad approaches has spawned alternative
definitions of politics, and, as discussed later in the chapter, helped to shape
different schools of political analysis (see Figure 1.1). Indeed, the debate about
‘what is politics?” is worth pursuing precisely because it exposes some of the
deepest intellectual and ideological disagreement in the academic study of the
subject.

Politics as the art of government

‘Politics is not a science . . . but an art, Chancellor Bismarck is reputed to have
told the German Reichstag. The art Bismarck had in mind was the art of govern-
ment, the exercise of control within society through the making and enforce-
ment of collective decisions. This is perhaps the classical definition of politics,
developed from the original meaning of the term in Ancient Greece.

The word ‘politics’ is derived from polis, meaning literally ‘city-state’. Ancient
Greek society was divided into a collection of independent city-states, each of
which possessed its own system of government. The largest and most influential
of these city-states was Athens, often portrayed as the cradle of democratic
government. In this light, politics can be understood to refer to the affairs of the
polis — in effect, ‘what concerns the polis. The modern form of this definition is
therefore ‘what concerns the state’ (see p. 57). This view of politics is clearly
evident in the everyday use of the term: people are said to be ‘in politics’ when
they hold public office, or to be ‘entering politics’ when they seek to do so. It is
also a definition that academic political science has helped to perpetuate.

In many ways, the notion that politics amounts to ‘what concerns the state’ is
the traditional view of the discipline, reflected in the tendency for academic
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Authority

Authority can most
simply be defined as
‘legitimate power’.
Whereas power is the
ability to influence the
behaviour of others,
authority is the right to
do so. Authority is
therefore based on an
acknowledged duty to
obey rather than on any
form of coercion or
manipulation. In this
sense, authority is power
cloaked in legitimacy or
rightfulness. Weber (see
p. 82) distinguished
between three kinds of
authority, based on the
different grounds on
which obedience can be
established: traditional
authority is rooted in
history; charismatic
authority stems from
personality; and legal—
rational authority is
grounded in a set of
impersonal rules.

® Polity: A society organized
through the exercise of political
authority; for Aristotle, rule by
the many in the interests of all.

® Anti-politics:
Disillusionment with formal or
established political processes,
reflected in non-participation,
support for anti-system parties,
or the use of direct action.

study to focus on the personnel and machinery of government. To study politics
is, in essence, to study government, or, more broadly, to study the exercise of
authority. This view is advanced in the writings of the influential US political
scientist David Easton (1979, 1981), who defined politics as the ‘authoritative
allocation of values’ By this, he meant that politics encompasses the various
processes through which government responds to pressures from the larger
society, in particular by allocating benefits, rewards or penalties. ‘Authoritative
values’ are therefore those that are widely accepted in society, and are considered
binding by the mass of citizens. In this view, politics is associated with ‘policy’
(see p. 352): that is, with formal or authoritative decisions that establish a plan
of action for the community.

However, what is striking about this definition is that it offers a highly
restricted view of politics. Politics is what takes place within a polity, a system of
social organization centred on the machinery of government. Politics is therefore
practised in cabinet rooms, legislative chambers, government departments and
the like; and it is engaged in by a limited and specific group of people, notably
politicians, civil servants and lobbyists. This means that most people, most insti-
tutions and most social activities can be regarded as being ‘outside’ politics.
Businesses, schools and other educational institutions, community groups, fami-
lies and so on are in this sense ‘non-political, because they are not engaged in
‘running the country’. By the same token, to portray politics as an essentially
state-bound activity is to ignore the increasingly important international or
global influences on modern life, as discussed in the next main section.

This definition can, however, be narrowed still further. This is evident in the
tendency to treat politics as the equivalent of party politics. In other words, the
realm of ‘the political’ is restricted to those state actors who are consciously
motivated by ideological beliefs, and who seek to advance them through
membership of a formal organization such as a political party. This is the sense
in which politicians are described as ‘political’, whereas civil servants are seen as
‘non-political, as long as, of course, they act in a neutral and professional
fashion. Similarly, judges are taken to be ‘non-political’ figures while they inter-
pret the law impartially and in accordance with the available evidence, but they
may be accused of being ‘political’ if their judgement is influenced by personal
preferences or some other form of bias.

The link between politics and the affairs of the state also helps to explain why
negative or pejorative images have so often been attached to politics. This is
because, in the popular mind, politics is closely associated with the activities of
politicians. Put brutally, politicians are often seen as power-seeking hypocrites
who conceal personal ambition behind the rhetoric of public service and ideo-
logical conviction. Indeed, this perception has become more common in the
modern period as intensified media exposure has more effectively brought to
light examples of corruption and dishonesty, giving rise to the phenomenon of
anti-politics (as discussed in Chapter 20). This rejection of the personnel and
machinery of conventional political life is rooted in a view of politics as a self-
serving, two-faced and unprincipled activity, clearly evident in the use of deroga-
tory phrases such as ‘office politics’ and ‘politicking’. Such an image of politics is
sometimes traced back to the writings of Niccolo Machiavelli, who, in The Prince
([1532] 1961), developed a strictly realistic account of politics that drew atten-
tion to the use by political leaders of cunning, cruelty and manipulation.
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Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527)

Italian politician and author. The son of a civil lawyer, Machiavelli's knowledge of
public life was gained from a sometimes precarious existence in politically unstable
Florence. He served as Second Chancellor (1498-1512), and was despatched on
missions to France, Germany and throughout Italy. After a brief period of imprison-
ment and the restoration of Medici rule, Machiavelli embarked on a literary career. His
major work, The Prince, published in 1532, drew heavily on his first-hand observations
of the statecraft of Cesare Borgia and the power politics that dominated his period. It
was written as a guide for the future prince of a united Italy. The adjective
‘Machiavellian’ subsequently came to mean ‘cunning and duplicitous’.

Power

Power, in its broadest
sense, is the ability to
achieve a desired
outcome, sometimes
seen as the ‘power to’ do
something. This includes
everything from the
ability to keep oneself
alive to the ability of
government to promote
economic growth. In
politics, however, power
is usually thought of as a
relationship; that is, as
the ability to influence
the behaviour of others
in a manner not of their
choosing. This implies
having ‘power over'
people. More narrowly,
power may be associated
with the ability to punish
or reward, bringing it
close to force or
manipulation, in contrast
to ‘influence’. (See ‘faces’
of power, p. 9 and
dimensions of global
power, p. 428.)

Such a negative view of politics reflects the essentially liberal perception that,
as individuals are self-interested, political power is corrupting, because it
encourages those ‘in power’ to exploit their position for personal advantage and
at the expense of others. This is famously expressed in Lord Acton’s (1834-1902)
aphorism: ‘power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely’
Nevertheless, few who view politics in this way doubt that political activity is an
inevitable and permanent feature of social existence. However venal politicians
may be, there is a general, if grudging, acceptance that they are always with us.
Without some kind of mechanism for allocating authoritative values, society
would simply disintegrate into a civil war of each against all, as the early social-
contract theorists argued (see p. 62). The task is therefore not to abolish politi-
cians and bring politics to an end but, rather, to ensure that politics is conducted
within a framework of checks and constraints that guarantee that governmental
power is not abused.

Politics as public affairs

A second and broader conception of politics moves it beyond the narrow realm
of government to what is thought of as ‘public life’ or ‘public affairs’ In other
words, the distinction between ‘the political’ and ‘the non-political’ coincides
with the division between an essentially public sphere of life and what can be
thought of as a private sphere. Such a view of politics is often traced back to the
work of the famous Greek philosopher Aristotle. In Politics, Aristotle declared
that ‘man is by nature a political animal’, by which he meant that it is only within
a political community that human beings can live the ‘good life’ From this view-
point, then, politics is an ethical activity concerned with creating a ‘just society’;
it is what Aristotle called the ‘master science’

However, where should the line between ‘public’ life and ‘private’ life be
drawn? The traditional distinction between the public realm and the private
realm conforms to the division between the state and civil society. The institu-
tions of the state (the apparatus of government, the courts, the police, the army,
the social security system and so forth) can be regarded as ‘public’ in the sense
that they are responsible for the collective organization of community life.
Moreover, they are funded at the public’s expense, out of taxation. In contrast,
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Aristotle (384—322 BCE)

Greek philosopher. Aristotle was a student of Plato (see p. 13) and tutor of the young
Alexander the Great. He established his own school of philosophy in Athens in
335 BcE; this was called the ‘peripatetic school’ after his tendency to walk up and
down as he talked. His 22 surviving treatises, compiled as lecture notes, range over
logic, physics, metaphysics, astronomy, meteorology, biology, ethics and politics. In
the Middle Ages, Aristotle’s work became the foundation of Islamic philosophy, and it
was later incorporated into Christian theology. His best-known political work is
Politics, in which he portrayed the city-state as the basis for virtue and well-being,
and argued that democracy is preferable to oligarchy (see p. 267-9).

Civil society

Civil society originally
meant a ‘political
community’. The term is
now more commonly
distinguished from the
state, and is used to
describe institutions that
are ‘private’, in that they
are independent from
government and
organized by individuals
in pursuit of their own
ends. Civil society
therefore refers to a
realm of autonomous
groups and associations:
businesses, interest
groups, clubs, families
and so on. The term
‘global civil society’ (see
p. 106) has become
fashionable as a means of
referring to
nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs)
(see p. 248) and
transnational social
movements (see p. 260).

civil society consists of what Edmund Burke (see p. 36) called the ‘little platoons),
institutions such as the family and kinship groups, private businesses, trade
unions, clubs, community groups and so on, that are ‘private’ in the sense that
they are set up and funded by individual citizens to satisfy their own interests,
rather than those of the larger society. On the basis of this ‘public/private’ divi-
sion, politics is restricted to the activities of the state itself and the responsibili-
ties that are properly exercised by public bodies. Those areas of life that
individuals can and do manage for themselves (the economic, social, domestic,
personal, cultural and artistic spheres, and so on) are therefore clearly ‘non-
political’

An alternative ‘public/private’ divide is sometimes defined in terms of a
further and more subtle distinction; namely, that between ‘the political’ and ‘the
personal’ (see Figure 1.2). Although civil society can be distinguished from the
state, it nevertheless contains a range of institutions that are thought of as
‘public’ in the wider sense that they are open institutions, operating in public, to
which the public has access. One of the crucial implications of this is that it
broadens our notion of the political, transferring the economy, in particular,
from the private to the public realm. A form of politics can thus be found in the
workplace. Nevertheless, although this view regards institutions such as busi-
nesses, community groups, clubs and trade unions as ‘public) it remains a
restricted view of politics. According to this perspective, politics does not, and
should not, infringe on ‘personal’ affairs and institutions. Feminist thinkers in
particular have pointed out that this implies that politics effectively stops at the
front door; it does not take place in the family, in domestic life, or in personal
relationships (see p. 11). This view is illustrated, for example, by the tendency of
politicians to draw a clear distinction between their professional conduct and
their personal or domestic behaviour. By classifying, say, cheating on their part-
ners or treating their children badly as ‘personal’ matters, they are able to deny
the political significance of such behaviour on the grounds that it does not touch
on their conduct of public affairs.

The view of politics as an essentially ‘public’ activity has generated both posi-
tive and negative images. In a tradition dating back to Aristotle, politics has been
seen as a noble and enlightened activity precisely because of its ‘public’ character.
This position was firmly endorsed by Hannah Arendt, who argued in The
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Hannah Arendt (1906-75)

German political theorist and philosopher. Hannah Arendt was brought
middle-class Jewish family. She fled Germany in 1933 to escape from Naz
finally settled in the USA, where her major work was produced. Her wide
even idiosyncratic, writing was influenced by the existentialism of Heidegge
1976) and Jaspers (1883-1969); she described it as ‘thinking without barri
major works include The Origins of Totalitarianism (1951), which drew
between Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia, her major philosophical work Th
Condition (1958), On Revolution (1963) and Eichmann in Jerusalem (1963).
work stimulated particular controversy because it stressed the ‘banality of
portraying Eichmann as a Nazi functionary rather than as a raving ideologu

The state: Civil society:

apparatus of government | autonomous bodies — businesses, trade unions,
clubs, families, and so on

Public realm: Personal realm:
politics, commerce, work, art, culture family and domestic life
and so on

Figure 1.2 Two views of the public/private divide

Human Condition (1958) that politics is the most important form of human
activity because it involves interaction amongst free and equal citizens. It thus
gives meaning to life and affirms the uniqueness of each individual. Theorists
such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau (see p. 97) and John Stuart Mill (see p. 198) who
portrayed political participation as a good in itself have drawn similar conclu-
sions. Rousseau argued that only through the direct and continuous participa-
tion of all citizens in political life can the state be bound to the common good,
or what he called the ‘general will’ In Mill’s view, involvement in ‘public’ affairs
is educational, in that it promotes the personal, moral and intellectual develop-
ment of the individual.

In sharp contrast, however, politics as public activity has also been portrayed
as a form of unwanted interference. Liberal theorists, in particular, have exhib-
ited a preference for civil society over the state, on the grounds that ‘private’ life
is a realm of choice, personal freedom and individual responsibility. This is most
clearly demonstrated by attempts to narrow the realm of ‘the political,
commonly expressed as the wish to ‘keep politics out of” private activities such
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Consensus

Consensus means
agreement, but it refers
to an agreement of a
particular kind. It implies,
first, a broad agreement,
the terms of which are
accepted by a wide range
of individuals or groups.
Second, it implies an
agreement about
fundamental or
underlying principles, as
opposed to a precise or
exact agreement. In other
words, a consensus
permits disagreement on
matters of emphasis or
detail. A procedural
consensus is a willingness
to make decisions
through a process of
consultation and
bargaining. A substantive
consensus is an overlap
of ideological positions
that reflect agreement
about broad policy goals.

as business, sport and family life. From this point of view, politics is unwhole-
some quite simply because it prevents people acting as they choose. For example,
it may interfere with how firms conduct their business, or with how and with
whom we play sports, or with how we bring up our children.

Politics as compromise and consensus

The third conception of politics relates not to the arena within which politics is
conducted but to the way in which decisions are made. Specifically, politics is
seen as a particular means of resolving conflict: that is, by compromise, concili-
ation and negotiation, rather than through force and naked power. This is what
is implied when politics is portrayed as ‘the art of the possible’. Such a definition
is inherent in the everyday use of the term. For instance, the description of a
solution to a problem as a ‘political’ solution implies peaceful debate and arbi-
tration, as opposed to what is often called a ‘military’ solution. Once again, this
view of politics has been traced back to the writings of Aristotle and, in particu-
lar, to his belief that what he called ‘polity’ is the ideal system of government, as
it is ‘mixed’, in the sense that it combines both aristocratic and democratic
features. One of the leading modern exponents of this view is Bernard Crick. In
his classic study In Defence of Politics, Crick offered the following definition:

Politics [is] the activity by which differing interests within a given unit of rule
are conciliated by giving them a share in power in proportion to their impor-
tance to the welfare and the survival of the whole community. (Crick, [1962]
2000)

In this view, the key to politics is therefore a wide dispersal of power. Accepting that
conflict is inevitable, Crick argued that when social groups and interests possess
power they must be conciliated; they cannot merely be crushed. This is why he
portrayed politics as ‘that solution to the problem of order which chooses concili-
ation rather than violence and coercion’ Such a view of politics reflects a deep
commitment to liberal-rationalist principles. It is based on resolute faith in the
efficacy of debate and discussion, as well as on the belief that society is character-
ized by consensus, rather than by irreconcilable conflict. In other words, the
disagreements that exist can be resolved without resort to intimidation and
violence. Critics, however, point out that Crick’s conception of politics is heavily
biased towards the form of politics that takes place in western pluralist democra-
cies: in effect, he equated politics with electoral choice and party competition. As a
result, his model has little to tell us about, say, one-party states or military regimes.

This view of politics has an unmistakeably positive character. Politics is
certainly no utopian solution (compromise means that concessions are made by
all sides, leaving no one perfectly satisfied), but it is undoubtedly preferable to
the alternatives: bloodshed and brutality. In this sense, politics can be seen as a
civilized and civilizing force. People should be encouraged to respect politics as
an activity, and should be prepared to engage in the political life of their own
community. Nevertheless, a failure to understand that politics as a process of
compromise and reconciliation is neccessarily frustrating and difficult (because
in involves listening carefully to the opinions of others) may have contributed to
a growing popular disenchantment with democratic politics across much of the
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Focuson . ..

developed world. As Stoker (2006) put it, ‘Politics is designed to disappoint’; its
outcomes are ‘often messy, ambiguous and never final’. This is an issue to which
we will return in the final chapter of the book.

Politics as power

The fourth definition of politics is both the broadest and the most radical.
Rather than confining politics to a particular sphere (the government, the state
or the ‘public’ realm), this view sees politics at work in all social activities and in
every corner of human existence. As Adrian Leftwich proclaimed in What is
Politics? The Activity and Its Study (2004), ‘politics is at the heart of all collective
social activity, formal and informal, public and private, in all human groups,
institutions and societies’. In this sense, politics takes place at every level of social
interaction; it can be found within families and amongst small groups of friends
just as much as amongst nations and on the global stage. However, what is it that
is distinctive about political activity? What marks off politics from any other
form of social behaviour?

‘Faces’ of power

Power can be said to be exercised whenever A gets B to is the ability to prevent decisions being made: that
do something that B would not otherwise have done. is, in effect, ‘non-decision-making’. This involves the
However, A can influence B in various ways. This allows ability to set or control the political agenda,

us to distinguish between different dimensions or thereby preventing issues or proposals from being

‘faces’ of power:

aired in the first place. For instance, private busi-
nesses may exert power both by campaigning to

® Power as decision-making: This face of power defeat proposed consumer-protection legislation
consists of conscious actions that in some way (first face), and by lobbying parties and politicians
influence the content of decisions. The classic to prevent the question of consumer rights being
account of this form of power is found in Robert publicly discussed (second face).
Dahl's Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an ® Power as thought control: The third face of
American City (1961), which made judgements power is the ability to influence another by shaping
about who had power by analysing decisions in the what he or she thinks, wants, or needs. This is power
light of the known preferences of the actors expressed as ideological indoctrination or psycho-
involved. Such decisions can nevertheless be influ- logical control. This is what Lukes (2004) called the
enced in a variety of ways. In Three Faces of Power ‘radical’ view of power, and it overlaps with the
(1989), Keith Boulding distinguished between the notion of ‘soft’ power (see p. 428). An example of
use of force or intimidation (the stick), productive this would be the ability of advertising to shape
exchanges involving mutual gain (the deal), and the consumer tastes, often by cultivating associations
creation of obligations, loyalty and commitment with a ‘brand’. In political life, the exercise of this
(the kiss). form of power is seen in the use of propaganda

® Power as agenda setting: The second face of and, more generally, in the impact of ideology (see
power, as suggested by Bachrach and Baratz (1962), p. 28).
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POLITICS

At its broadest, politics concerns the production, distribution and use of
resources in the course of social existence. Politics is, in essence, power: the ability
to achieve a desired outcome, through whatever means. This notion was neatly
summed up in the title of Harold Lasswell’s book Politics: Who Gets What, When,
How? (1936). From this perspective, politics is about diversity and conflict, but
the essential ingredient is the existence of scarcity: the simple fact that, while
human needs and desires are infinite, the resources available to satisfy them are
always limited. Politics can therefore be seen as a struggle over scarce resources,
and power can be seen as the means through which this struggle is conducted.

Advocates of the view of politics as power include feminists and Marxists.
The rise of the women’s liberation movement in the 1960s and 1970s, bringing
with it a growing interest in feminism, stimulated more radical thinking about
the nature of ‘the political’. Not only have modern feminists sought to expand
the arenas in which politics can be seen to take place, a notion most boldly
asserted through the radical feminist slogan ‘the personal is the political, but
they have also tended to view politics as a process, specifically one related to the
exercise of power over others. This view was summed by Kate Millett in Sexual
Politics (1969), in which she defined politics as ‘power-structured relationships,
arrangements whereby one group of persons is controlled by another’.

Marxists, for their part, have used the term ‘politics’ in two senses. On one
level, Marx (see p. 41) used ‘politics’ in a conventional sense to refer to the appa-
ratus of the state. In the Communist Manifesto ([1848] 1967), he (and Engels)
thus referred to political power as ‘merely the organized power of one class for
oppressing another’. For Marx, politics, together with law and culture, are part of
a ‘superstructure’ that is distinct from the economic ‘base’ that is the real foun-
dation of social life. However, he did not see the economic ‘base’ and the legal
and political ‘superstructure’ as entirely separate. He believed that the ‘super-
structure’ arose out of, and reflected, the economic ‘base’. At a deeper level, polit-
ical power, in this view, is therefore rooted in the class system; as Lenin (see p. 99)
put it, ‘politics is the most concentrated form of economics. As opposed to
believing that politics can be confined to the state and a narrow public sphere,
Marxists can be said to believe that ‘the economic is political’. From this perspec-
tive, civil society, characterized as Marxists believe it to be by class struggle, is the
very heart of politics.

Views such as these portray politics in largely negative terms. Politics is, quite
simply, about oppression and subjugation. Radical feminists hold that society is
patriarchal, in that women are systematically subordinated and subjected to
male power. Marxists traditionally argued that politics in a capitalist society is
characterized by the exploitation of the proletariat by the bourgeoisie. On the
other hand, these negative implications are balanced against the fact that politics
is also seen as an emancipating force, a means through which injustice and
domination can be challenged. Marx, for instance, predicted that class exploita-
tion would be overthrown by a proletarian revolution, and radical feminists
proclaim the need for gender relations to be reordered through a sexual revolu-
tion. However, it is also clear that when politics is portrayed as power and domi-
nation it need not be seen as an inevitable feature of social existence. Feminists
look to an end of ‘sexual politics’ achieved through the construction of a non-
sexist society, in which people will be valued according to personal worth, rather
than on the basis of gender. Marxists believe that ‘class politics’ will end with the
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POLITICS IN ACTION ...

The rise of Women’s Liberation: making politics personal?

Events: Although an organized women’s movement
first emerged in the mid-nineteenth century, focused
on the campaign for female suffrage, it was not until
the 1960s that it was regenerated through the birth
of the Women'’s Liberation Movement. Often viewed
as the ‘second wave' of feminism, this reflected the
belief that redressing the status of women required
not just political reform, but a process of radical, and &
particularly cultural, change, brought about by
‘consciousness raising’ amongst women and the
transformation of family, domestic and personal life.
Protests designed to challenge conventional stereo-
types of ‘femininity’ took place: for example, at the
Miss America pageants in 1968 and 1969 (where, by
throwing stiletto shoes and other symbols of oppres-
sion into a ‘freedom trashcan’, demonstrators
claimed a great deal of publicity and also acquired a false
reputation for bra burning), and at the 1970 Miss World
beauty competition (where, in front of millions of televi-
sion viewers worldwide, about fifty women and a few men
started to throw flour bombs, stink bombs, ink bombs and
leaflets at the stage). This radical phase of feminist
activism subsided from the early 1970s onwards, but the
women’s movement nevertheless continued to grow and
acquired an increasingly prominent international dimen-
sion.

Significance: The ‘first wave’ of feminist activism, in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, was framed
within a largely conventional notion of ‘politics’. As the
primary goal of feminism during this period was ‘votes for
women’, it complied with the idea that politics takes place
within a ‘public’ sphere of government institutions, politi-
cal parties, interest groups and public debate. Female
emancipation was therefore defined in terms of access to
the public sphere, and especially the acquisition of politi-
cal rights already enjoyed by men. One of the central
themes of the ‘second-wave' of feminism, however, has
been that it sought to challenge and overthrow traditional
thinking about politics, both about the nature of politics
and where it takes place. Radical feminists in particular
objected to the idea that politics is rooted in the
public/private divide. In the first place, they argued that
associating politics only with activities that take place in
the public sphere effectively excludes women from politi-
cal life. This is because, albeit to varying degrees, all
contemporary and historical societies are characterized by
a sexual division of labour in which the public sphere,

encompassing politics (as conventionally understood),
work, art and literature, has been the preserve of men,
while women have been predominantly confined to a
‘private’ existence, centred on the family and domestic
responsibilities. Moreover, if politics focuses only on public
activities and institutions, the sexual division of labour
between ‘public man’ and ‘private woman' appears,
somehow, to be a natural fact of life, rather than a key
mechanism through which the system of male power is
established and preserved.

Nevertheless, the most influential feature of the radical
feminist critique of conventional view of politics is that it
emphasizes that politics takes place not only in the public
sphere but also, and more significantly, in the private
sphere. This idea was advanced through the slogan: ‘the
personal is the political’. By redefining politics in terms of
power, control and domination, radical feminists portrayed
family and domestic life as the crucial political arena
because the dominance of the husband-father over both
his wife and children conditions girls and boys to accept
quite different social roles and to have quite different life
expectations. The patriarchal structure of family life thus
reproduces male domination in society at large, genera-
tion by generation. If, from this perspective, women are
going to challenge patriarchal oppression, they must start
with ‘the personal’, instead of primarily addressing prob-
lems such as the under-representation of women in senior
positions in public life, they should focus on their underly-
ing cause: the contrasting stereotypes of ‘masculinity’ and
‘femininity’ that are nurtured within the family and which
accustom men to domination and encourage women to
accept subordination.
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Science

Science is a field of study
that aims to develop
reliable explanations of
phenomena through
repeatable experiments,
observation and
deduction. The ‘scientific
method’, by which
hypotheses are verified
(proved true) by testing
them against the
available evidence, is
therefore seen as a
means of disclosing
value-free and objective
truth. Karl Popper
(1902-94), however,
suggested that science
can only falsify
hypotheses, since ‘facts’
may always be disproved
by later experiments.

® Normative: The prescription
of values and standards of
conduct; what ‘should be’ rather
than what ‘'is’.

® Objective: External to the
observer, demonstrable;
untainted by feelings, values or
bias.

establishment of a classless communist society. This, in turn, will eventually lead
to the ‘withering away’ of the state, also bringing politics in the conventional
sense to an end.

STUDYING POLITICS
Approaches to the study of politics

Disagreement about the nature of political activity is matched by controversy
about the nature of politics as an academic discipline. One of the most ancient
spheres of intellectual enquiry, politics was originally seen as an arm of philos-
ophy, history or law. Its central purpose was to uncover the principles on which
human society should be based. From the late nineteenth century onwards,
however, this philosophical emphasis was gradually displaced by an attempt to
turn politics into a scientific discipline. The high point of this development was
reached in the 1950s and 1960s with an open rejection of the earlier tradition
as meaningless metaphysics. Since then, however, enthusiasm for a strict
science of politics has waned, and there has been a renewed recognition of the
enduring importance of political values and normative theories. If the ‘tradi-
tional’ search for universal values acceptable to everyone has largely been aban-
doned, so has been the insistence that science alone provides a means of
disclosing truth. The resulting discipline is more fertile and more exciting,
precisely because it embraces a range of theoretical approaches and a variety of
schools of analysis.

The philosophical tradition

The origins of political analysis date back to Ancient Greece and a tradition
usually referred to as ‘political philosophy’. This involved a preoccupation with
essentially ethical, prescriptive or normative questions, reflecting a concern with
what ‘should}, ‘ought’ or ‘must’ be brought about, rather than with what ‘is’. Plato
and Aristotle are usually identified as the founding fathers of this tradition. Their
ideas resurfaced in the writings of medieval theorists such as Augustine (354-430)
and Aquinas (1225-74). The central theme of Plato’s work, for instance, was an
attempt to describe the nature of the ideal society, which in his view took the form
of a benign dictatorship dominated by a class of philosopher kings.

Such writings have formed the basis of what is called the ‘traditional’
approach to politics. This involves the analytical study of ideas and doctrines
that have been central to political thought. Most commonly, it has taken the
form of a history of political thought that focuses on a collection of ‘major’
thinkers (that spans, for instance, Plato to Marx) and a canon of ‘classic’ texts.
This approach has the character of literary analysis: it is interested primarily in
examining what major thinkers said, how they developed or justified their views,
and the intellectual context within which they worked. Although such analysis
may be carried out critically and scrupulously, it cannot be objective in any
scientific sense, as it deals with normative questions such as ‘Why should I obey
the state?’, ‘How should rewards be distributed?” and “What should the limits of
individual freedom be?’
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Plato (427—-347 BCE)

Greek philosopher. Plato was born of an aristocratic family. He became a follower of
Socrates, who is the principal figure in his ethical and philosophical dialogues. After
Socrates’ death in 399 Bck, Plato founded his own academy in order to train the new
Athenian ruling class. Plato taught that the material world consists of imperfect
copies of abstract and eternal ‘ideas’. His political philosophy, expounded in The
Republic and The Laws, is an attempt to describe the ideal state in terms of a theory
of justice. Both works are decidedly authoritarian and pay no attention to individual
liberty, believing that power should be vested in the hands of an educated elite, the
philosopher kings. He was therefore a firm critic of democracy. Plato’s work has
exerted wide influence on Christianity and on European culture in general.

® Empirical: Based on
observation and experiment;
empirical knowledge is derived
from sense data and
experience.

® Positivism: The theory that
social, and indeed all forms of,
enquiry should adhere strictly

to the methods of the natural
sciences.

The empirical tradition

Although it was less prominent than normative theorizing, a descriptive or
empirical tradition can be traced back to the earliest days of political thought. It
can be seen in Aristotle’s attempt to classify constitutions (see pp. 267-8), in
Machiavelli’s realistic account of statecraft, and in Montesquieu’s (see p. 312)
sociological theory of government and law. In many ways, such writings consti-
tute the basis of what is now called ‘comparative government, and they gave rise
to an essentially institutional approach to the discipline. In the USA, and the UK
in particular, this developed into the dominant tradition of analysis. The empir-
ical approach to political analysis is characterized by the attempt to offer a
dispassionate and impartial account of political reality. The approach is ‘descrip-
tive), in that it seeks to analyse and explain, whereas the normative approach is
‘prescriptive’, in the sense that it makes judgements and offers recommendations.

Descriptive political analysis acquired its philosophical underpinning from
the doctrine of empiricism, which spread from the seventeenth century
onwards through the work of theorists such as John Locke (see p. 31) and
David Hume (1711-76). The doctrine of empiricism advanced the belief that
experience is the only basis of knowledge and that, therefore, all hypotheses
and theories should be tested by a process of observation. By the nineteenth
century, such ideas had developed into what became known as ‘positivism’, an
intellectual movement particularly associated with the writings of Auguste
Comte (1798-1857). This doctrine proclaimed that the social sciences, and, for
that matter, all forms of philosophical enquiry, should adhere strictly to the
methods of the natural sciences. Once science was perceived to be the only reli-
able means of disclosing truth, the pressure to develop a science of politics
became irresistible.

Behaviouralism

Since the mid-nineteenth century, mainstream political analysis has been domi-
nated by the ‘scientific’ tradition, reflecting the growing impact of positivism. In
the 1870s, ‘political science’ courses were introduced in the universities of
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® Behaviouralism: The belief
that social theories should be
constructed only on the basis
of observable behaviour,
providing quantifiable data for
research.

® Bias: Sympathies or
prejudices that (often
unconsciously) affect human
judgement; bias implies
distortion (see ‘political bias’,
p. 183).

Oxford, Paris and Columbia, and by 1906 the American Political Science Review
was being published. However, enthusiasm for a science of politics peaked in the
1950s and 1960s with the emergence, most strongly in the USA, of a form of
political analysis that drew heavily on behaviouralism. For the first time, this
gave politics reliably scientific credentials, because it provided what had previ-
ously been lacking: objective and quantifiable data against which hypotheses
could be tested. Political analysts such as David Easton (1979, 1981) proclaimed
that politics could adopt the methodology of the natural sciences, and this gave
rise to a proliferation of studies in areas best suited to the use of quantitative
research methods, such as voting behaviour, the behaviour of legislators, and the
behaviour of municipal politicians and lobbyists. Attempts were also made to
apply behaviouralism to IR, in the hope of developing objective ‘laws’ of inter-
national relations.

Behaviouralism, however, came under growing pressure from the 1960s
onwards. In the first place, it was claimed that behaviouralism had significantly
constrained the scope of political analysis, preventing it from going beyond what
was directly observable. Although behavioural analysis undoubtedly produced,
and continues to produce, invaluable insights in fields such as voting studies, a
narrow obsession with quantifiable data threatens to reduce the discipline of
politics to little else. More worryingly, it inclined a generation of political scien-
tists to turn their backs on the entire tradition of normative political thought.
Concepts such as ‘liberty, ‘equality, ‘justice’ and ‘rights’ were sometimes
discarded as being meaningless because they were not empirically verifiable enti-
ties. Dissatisfaction with behaviouralism grew as interest in normative questions
revived in the 1970s, as reflected in the writings of theorists such as John Rawls
(see p. 45) and Robert Nozick (see p. 68).

Moreover, the scientific credentials of behaviouralism started to be called
into question. The basis of the assertion that behaviouralism is objective and
reliable is the claim that it is ‘value-free’: that is, that it is not contaminated by
ethical or normative beliefs. However, if the focus of analysis is observable
behaviour, it is difficult to do much more than describe the existing political
arrangements, which implicitly means that the status quo is legitimized. This
conservative value bias was demonstrated by the fact that ‘democracy’ was, in
effect, redefined in terms of observable behaviour. Thus, instead of meaning
‘popular self-government’ (literally, government by the people), democracy
came to stand for a struggle between competing elites to win power through
the mechanism of popular election. In other words, democracy came to mean
what goes on in the so-called democratic political systems of the developed
West.

Rational-choice theory

Amongst recent theoretical approaches to politics is what is called ‘formal polit-
ical theory), variously known as ‘rational-choice theory’, ‘public-choice theory’
(see p. 252) and ‘political economy’ (see p. 129). This approach to analysis draws
heavily on the example of economic theory in building up models based on
procedural rules, usually about the rationally self-interested behaviour of the
individuals involved. Most firmly established in the USA, and associated in
particular with the so-called Virginia School, formal political theory provides at
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@ Institution: A well-
established body with a formal
role and status; more broadly, a
set of rules that ensure regular
and predictable behaviour, the
‘rules of the game’.

least a useful analytical device, which may provide insights into the actions of
voters, lobbyists, bureaucrats and politicians, as well as into the behaviour of
states within the international system. This approach has had its broadest impact
on political analysis in the form of what is called ‘institutional public-choice
theory’ The use of such techniques by writers such as Anthony Downs (1957),
Mancur Olson (1968) and William Niskanen (1971), in fields such as party
competition, interest-group behaviour and the policy influence of bureaucrats,
is discussed in later chapters. The approach has also been applied in the form of
game theory, which has been developed more from the field of mathematics than
from economics. It entails the use of first principles to analyse puzzles about
individual behaviour. The best-known example in game theory is the ‘prisoners’
dilemma’ (see Figure 1.5). Game theory has been used by IR theorists to explain
why states find it difficult, for instance, to prevent the overfishing of the seas, or
the scale of arms to undesirable regimes.

By no means, however, has the rational-choice approach to political analysis
been universally accepted. While its supporters claim that it introduces greater
rigour into the discussion of political phenomena, critics have questioned its
basic assumptions. It may, for instance, overestimate human rationality in that it
ignores the fact that people seldom possess a clear set of preferred goals and
rarely make decisions in the light of full and accurate knowledge. Furthermore,
in proceeding from an abstract model of the individual, rational-choice theory
pays insufficient attention to social and historical factors, failing to recognize,
amongst other things, that human self-interestedness may be socially condi-
tioned, and not merely innate.

New institutionalism

Until the 1950s, the study of politics had largely involved the study of
institutions. This ‘traditional’ or ‘old’ institutionalism focused on the rules,
procedures and formal organization of government, and employed methods
akin to those used in the study of law and history. The advent of the ‘behavioural
revolution, combined with growing concerns about its unreflective and essen-
tially descriptive methods (which sometimes threatened to reduce politics to a
collection of organizational rules and structures), led to institutionalism being
marginalized during the 1960s and 1970s. However, interest in it was revived
from the 1980s onwards by the emergence of what was called ‘new institutional-
ism’. While remaining faithful to the core institutionalist belief that ‘institutions
matter), in the sense that political structures are thought to shape political behav-
iour, new institutionalism has revised our understanding of what constitutes an
‘institution’ in a number of respects.

Political institutions are no longer equated with political organizations; they
are thought of not as ‘things’ but as sets of ‘rules, which guide or constrain the
behaviour of individual actors. These rules, moreover, are as likely to be informal
as formal, policy-making processes sometimes being shaped more by unwritten
conventions or understandings than by formal arrangements. Apart from
anything else, this can help to explain why institutions are often difficult to
reform, transform or replace. Finally, rather than viewing institutions as inde-
pendent entities, in which case they exist almost outside of time and space, new
institutionalists emphasize that institutions are ‘embedded’ in a particular
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Constructivism

Constructivism (or social
constructivism) is an
approach to analysis that
is based on the belief
that there is no objective
social or political reality
independent of our
understanding of it.
Constructivists do not
therefore regard the
social world as something
‘out there’, in the sense
of an external world of
concrete objects; instead,
it exists only ‘inside’, as a
kind of inter-subjective
awareness. In the final
analysis, people, whether
acting as individuals or as
social groups, ‘construct’
the world according to
those constructions.
People’s beliefs and
assumptions become
particularly significant
when they are widely
shared and create a sense
of identity and distinctive
interests.

® Post-positivism: An
approach to knowledge that
questions the idea of an
‘objective’ reality, emphasizing
instead the extent to which
people conceive, or ‘construct’,
the world in which they live.

normative and historical context. Thus, just as actors within an institutional
setting are socialized to accept key rules and procedures, the institution itself
operates within a larger and more fundamental body of assumptions and prac-
tices. Nevertheless, despite these shifts, institutionalism has continued to attract
criticism. For example, it is sometimes accused of subscribing to a structuralist
logic in which, to a greater or lesser extent, political actors are viewed as ‘prison-
ers’ of the institutional contexts in which they operate.

Critical approaches

Since the 1980s, the range of critical approaches to politics has expanded consid-
erably. Until that point, Marxism had constituted the principal alternative to
mainstream political science. Indeed, Karl Marx can be seen as the first theorist
to have attempted to describe politics in scientific terms. Using his so-called
‘materialist conception of history’ (see pp. 40-1), Marx strove to uncover the
driving force of historical development. This enabled him to make predictions
about the future based on ‘laws’ that had the same status in terms of proof as laws
in the natural sciences. However, modern political analysis has become both
richer and more diverse as a result of the emergence of new critical perspectives,
notable examples including feminism (see pp. 49-50), critical theory, green poli-
tics (see pp. 50—1), constructivism, post-structuralism and postcolonialism (see
p- 52). What do these new critical voices have in common, and in what sense are
they ‘critical’? In view of their diverse philosophical underpinnings and contrast-
ing political viewpoints, it is tempting to argue that the only thing that unites
them is a shared antipathy towards mainstream thinking.

Nevertheless, they exemplify two broad, and sometimes linked, characteris-
tics. The first is that they are ‘critical’ in that, in their different ways, they seek to
contest the political status quo, by (usually) aligning themselves with the inter-
ests of marginalized or oppressed groups. Each of them, thus, seeks to uncover
inequalities and asymmetries that mainstream approaches intend to ignore.
Feminism, for example, has drawn attention to systematic and pervasive struc-
tures of gender inequality that characterize politics in all its forms and at every
level. Critical theory, which is rooted in the neo-Marxism (see p. 64) of the
Frankfurt School, has extended the notion of critique to all social practices,
drawing on a wide range of influences, including Freud and Weber (see p. 82).
Green politics, or ecologism (see p. 51), has challenged the anthropocentric
(human-centred) emphasis of established political and social theory, and cham-
pioned holistic approaches to political and social understanding. Post-
colonialism emphasizes the cultural dimension of colonial rule, showing how
western cultural and political hegemony (see p. 174) over the rest of the world
has been preserved despite the achievement of formal political independence
across almost the entire developing world.

The second characteristic of critical approaches to politics is that, albeit in
different ways and to different degrees, they have tried to go beyond the posi-
tivism of mainstream political science, emphasizing instead the role of
consciousness in shaping social conduct and, therefore, the political world.
These so-called post-positivist approaches (sometimes called ‘interpretivism’ or
‘anti-foundationalism’) are therefore ‘critical} in that they not only take issue
with the conclusions of mainstream approaches, but also subject these
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Focuson . ..
The prisoners’ dilemma

Two prisoners, held in
separate cells, are faced

with the choice of ‘squeal-
ing’ or ‘not squealing’ on

Prisoner B

one another. If only one of

them confesses, but A: B: A: B:
provides evidence to ; Confesses byrs  6yrs Oyrs  10yrs
convict the other, he will 5

be released without g Does not A: B: A: B:
charge, while his partner confess 10yrs  Oyrs 1yr 1yr
will take the whole blame

and be jailed for ten years.

If both prisoners confess,  Figure 1.3 Options in the prisoners’ dilemma
they will each be jailed for

six years. If both refuse to confess, they will only be maximum sentence. Ironically, the game shows that

convicted of a minor crime, and they will each receive a  rational behaviour can result in the least favourable

one-year sentence. Figure 1.3 shows the options avail- outcome (in which the prisoners jointly serve a total of

able to the prisoners and their consequences in terms 12 years in jail). In effect, they are punished for their

of jail sentences. failure to cooperate or trust one another. However, if
the game is repeated several times, it is possible that

In view of the dilemma confronting them it is likely the prisoners will learn that self-interest is advanced by

that both prisoners will confess, fearing that if they do  cooperation, which will encourage both to refuse to

not the other will ‘squeal’ and they will receive the confess.

approaches themselves to critical scrutiny, exposing biases that operate within
them and examining their implications. This can be seen, in particular, in rela-
tion to constructivism and post-structuralism. Constructivism has had a signifi-
cantly greater impact on IR than it has had on political science, with many now
treating constructivism as a mainstream international relations theory. However,
constructivism is not so much a substantive theory as an analytical tool. In
arguing that people, in effect, ‘construct’ the world in which they live, suggesting
that the world operates through a kind of ‘inter-subjective’ awareness, construc-
tivists have thrown mainstream political analysis’s claim to objectivity into ques-
tion. For example, as subjective entities, political actors have no fixed or objective
interests or identities; rather, these are fashioned (and can be re-fashioned)
through the traditions, values and sentiments that prevail at any time.
Post-structuralism emerged alongside postmodernism (see p. 18), the two
terms sometimes being used interchangeably. Post-structuralism emphasizes
that all ideas and concepts are expressed in language which itself is enmeshed
in complex relations of power. Influenced particularly by the writings of the
French philosopher and radical intellectual Michel Foucault (1926-84), post-
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Postmodernism

Postmodernism is a term
that was first used to
describe experimental
movements in western
arts, architecture and
cultural development in
general. As a tool of social
and political analysis,
postmodernism highlights
the shift away from
societies structured by
industrialization and class
solidarity to increasingly
fragmented and pluralistic
‘information’ societies. In
these, individuals are
transformed from
producers to consumers,
and individualism replaces
class, religious and ethnic
loyalties. Postmodernists
argue that there is no
such thing as certainty;
the idea of absolute and
universal truth must be
discarded as an arrogant
pretence.

® Discourse: Human
interaction, especially
communication; discourse may
disclose or illustrate power
relations.

® Deconstruction: A close
reading of philosophical or
other texts with an eye to their
various blind spots and/or
contradictions.

structuralists have drawn attention to the link between power and systems of
thought using the idea of discourse, or ‘discourses of power’. In crude terms, this
implies that knowledge is power. However, in the absence of a universal frame of
reference or overarching perspective, there exists only a series of competing
perspectives, each of which represents a particular discourse of power. Although
post-structuralism and postmodernism reject the idea of absolute and universal
truth (foundationalism), post-structuralists argue that it is possible to expose
hidden meanings in particular concepts, theories and interpretations through a
process of deconstruction.

Concepts, models and theories

Concepts, models and theories are the tools of political analysis. However, as
with most things in politics, the analytical tools must be used with care. First, let
us consider concepts. A concept is a general idea about something, usually
expressed in a single word or a short phrase. A concept is more than a proper
noun or the name of a thing. There is, for example, a difference between talking
about a cat (a particular and unique cat) and having a concept of a ‘cat’ (the idea
of a cat). The concept of a cat is not a ‘thing’ but an ‘idea) an idea composed of
the various attributes that give a cat its distinctive character: ‘a furry mammal’
‘small’ ‘domesticated, ‘catches rats and mice’, and so on. The concept of ‘equality’
is thus a principle or ideal. This is different from using the term to say that a
runner has ‘equalled” a world record, or that an inheritance is to be shared
‘equally’ between two brothers. In the same way, the concept of ‘presidency’
refers not to any specific president but, rather, to a set of ideas about the organ-
ization of executive power.

What, then, is the value of concepts? Concepts are the tools with which we
think, criticize, argue, explain and analyse. Merely perceiving the external world
does not in itself give us knowledge about it. In order to make sense of the
world, we must, in a sense, impose meaning on it, and this we do through the
construction of concepts. Quite simply, to treat a cat as a cat, we must first have
a concept of what it is. Concepts also help us to classify objects by recognizing
that they have similar forms or similar properties. A cat, for instance, is a
member of the class of ‘cats’ Concepts are therefore ‘general’: they can relate to
a number of objects, indeed to any object that complies with the characteristics
of the general idea itself. It is no exaggeration to say that our knowledge of the
political world is built up through developing and refining concepts that help
us make sense of that world. Concepts, in that sense, are the building blocks of
human knowledge.

Nevertheless, concepts can also be slippery customers. In the first place, the
political reality we seek to understand is constantly shifting and is highly
complex. There is always the danger that concepts such as ‘democracy’, ‘human
rights’ and ‘capitalism’ will be more rounded and coherent than the unshapely
realities they seek to describe. Max Weber tried to overcome this problem by
recognizing particular concepts as ‘ideal types. This view implies that the
concepts we use are constructed by singling out certain basic or central features
of the phenomenon in question, which means that other features are down-
graded or ignored altogether. The concept of ‘revolution’ can be regarded as an
ideal type in this sense, in that it draws attention to a process of fundamental,
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Desire to explain. The motives for studying politics and
practising politics are — or should be — different. Students
of politics should seek, above all, to understand and
explain the (all too often complex and baffling) political
world. As they want to ‘make sense’ of things, any
personal preferences they may hold must be treated as of
strictly secondary importance. In contrast, practitioners
of politics (politicians, activists and the like) are princi-
pally concerned with reshaping the political world in line
with their own convictions or preferences. Political
convictions thus blind people to ‘inconvenient’ truths,
allowing political analysis to service the needs of political
advocacy.

Objective knowledge. There is an approach to the acqui-
sition of knowledge that has unrivalled authority in the
form of scientific method, and this should be applied to
all areas of learning, politics (or ‘political science’)
included. Using observation, measurement and experi-
mentation, scientific method allows hypotheses to be
verified or falsified by comparing them with what we
know about the ‘real world’. Systematic enquiry, guided
by such scientific principles, is the only reliable means of
producing and accumulating knowledge. This knowledge
is ‘objective’ because it is generated through a value-free
approach that is concerned with empirical questions and
does not seek to make normative judgements.

Free-floating intellectuals. Education and intellectual
enquiry are themselves a training-ground in dispassion-
ate scholarship, allowing students and teachers to
distance themselves, over time, from the allegiances and
biases that derive from social and family backgrounds.
The German sociologist Karl Mannheim (1893-1947)
thus argued that objectivity is strictly the preserve of the
‘socially unattached intelligentsia, a class of intellectuals
who alone can engage in disciplined and dispassionate
enquiry. As free-floating intellectuals, they can stand back
from the world they seek to understand, and thereby see
it more clearly.

Debating...
Should students of politics seek to be
objective and politically neutral?

Many believe that a strict distinction should be drawn between studying politics and practising politics, between having
an academic interest in the subject and being politically engaged or committed. But does this distinction stand up to
examination? Should we (teachers as well as students) approach the study of politics in a neutral manner, adopting a
stance of ‘scientific’ objectivity? Or should we accept that, in politics, interest and commitment are inevitably linked, and
even that political conviction may drive political understanding?

YES NO

Mpyth of neutrality. Whereas natural scientists may be
able to approach their studies from an objective and
impartial standpoint, this is impossible in politics.
However politics is defined, it addresses questions about
the structure and functioning of the society in which we
live and have grown up. Family background, social expe-
rience, economic position, political sympathies and so on
therefore build into each and every one of us preconcep-
tions about the political world we are seeking to study.
Indeed, perhaps the greatest threat to reliable knowledge
comes not from bias as such, but from the failure to
acknowledge bias, reflected in bogus claims to political
neutrality.

Emancipatory knowledge. Very few people are drawn to
the study of politics through a disinterested quest for
knowledge alone. Instead, they seek knowledge for a
purpose, and that purpose invariably has a normative
component. As Marx famously put it, ‘The philosophers
have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the
point is to change it. Such an approach is most clearly
embraced by modern critical theorists, who adopt an
explicit commitment to emancipatory politics. The
purpose of critical theory is to uncover structures of
oppression and injustice in domestic and global politics
in order to advance the cause of individual and collective
freedom.

Competing realities. Post-positivist theorists question
the very idea of scientific objectivity, arguing that there is
more than one way in which the world can be under-
stood. There is thus no single, overarching truth about
the ‘real world’ out there, separate from the beliefs, ideas
and assumptions of the observer. If the subject (the
student of politics) cannot in any reliable way be distin-
guished from the object (the political world), then
dispassionate scholarship must be treated as, at best, an
unachievable ideal, social and political analysis being an
inevitably value-laden activity.
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Ideal type

An ideal type (sometimes
‘pure type’) is a mental
construct in which an
attempt is made to draw
out meaning from an
otherwise almost
infinitely complex reality
through the presentation
of a logical extreme. Ideal
types were first used in
economics, for instance,
in the notion of perfect
competition. Championed
in the social sciences by
Max Weber, ideal types
are explanatory tools, not
approximations of reality;
they neither ‘exhaust
reality’ nor offer an
ethical ideal. Weberian
examples include types
of authority (see p. 4)
and bureaucracy (see
p.361).

® Model: A theoretical
representation of empirical
data that aims to advance
understanding by highlighting
significant relationships and
interactions.

and usually violent, political change. It thus helps us make sense of, say, the 1789
French Revolution and the Eastern European revolutions of 1989-91 by high-
lighting important parallels between them. The concept must nevertheless be
used with care because it can also conceal vital differences, and thereby distort
understanding — in this case, for example, about the ideological and social char-
acter of revolution. Sartori (1970) highlighted similar tendencies by drawing
attention to the phenomena of conceptual ‘travelling’ (the application of
concepts to new cases) and conceptual ‘stretching’ (the distortion that occurs
when these concepts do not fit the new cases). For these reason, it is better to
think of concepts or ideal types not as being ‘true’ or ‘false’, but as being more or
less ‘useful’

A further problem is that political concepts are often the subject of deep
ideological controversy. Politics is, in part, a struggle over the legitimate
meaning of terms and concepts. Enemies may argue, fight and even go to war,
all claiming to be ‘defending freedom’, ‘upholding democracy’ or ‘having justice
on their side’. The problem is that words such as ‘freedom’, ‘democracy’ and
ustice’ have different meanings to different people. How can we establish
what is ‘true’ democracy, ‘true’ freedom or ‘true’ justice? The simple answer is
that we cannot. Just as with the attempt to define ‘politics, we have to accept
that there are competing versions of many political concepts. Such concepts
are best regarded as ‘essentially contested’ concepts (Gallie, 1955/56), in that
controversy about them runs so deep that no neutral or settled definition can
ever be developed. In effect, a single term can represent a number of rival
concepts, none of which can be accepted as its ‘true’ meaning. For example, it
is equally legitimate to define politics as what concerns the state, as the
conduct of public life, as debate and conciliation, and as the distribution of
power and resources.

Models and theories are broader than concepts; they comprise a range of
ideas rather than a single idea. A model is usually thought of as a representation
of something, usually on a smaller scale, as in the case of a doll’s house or a toy
aeroplane. In this sense, the purpose of the model is to resemble the original
object as faithfully as possible. However, conceptual models need not in any way
resemble an object. It would be absurd, for instance, to insist that a computer
model of the economy should bear a physical resemblance to the economy itself.
Rather, conceptual models are analytical tools; their value is that they are devices
through which meaning can be imposed on what would otherwise be a bewil-
dering and disorganized collection of facts. The simple point is that facts do not
speak for themselves: they must be interpreted, and they must be organized.
Models assist in the accomplishment of this task because they include a network
of relationships that highlight the meaning and significance of relevant empiri-
cal data. The best way of understanding this is through an example. One of the
most influential models in political analysis is the model of the political system
developed by David Easton (1979, 1981). This can be represented diagrammati-
cally (see Figure 1.4).

This ambitious model sets out to explain the entire political process, as well
as the function of major political actors, through the application of what is called
systems analysis. A system is an organized or complex whole, a set of interrelated
and interdependent parts that form a collective entity. In the case of the political
system, a linkage exists between what Easton calls ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’. Inputs
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® Theory: A systematic
explanation of empirical data,
usually (unlike a hypothesis)
presented as reliable
knowledge.

Outputs

People Government

Outputs

Figure 1.4 The political system

into the political system consist of demands and supports from the general
public. Demands can range from pressure for higher living standards, improved
employment prospects, and more generous welfare payments to greater protec-
tion for minority and individual rights. Supports, on the other hand, are ways in
which the public contributes to the political system by paying taxes, offering
compliance, and being willing to participate in public life. Outputs consist of the
decisions and actions of government, including the making of policy, the passing
of laws, the imposition of taxes, and the allocation of public funds. Clearly, these
outputs generate ‘feedback’ which, in turn, shapes further demands and
supports. The key insight offered by Easton’s model is that the political system
tends towards long-term equilibrium or political stability, as its survival depends
on outputs being brought into line with inputs.

However, it is vital to remember that conceptual models are at best simplifi-
cations of the reality they seek to explain. They are merely devices for drawing
out understanding; they are not reliable knowledge. In the case of Easton’s
model, for example, political parties and interest groups are portrayed as ‘gate-
keepers’, the central function of which is to regulate the flow of inputs into the
political system. Although this may be one of their significant functions, parties
and interest groups also manage public perceptions, and thereby help to shape
the nature of public demands. In short, these are more interesting and more
complex institutions in reality than the systems model suggests. In the same way,
Easton’s model is more effective in explaining how and why political systems
respond to popular pressures than it is in explaining why they employ repression
and coercion, as, to some degree, all do.

The terms ‘theory’ and ‘model” are often used interchangeably in politics.
Theories and models are both conceptual constructs used as tools of political
analysis. However, strictly speaking, a theory is a proposition. It offers a system-
atic explanation of a body of empirical data. In contrast, a model is merely an
explanatory device; it is more like a hypothesis that has yet to be tested. In that
sense, in politics, while theories can be said to be more or less ‘true’, models can
only be said to be more or less ‘useful’. Clearly, however, theories and models are
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Paradigm

A paradigm is, in a
general sense, a pattern
or model that highlights
relevant features of a
particular phenomenon.
As used by Kuhn (1962),
however, it refers to an
intellectual framework
comprising interrelated
values, theories and
assumptions, within
which the search for
knowledge is conducted.
‘Normal' science is
therefore conducted
within the established
paradigm, while
‘revolutionary’ science,
attempts to replace an
old paradigm with a new
one. The radical
implication of this theory
is that ‘truth’ and
‘falsehood’ are only
provisional judgements.

often interlinked: broad political theories may be explained in terms of a series
of models. For example, the theory of pluralism (discussed in Chapters 4 and 5)
encompasses a model of the state, a model of electoral competition, a model of
group politics, and so on.

However, virtually all conceptual devices, theories and models contain
hidden values or implicit assumptions. This is why it is difficult to construct
theories that are purely empirical; values and normative beliefs invariably
intrude. In the case of concepts, this is demonstrated by people’s tendency to
use terms as either ‘hurrah! words’ (for example ‘democracy’, ‘freedom’ and
justice’) or ‘boo! words’ (for example, ‘conflict), ‘anarchy’, ‘ideology’, and even
‘politics’). Models and theories are also ‘loaded’ in the sense that they contain
a range of biases. It is difficult, for example, to accept the claim that rational-
choice theories are value-neutral. As they are based on the assumption that
human beings are basically egoistical and self-regarding, it is perhaps not
surprising that they have often pointed to policy conclusions that are politi-
cally conservative. In the same way, class theories of politics, advanced by
Marxists, are based on broader theories about history and society and,
indeed, they ultimately rest on the validity of an entire social philosophy.

There is therefore a sense in which analytical devices, such as models and
microtheories, are constructed on the basis of broader macrotheories. These
major theoretical tools of political analysis are those that address the issues of
power and the role of the state: pluralism (see p. 100), elitism (see p. 102), class
analysis and so on. These theories are examined in Chapters 4 and 5. At a still
deeper level, however, many of these macrotheories reflect the assumptions
and beliefs of one or other of the major ideological traditions. These traditions
operate in a similar way to the ‘paradigms’ to which Thomas Kuhn refers in
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962). A paradigm is a related set of
principles, doctrines and theories that helps to structure the process of intel-
lectual enquiry. In effect, a paradigm constitutes the framework within which
the search for knowledge is conducted. In economics, this can be seen in the
replacement of Keynesianism by monetarism (and perhaps the subsequent
shift back to neo-Keynesianism); in transport policy it is shown in the rise of
green ideas.

According to Kuhn, the natural sciences are dominated at any time by a single
paradigm; science develops through a series of ‘revolutions’ in which an old
paradigm is replaced by a new one. Political and social enquiry is, however,
different, in that it is a battleground of contending and competing paradigms.
These paradigms take the form of broad social philosophies, usually called ‘polit-
ical ideologies’: liberalism, conservatism, socialism, fascism, feminism and so on.
Each presents its own account of social existence; each offers a particular view of
the world. To portray these ideologies as theoretical paradigms is not, of course,
to say that most, if not all, political analysis is narrowly ideological, in the sense
that it advances the interests of a particular group or class. Rather, it merely
acknowledges that political analysis is usually carried out on the basis of a partic-
ular ideological tradition. Much of academic political science, for example, has
been constructed according to liberal-rationalist assumptions, and thus bears
the imprint of its liberal heritage.

The various levels of conceptual analysis are shown diagrammatically in
Figure 1.5.
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® Transnational:
Configuration, which may apply
to events, people, groups or
organizations, that takes little
or no account of national
governments or state borders.

Examples: power, social

Concepts class, rights, law

Examples: systems analysis,

Models or microtheories public choice, game theory

Examples: pluralism, elitism,

Macrotheories functionalism

Examples: liberalism,

Ideological traditions/paradigms VTN g s i e

Figure 1.5 Levels of conceptual analysis

POLITICS IN A GLOBAL AGE

Beyond the domestic/international divide?

As an academic discipline, politics has conventionally focused on the state and
particularly on its governmental apparatus: the institutional framework of the
state, where power lies within it, how decisions are made, and so on. This state-
based paradigm is one in which politics has a distinct spatial or territorial char-
acter. In short, borders and boundaries matter. This especially applies in the case
of distinction between domestic politics, which is concerned with the state’s role
in maintaining order and carrying out regulation within its own borders, and
international politics, which is concerned with relations between or among
states. In that sense, sovereignty (see p. 58), the supreme or unquestionable
authority of the state, is a ‘hard shell’ that divides the ‘inside’ of politics from the
‘outside’. This domestic/international, or ‘inside/outside’, divide also separates
what have been conventionally been seen as two quite different spheres of polit-
ical interaction (see Figure 1.6). Whereas politics ‘inside’ has an orderly or regu-
lated character, stemming from the ability of the state within the domestic
sphere to impose rule from above, politics in the ‘outside’ has an anarchic char-
acter, derived from the fact that there is no authority in the international sphere
higher than the sovereign state. The spatial division that the state-based para-
digm has inculcated is, furthermore, reflected in a traditional sub-disciplinary
division of labour between ‘political science’ and ‘international relations), or IR.
While political science has tended to view states as macro-level actors within the
political world, IR has typically treated states as micro-level actors within the
larger international arena.

The state-based paradigm of politics has nevertheless come under pressure as
a result of recent trends and developments, not least those associated with glob-
alization (see p. 142). In particular, there has been a substantial growth in cross-
border, or transnational, flows and transactions — movements of people, goods,
money, information and ideas. As state borders have become increasingly
‘porous), the conventional domestic/international, or ‘inside/outside’, divide has
become more difficult to sustain. This can be illustrated both by the substantially
greater vulnerability of domestic economies to events that take place elsewhere
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Figure 1.6  Contrasting models of spatial politics

in the world, as demonstrated by the wide-ranging impact of the 2007—09 global
financial crisis, and by the wider use of digital technologies that enable people to
communicate with each other through means such as mobile phones and the
internet that national governments find very difficult to control. The increase in
the scale, scope and, sometimes, nature of spatial interdependence has encour-
aged some to speculate that the disciplinary divide between political science and
international relations should be dissolved (Hay, 2010). If political activity can
no longer be seen to take place within discrete domestic and international
spheres, politics is perhaps best understood in terms of overlaps and interrela-
tionships between and amongst a number of spheres — the global, the regional,
the national and the local (see Figure 1.6). Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to
portray such an approach to politics as entirely novel, as the domestic/interna-
tional divide has usually been treated more as a way of prioritizing a particular
sphere and set of interactions, rather than as a rigid doctrine. For instance,
liberal IR theorists have long argued that the constitutional structure of the state
influences its external behaviour, while political scientists studying the causes of
revolution have always accepted that war and invasion may sometimes be deci-
sive factors in their outbreak.

Where does this leave us as far as political analysis is concerned? One of the
implications of accepting that politics takes place not only in global, regional,
national and local spheres, but also, crucially, through relationships between
these various spheres, is that it so expands the parameters and complexity of
politics that it becomes difficult, and maybe impossible, to make sense of it as a
whole. This would require, for example, that we study topics such as elections,
political parties, constitutions, assemblies and other aspects of national govern-
ment alongside topics such as war and peace, nuclear proliferation, terrorism,
poverty and development, international organizations and so forth. Moreover,
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Focuson...

Politics and IR: two disciplines or one?

Are political science and international relations (IR)
two separate disciplines, or should they be thought of
as sub-fields, or different levels of analysis, within the
same broad discipline: politics or political analysis? In
most contexts, political science and IR emerged inde-
pendently from one another. Political science was
established as an academic discipline from the mid-
nineteenth century onwards in the USA and across
Europe, while IR developed in the aftermath of WWI,
and was largely shaped by the desire to uncover the
conditions for enduring peace (a concern about the
policy relevance of its work that has never applied in
the same way to political science). Politics and IR
constitute separate fields of knowledge, in the sense
that the former addresses ‘domestic’ issues and
developments (concerned with what goes on within
the state), while the latter addresses ‘international’
issues and developments (concerned with what occurs
between states). Politics and IR have therefore
developed their own analytical tools and theoretical
perspectives, helping each to enjoy the same degree
of disciplinary authenticity as, say, economics or
sociology.

However, the disciplinary divide between politics and IR
may always have been arbitrary. In this view, politics
and IR can be seen not as discrete but as overlapping
disciplines: they ask very similar questions, albeit about
different (if always related) levels of political interac-
tion. Both politics and IR are primarily concerned with
questions about power (its distribution, exercise, conse-
quences and so forth), and both place a strong empha-
sis on the nature, role and activities of the state, even if
political science views the state as a macro-level actor,
while IR views it as a micro-level actor. Questions
about the balance between conflict and cooperation in
social relations are also central to both disciplines. The
idea of a disciplinary divide has become particularly
problematic due to the advent of an increasingly inter-
dependent world, in which ‘the domestic’ and ‘the
international’ affect one another to a greater degree
than ever before. Globalization, climate change, multi-
level governance, security and crime are only some of
the issues that confound the traditional domestic/inter-
national divide, and perhaps suggest that rigid discipli-
nary or sub-disciplinary fault lines should be dispensed
with (Hay, 2002).

although the domestic/international divide has undoubtedly been compromised
by globalizing trends, it is difficult to argue that it has been rendered entirely
meaningless. Only so-called ‘hyperglobalizers’, who subscribe to the fanciful idea
that politics — and, for that matter, everything else — has been caught up in a swirl
of interconnectedness that effectively absorbs all of its parts into an indivisible,
global whole, fail to acknowledge that states, though often transformed, continue
to be the most significant actors in both the domestic and the international
spheres. Sovereignty may no longer be a ‘hard shell’ that separates politics ‘inside’
from politics ‘outside’, but it remains at least a ‘soft shell’ Although this book
adopts a holistic approach, which accepts the implications of spatial interde-
pendence and, particularly, that what goes on within states and what goes on
between states impact on each other to a greater degree than ever before, it
considers the interactions of politics from a primarily domestic perspective. In
contrast, its companion volume, Global Politics (2011), examines the interactions
of politics from a primarily international or global perspective, and so gives
particular attention to ideas, issues and theories that have conventionally been
studied within the field of international relations.
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SUMMARY

Politics is the activity through which people make, preserve and amend the general rules under which they
live. As such, it is an essentially social activity, inextricably linked, on the one hand, to the existence of diver-
sity and conflict, and, on the other, to a willingness to cooperate and act collectively. Politics is better seen as
a search for conflict resolution than as its achievement, as not all conflicts are, or can be, resolved.

Politics has been understood differently by different thinkers and within different traditions. Politics has been
viewed as the art of government or as ‘what concerns the state’; as the conduct and management of public

affairs; as the resolution of conflict through debate and compromise; and as the production, distribution and
use of resources in the course of social existence.

There is considerable debate about the realm of ‘the political’. Conventionally, politics has narrowly been seen
as embracing institutions and actors operating in a ‘public’ sphere concerned with the collective organization
of social existence. However, when politics is understood in terms of power-structured relationships, it may
be seen to operate in the ‘private’ sphere as well.

A variety of approaches has been adopted in the study of politics as an academic discipline. These include
political philosophy, or the analysis of normative theory, and an empirical tradition particularly concerned
with the study of institutions and structures, as well as behavioural analysis, rational-choice theory, so-called
‘new’ institutionalism and a variety of critical approaches.

Concepts, models and theories are the tools of political analysis, providing the building blocks of knowledge.
However, they are only analytical devices. Although they help to advance understanding, they are more
rounded and coherent than the unshapely and complex realities they seek to describe. Ultimately, all political
and social enquiry is conducted within a particular intellectual framework or ideological paradigm.

A distinction has traditionally been drawn between the domestic and international realms of politics, reflect-
ing differences between what happens within the state and what occurs in relations between states. This
domestic/international divide has helped to sustain a disciplinary distinction between political science and
international relations. However, globalization and the advent of an interdependent world has cast significant
doubt upon the viability of these distinctions.

Questions for discussion Further reading

If politics is essentially social, why is not all social Hay, C., (ed.), New Directions in Political Science:
activity political? Responding to the Challenge of an Independent World
Should politics be thought of as an arena or a (2010). A series of astute reflections on the nature,
process? extent and implication of global interdependence for

Why has power so often been thought of as the politics and a variety of political issues.
defining feature of politics? Leftwich, A. (ed.), What is Politics? The Activity and Its

Study (2004). A very useful collection of essays
examining different concepts of politics as well as
contrasting views of the discipline.

Marsh, D. and G. Stoker (eds), Theory and Methods in
Political Science, 3rd edn (2010). An accessible, yet
comprehensive and sophisticated, exploration of the

On what grounds can politics be defended?

Is politics inevitable? Could politics ever be
brought to an end?

How do mainstream and critical approaches to the
study of politics differ?

Why h?S the idea of a science of politics been so nature and scope of the discipline of political science.
at'Fractlve.? o Savigny, H. and L. Marsden, Doing Political Science and

Is it possd?le to study politics objectively and International Relations: Theories in Action (2011). An

without bias? introduction to political science that uses case

Is the distinction between the domestic and inter- studies to examine a wide range of theories and

national realms of politics any longer sustainable? approaches.



CHAPTER 2

PREVIEW

Political Ideas and Ideologies

“The philosophers have only interpreted the world
in various ways: the point is to change it.
KARL MARX, Theses on Feuerbach (1845)

All people are political thinkers. Whether they know it or not, people use political
ideas and concepts whenever they express their opinions or speak their mind.
Everyday language is littered with terms such as freedom, fairness, equality, justice
and rights. In the same way, words such as conservative, liberal, fascist, socialist or
feminist are regularly employed by people either to describe their own views, or
those of others. However, even though such terms are familiar, even commonplace,
they are seldom used with any precision or a clear grasp of their meaning. What,
for instance, is ‘equality’? What does it mean to say that all people are equal? Are
people born equal, should they be treated by society as if they are equal? Should
people have equal rights, equal opportunities, equal political influence, equal
wages? Similarly, words such as communist or fascist are commonly misused. What
does it mean to call someone a ‘fascist’? What values or beliefs do fascists hold,
and why do they hold them? How do communist views differ from those of, say,
liberals, conservatives or socialists? This chapter examines political ideas from the
perspective of the key ideological traditions. It focuses, in particular, on the ‘classi-
cal’ ideologies (liberalism, conservatism and socialism), but it also considers a range
of other ideological traditions, which have arisen either out of, or in opposition to,
the classical ones. Each ideological tradition constitutes a distinctive intellectual
framework or paradigm, and so offers a particular ‘lens’ on political world. However,
before examining the various ideological traditions, it is necessary to consider the
nature of political ideology itself.

KEY

ISSUES

® What is political ideology?

® s politics intrinsically linked to ideology? Can ideology come to an
end?

® What are the key ideas and theories of the major ideological
traditions?

@ What internal tensions do each of the major ideologies encompass?
How has ideological thought changed over time?

® How can the rise and fall of ideologies be explained?
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Ideology

From a social-scientific
viewpoint, an ideology is
a more or less coherent
set of ideas that provides
a basis for organized
political action, whether
this is intended to
preserve, modify or
overthrow the existing
system of power
relationships. All
ideologies therefore (1)
offer an account of the
existing order, usually in
the form of a ‘world-
view’, (2) provide a
model of a desired future,
a vision of the Good
Society, and (3) outline
how political change can
and should be brought
about. Ideologies are not,
however, hermetically
sealed systems of
thought; rather, they are
fluid sets of ideas that
overlap with one another
at a number of points.

WHAT IS POLITICAL IDEOLOGY?

Ideology is one of the most controversial concepts encountered in political
analysis. Although the term now tends to be used in a neutral sense, to refer to a
developed social philosophy or world-view, it has in the past had heavily negative
or pejorative connotations. During its sometimes tortuous career, the concept of
ideology has commonly been used as a political weapon to condemn or criticize
rival creeds or doctrines.

The term ‘ideology’ was coined in 1796 by the French philosopher Destutt de
Tracy (1754-1836). He used it to refer to a new ‘science of ideas’ (literally, an
idea-ology) that set out to uncover the origins of conscious thought and ideas.
De Tracy’s hope was that ideology would eventually enjoy the same status as
established sciences such as zoology and biology. However, a more enduring
meaning was assigned to the term in the nineteenth century in the writings of
Karl Marx (see p. 41). For Marx, ideology amounted to the ideas of the ‘ruling
class’ ideas that therefore uphold the class system and perpetuate exploitation. In
their early work The German Ideology, Marx and Engels wrote the following:

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the class
which is the ruling material force in society, is at the same time the ruling
intellectual force. The class which has the means of mental production at its
disposal, has control at the same time over the means of mental production.
(Marx and Engels, [1846] 1970:64)

The defining feature of ideology in the Marxist sense is that it is false: it mystifies
and confuses subordinate classes by concealing from them the contradictions on
which all class societies are based. As far as capitalism is concerned, the ideology
of the property-owning bourgeoisie (bourgeois ideology) fosters delusion or ‘false
consciousness’ amongst the exploited proletariat, preventing them from recogniz-
ing the fact of their own exploitation. Nevertheless, Marx did not believe that all
political views had an ideological character. He held that his own work, which
attempted to uncover the process of class exploitation and oppression, was scien-
tific. In his view, a clear distinction could be drawn between science and ideology,
between truth and falsehood. This distinction tended, however, to be blurred in
the writings of later Marxists such as Lenin (see p. 99) and Gramsci (see p. 175).
These referred not only to ‘bourgeois ideology’, but also to ‘socialist ideology’ or
‘proletarian ideology’, terms that Marx would have considered absurd.

Alternative uses of the term have also been developed by liberals and conser-
vatives. The emergence of totalitarian dictatorships in the interwar period
encouraged writers such as Karl Popper (1902-94), J. L. Talmon and Hannah
Arendt (see p. 7) to view ideology as an instrument of social control to ensure
compliance and subordination. Relying heavily on the examples of fascism and
communism, this Cold War liberal use of the term treated ideology as a ‘closed’
system of thought, which, by claiming a monopoly of truth, refuses to tolerate
opposing ideas and rival beliefs. In contrast, liberalism, based as it is on a funda-
mental commitment to individual freedom, and doctrines such as conservatism
and democratic socialism that broadly subscribe to liberal principles are clearly
not ideologies. These doctrines are ‘open’ in the sense that they permit, and even
insist on, free debate, opposition and criticism.
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belief?

Overcoming falsehood and delusion. Most critiques of
ideology associate it with falsehood and manipulation,
implying that reason and critical understanding can, and
will, emancipate us from ideological politics. In this view,
ideologies are, in effect, political religions, sets of values,
theories and doctrines that demand faith and commit-
ment from ‘believers, who are then unable to think outside
or beyond their chosen world-view. If ideologies are intel-
lectual prisons, the solution is to see the world ‘as it is’,
something that can be achieved through the application of
value-free scientific method. The purpose of political
science is thus to disengage politics from ideology.

Rise of technocratic politics. Political ideology arose in
the form of contrasting attempts to shape emergent
industrial society. The left/right divide (see p. 225) and
the struggle between socialism and capitalism has always
been at the heart of ideological debate. However, the
collapse of communism and the near worldwide accept-
ance of market capitalism means that this rivalry has
become irrelevant to modern politics. Politics has there-
fore come to revolve not around ideological questions to
do with ownership and the distribution of wealth, but
around ‘smaller’ questions to do with the effective
management of the capitalist system. Ideological politics
has given way to technocratic politics.

Rise of consumerist politics. Ideology has little place in
modern democratic systems due to the logic of electoral
competition. Elections force political parties to behave
like businesses in the marketplace, formulating ‘products’
(policies) in the hope of attracting the largest number of
‘consumers’ (voters). Parties thus increasingly respond to
consumer/voter demands, rather than trying to reshape
these demands in the light of a pre-existing ideological
vision. Whether parties have historically been left-wing,
right-wing or centrist in orientation, they recognise the
electoral value of ‘travelling light’ in ideological terms.
Electoral politics therefore contributes to a process of
party de-ideologization.

Debating...
Can politics exist without ideology?

The term ‘ideology’ has traditionally carried pejorative implications, often expressed through predictions of its imminent
(and usually welcome) demise. Nevertheless, despite its varied obituaries, political ideology has stubbornly refused to die:
while particular ideologies may rise or fall, ideological forms of politics seem to be an enduring feature of world history.
Is politics intrinsically linked to ideology? Or may politics finally be able to emerge from the shadow cast by ideological

Ideology as an intellectual framework. Political ideology
will always survive because it provides politicians, parties
and other political actors with an intellectual framework
which helps them to make sense of the world in which
they live. Ideologies are not systematic delusions but,
rather, rival visions of the political world, each illuminat-
ing particular aspects of a complex and multifaceted
reality. Ideologies are therefore neither, in a simplistic
sense, true nor false. Perhaps the most dangerous delu-
sion is the notion of a clear distinction between science
and ideology. Science itself is constructed on the basis of
paradigms that are destined to be displaced over time
(Kuhn, 1962).

Ideological renewal. The secret of ideology’s survival and
continued relevance is its flexibility, the fact that ideolog-
ical traditions go through a seemingly endless process of
redefinition and renewal. As old ideologies fade, new
ones emerge, helping to preserve the relevance of politi-
cal ideology. The world of ideologies does not stand still,
but changes in response to changing social and historical
circumstances. The declining relevance of the left/right
divide has not led to the ‘end of ideology’ or the ‘end of
history’s; it has merely opened up new ideological spaces
that have been filled by the likes of feminism, green poli-
tics, multiculturalism and cosmopolitanism.

The ‘“vision thing’. As the principal source of meaning
and idealism in politics, ideology touches those aspects of
politics that no other political form can reach. Ideology
gives people a reason to believe in something larger than
themselves, because people’s personal narratives only
make sense when they are situated within a broader
historical narrative. A post-ideological age would there-
fore be an age without hope, without vision. If politicians
cannot cloak their pursuit of power in ideological
purpose, they risk being seen simply as power-seeking
pragmatists, and their policy programmes will appear to
lack coherence and direction.
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® Rationalism: The belief that
the world can be understood
and explained through the
exercise of human reason,
based on assumptions about its
rational structure.

® Pragmatism: A theory or
practice that places primary
emphasis on practical
circumstances and goals;
pragmatism implies a distrust
of abstract ideas.

A distinctively conservative use of the term ‘ideology’ has been developed by
thinkers such as Michael Oakeshott (see p. 177). This view reflects a characteris-
tically conservative scepticism about the value of rationalism, born out of the
belief that the world is largely beyond the capacity of the human mind to
fathom. As Oakeshott put it, in political activity ‘men sail a boundless and
bottomless sea’ From this perspective, ideologies are seen as abstract ‘systems of
thought’; that is, as sets of ideas that distort political reality because they claim
to explain what is, frankly, incomprehensible. This is why conservatives have
traditionally dismissed the notion that they subscribe to an ideology, preferring
instead to describe conservatism as a disposition, or an ‘attitude of mind), and
placing their faith in pragmatism, tradition (see p. 82) and history.

The drawback of each of these usages, however, is that, as they are negative or
pejorative, they restrict the application of the term. Certain political doctrines,
in other words, are excluded from the category of ‘ideologies’. Marx, for instance,
insisted that his ideas were scientific, not ideological, liberals have denied that
liberalism should be viewed as an ideology, and conservatives have traditionally
claimed to embrace a pragmatic rather than ideological style of politics.
Moreover, each of these definitions is loaded with the values and orientation of
a particular political doctrine. An inclusive definition of ‘ideology’ (one that
applies to all political traditions) must therefore be neutral: it must reject the
notion that ideologies are ‘good’ or ‘bad, true or false, or liberating or oppressive.
This is the virtue of the modern, social-scientific meaning of the term, which
treats ideology as an action-orientated belief system, an interrelated set of ideas
that in some way guides or inspires political action.

However, much of the debate about ideology since the mid-twentieth century
has focused on predictions of its demise, or at least of its fading relevance. This
came to be known as the ‘end of ideology’ debate. It was initiated in the 1950s,
stimulated by the collapse of fascism at the end of World War II and the decline
of communism in the developed West. In The End of Ideology (1960), the US
sociologist Daniel Bell (1919-2011) declared that the stock of political ideas had
been exhausted. In his view, ethical and ideological questions had become irrel-
evant because in most western societies parties competed for power simply by
promising higher levels of economic growth and material affluence. This debate
was revived in the aftermath of the collapse of communism by ‘end of history’
theorists, such as Fukuyama (see p. 271), who suggested that a single ideology,
liberal democracy, had triumphed over all its rivals, and that this triumph was
final (see p. 44). At the heart of such debates lies questions about the relationship
between politics and ideology, and specifically about whether politics can exist
without ideology (see p. 29).

CLASSICAL IDEOLOGICAL TRADITIONS

Political ideology arose out of the transition from feudalism to industrial capi-
talism. In simple terms, the earliest, or ‘classical’ ideologies — liberalism, conser-
vatism and socialism — developed as contrasting attempts to shape emerging
industrial society. This meant that the central theme in ideological debate and
argument during this period and beyond was the battle between two rival
economic philosophies: capitalism (see p. 131) and socialism. Political ideology
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John Locke (1632-1704)

English philosopher and politician. Locke studied medicine at Oxford University
before becoming secretary to Anthony Ashley Cooper, First Earl of Shaftsbury, in
1661. His political views were developed against the backdrop of the English
Revolution, and are often seen as providing a justification for the ‘Glorious Revolution*
of 1688, which ended absolutist rule and established a constitutional monarchy in
Britain. Locke was a key thinker of early liberalism, placing particular emphasis on
‘natural’ or God-given rights, identified as the rights to life, liberty and property. An
exponent of representative government and toleration, Locke’s views had a consider-
able impact on the American Revolution. His most important political works are A
Letter Concerning Toleration (1689) and Two Treatises of Government ([1690] 1965).

® Meta-ideology: A higher or
second-order ideology that lays
down the grounds on which
ideological debate can take
place.

thus had a strong economic focus. The battle lines between capitalism and
socialism were significantly sharpened by the 1917 Russian Revolution, which
created the world’s first socialist state. Indeed, throughout what is sometimes
called the ‘short’ twentieth century (from the outbreak of World War I to the fall
of communism, 1989-91), and particularly during the Cold War period
(1945-90), international politics was structured along ideological lines, as the
capitalist West confronted the communist East. Although ideological debate has
became richer and certainly progressively more diverse since the 1960s, not least
as a result of the rise of so-called ‘new’ ideologies such as feminism and green
politics, the classical ideologies have retain their central importance. In large
part, this has been because of their capacity to reinvent themselves. In the process
of doing so, the dividing lines between them have often been blurred.

Liberalism

Any account of political ideologies must start with liberalism. This is because
liberalism is, in effect, the ideology of the industrialized West, and is sometimes
portrayed as a meta-ideology that is capable of embracing a broad range of rival
values and beliefs. Although liberalism did not emerge as a developed political
creed until the early nineteenth century, distinctively liberal theories and princi-
ples had gradually been developed during the previous 300 years. Early liberalism
certainly reflected the aspirations of a rising industrial middle class, and liberal-
ism and capitalism have been closely linked (some have argued intrinsically
linked) ever since. In its earliest form, liberalism was a political doctrine. As
relected in the ideas of thinkers such as John Locke, it attacked absolutism (see p.
268) and feudal privilege, instead advocating constitutional and, later, representa-
tive government. By the early nineteenth century, a distinctively liberal economic
creed had developed that extolled the virtues of laissez-faire (see p. 132) and
condemned all forms of government intervention. This became the centrepiece of
classical, or nineteenth-century, liberalism. From the late nineteenth century
onwards, however, a form of social liberalism emerged that looked more
favourably on welfare reform and economic intervention. Such an emphasis
became the characteristic theme of modern, or twentieth-century, liberalism.
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Liberalism: key ideas

@ Individualism: Individualism (see p. 158) is the core principle of liberal ideology. It reflects a belief in the
supreme importance of the human individual as opposed to any social group or collective body. Human
beings are seen, first and foremost, as individuals. This implies both that they are of equal moral worth and
that they possess separate and unique identities. The liberal goal is therefore to construct a society within
which individuals can flourish and develop, each pursuing ‘the good’ as he or she defines it, to the best of his
or her abilities. This has contributed to the view that liberalism is morally neutral, in the sense that it lays
down a set of rules that allow individuals to make their own moral decisions.

@ Freedom: Individual freedom (see p. 339), or liberty (the two terms are interchangeable), is the core value of
liberalism; it is given priority over, say, equality, justice or authority. This arises naturally from a belief in the
individual and the desire to ensure that each person is able to act as he or she pleases or chooses. Nevertheless,
liberals advocate ‘freedom under the law’, as they recognize that one person’s liberty may be a threat to the
liberty of others; liberty may become licence. They therefore endorse the ideal that individuals should enjoy
the maximum possible liberty consistent with a like liberty for all.

@ Reason: Liberals believe that the world has a rational structure, and that this can be uncovered through the
exercise of human reason and by critical enquiry. This inclines them to place their faith in the ability of indi-
viduals to make wise judgements on their own behalf, being, in most cases, the best judges of their own inter-
ests. It also encourages liberals to believe in progress and the capacity of human beings to resolve their
differences through debate and argument, rather than bloodshed and war.

@ Equality: Individualism implies a belief in foundational equality: that is, the belief that individuals are ‘born
equal; at least in terms of moral worth. This is reflected in a liberal commitment to equal rights and entitle-
ments, notably in the form of legal equality (‘equality before the law’) and political equality (‘one person, one
vote; one vote, one value’). However, as individuals do not possess the same levels of talent or willingness to
work, liberals do not endorse social equality or an equality of outcome. Rather, they favour equality of oppor-
tunity (a ‘level playing field’) that gives all individuals an equal chance to realize their unequal potential.
Liberals therefore support the principle of meritocracy, with merit reflecting, crudely, talent plus hard work.

@ Toleration: Liberals believe that toleration (that is, forbearance: the willingness of people to allow others to
think, speak and act in ways of which they disapprove) is both a guarantee of individual liberty and a means of
social enrichment. They believe that pluralism (see p. 100), in the form of moral, cultural and political diver-
sity, is positively healthy: it promotes debate and intellectual progress by ensuring that all beliefs are tested in a
free market of ideas. Liberals, moreover, tend to believe that there is a balance or natural harmony between
rival views and interests, and thus usually discount the idea of irreconcilable conflict.

@ Consent: In the liberal view, authority and social relationships should always be based on consent or willing
agreement. Government must therefore be based on the ‘consent of the governed’. This is a doctrine that
encourages liberals to favour representation (see p. 197) and democracy, notably in the form of liberal democ-
racy (see p. 270). Similarly, social bodies and associations are formed through contracts willingly entered into
by individuals intent on pursuing their own self-interest. In this sense, authority arises ‘from below’ and is
always grounded in legitimacy (see p. 81).

@ Constitutionalism: Although liberals see government as a vital guarantee of order and stability in society, they
are constantly aware of the danger that government may become a tyranny against the individual (‘power
tends to corrupt’ (Lord Acton)). They therefore believe in limited government. This goal can be attained
through the fragmentation of government power, by the creation of checks and balances amongst the various
institutions of government, and by the establishment of a codified or ‘written’ constitution embodying a bill of
rights that defines the relationship between the state and the individual.
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® Progress: Moving forwards;
the belief that history is
characterized by human
advancement based on the
accumulation of knowledge and
wisdom.

® Meritocracy: Rule by the
talented; the principle that
rewards and positions should be
distributed on the basis of
ability.

® Atomism: The belief that
society is made up of a
collection of largely self-
sufficient individuals who owe
little or nothing to one another.

® Economic liberalism: A
belief in the market as a self-
regulating mechanism tending
naturally to deliver general
prosperity and opportunities for
all.

® Big government:
Interventionist government,
usually understood to imply
economic management and
social regulation.

Classical liberalism

The central theme of classical liberalism is a commitment to an extreme form of
individualism. Human beings are seen as egoistical, self-seeking and largely self-
reliant creatures. In what C. B. Macpherson (1962) termed ‘possessive individu-
alism, they are taken to be the proprietors of their own persons and capacities,
owing nothing to society or to other individuals. This atomist view of society is
underpinned by a belief in ‘negative’ liberty, meaning non-interference, or the
absence of external constraints on the individual. This implies a deeply unsym-
pathetic attitude towards the state and all forms of government intervention.

In Tom Paine’s (see p. 199) words, the state is a ‘necessary evil’. It is ‘necessary’
in that, at the very least, it establishes order and security, and ensures that
contracts are enforced. However, it is ‘evil’ in that it imposes a collective will on
society, thus limiting the freedom and responsibilities of the individual. The clas-
sical liberal ideal is therefore the establishment of a minimal or ‘nightwatchman’
state, with a role that is limited to the protection of citizens from the encroach-
ments of fellow citizens. In the form of economic liberalism, this position is
underpinned by a deep faith in the mechanisms of the free market and the belief
that the economy works best when left alone by government. Laissez-faire capital-
ism is thus seen as guaranteeing prosperity, upholding individual liberty, and, as
this allows individuals to rise and fall according to merit, ensuring social justice.

Modern liberalism

Modern liberalism is characterized by a more sympathetic attitude towards state
intervention. Indeed, in the USA, the term ‘liberal’ is invariably taken to imply
support for 'big’ government rather than ‘minimal’ government. This shift was
born out of the recognition that industrial capitalism had merely generated new
forms of injustice and left the mass of the population subject to the vagaries of
the market. Influenced by the work of J. S. Mill (see p. 198), the so-called ‘New
Liberals’ (figures such as T. H. Green (1836-82), L. T. Hobhouse (1864-1929)
and J. A. Hobson (1858-1940)) championed a broader, ‘positive’ view of
freedom. From this perspective, freedom does not just mean being left alone,
which might imply nothing more than the freedom to starve. Rather, it is linked
to personal development and the flourishing of the individual; that is, the ability
of the individual to gain fulfilment and achieve self-realization.

This view provided the basis for social or welfare liberalism. This is charac-
terized by the recognition that state intervention, particularly in the form of
social welfare, can enlarge liberty by safeguarding individuals from the social
evils that blight individual existence. These evils were identified in the UK by the
1942 Beveridge Report as the ‘five giants’: want, ignorance, idleness, squalor and
disease. In the same way, modern liberals abandoned their belief in laissez-faire
capitalism, largely as a result of J. M. Keynes’ (see p. 137) insight that growth and
prosperity could be maintained only through a system of managed or regulated
capitalism, with key economic responsibilities being placed in the hands of the
state. Nevertheless, modern liberals’ support for collective provision and govern-
ment intervention has always been conditional. Their concern has been with the
plight of the weak and vulnerable, those who are literally not able to help them-
selves. Their goal is to raise individuals to the point where they are able, once
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® Redistribution: A narrowing
of material inequalities brought
about through a combination
of progressive taxation and
welfare provision.

® Ancien régime: (French)
Literally, ‘old order’; usually
linked with the absolutist
structures that predated the
French Revolution.

® Paternalism: An attitude or
policy that demonstrates care
or concern for those unable to
help themselves, as in the
(supposed) relationship
between a father and a child.

® Noblesse oblige: (French)
Literally, the ‘obligations of the
nobility’; in general terms, the
responsibility to guide or
protect those less fortunate or
less privileged.

® Toryism: An ideological
stance within conservatism
characterized by a belief in
hierarchy, an emphasis on
tradition, and support for duty
and organicism.

® Natural aristocracy: The
idea that talent and leadership
are innate or inbred qualities
that cannot be acquired
through effort or self-
advancement.

again, to take responsibility for their own circumstances and make their own
moral choices. The most influential modern attempt to reconcile the principles
of liberalism with the politics of welfare and redistribution was undertaken by
John Rawls (see p. 45). (The liberal approach to international politics is exam-
ined in Chapter 18.)

Conservatism

Conservative ideas and doctrines first emerged in the late eighteenth century
and early nineteenth century. They arose as a reaction against the growing pace
of economic and political change, which was in many ways symbolized by the
French Revolution. In this sense, conservatism harked back to the ancien
régime. In trying to resist the pressures unleashed by the growth of liberalism,
socialism and nationalism, conservatism stood in defence of an increasingly
embattled traditional social order. However, from the outset, divisions in
conservative thought were apparent. In continental Europe, a form of conser-
vatism emerged that was characterized by the work of thinkers such as Joseph
de Maistre (1753-1821). This conservatism was starkly autocratic and reac-
tionary, rejecting out of hand any idea of reform. A more cautious, more flexi-
ble and, ultimately, more successful form of conservatism nevertheless
developed in the UK and the USA, characterized by Edmund Burke’s belief in
‘change in order to conserve’. This stance enabled conservatives in the nine-
teenth century to embrace the cause of social reform under the paternalistic
banner of ‘One Nation’. The high point of this tradition in the UK came in the
1950s as the Conservative Party came to accept the postwar settlement and
espouse its own version of Keynesian social democracy. However, such ideas
increasingly came under pressure from the 1970s onwards as a result of the
emergence of the New Right. The New Right’s radically antistatist and antipa-
ternalist brand of conservatism draws heavily on classical liberal themes and
values.

Paternalistic conservatism

The paternalistic strand in conservative thought is entirely consistent with
principles such as organicism, hierarchy and duty, and it can therefore be seen as
an outgrowth of traditional conservatism. Often traced back to the early writings
of Benjamin Disraeli (1804-81), paternalism draws on a combination of
prudence and principle. In warning of the danger of the UK being divided into
‘two nations: the Rich and the Poor), Disraeli articulated a widespread fear of
social revolution. This warning amounted to an appeal to the self-interest of the
privileged, who needed to recognize that ‘reform from above’ was preferable to
‘revolution from below’. This message was underpinned by an appeal to the prin-
ciples of duty and social obligation rooted in neofeudal ideas such as noblesse
oblige. In effect, in this view, duty is the price of privilege; the powerful and
propertied inherit a responsibility to look after the less well-off in the broader
interests of social cohesion and unity. The resulting One-Nation principle, the
cornerstone of what since the early nineteenth century has been termed a Tory
position, reflects not so much the ideal of social equality as a cohesive and stable
hierarchy that arises organically.
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Conservatism: key ideas

@ Tradition: The central theme of conservative thought, ‘the desire to conserve), is closely linked to the perceived
virtues of tradition, respect for established customs, and institutions that have endured through time. In this
view, tradition reflects the accumulated wisdom of the past, and institutions and practices that have been
‘tested by time’, and it should be preserved for the benefit of the living and for generations yet to come.
Tradition also has the virtue of promoting a sense of social and historical belonging.

@ Pragmatism: Conservatives have traditionally emphasized the limitations of human rationality, which arise
from the infinite complexity of the world in which we live. Abstract principles and systems of thought are
therefore distrusted, and instead faith is placed in experience, history and, above all, pragmatism: the belief
that action should be shaped by practical circumstances and practical goals, that is, by ‘what works’
Conservatives have thus preferred to describe their own beliefs as an ‘attitude of mind’ or an ‘approach to life,
rather than as an ideology, although they reject the idea that this amounts to unprincipled opportunism.

@ Human imperfection: The conservative view of human nature is broadly pessimistic. In this view, human
beings are limited, dependent, and security-seeking creatures, drawn to the familiar and the tried and tested,
and needing to live in stable and orderly communities. In addition, individuals are morally corrupt: they are
tainted by selfishness, greed and the thirst for power. The roots of crime and disorder therefore reside within
the human individual rather than in society. The maintenance of order (see p. 400) therefore requires a strong
state, the enforcement of strict laws, and stiff penalties.

@ Organicism: Instead of seeing society as an artefact that is a product of human ingenuity, conservatives have
traditionally viewed society as an organic whole, or living entity. Society is thus structured by natural necessity,
with its various institutions, or the ‘fabric of society’ (families, local communities, the nation and so on),
contributing to the health and stability of society. The whole is more than a collection of its individual parts.
Shared (often ‘traditional’) values and a common culture are also seen as being vital to the maintenance of the
community and social cohesion.

@ Hierarchy: In the conservative view, gradations of social position and status are natural and inevitable in an
organic society. These reflect the differing roles and responsibilities of, for example, employers and workers,
teachers and pupils, and parents and children. Nevertheless, in this view, hierarchy and inequality do not give
rise to conflict, because society is bound together by mutual obligations and reciprocal duties. Indeed, as a
person’s ‘station in life’ is determined largely by luck and the accident of birth, the prosperous and privileged
acquire a particular responsibility of care for the less fortunate.

@ Authority: Conservatives hold that, to some degree, authority is always exercised ‘from above’, providing
leadership (see p. 300), guidance and support for those who lack the knowledge, experience or education
to act wisely in their own interests (an example being the authority of parents over children). Although the
idea of a natural aristocracy was once influential, authority and leadership are now more commonly
seen as resulting from experience and training. The virtue of authority is that it is a source of social cohe-
sion, giving people a clear sense of who they are and what is expected of them. Freedom must therefore
coexist with responsibility; it therefore consists largely of a willing acceptance of obligations and duties.

@ Property: Conservatives see property ownership as being vital because it gives people security and a measure
of independence from government, and it encourages them to respect the law and the property of others.
Property is also an exteriorization of people’s personalities, in that they ‘see’ themselves in what they own: their
houses, their cars, and so on. However, property ownership involves duties as well as rights. In this view, we
are, in a sense, merely custodians of property that has either been inherited from past generations (‘the family
silver’), or may be of value to future ones.
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Edmund Burke (1729-97)

Dublin-born UK statesman and political theorist who is often seen as the father of
the Anglo-American conservative tradition. Burke's enduring reputation is based on a
series of works, notably Reflections on the Revolution in France ([1790] 1968), that
were critical of the French Revolution. Though sympathetic to the American
Revolution, Burke was deeply critical of the attempt to recast French politics in accor-
dance with abstract principles such as liberty, equality and fraternity, arguing that
wisdom resided largely in experience, tradition and history. Nevertheless, he held that
the French monarchy was, in part, responsible for its own fate since it had obstinately
refused to ‘change in order to conserve’. Burke had a gloomy view of government,
recognizing that it could prevent evil but rarely promote good. He supported free
market economics on the grounds that it reflects ‘natural law’.

® Christian democracy: An
ideological tendency within
European conservatism,
characterized by commitment
to social market principles and
qualified interventionism.

The One-Nation tradition embodies not only a disposition towards social
reform, but also an essentially pragmatic attitude towards economic policy. This
is clearly seen in the ‘middle way’ approach adopted in the 1950s by UK
Conservatives. This approach eschewed the two ideological models of economic
organization: laissez-faire capitalism on the one hand, and state socialism and
central planning on the other. The former was rejected on the grounds that it
results in a free for all, which makes social cohesion impossible, and penalizes the
weak and vulnerable. The latter was dismissed because it produces a state mono-
lith and crushes all forms of independence and enterprise. The solution there-
fore lies in a blend of market competition and government regulation — ‘private
enterprise without selfishness’ (H. Macmillan).

Very similar conclusions were drawn after 1945 by continental European
conservatives, who embraced the principles of Christian democracy, most
rigorously developed in the ‘social market’ philosophy (see p. 133) of the
German Christian Democrats (CDU). This philosophy embraces a market strat-
egy, insofar as it highlights the virtues of private enterprise and competition; but
it is social, in that it believes that the prosperity so gained should be employed
for the broader benefit of society. Such a position draws from Catholic social
theory, which advances an organic view of society that stresses social harmony.
Christian democracy thus highlights the importance of intermediate institu-
tions, such as churches, unions and business groups, bound together by the
notion of ‘social partnership’ The paternalistic strand of modern conservatism
thought is often linked to the idea of ‘compassionate conservatism’.

The New Right

The New Right represents a departure in conservative thought that amounted to
a kind of counter-revolution against both the post-1945 drift towards state inter-
vention and the spread of liberal or progressive social values. New Right ideas
can be traced back to the 1970s and the conjunction between the apparent failure
of Keynesian social democracy, signalled by the end of the postwar boom, and
growing concern about social breakdown and the decline of authority. Such
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Friedrich von Hayek (1899-1992)

Austrian economist and political philosopher. An academic who taught at the London
School of Economics and the Universities of Chicago, Freiburg and Salzburg, Hayek
was awarded the Nobel Prize for Economics in 1974. As an exponent of the so-called
‘Austrian School’, he was a firm believer in individualism and market order, and an
implacable critic of socialism. The Road to Serfdom (1948) was a pioneering work
that attacked economic interventionism. In later works such as The Constitution of
Liberty (1960) and Law, Legislation and Liberty (1979) Hayek developed themes in
political philosophy. Hayek’s writings fused liberal and conservative elements, and
had a considerable impact on the emergent New Right.

® Nanny state: A state with
extensive social responsibilities;
the term implies that welfare
programmes are unwarranted
and demeaning to the
individual.

ideas had their greatest impact in the UK and the USA, where they were articu-
lated in the 1980s in the form of Thatcherism and Reaganism, respectively. They
have also had a wider, even worldwide, influence in bringing about a general shift
from state- to market-orientated forms of organization. However, the New Right
does not so much constitute a coherent and systematic philosophy as attempt to
marry two distinct traditions, usually termed ‘neoliberalism’ and ‘neoconser-
vatism. Although there is political and ideological tension between these two,
they can be combined in support of the goal of a strong but minimal state: in
Andrew Gamble’s (1981) words, ‘the free economy and the strong state’.

Neoliberalism

Neoliberalism (see p. 144) is an updated version of classical political economy
that was developed in the writings of free-market economists such as Friedrich
Hayek and Milton Friedman (see p. 138), and philosophers such as Robert
Nozick (see p. 68). The central pillars of neoliberalism are the market and the
individual. The principal neoliberal goal is to ‘roll back the frontiers of the state’,
in the belief that unregulated market capitalism will deliver efficiency, growth
and widespread prosperity. In this view, the ‘dead hand’ of the state saps initiative
and discourages enterprise; government, however well-intentioned, invariably
has a damaging effect on human affairs. This is reflected in the liberal New
Right’s concern with the politics of ownership, and its preference for private
enterprise over state enterprise or nationalization: in short, ‘private, good;
public, bad’. Such ideas are associated with a form of rugged individualism,
expressed in Margaret Thatcher’s famous assertion that ‘there is no such thing as
society, only individuals and their families. The ‘nanny state’ is seen to breed a
culture of dependence and to undermine freedom, which is understood as
freedom of choice in the marketplace. Instead, faith is placed in self-help, indi-
vidual responsibility and entrepreneurialism. Such ideas are widely seen to be
advanced through the process of globalization (see p. 142), viewed by some as
neoliberal globalization.

Neoconservatism

Neoconservatism reasserts nineteenth-century conservative social principles.
The conservative New Right wishes, above all, to restore authority and return to
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® Permissiveness: The
willingness to allow people to
make their own moral choices;
permissiveness suggests that
there are no authoritative
values.

® Revisionism: The
modification of original or
established beliefs; revisionism
can imply the abandonment of

principle or a loss of conviction.

traditional values, notably those linked to the family, religion and the nation.
Authority is seen as guaranteeing social stability, on the basis that it generates
discipline and respect, while shared values and a common culture are believed to
generate social cohesion and make civilized existence possible. The enemies of
neoconservatism are therefore permissiveness, the cult of the self and ‘doing
one’s own thing), thought of as the values of the 1960s. Indeed, many of those
who style themselves neoconservatives in the USA are former liberals who grew
disillusioned with the progressive reforms of the Kennedy—Johnson era. Another
aspect of neoconservatism is the tendency to view the emergence of multicul-
tural and multireligious societies with concern, on the basis that they are
conflict-ridden and inherently unstable. This position also tends to be linked to
an insular form of nationalism that is sceptical about both multiculturalism (see
p- 167) and the growing influence of supranational bodies such as the UN and
the EU. Neoconservatism also developed into a distinctive approach to foreign
policy, particularly in the USA under George Bush Jr, linked to attempts to
consolidate US global domination, in part through militarily imposed ‘regime
change’

Socialism

Although socialist ideas can be traced back to the Levellers and Diggers of the
seventeenth century, or to Thomas More’s Utopia ([1516] 1965), or even Plato’s
Republic, socialism did not take shape as a political creed until the early nine-
teenth century. It developed as a reaction against the emergence of industrial
capitalism. Socialism first articulated the interests of artisans and craftsmen
threatened by the spread of factory production, but it was soon being linked to
the growing industrial working class, the ‘factory fodder’ of early industrializa-
tion. In its earliest forms, socialism tended to have a fundamentalist (see p. 53),
utopian and revolutionary character. Its goal was to abolish a capitalist economy
based on market exchange, and replace it with a qualitatively different socialist
society, usually to be constructed on the principle of common ownership. The
most influential representative of this brand of socialism was Karl Marx, whose
ideas provided the foundations for twentieth-century communism (see p. 275).
From the late nineteenth century onwards, however, a reformist socialist
tradition emerged that reflected the gradual integration of the working classes
into capitalist society through an improvement in working conditions and
wages, and the growth of trade unions and socialist political parties. This brand
of socialism proclaimed the possibility of a peaceful, gradual and legal transition
to socialism, brought about through the adoption of the ‘parliamentary road’
Reformist socialism drew on two sources. The first was a humanist tradition of
ethical socialism, linked to thinkers such as Robert Owen (1771-1858), Charles
Fourier (1772—-1837) and William Morris (1834-96). The second was a form of
revisionist Marxism developed primarily by Eduard Bernstein (see p. 43).
During much of the twentieth century, the socialist movement was thus
divided into two rival camps. Revolutionary socialists, following the example of
Lenin and the Bolsheviks, called themselves ‘communists’, while reformist social-
ists, who practised a form of constitutional politics, embraced what increasingly
came to be called ‘social democracy’. This rivalry focused not only on the most
appropriate means of achieving socialism, but also on the nature of the socialist
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Socialism: key ideas

@ Community: The core of socialism is the vision of human beings as social creatures linked by the existence of

a common humanity. As the poet John Donne put it, ‘no man is an Island entire of itself; every man is a piece

of the Continent, a part of the main’ This refers to the importance of community, and it highlights the degree

to which individual identity is fashioned by social interaction and membership of social groups and collective

bodies. Socialists are inclined to emphasize nurture over nature, and to explain individual behaviour mainly in
terms of social factors, rather than innate qualities.

@ Fraternity: As human beings share a common humanity, they are bound together by a sense of comradeship
or fraternity (literally meaning ‘brotherhood’, but broadened in this context to embrace all humans). This
encourages socialists to prefer cooperation to competition, and to favour collectivism over individualism (see
p- 158). In this view, cooperation enables people to harness their collective energies and strengthens the bonds
of community, while competition pits individuals against each other, breeding resentment, conflict and hostil-
ity.

@ Social equality: Equality (see p. 454) is the central value of socialism. Socialism is sometimes portrayed as a
form of egalitarianism, the belief in the primacy of equality over other values. In particular, socialists empha-
size the importance of social equality, an equality of outcome as opposed to equality of opportunity. They
believe that a measure of social equality is the essential guarantee of social stability and cohesion, encouraging
individuals to identify with their fellow human beings. It also provides the basis for the exercise of legal and
political rights. However, socialists disagree about the extent to which social equality can and should be
brought about. While Marxists have believed in absolute social equality, brought about by the collectivization
of production wealth, social democrats have favoured merely narrowing material inequalities, often being
more concerned with equalizing opportunities than outcomes.

@ Need: Sympathy for equality also reflects the socialist belief that material benefits should be distributed on the
basis of need, rather than simply on the basis of merit or work. The classic formulation of this principle is
found in Marx’s communist principle of distribution: ‘from each according to his ability, to each according to
his need’. This reflects the belief that the satisfaction of basic needs (hunger, thirst, shelter, health, personal
security and so on) is a prerequisite for a worthwhile human existence and participation in social life. Clearly,
however, distribution according to need requires people to be motivated by moral incentives, rather than just
material ones.

@ Social class: Socialism has often been associated with a form of class politics. First, socialists have tended to
analyse society in terms of the distribution of income or wealth, and they have thus seen social class (see p.
153) as a significant (usually the most significant) social cleavage. Second, socialism has traditionally been
associated with the interests of an oppressed and exploited working class (however defined), and it has tradi-
tionally regarded the working class as an agent of social change, even social revolution (see p. 85).
Nevertheless, class divisions are remediable: the socialist goal is either the eradication of economic and social
inequalities, or their substantial reduction.

€ Common ownership: The relationship between socialism and common ownership has been deeply contro-
versial. Some see it as the end of socialism itself, and others see it instead simply as a means of generating
broader equality. The socialist case for common ownership (in the form of either Soviet-style state collec-
tivization, or selective nationalization (a ‘mixed economy’)) is that it is a means of harnessing material
resources to the common good, with private property being seen to promote selfishness, acquisitiveness and
social division. Modern socialism, however, has moved away from this narrow concern with the politics of
ownership.
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® Leninism: Lenin’s theoretical
contributions to Marxism,
notably his belief in the need
for a ‘vanguard’ party to raise
the proletariat to class
consciousness.

® Stalinism: The structures of
Stalin’s USSR, especially a
centrally placed economy
linked to systematic and brutal
political oppression.

® Dialectical materialism:
The crude and deterministic
form of Marxism that

dominated intellectual life in
orthodox communist states.

® Historical materialism: The
Marxist theory that holds that
economic conditions ultimately
structure law, politics, culture
and other aspects of social
existence.

goal itself. Social democrats turned their backs on fundamentalist principles
such as common ownership and planning, and recast socialism in terms of
welfare, redistribution and economic management. Both forms of socialism,
however, experienced crises in the late twentieth century that encouraged some
to proclaim the ‘death of socialism’” and the emergence of a postsocialist society.
The most dramatic event in this process was the collapse of communism
brought about by the Eastern European revolutions of 1989-91, but there was
also a continued retreat of social democracy from traditional principles, making
it, some would argue, indistinguishable from modern liberalism.

Marxism

As a theoretical system, Marxism has constituted the principal alternative to the
liberal rationalism that has dominated western culture and intellectual enquiry
in the modern period. As a political force, in the form of the international
communist movement, Marxism has also been seen as the major enemy of
western capitalism, at least in the period 1917-91. This highlights a central diffi-
culty in dealing with Marxism: the difference between Marxism as a social
philosophy derived from the classic writings of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels
(1820-95), and the phenomenon of twentieth-century communism, which in
many ways departed from and revised classical principles. Thus, the collapse of
communism at the end of the twentieth century need not betoken the death of
Marxism as a political ideology; indeed, it may give Marxism, now divorced from
the vestiges of Leninism and Stalinism, a fresh lease of life.

Marx’s ideas and theories reached a wider audience after his death, largely
through the writings of his lifelong collaborator Engels, the German socialist
leader Karl Kautsky (1854-1938) and the Russian theoretician Georgi Plekhanov
(1856-1918). A form of orthodox Marxism, usually termed ‘dialectical materi-
alism’ (a term coined by Plekhanov, not Marx), came into existence that was
later used as the basis for Soviet communism. This ‘vulgar’ Marxism undoubt-
edly placed a heavier stress on mechanistic theories and historical determinism
than did Marx’s own writings.

Classical Marxism

The core of classical Marxism — the Marxism of Marx — is a philosophy of history
that Engels described as the ‘materialist conception of history, or historical
materialism. This highlights the importance of economic life and the conditions
under which people produce and reproduce their means of subsistence. Marx
held that the economic ‘base consisting essentially of the ‘mode of production,
or economic system, conditions or determines the ideological and political
‘superstructure’. Following Hegel (see p. 59), Marx believed that the driving force
of historical change was the dialectic, a process of interaction between compet-
ing forces that results in a higher stage of development. In its materialist version,
this model implies that historical change is a consequence of internal contradic-
tions within a ‘mode of production; reflected in class conflict. Like all earlier class
societies, capitalism is therefore doomed to collapse; in this case, as a result of
conflict between the bourgeoisie or capitalist class, the owners of productive
wealth, and the proletariat, who are, in effect, ‘wage slaves’ This conflict is irrec-
oncilable, because the proletariat is necessarily and systematically exploited
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Karl Marx (1818-83)

German philosopher, economist and political thinker, usually portrayed as the father
of twentieth-century communism. After a brief career as a university teacher, Marx
took up journalism and became increasingly involved with the socialist movement.
He settled in London after being expelled from Prussia, and worked for the rest of his
life as an active revolutionary and writer, supported by his friend and lifelong collab-
orator Friedrich Engels. In 1864, Marx helped to found the First International, which
collapsed in 1871 because of growing antagonism between Marx’s supporters and
anarchists led by Bakunin. Marx’s classic work was the three-volume Capital ([1867,
1885, 1894] 1970). His best-known and most accessible work is the Communist
Manifesto ([1848] 1967).

® Dictatorship of the
proletariat: A temporary
proletarian state, established to
prevent counter-revolution and
oversee the transition from
capitalism to communism.

under capitalism, the bourgeoisie living by extracting ‘surplus value’ from its
labour.

According to Marx, the inevitable proletarian revolution will occur once a
series of deepening crises have brought the proletariat to full class consciousness.
This would allow the working masses to recognize the fact of their own exploita-
tion and so become a revolutionary force. The proletarian revolution would usher
in a transitionary ‘socialist’ period of development, characterized by the ‘dictator-
ship of the proletariat’ However, as class antagonisms fade and a fully commu-
nist society comes into existence, this proletarian state will ‘wither away’, meaning
that a communist society will be both classlessness and statelessness. As a system
of ‘commodity production’ gives rise to one based on ‘production for use’ and
geared to the satisfaction of genuine human needs, ‘the free development of each
would become the precondition for the free development of all’ (Marx).

Orthodox communism

Marxism in practice is inextricably linked to the experience of Soviet communism
(see p. 275), and especially to the contribution of the first two Soviet leaders, V. I.
Lenin and Joseph Stalin (1879-1953). Indeed, twentieth-century communism is
best understood as a form of Marxism-Leninism: that is, as orthodox Marxism
modified by a set of Leninist theories and doctrines. Lenin’s central contribution
to Marxism was his theory of the revolutionary or vanguard party. This reflected
Lenin’s fear that the proletariat, deluded by bourgeois ideas and beliefs, would not
realize its revolutionary potential because it could not develop beyond ‘trade-
union consciousness™: a desire to improve working and living conditions rather
than to overthrow capitalism. A revolutionary party, armed with Marxism, was
therefore needed to serve as the ‘vanguard of the working class’ In due course, this
‘vanguard’ or ‘Leninist’ party, composed of professional and dedicated revolu-
tionaries, became the model for communist parties across the globe.

The USSR was, however, more profoundly affected by Stalin’s ‘second revolu-
tion” in the 1930s than it had been by the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution. In reshap-
ing Soviet society, Stalin created a model of orthodox communism that was
followed in the post-1945 period by states such as China, North Korea and Cuba,
and throughout Eastern Europe. What may be called ‘economic Stalinism’ was
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Herbert Marcuse (1898-1979)

German political philosopher and social theorist, and co-founder of the Frankfurt
School. A refugee from Hitler's Germany, Marcuse lived in the USA from 1934. He
developed a form of neo-Marxism that drew heavily on Hegel and Freud. Marcuse
came to prominence in the 1960s as a leading thinker of the New Left and a ‘guru’ of
the student movement. He portrayed advanced industrial society as an all-encom-
passing system of repression that subdued argument and debate, and absorbed oppo-
sition. His hopes rested not on the proletariat, but on marginalized groups such as
students, ethnic minorities, women and workers in the developing world. His most
important works include Reason and Revolution (1941), Eros and Civilization (1958)
and One-Dimensional Man (1964).

® Perestroika: (Russian)
Literally, ‘restructuring’; a slogan
that refers to the attempt to
liberalize and democratize the
Soviet system within a
communist framework.

initiated with the launch in 1928 of the first Five Year Plan, which brought about
the swift and total eradication of private enterprise. This was followed in 1929 by
the collectivization of agriculture. All resources were brought under the control
of the state, and a system of central planning dominated by the State Planning
Committee (Gosplan) was established. Stalin’s political changes were no less
dramatic. During the 1930s, Stalin transformed the USSR into a personal dicta-
torship through a series of purges th