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Preface

Political Science
and Democracy

Some people say political science is impractical.
It may be interesting, they add, but it really can-
not be used for anything. Not so. Political sci-
ence began as practical advice to rulers and still
serves that function. Plato, Aristotle, Confucius,
Machiavelli, Kautilya, and Ibn Khaldun, among
others, aimed to give sound advice based on one
or another theory. John Locke and the Baron de
Montesquieu deeply influenced the framers of the
U.S. Constitution. Political science has always en-
twined theoretical abstractions with applied rea-
soning. You may not become a political scientist,
but you should equip yourself with the knowl-
edge to make calm, rational choices and protect
yourself from political manipulation.

One of the great questions of our day, for ex-
ample, is whether democracy can and should be
exported. China, the Middle East, and many other
areas could benefit from democratic governance,
but is it practical to push democracy on them?
One of the original aims of the 2003 Iraq War was
to install a democratic regime which would then
inspire others in the region. Iraq, totally unready
for democracy, turned from a brutal dictatorship
into brutal chaos.

Even the United States, after more than two
centuries of trying to apply a democratic con-
stitution, is far from perfect. Reforms are badly
needed—but blocked at every turn—in taxation,
voting fairness, election campaigning, powerful
lobbies, economic policy, and the inefficiency and
complexity of government programs. By examin-
ing such problems, students see that democracy
is a constantly self-critical and self-correcting

process moved by open discussion and the admis-
sion of mistakes. It is always a work in progress.

Political science instructors may take some
joy in the uptick of student interest in politics,
although we cannot be sure how deep and du-
rable this interest may be. Budgetary cliffhang-
ers, spending cuts, and tax increases can provoke
discussion. For some years, students were rather
apolitical, a trend this book always tried to fight.
We ask them, “Well, what kind of a country do
you want? You'd better start developing your
own rational perspectives now because soon you
will have to make political choices.”

Political Science: An Introduction seeks to blend
scholarship and citizenship. It does not presume
that freshmen taking an intro course will become
professional political scientists. Naturally, we
hope to pique their curiosity so that some will
major in political science. This is neither a U.S.
government text nor a comparative politics text.
Instead, it draws examples from the United States
and from other lands to introduce the whole field
of political science to new students. Fresh from
high school, few students know much of other po-
litical systems, something we attempt to correct.

The fourteenth edition continues our eclectic
approach that avoids selling any single theory,
conceptual framework, or paradigm as the key
to political science. Attempts to impose a grand
design are both unwarranted by the nature of
the discipline and not conducive to broadening
students’ intellectual horizons. Instructors with
a wide variety of viewpoints have no trouble us-
ing this text. Above all, the fourteenth edition
still views politics as exciting and tries to com-
municate that feeling to young people new to the
discipline.

Xi



Xii Preface

New To This Edition

Instructor input, the rapid march of events, and
the shift to digitalization brought some changes
to the fourteenth edition:

¢ The old Chapter 2, Theories, has been merged
into Chapter 1 to bring the total number of chap-
ters down to seventeen, to better fit a semester.

¢ Jonathan Williamson of Lycoming College
contributes to Chapter 1 with discussions of
political theory and how political science con-
trasts with history and journalism.

* A new box in Chapter 3 explains Francis Fu-
kuyama’s three-step theory of the origins of
political order.

¢ The 2015 Charlie Hebdo murders in Paris illus-
trate the problem of free speech as opposed to
hate speech in Chapter 4.

¢ Recent Hong Kong protests now start
Chapter 5, illustrating the struggle for
democracy. Also new: Opportunism and
corruption undermine Communist regimes.

¢ A new box in Chapter 6, “The Three Israels,”
shows how successive waves of immigrants
brought distinctive political cultures to Israel.

¢ Jonathan Williamson, a pollster himself, up-
dates Chapter 7 on public opinion.

® Therise of the Tea Party and super-PACs rais-
es questions about the relevance of U.S. par-
ties in Chapter 10.

¢ Nonwhite voters are increasingly important,
and realignments may evolve more slowly
than previously thought, explains Chapter 11.

¢ Incomprehensible, overlong legislation is now
highlighted in Chapter 12.

¢ Chapter 13 now includes Fukuyama'’s thesis
that uncorrupt, merit-based bureaucracies are
the basis of good governance.

e Chapter 16 gives more emphasis to the mostly
unhappy results of the Arab Spring and to ISIS

and Islamic fundamentalism.

¢ Chapter 17 begins with the dangers of a new
Cold War we face with Russia and China.

As ever, ] am open to all instructor comments,
including those on the number, coverage, and
ordering of chapters. Would, for example, a text-
book of fourteen chapters—one for each week of a
typical semester—Dbe a better organization?

REVEL™

Educational Technology
Designed for the Way Today’s
Students Read, Think, and
Learn

When students are engaged deeply, they learn more
effectively and perform better in their courses.
This simple fact inspired the creation of REVEL:
an immersive learning experience designed for
the way today’s students read, think, and learn.
Built in collaboration with educators and students
nationwide, REVEL is the newest, fully digital way
to deliver respected Pearson content.

REVEL enlivens course content with media
interactives and assessments—integrated directly
within the authors’ narrative—that provide
opportunities for students to read about and prac-
tice course material in tandem. This immersive
educational technology boosts student engagement,
which leads to better understanding of concepts
and improved performance throughout the course.

Learn more about REVEL
www.pearsonhighered.com/REVEL

Features

The fourteenth edition merges old Chapters 1
and 2 (Theories) to give us seventeen chapters.
The consolidation of twenty-one chapters into
eighteen, more rationally arranged, received
very positive instructor feedback in the eleventh
and twelfth editions. We retain the introduction
of methodologies early in an undergraduate’s


http://www.pearsonhighered.com/REVEL

career. This does not mean high-level num-
bers crunching—which I neither engage in nor
advocate—but a reality-testing frame of mind
that looks for empirical verifiability. Where you
can, of course, use valid numbers. As an instruc-
tor, I often found myself explaining methodolo-
gies in the classroom in connection with student
papers, so I decided to insert some basic meth-
odologies in boxes. Each of these boxes make
one methodological point per chapter, cover-
ing thesis statements, references, quotations,
tables, cross-tabulations, graphs, scattergrams,
and other standard points, all at the introduc-
tory level. Instructors suggested that topics as
important as “Key Concepts” should be inte-
grated into the narrative, and I have done so.
Boxes on Democracy, Theories, Classic Works,
and Case Studies still highlight important polit-
ical science ideas, provide real-world examples,
and break up pages, making the text reader
friendly.

The text boldfaces important terms and
defines them in running marginal glossaries
throughout the chapters. As an instructor, I
learned not to presume students understood the
key terms of political science. The definitions
are in the context under discussion; change that
context, and you may need another definition.
There is a difference, for example, between the
governing elites discussed in Chapter 5 (a tiny
fraction of 1 percent of a population) and pub-
lic opinion elites discussed in Chapter 7 (prob-
ably several percent). Italicized terms signal
students to look them up in the glossary at the
book’s end.

Supplements

Pearson is pleased to offer several resources to
qualified adopters of Political Science and their
students that will make teaching and learning
from this book even more effective and enjoy-
able. Several of the supplements for this book are
available at the Instructor Resource Center (IRC),

Preface  Xiii

an online hub that allows instructors to quickly
download book-specific supplements. Please visit
the IRC welcome page at www.pearsonhighered
.com/irc to register for access.

INSTRUCTOR’S MANUAL/TEST BANK This
resource includes learning objectives, lecture
outlines, multiple-choice questions, true/false
questions, and essay questions for each chapter.
Available exclusively on the Instructor Resource
Center, www.pearsonhighered/irc.

PEARSON MYTEST This powerful assessment
generation program includes all of the items in
the instructor’s manual/test bank. Questions and
tests can be easily created, customized, saved
online, and then printed, allowing flexibility to
manage assessments anytime and anywhere. To
learn more, please visit www.mypearsontest.com
or contact your Pearson representative.

POWERPOINT PRESENTATION Organized
around a lecture outline, these multimedia presen-
tations also include photos, figures, and tables from
each chapter. Available exclusively on the IRC.

ATLAS OF WORLD ISSUES (0-205-78020-2)
From population and political systems to energy
use and women'’s rights, the Atlas of World Issues
features full-color thematic maps that examine
the forces shaping the world. Featuring maps
from the latest edition of The Penguin State of the
World Atlas, this excerpt includes critical-thinking
exercises to promote a deeper understanding
of how geography affects many global issues.
To learn more, please contact your Pearson
representative.

GOODE’S WORLD ATLAS (0-321-65200-2) First
published by Rand McNally in 1923, Goode’s
World Atlas has set the standard for college ref-
erence atlases. It features hundreds of physical,
political, and thematic maps as well as graphs,
tables, and a pronouncing index. Available at a
discount when packaged with Political Science: An
Introduction.
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Part I

The Bases of Politics

Ch. 1 Politics and Political Science We study politics like a scientist studies
bacteria, never getting angry at a fact but trying to understand how and why
something happens. Political science focuses on power—how A gets B to do
what A wants. We do not confuse our partisan preferences with the scholarly
study of politics. Theories provide the framework for understanding the politics
we study. Alternatives to the objective, theory-driven approach of political sci-
ence include the emphasis on the unique taken by historians and journalists and
the normative questions of political theorists.

Ch. 2 Political Ideologies Ideologies are plans to improve society. The classic
liberalism of Adam Smith and classic conservatism of Edmund Burke and the
modern versions of the same are still with us. Marx led to both social democracy
and, through Lenin, to communism. Nationalism is the strongest ideology, some-
times turning into fascism. New ideologies include neoconservatism, libertarian-
ism, feminism, environmentalism, and, currently a problem, Islamism. We study
ideologies; we don’t believe them.

Ch. 3 States Not all states are effective; many are weak, and some are failed.
Aristotle’s division of governments into legitimate and corrupt is still useful.
Basic institutional choices can make or break a state. The territorial organization
of states—unitary versus federal—and electoral systems—single-member versus
proportional representation—are such basic choices. State intervention in the
economy, or lack of it, may facilitate prosperity or stagnation.

Ch. 4 Constitutions and Rights These institutionalized documents formalize
the basic structure of the state, limit government’s powers, and define civil rights.
Judicial review, the great U.S. contribution to governance, has over the years
curbed sedition laws and expanded freedom of speech and freedom of press.

Ch. 5 Regimes Democracy is complex and must include accountability, com-
petition, and alternation in power. In even the best democracies, elites have great
influence but do not always trump pluralistic inputs. Totalitarianism is a disease
of the twentieth century and has largely faded, but plenty of authoritarian states
still exist. Democracy is not automatic but can fail in unprepared countries like
Russia and Iragq.



Chapter 1
Politics and Political
Science

Learning Objectives

1.1 Evaluate the several explanations of political power.
1.2 Justify the claim that political science may be considered a science.

1.3 Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of several theoretical
approaches to political science.

1.4 Contrast normative theories of politics to political science.
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When the Cold War ended, several thinkers held that democracy had won and
would encompass the world. Soviet communism had collapsed and Chinese
communism had reformed into state-managed capitalism. There were scarcely
any other models for governance than Western-style capitalist democracy, argued
some neo-conservatives. Even the Middle East, home to some of the worst dicta-
tors, would give way to democracy, argued Bush administration neo-cons as the
United States invaded Iraq in 2003. The 2011 Arab Spring seemed to show the
longing for democracy, aided by the new hand-held social media.

But we were too optimistic. Not everyone craved democracy; many, in fact, either
feared it or wanted to use it for misrule. Russian democracy collapsed back into an
autocracy that is now hostile to the United States. China’s Communist chiefs over-
saw dramatic economic growth but proclaimed that they would keep ruling. They
jailed dissenters and also turned hostile to the United States. In the Middle East,
elections produced undemocratic regimes (exception: Tunisia) and dangerous
chaos. What had gone wrong? And what can political science tell us about why
democracy did not spread as planned? Were these countries simply not ready for
democracy, which seems to require a large, educated middle class and a tolerant,
pluralist culture? Long-run, over several decades of economic and educational
growth, is a march toward democracy likely to resume?

Questions like these make political science relevant and exciting. As its two-
word name implies, political science is both a topic of study and a method for
studying its topic. If we are studying politics, we need to start by thinking about
what politics is. If we are studying it with science, we need to consider what
makes the scientific method distinct from other ways to study politics.

What Is Politics?

1.1 Evaluate the several explanations of political power.

When you think of politics, you probably think of government and elections.
Both are clearly political, but politics can happen in many more places. Politics
happens in the workplace, in families, and even in the classroom. Consider
the kid in class who asks too many questions and keeps the class late. What
happens? Either the professor cuts the kid off, or his classmates express their
disapproval to shape his behavior to achieve their goals. Either way, the kid’s
behavior is shaped by the politics of the classroom.

Politics is the ongoing competition between people, usually in groups, to
shape policy in their favor. To do so, they may seek to guide policy indirectly by
shaping the beliefs and values of members of their society. Notice this definition
can encompass the politics of government, but it can also encompass the politi-
cal dynamics in other contexts. While this text will largely focus on politics of
governments, it is important to understand that politics is more fundamental
than governments but occurs wherever human competitions play out.
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political power
Ability of one person
to get another to do
something.

Political Power

As Renaissance Florentine philosopher Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) empha-
sized, ultimately politics is about power, specifically the power to shape others’
behavior. Power in politics is getting people to do something they wouldn’t oth-
erwise do—and sometimes having them think it was their idea.

Some people dislike the concept of political power. It smacks of coercion,
inequality, and occasionally brutality. Some speakers denounce “power poli-
tics,” suggesting governance without power, a happy band of brothers and sis-
ters regulating themselves through love and sharing. Communities formed on
such a basis do not last; or, if they do last, it is only by transforming themselves
into conventional structures of leaders and followers, buttressed by obedience
patterns that look suspiciously like power. Political power seems to be built into
the human condition. But why do some people hold political power over others?
There is no definitive explanation of political power. Biological, psychological,
cultural, rational, and irrational explanations have been put forward.

BIOLOGICAL Aristotle said it first and perhaps best: “Man is by nature a po-
litical animal.” (Aristotle’s words were zoon politikon, which can be translated
as either “political animal” or “social animal.” The Greeks lived in city-states
in which the polis was the same as society.) Aristotle meant that humans live
naturally in herds, like elephants or bison. Biologically, they need each other for
sustenance and survival. It is also natural that they array themselves into ranks
of leaders and followers, like all herd animals. Taking a cue from Aristotle, mod-
ern biological explanations, some of them looking at primate behavior, say that
forming a political system and obeying its leaders are innate, passed on with
one’s genes. Some thinkers argue that human politics shows the same “domi-
nance hierarchies” that other mammals set up. Politicians tend to be “alpha
males”—or think they are.

The advantage of the biological approach is its simplicity, but it raises a
number of questions. If we grant that humans are naturally political, how do

Classic Works

Concepts and Percepts

The great Prussian philosopher Immanuel Kant wrote  your head: meanings, theories, hypotheses, beliefs,
in the late eighteenth century, “Percepts without con-  and so on. You can collect many percepts, but without
cepts are empty, and concepts without percepts are  a concept to structure them you have nothing; your
blind.” This notion helped establish modern philosophy  percepts are empty of meaning. On the other hand,
and social science. A percept is what you perceive  your concepts are “blind” if they cannot look at real-
through your sensory organs: facts, images, num- ity, which requires percepts. In other words, you need
bers, examples, and so on. A concept is an idea in  both theory and data.
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we explain the instances when political groups fall apart and people disobey
authority? Perhaps we should modify the theory: Humans are imperfectly polit-
ical (or social) animals. Most of the time, people form groups and obey authority
but sometimes, under certain circumstances, they do not. This begs the question
of which circumstances promote or undermine the formation of political groups.

PSYCHOLOGICAL Psychological explanations of politics and obedience are
closely allied with biological theories. Both posit needs derived from centuries
of evolution in the formation of political groups. Psychologists have refined
their views with empirical research. In the famous Milgram study, unwitting
subjects were instructed by a professor to administer progressively larger elec-
tric shocks to a victim. The “victim,” strapped in a chair, was actually an actor
who only pretended to suffer. Most of the subjects were willing to administer
potentially lethal doses of electricity simply because the “professor”—an au-
thority figure in a white lab smock—told them to. Most of the subjects disliked
hurting the victim but rationalized that they were just following orders and that
any harm done to the victim was really the professor’s responsibility. They sur-
rendered their actions to an authority figure.

Psychological studies also show that most people are naturally conformist.
Most members of a group see things the group’s way. Psychologist Irving Janis
found many foreign policy mistakes were made in a climate of “groupthink,” in
which a leadership team tells itself that all is well and that the present policy is
working. Groups ignore doubters who tell them, for instance, that the Japanese
will attack Pearl Harbor in 1941 or that the 1961 Bay of Pigs landing of Cuban
exiles will fail. Obedience to authority and groupthink suggest that humans
have deep-seated needs—possibly innate—to fit into groups and their norms.
Perhaps this is what makes human society possible, but it also makes possible
horrors such as the Nazi Holocaust and more recent massacres.

CULTURAL How much of human behavior is learned as opposed to biologi-
cally inherited? This is the very old “nurture versus nature” debate. For much
of the twentieth century, the cultural theorists—those who believe behavior is
learned—dominated. Anthropologists concluded that all differences in behavior
were cultural. Cooperative and peaceful societies raise their children that way,
they argued. Political communities are formed and held together on the basis
of cultural values transmitted by parents, schools, churches, and the mass me-
dia. Political science developed an interesting subfield, political culture, whose
researchers found that a country’s political culture was formed by many long-
term factors: religion, child rearing, land tenure, and economic development.
Cultural theorists see trouble when the political system gets out of touch
with the cultural system, as when the shah of Iran attempted to modernize
an Islamic society that did not like Western values and lifestyles. The Iranians
threw the shah out in 1979 and celebrated the return of a medieval-style reli-
gious leader, who voiced the values favored by traditional Iranians. Cultural
theories can also be applied to U.S. politics. Republicans try to win elections by
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culture

Human behavior that
is learned as opposed
to inherited.

rational

Based on the ability
to reason.

irrational

Based on the power
to use fear and myth
to cloud reason.

articulating the values of religion, family, and self-reliance, which are deeply
ingrained into American culture. Many thinkers believe economic and political
development depend heavily on culture.

The cultural approach to political life holds some optimism. If all human
behavior is learned, bad behavior can be unlearned and society improved.
Educating young people to be tolerant, cooperative, and just will gradually
change a society’s culture for the better, according to this view. Changing
culture, however, is slow and difficult, as the American occupiers of Iraq and
Afghanistan discovered.

Culture contributes a lot to political behavior, but the theory has some dif-
ficulties. First, where does culture come from? History? Economics? Religion?
Second, if all behavior is cultural, various political systems should be as differ-
ent from each other as their cultures. But, especially in the realm of politics, we
see similar political attitudes and patterns in lands with very different cultures.
Politicians everywhere tend to become corrupt, regardless of culture.

RATIONAL Another school of thought approaches politics as a rational thing;
that is, people know what they want most of the time, and they have good
reasons for doing what they do. Classic political theorists, such as Hobbes and
Locke, held that humans form “civil society” because their powers of reason tell
them that it is much better than anarchy. To safeguard life and property, people
form governments. If those governments become abusive, the people have the
right to dissolve them and start anew. This Lockean notion greatly influenced
the U.S. Founding Fathers.

The biological, psychological, and cultural schools downplay human rea-
son, claiming that people are either born or conditioned to certain behavior and
that individuals seldom think rationally. But what about cases in which people
break away from group conformity and argue independently? How can we
explain a change of mind? “I was for Jones until he came out with his terrible
economic policy, so now I'm voting for Smith.” People make rational judgments
like that all the time. A political system based on the presumption of human rea-
son stands a better chance of governing justly and humanely. If leaders believe
that people obey out of biological inheritance or cultural conditioning, they will
think they can get away with all manner of deception and misrule. If, on the
other hand, rulers fear that people are rational, they will respect the public’s
ability to discern wrongdoing. Accordingly, even if people are not completely
rational, it is probably for the best if rulers think they are.

IRRATIONAL Late in the nineteenth century, a group of thinkers expounded
the view that people are basically irrational, especially when it comes to politics.
They are emotional, dominated by myths and stereotypes, and politics is really
the manipulation of symbols. A crowd is like a wild beast that can be whipped
up by charismatic leaders to do their bidding. What people regard as rational is
really myth; just keep feeding the people myths to control them. The first prac-
titioner of this school was Mussolini, founder of fascism in Italy, followed by
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Hitler in Germany. A soft-spoken Muslim fundamentalist, Osama bin Laden, got
an irrational hold on thousands of fanatical followers by feeding them the myth
that America was the enemy of Islam.

There may be a good deal of truth to the irrational view of human political
behavior, but it has catastrophic consequences. Leaders who use irrationalist
techniques start believing their own propaganda and lead their nations to war,
economic ruin, or tyranny. Some detect irrationalism even in the most advanced
societies, where much of politics consists of screaming crowds and leaders strik-
ing heroic poses.

Power as a Composite

There are elements of truth in all these explanations of political power. At differ-
ent times in different situations, any one of them can explain power. Tom Paine’s
pamphlet Common Sense rationally explained why America should separate
from Britain. The drafters of both the U.S. Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution were imbued with the rationalism of their age. Following the phi-
losophers then popular, they framed their arguments as if human political activ-
ity were as logical as Newtonian physics. Historian Henry Steele Commager
referred to the Constitution as “the crown jewel of the Enlightenment,” the cul-
mination of an age of reason.

But how truly rational were they? By the late eighteenth century, the thirteen
American colonies had grown culturally separate from Britain. People thought
of themselves as Americans rather than as English colonists. They increasingly
read American newspapers and communicated among themselves rather than
with Britain. Perhaps the separation was more cultural than rational.

Nor can we forget the psychological and irrational factors. Samuel Adams
was a gifted firebrand, Thomas Jefferson a powerful writer, and George
Washington a charismatic general. The American break with Britain and the
founding of a new order were complex mixtures of all these factors. Such com-
plex mixtures of factors go into any political system you can mention. To be sure,
at times one factor seems more important than others, but we cannot exactly
determine the weight to give any one factor. And notice how the various factors
blend into one another. The biological factors lead to the psychological, which in
turn lead to the cultural, the rational, and the irrational, forming a seamless web.

One common mistake about political power is viewing it as a finite, mea-
surable quantity. Power is a connection among people, the ability of one person
to get others to do his or her bidding. Political power does not come in jars or
megawatts. Revolutionaries in some lands speak of “seizing power,” as if power
was kept in the national treasury and they could sneak in and grab it at night.
The Afghan Taliban “seized power” in 1995-1996, but they were a minority of legitimacy
the Afghan population. Many Afghans hated and fought them. Revolutionaries =~ Mass feeling that the
think they automatically gain legitimacy and authority when they “seize governments rule is

rightful and should
power”—they do not. Power is earned, not seized. be obeyed.
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Is power identical to politics? Some power-mad people (including more
than a few politicians) see the two as the same, but this is an oversimplifica-
tion. We might see politics as a combination of goals or policies plus the power
necessary to achieve them. Power, in this view, is a prime ingredient of politics. It
would be difficult to imagine a political system without political power. Even a
religious figure who ruled on the basis of love would be exercising power over
followers. It might be “nice power,” but it would still be power. Power, then, is a
sort of enabling device to carry out or implement policies and decisions. You can
have praiseworthy goals, but unless you have the power to implement them,
they remain wishful thoughts.

Others see the essence of politics as a struggle for power, a sort of gigantic
game in which power is the goal. What, for example, are elections all about?
The getting of power. There is a danger here, however: If power becomes
the goal of politics, devoid of other purposes, it becomes cynical, brutal, and
self-destructive. The Hitler regime destroyed itself in the worship of power.
Obsessed with retaining presidential power, President Nixon ruined his own
administration. As nineteenth-century British historian and philosopher Lord
Acton put it, “Power tends to corrupt; absolute power corrupts absolutely.”

What Is Political Science?

1.2 Justify the claim that political science may be considered a science.

The study of politics can take many forms. Political science is a method of how
to study politics. Political science ain’t politics. It is not necessarily training to
become a practicing politician. Political science is training in the calm, objective
analysis of politics, which may or may not aid working politicians. Side by side,
the two professions compare like this:

Politicians Political Scientists

love power are skeptical of power

seek popularity seek accuracy

think practically think abstractly

hold firm views reach tentative conclusions
offer single causes offer many causes

see short-term payoff see long-term consequences
plan for next election plan for next publication
respond to groups seek the good of the whole
seek name recognition seek professional prestige

Many find politics distasteful, and perhaps they are right. Politics may be
inherently immoral or, at any rate, amoral. Misuse of power, influence peddling,
and outright corruption is prominent in politics. But you need not like the thing



Politics and Political Science 9

Classic Thought

“Never Get Angry at a Fact”

This basic point of all serious study sounds common-
sensical but is often ignored, even in college courses.
It traces back to the extremely complex thought of the
German philosopher Hegel (1770-1831), who argued
that things happen not by caprice or accident but for
good and sufficient reasons: “Whatever is real is ratio-
nal.” This means that nothing is completely accidental
and that if we apply reason, we will understand why
something happens. We study politics in a “naturalis-
tic” mode, not getting angry at what we see but trying
to understand how it came to be.

For example, we hear of a politician who took
money from a favor-seeker. As political scientists, we
push our anger to the side and ask questions like: Do

most politicians in that country take money? Is it an
old tradition, and does the culture of this country ac-
cept it? Do the people even expect politicians to take
money? How big are campaign expenses? Can the
politician possibly run for office without taking money?
In short, we see if extralegal exchanges of cash are
part of the political system. If they are, it makes no
sense to get angry at an individual politician. If we dis-
like it, we may then consider how the system might
be reformed to discourage the taking of money on the
side. And reforms may not work. Japan reformed its
electoral laws in an attempt to stamp out its traditional
“money politics,” but little changed. Like bacteria,
some things in politics have lives of their own.

you study. Biologists may study a disease-causing bacterium under a micro-
scope. They do not “like” the bacterium but are interested in how it grows, how
it does its damage, and how it may be eradicated. Neither do they get angry
at the bacterium and smash the glass. Biologists first understand the forces of
nature and then work with them to improve humankind’s existence. Political
scientists try to do the same with politics. The two professions of politician and
political scientist bear approximately the same relation to each other as do bacte-
ria and bacteriologists.

The Master Science

Aristotle, the founder of the discipline, called politics “the master science.” He
meant that almost everything happens in a political context, that the decisions
of the polis (the Greek city-state and root of our words polite, police, and politics)
governed most other things. Politics, in the words of Yale’s Harold Lasswell
(1902-1978), is the study of “who gets what.” But, some object, the economic
system determines who gets what in countries with free markets. True, but
should we have a totally free-market system with no government involved? A
decision to bail out shaky banks sparks angry controversy over this point. Few
love the bankers, but economists say it had to be done to save the economy from
collapse. Politics is intimately connected to economics.

Suppose something utterly natural strikes, like a hurricane. It is the politi-
cal system that decides whether and where to build dikes or deliver federal
funds to rebuild in flood-prone seacoast areas. The disaster is natural, but its
impact on society is controlled in large part by politics. How about science, our

discipline

A field of study, often
represented by an
academic department
Or major.
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Methods

Learning a Chapter

Read each chapter before class. And do not simply
read the chapter; learn it by writing down the following:

3. Politics can be studied objectively, provided
claims are supported by empirical evidence
and structured by theory.

A. Find what strikes you as the three main points. Do

not outline; construct three complete sentences,

B. List a dozen vocabulary words, and be able to de-

each with a subject and predicate. They may be
long and complex sentences, but they must be
complete declarative sentences. You may find two,
four, or six main points, but by the time you split,
combine, and discard what may or may not be the
main points, you will know the chapter. Look for
abstract generalizations; the specifics come under
the point C below, examples or case studies. Do
not simply copy three sentences from the chapter.
Synthesize several sentences, always asking what
three sentences distilled from this chapter will most
help me on the exam? These might be three main
points from Chapter 1:

1. Study politics as a scientist studies nature,

fine them. These are words new to you or words
used in a specialized way. This text makes it easier
with the boldfaced terms defined in the margins;
for terms not in boldface, read with a dictionary
handy.

. Note specific examples or case studies that illus-

trate the main points or vocabulary words. Most
will contain proper nouns (i.e., capitalized words).
Examples are not main points or definitions; rath-
er, they are empirical evidence that support a main
point. The examples need not be complete sen-
tences. These might be examples from Chapter 1:

ta K

Aristotle’s “master science”

trying to understand reality without getting

angry at it.

2. Political science combines many disciplines
but focuses on power: who holds it and how

they use it.

AIDS versus breast cancer research
West Germany’s success story
Communist regimes in Eastern Europe
Afghanistan’s chaos

Shah’s regime in Iran erodes

bacteriologists squinting through microscopes? That is not political. But who
funds the scientists” education and their research institutes? It could be private
charity (the donors of which get tax breaks), but the government plays a major
role. When the U.S. government decided that AIDS research deserved top prior-
ity, funding for other programs was cut. Bacteria and viruses may be natural,
but studying them is often quite political. In this case, it pitted gays against
women concerned with breast cancer. Who gets what: funding to find a cure for
AIDS or for breast cancer? The choice is political.

Can Politics Be Studied as a Science?

Students new to science often assume it implies a certain subject for study.
But science is a way to study nearly any subject. It is the method, not the
subject. The original meaning of science, from the French, is simply “knowl-
edge.” Later, the natural sciences, which rely on measurement and calculation,
took over the term. Now most people think of science as precise and factual,
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supported by experiments and data. Some political scientists have attempted
to become like natural scientists; they quantify data and manipulate them
statistically to validate hypotheses. The quantifiers make some good contribu-
tions, but usually they focus on small questions of detail rather than on large
questions of meaning. This is because they generally have to stick to areas that
can be quantified: public opinion, election returns, and congressional voting.

But large areas of politics are not quantifiable. How and why do leaders
make their decisions? Many decisions are made in secrecy, even in democra-
cies. We do not know exactly how decisions are made in the White House in
Washington, the Elysée in Paris, or the Zhongnanhai in Beijing. When members
of Congress vote on an issue, can we be certain why they voted that way? Was
it constituents” desires, the good of the nation, or the campaign contributions
of interest groups? What did the Supreme Court have in mind when it ruled
that laying off schoolteachers based on race is unconstitutional but hiring them
based on race is not? Try quantifying that. Much of politics—especially dealing
with how and why decisions are made—is just too complex and too secret to be
quantified. Bismarck, who unified Germany in the nineteenth century, famously
compared laws and sausages: It’s better not to see how they are made.

Does that mean that politics can never be like a natural science? Political
science is an empirical discipline that accumulates both quantified and qualita-
tive data. With such data we can find persistent patterns, much like in biology.
Gradually, we begin to generalize. When the generalizations become firmer, we
call them theories. In a few cases, the theories become so firm that we may call
them laws. In this way, the study of politics accumulates knowledge, the original
meaning of science.

The Struggle to See Clearly

Political science also resembles a natural science when its researchers, if they are
professional, study things as they are and not as they wish them to be. This is more
difficult in the study of politics than in the study of stars and cells. Most political
scientists have viewpoints on current issues, and it is easy to let these views con-
taminate their analyses of politics. Indeed, precisely because a given question
interests us enough to study it indicates that we bring a certain passion with us.
Can you imagine setting to work on a topic you cared nothing about? If you are
interested enough to study a question, you probably start by being inclined to one
side. Too much of this, however, renders the study biased; it becomes a partisan
outcry rather than a scholarly search for the truth. How can you guard against
this? The traditional hallmarks of scholarship give some guidance. A scholarly
work should be reasoned, balanced, supported with evidence, and a bit theoretical.

REASONED You must spell out your reasoning, and it should make sense. If
your perspective is colored by an underlying assumption, you should say so.
You might say, “For the purpose of this study, we assume that bureaucrats are
rational,” or “This is a study of the psychology of voters in a small town.” Your

quantify
To measure with
numbers.

hypothesis

An initial theory a
researcher starts
with, to be proved
by evidence.

empirical
Based on observable
evidence.

scholarship

Intellectual
arguments supported
by reason and
evidence.
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basic assumptions influence what you study and how you study it, but you can
minimize bias by honestly stating your assumptions. German sociologist Max
Weber (1864-1920), who contributed vastly to all the social sciences, held that
any findings that support the researcher’s political views must be discarded as
biased. Few attempt to be that pure, but Weber’s point is well taken: Beware of
structuring the study so that it comes out to support a given view.

BALANCED You can also minimize bias by acknowledging other ways of
looking at your topic. You should mention the various approaches to your topic
and what other researchers have found. Instructors are impressed that you
know the literature in a given area. They are even more impressed when you can
then criticize the previous studies and explain why you think they are incom-
plete or faulty: “The Jones study of voters found them largely apathetic, but this
was an off-year election in which turnout is always lower.” By comparing and
criticizing several approaches and studies, you present a much more objective
and convincing case. Do not commit yourself to a particular viewpoint or theory,
but admit that your view is one among several.

SUPPORTED WITH EVIDENCE All scholarly studies require evidence, rang-
ing from the quantified evidence of the natural sciences to the qualitative
evidence of the humanities. Political science utilizes both. Ideally, any state-
ment open to interpretation or controversy should be supported with evidence.
Common knowledge does not have to be supported; you need not cite the U.S.
Constitution to “prove” that presidents serve four-year terms.

But if you say presidents have gained power over the decades, you need
evidence. At a minimum, you would cite a scholar who has amassed evidence
to demonstrate this point. That is called a “secondary source,” evidence that has
passed through the mind of someone else. Most student papers use only second-
ary sources, but instructors are impressed when you use a “primary source,” the
original gathering of data, as in your own tabulation of what counties in your
state showed the strongest Obama vote. Anyone reading a study must be able
to review its evidence and judge if it is valid. You cannot keep your evidence or
sources secret.

THEORETICAL Serious scholarship is always connected, at least a little, to a
theoretical point. It need not be a sweeping new theory (that’s for geniuses), but
it should advance the discipline’s knowledge a bit. At a minimum, it should con-
firm or refute an existing theory. Just describing something is not a theory, which
is why Google or Wikipedia are seldom enough. You must relate the description
to some factor or factors, supported, of course, with empirical evidence. The
general pattern of this is: “Most of the time there is C there is also D, and here’s
probably why.” Theory building also helps lift your study above polemics, an
argument for or against something. Denouncing the Islamic State, which we all
may do with gusto, is not scholarship. Determining why people join IS (studied
by several scholars) would have important theoretical and practical impacts.
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What Good Is Political Science?

Some students come to political science supposing it is just opinions; they
write exams or papers that ignore all or some of the preceding points. Yes, we
all have political views, but if we let them dominate our study we get invalid
results, junk political science. Professional political scientists push their per-
sonal views well to one side while engaged in study and research. First-rate
thinkers are able to come up with results that actually refute their previously
held opinion. When that happens, we have real intellectual growth, an exciting
experience that should be your aim.

Something else comes with such an experience: You start to conclude that
you should not have been so partisan in the first place. You may back away from
the strong views you held earlier. Accordingly, political science is not necessarily
training to become a practicing politician. Political science is training in objec-
tive and often complex analysis, whereas the practice of politics requires fixed,
popular, and simplified opinions.

Political science can contribute to good government, often by warning those
in office that all is not well, “speaking Truth to Power,” as the Quakers say.
Sometimes this advice is useful to working politicians. Public-opinion polls, for
example, showed an erosion of trust in government in the United States starting
in the mid-1960s. The causes were Vietnam, Watergate, and inflation. Candidates
for political office, knowing public opinion, could tailor their campaigns and
policies to try to counteract this decline. Ronald Reagan, with his sunny disposi-
tion and upbeat views, utilized the discontent to win two presidential terms.

Some political scientists warned for years of the weak basis of the shah’s
regime in Iran. Unfortunately, such warnings were unheeded. Washington’s
policy was to support the shah, and only two months before the end of his rule
did the U.S. embassy in Tehran start reporting how unstable Iran had become.
State Department officials had let politics contaminate their political analyses;
they could not see clearly. Journalists were not much better; few covered Iran
until violence broke out. Years in advance, American political scientists special-
izing in Iran saw trouble coming. More recently, political scientists warned that
Iraq was unready for democracy and that a U.S. invasion would unleash chaos,
but Washington deciders paid no attention. Political science can be useful.

The Subfields of Political Science

Most political science departments divide the discipline into several subfields.
The bigger the department, the more subfields it likely has. We will get at least a
brief introduction to all of them in this text.

U.S. Politics focuses on institutions and processes, mostly at the federal level
but some at state and local levels. It includes parties, elections, public opin-
ion, and executive and legislative behavior.

Comparative Politics examines politics within other nations, trying to estab-
lish generalizations about institutions and political culture and theories of
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generalize
Explaining the causes
of consequences of a
whole class of events.

democracy, stability, and policy. It may be focused on various regions, as in
“Latin American politics” or “East Asian politics.”

International Relations studies politics among nations, including conflict,
diplomacy, international law and organizations, and international political
economy. The study of U.S. foreign policy has one foot in U.S. politics and
one in international relations.

Political Theory, both classic and modern, attempts to define the good polity,
often focused on major thinkers.

Public Administration studies how bureaucracies work and how they can be
improved.

Constitutional Law studies the applications and evolution of the Constitution
within the legal system.

Public Policy studies the interface of politics and economics with an eye to
developing effective programs.

Comparing Political Science to History
and Journalism

Understanding how others study politics shows what makes political science
distinct. History and journalism have different goals from political science, but
they share common features. History studies the past, and not all history focuses
on politics. Journalism covers the present, and only some news stories are on
politics. What they share, however is a focus on unique events. When a histo-
rian studies the French Revolution, she wants to tell the story of the people, the
places, and the events to better understand what happened and put forward a
thesis about why it happened. She is not interested in comparing the French to
the American Revolution, as those are distinct, unique events that deserve sepa-
rate study.

Similarly, a journalist reporting on a war will describe the events as they
unfold. He interviews people affected by the conflict and chronicles a battle to
explain why it was a turning point.

Political science approaches these tasks differently. Instead of focusing on
one revolution, a political scientist might compare several revolutions to discover
what links them together. What factors cause revolutions? Why do they some-
times succeed and sometimes fail? What are the consequences of revolution?

Similarly, a political scientist would not necessarily be interested in writing
about today’s battle or interviewing a war refugee. Instead, political scientists
might be interested in what causes wars generally or why some small conflicts
result in major wars and others do not. Under what circumstances do civil con-
flicts lead to genocide? What forms of aid are most successful when faced with
large numbers of refugees?

Where historians or journalists often seek to explain the unique circum-
stances of a particular event, political scientists seek to generalize. What are
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the necessary and sufficient conditions that will lead to revolution, to war, or
to other political outcomes? If decapitating the aristocracy happened only in
the French Revolution, then a political scientist would dismiss it as a factor that
explains revolution, whereas a historian might be very interested in guillotines.
If a refugee suffered from war, the journalist might tell her story. A political
scientist would focus on how a new strategy for the international response to a
refugee crises led to a 50 percent increase in the number of refugees helped com-
pared to the old strategy.

Political science ignores things that might appear important in one context
but are irrelevant beyond that context. Instead, it can focus on the few factors
that exist across similar contexts. Did a politician win an election because he
ran an ad about his opponent who voted for an unpopular bill or because he
spent $10 million to say so? Studying one campaign would not yield a definitive
answer. Studying many campaigns could discover which was more important—
negative advertising or campaign spending.

Theory in Political Science

1.3 Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of several theoretical
approaches to political science.

Schools in the United States typically ask students to accumulate knowledge—
to know more stuff. Critics point out that knowledge is more than just accu-
mulating facts because the facts will not structure themselves into a coherent
whole. Gathering facts without an organizing principle leads only to large col-
lections of meaningless facts, a point made by Kant. In science, theories provide
structure that give meaning to patterns of facts. To be sure, theories can grow
too complex and abstract and depart from the real world, but without at least
some theoretical perspective, we do not even know what questions to ask. Even
if you say you have no theories, you probably have some unspoken ones. The
kinds of questions you ask and which ones you ask first are the beginnings of
theorizing.

Theories are not facts. They are suggestions as to how the facts should
be organized. Some theories have more evidence to support them than oth-
ers. All theories bump into facts that contradict their explanations. Even in
the natural sciences, theories such as the so-called Big Bang explain only
some observations. Theories often compete with other theories. How can
you prove which model is more nearly correct? Political scientists—really all
scientists—test theories with observations of the world and adjust theories to
better reflect what they see. The accumulation of knowledge through science
is nearly always a slow incremental process. The following sections outline
several theoretical frameworks political scientists have used to understand
the political world.
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institutions

The formal structures
of government, such
as the U.S. Congress.

positivism

Theory that society
can be studied
scientifically and
incrementally
improved with the
knowledge gained.

behavioralism

The empirical study
of actual human
behavior rather
than abstract or
speculative theories.

Behavioralism

From the late nineteenth century through the middle of the twentieth century,
American thinkers focused on institutions, the formal structures of government.
This showed the influence of law on the development of political science in the
United States. Woodrow Wilson, for example, was a lawyer (albeit unsuccessful)
before he became a political scientist; he concentrated on perfecting the institu-
tions of government. Constitutions were a favorite subject for political scientists
of this period, for they assumed that what was on paper was how the institutions
worked in practice. The rise of the Soviet, Italian, and German dictatorships
shook this belief. The constitution of Germany’s Weimar Republic (1919-1933)
looked fine on paper; experts had drafted it. Under stress it collapsed, for
Germans of that time did not have the necessary experience with or commitment
to democracy. Likewise, the Stalin constitution of 1936 made the Soviet Union
look like a perfect democracy, but it functioned as a brutal dictatorship.

The Communist and Fascist dictatorships and World War II forced political
scientists to reexamine their institutional focus, and many set out to discover
how politics really worked, not how it was supposed to work. Postwar American
political scientists here followed in the tradition of the early nineteenth-century
French philosopher Auguste Comte, who developed the doctrine of positivism,
the application of natural science methods to the study of society. Comtean posi-
tivism was an optimistic philosophy, holding that as we accumulate valid data by
means of scientific observation—without speculation or intuition—we will per-
fect a science of society and with it improve society. Psychologists are perhaps the
most deeply imbued with this approach. Behavioralists, as they are called, claim
to concentrate on actual behavior as opposed to thoughts or feelings.

Beginning in the 1950s, behaviorally inclined political scientists accumu-
lated statistics from elections, public-opinion surveys, votes in legislatures, and
anything else they could hang a number on. Behavioralists made some remark-
able contributions to political science, shooting down some long-held but unex-
amined assumptions and giving political theory an empirical basis. Behavioral
studies were especially good in examining the “social bases” of politics, the
attitudes and values of citizens, which go a long way toward making the system
function the way it does. Their best work has been on voting patterns, for it is
here they can get lots of valid data.

By the 1960s, the behavioral school established itself and won over much
of the field. In the late 1960s, however, behavioralism came under heavy attack,
and not just by rear-guard traditionalists. Many younger political scientists,
some of them influenced by the radicalism of the 1960s, complained that the
behavioral approach was static, conservative, loaded with its practitioners’
values, and irrelevant to the urgent tasks at hand. Far from being “scientific”
and “value-free,” behavioralists often defined the current situation in the
United States as the norm and anything different as deviant. Gabriel Almond
(1911-2002) and Sidney Verba (1932- ) found that Americans embody all the
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good, “participant” virtues of the “civic culture.” By examining only what exists
at a given moment, behavioralists neglect the possibility of change; their studies
may be time-bound. Behavioralists have an unstated preference for the status
quo; they like to examine established democratic systems, for that is where their
methodological tools work best. People in police states or civil conflicts know
that honestly stating their opinions could get them jailed or killed, so they voice
the “correct” views.
Perhaps the most damaging criticism, though, was that the behavioral-
ists focused on relatively minor topics and steered clear of the big questions of
politics. Behavioralists can tell us, for example, what percentage of Detroit blue-
collar Catholics vote Democratic, but they tell us nothing about what this means
for the quality of Detroit’s governance or the kinds of decisions elected officials
will make. There is no necessary connection between how citizens vote and
what comes out of government. Critics charged that behavioral studies were
often irrelevant.
By 1969, many political scientists had to admit that there was something
to the criticism of what had earlier been called the “behavioral revolution.”
Some called the newer movement postbehavioral, a synthesis of traditional postbehavioral
and behavioral approaches. Postbehavioralists recognize that facts and values  Synthesis of
are tied together. They are willing to use both the qualitative data of the tradi- wraditiona,

behavioral, and other
tionalists and the quantitative data of the behavioralists. They look at history  techniques in the
and institutions as well as public opinion and rational-choice theory. They are study of politics.
not afraid of numbers and happily use correlations, graphs, and percentages to

make their cases. If you look around your political science department, you are

apt to find traditional, behavioral, and postbehavioral viewpoints among the

professors—or even within the same professor.

New Institutionalism

In the 1970s, political science partially pulled away from behavioralism and
rediscovered institutions. In the 1980s, this was proclaimed as the “New
Institutionalism.” Its crux is that government structures—legislatures, parties,
bureaucracies, and so on—take on lives of their own and shape the behavior
and attitudes of the people who live within and benefit from them. Institutions
are not simply the reflections of social forces. Legislators, for example, behave
as they do largely because of rules laid down long ago and reinforced over the
decades. Once you know these complex rules, some unwritten, you can see
how politicians logically try to maximize their advantage under them, much as
you can often predict when a baseball batter will bunt. It is not a mystery but
the logic of the game they are playing. The preservation and enhancement of
the institution becomes one of politicians” major goals. Thus, institutions, even
if outmoded or ineffective, tend to rumble on. The Communist parties of the
Soviet bloc were corrupt and ineffective, but they endured because they guaran-
teed the jobs and perquisites of their members.
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Systems Theory

A major postwar invention was the “political systems” model devised by David
Easton (1917-2014), which contributed to our understanding of politics by
simplifying reality but in some cases departed from reality. The idea of looking
at complex entities as systems originated in biology. Living organisms are com-
plex and highly integrated. The heart, lungs, blood, digestive tract, and brain
perform their functions in such a way as to keep the animal alive. Take away
one organ and the animal dies. Damage one organ and the other components
of the system alter their function to compensate and keep the animal alive. The
crux of systems thinking is this: You cannot change just one component because
that changes all of the others.

Political systems thinkers argued that the politics of a given country works
as a feedback loop, a bit like a biological system. According to the Easton model
(Figure 1.1), citizens” demands, “inputs,” are recognized by the government
decision makers, who process them into authoritative decisions and actions,
“outputs.” These outputs have an impact on the social, economic, and political
environment that the citizens may or may not like. The citizens express their
demands anew—this is the crucial “feedback” link of the system—which may
modify the earlier decision. Precisely what goes on in the “conversion process”
was left opaque, a “black box.”

In some cases, the political systems approach fits reality. As the Vietnam War
dragged on, feedback on the military draft turned negative. The Nixon admin-
istration defused youthful anger by ending the draft in 1973 and changing to
an all-volunteer army. In the 1980s, the socialist economics of French President
Frangois Mitterrand produced inflation and unemployment. The French people,
especially the business community, complained loudly, and Mitterrand altered

Figure 1.1 A model of the political system.

(Adapted from David Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political Life. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1965, p. 32.)
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his policy back to capitalism. In these cases, the feedback loop worked. Feedback
can also be split. The Obama administration saw healthcare reform as important
and necessary, but half the U.S. population opposed it—a point the Republicans
used in subsequent elections.

But in other cases, the systems model falls flat. Would Hitler’s Germany
or Stalin’s Russia really fit the systems model? How much attention do dic-
tatorships pay to citizens” demands? To be sure, there is always some input
and feedback. Hitler’s generals tried to assassinate him—a type of feedback.
Workers in Communist systems had an impact on government policy by not
working much. They demanded more consumer goods and, by not exerting
themselves, communicated this desire to the regime. Sooner or later the regime
had to reform. All over the Soviet bloc, workers used to chuckle: “They pretend
to pay us, and we pretend to work.” In the USSR, (botched) reform came with
the Gorbachev regime, and it led to system collapse.

How could the systems model explain the Vietham War? Did Americans
demand that the administration send half a million troops to fight there? No,
nearly the opposite: Lyndon Johnson won overwhelmingly in 1964 on an anti-
war platform. The systems model does show how discontent with the war
ruined Johnson’s popularity so that he did not seek reelection in 1968. The feed-
back loop did go into effect but only years after the decision for war had been
made. Could the systems model explain the Watergate scandal? Did U.S. citi-
zens demand that President Nixon have the Democratic headquarters bugged?
No, but once details about the cover-up started leaking in 1973, the feedback
loop went into effect, putting pressure on the House of Representatives to form
an impeachment panel.

Plainly, there are some problems with the systems model, and they seem to
be in the “black box” of the conversion process. Much happens in the mecha-
nism of government that is not initiated by and has little to do with the wishes
of citizens. The American people largely ignored the health effects of smoking.

Theories
Models: Simplifying Reality

A model is a simplified picture of reality that social
scientists develop to order data, to theorize, and to
predict. A good model fits reality but simplifies it be-
cause a model as complex as the real world would be
of no help. In simplifying reality, however, models risk
oversimplifying. The problem is the finite capacity of
the human mind. We cannot factor in all the informa-
tion available at once; we must select which points are

important and ignore the rest. But when we do this,
we may drain the blood out of the study of politics and
overlook key points. Accordingly, as we encounter
models of politics—and perhaps as we devise our
own—pause a moment to ask if the model departs
too much from reality. If it does, discard or alter the
model. Do not disregard reality because it does not fit
the model.
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Figure 1.2 A modified model of the political system.

(Adapted from David Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political Life. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1965, p. 32.)
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Only the analyses of medical statisticians, which revealed a strong link between
smoking and lung cancer, prodded Congress into requiring warning labels on
cigarette packs and ending advertising of cigarettes. It was a handful of special-
ists in the federal bureaucracy who got the anticigarette campaign going, not the
masses of citizens.

The systems model is essentially static, biased toward the status quo, and
unable to handle upheaval. This is one reason political scientists were surprised
at the collapse of the Soviet Union. “Systems” are not supposed to collapse; they
are supposed to continually self-correct.

We can modify the systems model to better reflect reality. By diagramming
it as in Figure 1.2, we logically change little. We have the same feedback loop:
outputs turning into inputs. But by putting the “conversion process” of govern-
ment first, we suggested that it—rather than the citizenry—originates most deci-
sions. The public reacts only later. That would be the case with the Afghanistan
War: strong support in 2001 but fed up ten years later.

Next, we add something that Easton himself later suggested. Inside the
“black box,” a lot more happens than simply the processing of outside demands.
Pressures from the various parts of government—government talking mostly to
itself and short-circuiting the feedback loop—are what Easton called “within-
puts.” These two alterations, of course, make our model more complicated, but
this reflects the complicated nature of reality.

Rational-Choice Theory

In the 1970s, a new approach, invented by mathematicians during World War 1II,
rapidly grew in political science—rational-choice theory. Rational-choice theorists
argue that one can generally predict political behavior by knowing the interests of
the actors involved because they rationally maximize their interests. As U.S. presi-
dential candidates take positions on issues, they calculate what will give them the
best payoff. They might think, “Many people oppose the war in Afghanistan, but
many also demand strong leadership on defense. I'd better just criticize ‘mistakes’
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in Afghanistan while at the same time demand strong ‘national security.”” The
waffle is not indecision but calculation, argue rational-choice theorists.
Rational-choice theorists enrage some other political scientists. One study
of Japanese bureaucrats claimed you need not study Japan’s language, culture,
or history. All you needed to know was what the bureaucrats’ career advan-
tages were to predict how they would decide issues. A noted U.S. specialist on
Japan blew his stack at such glib, superficial shortcuts and denounced rational-
choice theory. More modest rational-choice theorists immersed themselves in
Hungary’s language and culture but still concluded that Hungarian political
parties, in cobbling together an extremely complex voting system, were making
rational choices to give themselves a presumed edge in parliamentary seats.
Many rational-choice theorists backed down from their know-it-all posi-
tions. Some now call themselves “neoinstitutionalists” (see above section)
because all their rational choices are made within one or another institutional
context—the U.S. Congress, for example. Rational-choice theory did not estab-
lish itself as the dominant paradigm—no theory has, and none is likely to—but paradigm
it contributed a lot by reminding us that politicians are consummate opportun- A model or way
. . . of doing research
ists, a point many other theories forget. accepted by a
Some rational-choice theorists subscribed to a branch of mathematics called  discipline.
game theory, setting up political decisions as if they were table games. A Cuban
missile crisis “game” might have several people play President Kennedy, who
must weigh the probable payoffs of bombing or not bombing Cuba. Others
might play Soviet chief Nikita Khrushchev, who has to weigh toughing it out
or backing down. Seeing how the players interact gives us insights and warn-
ings of what can go wrong in crisis decision making. If you “game out” the 1962
Cuban missile crisis and find that three games out of ten end in World War III,
you have the makings of an article of great interest.
Game theorists argue that constructing the proper game explains why
policy outcomes are often unforeseen but not accidental. Games can show how
decision makers think. We learn how their choices are never easy or simple.
Games can even be mathematized and fed into computers. The great weakness
of game theory is that it depends on correctly estimating the “payoffs” that
decision makers can expect, and these are only approximations arrived at by
examining the historical record. We know how the Cuban missile crisis came
out; therefore, we adjust our game so it comes out the same way. In effect, game
theory is only another way to systematize and clarify history (not a bad thing).
All these theories and several others offer interesting insights. None, how-
ever, is likely to be the last model we shall see, for we will never have a para-
digm that can consistently explain and predict political actions. Every couple
of decades, political science comes up with a new paradigm—usually one bor-
rowed from another discipline—that attracts much excitement and attention. Its
proponents exaggerate its ability to explain or predict. Upon examination and
criticism, the model usually fades and is replaced by another trend. Political
science tends to get caught up in trends. After a few iterations of this cycle, we
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descriptive
Explaining what is.

normative
Explaining what
ought to be.

realism

Working with the
world as it is and not
as we wish it to be;
usually focused on
power.

learn to expect no breakthrough theories. Politics is slippery and not easily con-
fined to our mental constructs. By acknowledging this, we open our minds to
the richness, complexity, and drama of political life.

“Political Theory” versus Theory
in Political Science

1.4 Contrast normative theories of politics to political science.

Departments of Political Science often house both political scientists and politi-
cal theorists. Because they have the same departmental “home,” the differences
between how the two groups study politics is not obvious to most students.
Where political scientists study politics by trying to understand how things do
work, political theorists approach the study of politics from the perspective of
how things should work.

The Normative Study of Politics

Some say Plato founded political science. But his Republic described an ideal
polis, a normative approach rather than the objective approach of political sci-
ence, which seeks to understand how things do work. Plato’s student, Aristotle,
on the other hand, was the first empirical political scientist and sent out his
students to gather data from the dozens of Greek city-states. With these data,
he constructed his great work Politics which combined both descriptive and
normative approaches. He used the facts he and his students had collected to
prescribe the most desirable political institutions. Political science in its purest
form describes and explains, but it is hard to resist applying what is learned
to normative questions and prescribing changes. Both Plato and Aristotle saw
Athens in decline; they attempted to understand why and to suggest how it
could be avoided. They thus began a tradition that is still at the heart of political
science: a search for the sources of the good, stable political system.

Most European medieval and Renaissance political thinkers took a religious
approach to the study of government and politics. They were almost strictly
normative, seeking to discover the “ought” or “should,” and were often rather
casual about the “is,” the real-world situation. Informed by religious, legal, and
philosophical values, they tried to ascertain which system of government would
bring humankind closest to what God wished.

Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) introduced what some believe to be the
crux of modern political science: the focus on power. His great work The Prince
was about the getting and using of political power. He was a realist who argued
that to accomplish anything good—such as the unification of Italy and expul-
sion of the foreigners who ruined it—the Prince had to be rational and tough in
the exercise of power.
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Although long depreciated by American political thinkers, who sometimes
shied away from “power” as inherently dirty, the approach took root in Europe
and contributed to the elite analyses of Mosca, Pareto, and Michels. Americans
became acquainted with the power approach through the writings of the refugee
German scholar of international relations Hans J. Morgenthau, who emphasized
that “all politics is a struggle for power.”

The Contractualists

Not long after Machiavelli, the “contractualists”—Hobbes, Locke, and
Rousseau—analyzed why political systems should exist at all. They differed in
many points but agreed that humans, at least in principle, had joined in what
Rousseau called a social contract that everyone now had to observe.

social contract

Theory that
individuals join and
stay in civil society as
if they had signed a
contract.

Classic Works

Not Just Europeans

China, India, and North Africa produced brilliant politi-
cal thinkers centuries ago. Unknown in the West until
relatively recently, they were unlikely to have influenced
the development of Western political theory with their
ideas. The existence of these culturally varied thinkers
suggests that the political nature of humans is basically
the same no matter what the cultural differences.

In China, Confucius, a sixth-century B.C. advi-
sor to kings, propounded his vision of good, stable
government based on two things: the family and
correct, moral behavior instilled in rulers and ruled
alike. At the apex, the emperor sets a moral example
by purifying his spirit and perfecting his manners.
He must think good thoughts in utter sincerity; if he
does not, his empire crumbles. He is copied by his
subjects, who are arrayed hierarchically below the
emperor, down to the father of a family, who is like
a miniature emperor to whom wives and children
are subservient. The Confucian system bears some
resemblance to Plato’s ideal Republic; the difference
is that the Chinese actually practiced Confucianism,
which lasted two and a half millennia and through a
dozen dynasties.

Two millennia before Machiavelli and Hobbes,
the Indian writer Kautilya in the fourth century B.C.
arrived at the same conclusions. Kautilya, a prime
minister and advisor to an Indian monarch, wrote in

Arthashastra (translated as The Principles of Material
Well-Being) that prosperity comes from living in a well-
run kingdom. Like Hobbes, Kautilya posited a state of
nature that meant anarchy. Monarchs arose to protect
the land and people against anarchy and ensure their
prosperity. Like Machiavelli, Kautilya advised his prince
to operate on the basis of pure expediency, doing
whatever it takes to secure his kingdom domestically
and against other kingdoms.

In fourteenth-century A.D. North Africa, Ibn
Khaldun was a secretary, executive, and ambassador
for several rulers. Sometimes out of favor and in jail, he
reflected on what had gone wrong with the great Arab
empires. He concluded, in his Universal History, that
the character of the Arabs and their social cohesive-
ness were determined by climate and occupation. Ibn
Khaldun was almost modern in his linking of underlying
economic conditions to social and political change.
Economic decline in North Africa, he found, had led
to political instability and lawlessness. Anticipating
Marx, Toynbee, and many other Western writers, Ibn
Khaldun saw that civilizations pass through cycles of
growth and decline.

Notice what all three of these thinkers had in
common with Machiavelli: All were princely political ad-
visors who turned their insights into general prescrip-
tions for correct governance. Practice led to theory.
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state of nature

Humans before
civilization.

civil society
Humans after
becoming civilized.
Modern usage:
associations
between family and
government.

general will
Rousseau’s theory
of what a whole
community wants.

Zeitgeist

German for “spirit
of the times”;
Hegel’s theory that
each epoch has a
distinctive spirit,
which moves history
along.

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) imagined that life in “the state of nature,”
before civil society was founded, must have been terrible. Every man would
have been the enemy of every other man, a “war of each against all.” Humans
would live in savage squalor with “no arts; no letters; no society; and which is
worst of all, continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, soli-
tary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” To get out of this horror, people would—
out of their profound self-interest—rationally join together to form civil society.
Society thus arises naturally out of fear. People would also gladly submit to a
king, even a bad one, for a monarch prevents anarchy.

John Locke (1632-1704) came to less harsh conclusions. Locke theorized that
the original state of nature was not so bad; people lived in equality and tolerance
with one another. But they could not secure their property. There was no money,
title deeds, or courts of law, so ownership was uncertain. To remedy this, they
contractually formed civil society and thus secured “life, liberty, and property.”
Locke is to property rights as Hobbes is to fear of violent death. Some phi-
losophers argue that Americans are the children of Locke. Notice the American
emphasis on “the natural right to property.”

Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1788) laid the philosophical groundwork
for the French Revolution. In contrast to Hobbes and Locke, Rousseau theo-
rized that life in the state of nature was downright good; people lived as
“noble savages” without artifice or jealousy. (All the contractualists were
influenced by not-very-accurate descriptions of Native Americans.) What
corrupted humans, said Rousseau, was society itself. The famous words at
the beginning of his Social Contract: “Man is born free but everywhere is
in chains.”

But society can be drastically improved, argued Rousseau, leading to human
freedom. A just society would be a voluntary community with a will of its own,
the general will—what everyone wants over and above the selfish “particular
wills” of individuals and interest groups. In such communities, humans gain
dignity and freedom. If people are bad, it is because society made them that way
(a view held by many today). A good society, on the other hand, can “force men
to be free” if they misbehave. Many see the roots of totalitarianism in Rousseau:
the imagined perfect society; the general will, which the dictator claims to know;
and the breaking of those who do not cooperate.

Marxist Theories

Karl Marx (1818-1883) produced an exceedingly complex theory consisting of at
least three interrelated elements: a theory of economics, a theory of social class,
and a theory of history. Like Hegel (1770-1831), Marx argued that things do not
happen by accident; everything has a cause. Hegel posited the underlying cause
that moves history forward as spiritual, specifically the Zeitgeist, the spirit of
the times. Marx found the great underlying cause in economics.
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ECONOMICS Marx concentrated on the “surplus value”—what we call profit.

Workers produce things but get paid only a fraction of the value of what they

produce. The capitalist owners skim off the rest, the surplus value. The working

class—what Marx called the proletariat—is paid too little to buy all the products  proletariat

the workers have made, resulting in repeated overproduction, which leads to ~ Marx’s name for the
. . . . . industrial working

depressions. Eventually, argued Marx, there will be a depression so big the capi- 555

talist system will collapse.

SOCIAL CLASS Every society divides into two classes: a small class of those

who own the means of production and a large class of those who work for the

small class. Society is run according to the dictates of the upper class, which sets

up the laws, arts, and styles needed to maintain itself in power. (Marx, in mod-

ern terms, was an elite theorist.) Most laws concern property rights, noted Marx,

because the bourgeoisie (the capitalists) are obsessed with hanging on to their bourgeois

property, which, according to Marx, is nothing but skimmed-off surplus value Adjective, originally
. - French, for city

anyway. If the country goes to war, said Marx, it is not because the common  gyeller: later and

people wish it but because the ruling bourgeoisie needs a war for economic gain. ~ current, middle class

The proletariat, in fact, has no country; proletarians are international, all suffer- g;fgr;sir;; Noun:

ing under the heel of the capitalists.

HISTORY Putting together his economic and social-class theories, Marx ex-
plained historical changes. When the underlying economic basis of society
gets out of kilter with the structure that the dominant class has established (its
laws, institutions, businesses, and so on), the system collapses, as in the French
Revolution and ultimately, he predicted, capitalist systems. Marx was partly a
theorist and partly an ideologist.

Marxism, as applied in the Soviet Union and other Communist countries, led
to tyranny and failure, but, as a system of analysis, Marxism is still interesting
and useful. For example, social class is important in structuring political views—
but never uniformly. Economic interest groups still ride high and, by means of
freely spending on election campaigns, often get their way in laws, policies, and
tax breaks. They seldom get all they want, however, as they are opposed by other
interest groups. Marx’s enduring contributions are (1) his understanding that
societies are never fully unified and peaceful but always riven with conflict and
(2) that we must ask “Who benefits?” in any political controversy.

One of the enduring problems and weaknesses of Marx is that capitalism,
contrary to his prediction, has not collapsed. Marx failed to understand the
flexible, adaptive nature of capitalism. Old industries fade, and new ones rise.
Imagine trying to explain Bill Gates and the computer software industry to
people in the 1960s. Marx also missed that capitalism is not just one system—it
is many. U.S., French, Singaporean, and Japanese capitalisms are distinct from
each other. Marx’s simplified notions of capitalism illustrate what happens
when theory is placed in the service of ideology: Unquestioning followers
believe it too literally.
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Both political science and political theory have their place. As a citizen look-
ing to improve the world, you are thinking like a political theorist—how things
should be. You will need to decide what actions to take to achieve the political
change you desire. To do so, you need to understand how things actually work
and why. You need the skills of the political scientist to see the world as it is. If
you only wish the world to be, you may be attempting impossible change. Thus,
in navigating through political life, we merge the objective lens of political sci-
ence with the normative lens of political theory.

Review Questions

1. What does it mean to “never get angry at a 5. What did Machiavelli, Confucius, Kautilya,
fact”? and Ibn Khaldun have in common?

2. Why did Aristotle call politics “the master 6. How did Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau
science”? differ?

3. Is politics largely biological, psychological, 7. What is the crux of Marx’s theory?

cultural, rational, or irrational?

8. What is rational-choice theory?

4. How can something as messy as politics be a

science?
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Chapter 2

Political Ideologies

Learning Objectives

2.1 Explain the difference between a political theory and an ideology.
2.2 Distinguish between classic and modern liberalism.

2.3 Contrast Burkean conservatism with its current variety.

2.4 Explain how socialism split into several varieties.

2.5 Trace the origins of nationalism until the present day.

2.6 List and define as many current ideologies as you can.

2.7 Evaluate the “end of ideology” argument.



In the last century, many political scientists thought ideological politics was
over in the United States. Pragmatic politicians of both parties tended to stick
to the political center and were willing to compromise. Recent elections, how-
ever, show strong and growing ideological divisions. Republicans denounce
Democratic fiscal, healthcare, and finance reforms as “liberal” or even “social-
ist.” Democrats denounce Republicans for trying to roll back necessary, pro-
gressive legislation and make rich people richer. There is little middle ground for
moderation and compromise.

America has experienced bouts of ideological politics before. Both main par-
ties have ideological roots. Probably few Republicans knew it, but they were
based on classic liberalism, harkening back to Adam Smith’s 1776 admonition
to get government out of the economy. Democrats, on the other hand, had long
emphasized government solutions for financial crashes, poverty, health care,
and education. They were modern liberals, quite distinct from the classic variety.
Ideology is alive, well, and powerful in America.

What Is Ideology?

2.1 Explain the difference between a political theory and an ideology.

An ideology begins with the belief that things can be better; it is a plan to
improve society. As economist Anthony Downs put it in 1957, ideology is “a
verbal image of the good society, and of the chief means of constructing such a
society.” Political ideologies are not political science; they are not calm, rational
attempts to understand political systems. They are, rather, commitments to
change political systems. (An exception is classic conservatism, which aimed to
keep things from changing too much.) Ideologues make poor political scientists,
for they confuse the “should” or “ought” of ideology with the “is” of political
science. Ideologies are often based on political and economic theories but sim-
plified and popularized to sell to mass audiences, build political movements,
and win elections. Ideologies might be called cheap theories.

In politics, ideology cements together movements, parties, and revolutionary
groups. To fight and endure sacrifices, people need ideological motivation, some-
thing to believe in. Americans have sometimes not grasped this point. With their
emphasis on moderation and pragmatism, they fail to understand the energizing
effect of ideology in the world today. Muslim jihadis, committed to a mix of salafi-
yya, tribalism, anticolonialism, and even a bit of socialism (see below), sacrificed
their lives to kill Americans and fellow Muslims. We never understood the new,
fanatic ideology—sometimes called Islamism—we faced in Afghanistan and Iraq.

We tend to forget that more than two centuries ago, Americans were quite
ideological, too, and—imbued with a passion for freedom and self-rule, via the
pens of John Locke and Thomas Paine—beat a larger and better-equipped army
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pragmatic

Using whatever
works without theory
or ideology.

ideologue

Someone who
believes passionately
in an ideology.

ideology

Belief system
that society can
be improved by
following certain
doctrines; usually
ends in ism.
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classic liberalism

Ideology founded by
Adam Smith to keep
government out of
economy; became
U.S. conservatism.

of Englishmen and Hessians who had no good reason to fight. Our Civil War
was in part fought on ideological grounds over the definition of human freedom
and the power of the states to go separate ways.

Be warned: Ideologies never work precisely the way their advocates intend.
Some are hideous failures. All ideologies contain wishful thinking, which
frequently collapses in the face of reality. Ideologues claim they can perfect
the world; reality is highly imperfect. The classic liberalism of Adam Smith
did contribute to the nineteenth century’s economic growth, but it also led to
great inequalities of wealth and recurring depressions. It was modified into
modern liberalism. Communism led to brutal tyranny, economic failure, and
collapse. China quietly abandoned Maoism in favor of rapid economic growth.
Ideologies, when measured against their actual performance, fall far short. Is
that because political rivals thwarted implementation of the ideology or because

the ideas themselves were defective? It depends on whom you ask.

Theories
The Origins of Ideologies

Many ideologies stem from deeper political theories.
Classic liberalism traces back to seventeenth-century
English philosopher John Locke who emphasized in-
dividual rights, property, and reason. Communism
traces back to early nineteenth-century German
philosopher G. W. F. Hegel who emphasized that all
facets of a society—art, music, architecture, politics,
law, and so on—hang together as a package, all the
expression of an underlying Zeitgeist.

The philosophers’ ideas, however, are simplified
and popularized. |deologists want plans for action, not
abstract ideas. Marx, for example, “stood Hegel on his
head” to make economics the great underlying cause.
Most ideologies have a large economic component,
for it is economics that will improve society. Lenin later
stood Marx on his head to make his ideas apply to a
backward country where Marx doubted they should.
Mao Zedong then applied Lenin’s ideas to an even
more backward country, where they did not fit at all.
Ideologies become warped.

|deologies can be classified—with  some
oversimplification—on a left-to-right spectrum that
dates back to the meeting of the French National
Assembly in 1789. To allow delegates of similar views
to caucus and to keep apart strong partisans who

might fight, members were seated as follows in a
semicircular chamber: Conservatives (who favored
continuation of the monarchy) were on the speaker’s
right, radicals (who favored sweeping away the old
system altogether in favor of a republic of freedom and
equality) were seated to his left, and moderates (who
wanted some change) were seated in the center.

We have been calling their ideological descendants
left, right, and center ever since, even though the content
of their views has changed. The left now favors equality,
welfare programs, and government intervention in the
economy. The right stresses individual initiative and
private economic activity. Centrists try to synthesize and
moderate the views of both. People a little to one side or
the other are called center-left or center-right. Sweden’s
political parties form a rather neat left-to-right spectrum:
a small Left Party (formerly Communist); a large Social
Democratic Party; and medium-sized Center (formerly
Farmers’), Liberal, Christian, and Conservative Parties.

One ideology gives rise to others (see figure on
the following page). Starting with the classic liberalism
of Adam Smith, we see how liberalism branched left-
ward into radical, socialist, and communist directions.
Meanwhile, on the conservative side, it branched
rightward.
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Figure 2.1 How political ideologies relate to one another: key thinkers and dates

of emergence.
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2.2 Distinguish between classic and modern liberalism.

Frederick Watkins of Yale called 1776 “the Year One of the Age of Ideology” and
not just for the American Revolution. That same year Scottish economist Adam
Smith published The Wealth of Nations, thereby founding classic laissez-faire eco-
nomics. The true wealth of nations, Smith argued, is not in the amount of gold
and silver they amass but in the amount of goods and services their people pro-
duce. Smith was refuting an earlier notion, called mercantilism, that the bullion
in a nation’s treasury determined its wealth. Spain had looted the New World of
gold and silver but grew poorer. The French, too, since at least Louis XIV in the
previous century, had followed mercantilist policies by means of government
supervision of the economy with plans, grants of monopoly, subsidies, tariffs,
and other restraints on trade.

Smith reasoned that this was not the path to prosperity. Government inter-
ference retards growth. If you give one firm a monopoly to manufacture some-
thing, you banish competition and, with it, efforts to produce new products
and lower prices. The economy stagnates. If you protect domestic industry by
tariffs, you take away incentives for better or cheaper products. By getting the
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government out of the economy, by leaving the economy alone (laissez-faire, in
French), you promote prosperity.

But won’t free competition unsupervised by government lead to chaos?
No, said Smith; the market itself will regulate the economy. Efficient producers
will prosper and inefficient ones will go under. Supply and demand determine
prices better than any government official. In the free marketplace, an “unseen
hand” regulates and self-corrects the economy. If people want more of some-
thing, producers increase output, new producers enter the field, or foreign pro-
ducers bring in their wares. The unseen hand—actually, the rational calculations
of myriad individuals and firms all pursuing their self-interest—microadjusts
the economy with no government help.

This ideology took the name liberalism from the Latin word for “free,”
liber: Society should be as free as possible from government interference. As
aptly summarized by Thomas Jefferson, “That government is best that governs
least.” Americans took to classic liberalism like a duck takes to water. It fit the
needs of a vigorous, freedom-loving population with plenty of room to expand.
Noneconomic liberty also suited Americans. Government should also not super-
vise religion, the press, or free speech.

But, you say, what you're calling liberalism here is actually what Americans
today call conservatism. True. In the late nineteenth century, liberalism changed
and split into modern liberalism and what we now call conservatism, which
we discuss next. To keep our terminology straight, we call the original ideas of
Adam Smith “classic liberalism” to distinguish it from the modern variety.

Modern Liberalism

By the late nineteenth century, it was clear that the free market was not com-
pletely self-regulating. Competition was imperfect. Manufacturers rigged the
market—a point Smith himself had warned about. There was a drift to bigness
and fewness: monopoly. The system produced a large underclass of the terribly
poor (brilliantly depicted by Dickens). Class positions were largely inherited;
children of better-off families got the education and connections to stay on top.
Bouts of speculative investing led to recurring economic downturns—2008-2009
is just the most recent example—which especially hurt the poor and the working
class. In short, the laissez-faire economy created some problems.

The Englishman Thomas Hill Green (1836-1882) rethought liberalism. The
goal of liberalism, reasoned Green, was a free society. But what happens when
economic developments take away freedom? The classic liberals placed great
store in contracts (agreements between consenting parties with little govern-
ment supervision): If you don’t like the deal, don’t take it. But what if the bar-
gaining power of the two parties is greatly unequal, as between a rich employer
and a poor person desperate for a job? Does the latter really have a free choice
in accepting or rejecting a job with very low wages? Classic liberalism said let



it be; wages will find their own level. But what if the wage is below starva-
tion level? Here, Green said, it was time for government to step in. In such a
case, it would not be a question of government infringing on freedoms but of
government protecting them. Instead of the purely negative “freedom from,”
there had to be a certain amount of the positive “freedom to.” Green called this
positive freedom. Government was to step in to guarantee the freedom to live at
an adequate level.

Classic liberalism expelled government from the marketplace; modern lib-
eralism brought it back in, this time to protect people from a sometimes unfair
economic system. Modern liberals championed wage and hour laws, the right to
form unions, unemployment and health insurance, and improved educational
opportunities. To do this, they placed heavier taxes on the rich than on the
working class. They also regulated banking and finance to dampen the boom-
and-bust cycle. This is the liberalism of the United States over the past century,
the liberalism of Woodrow Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Barack Obama;
however, one strand of the old liberalism remains in the new: the emphasis on
freedom of speech and press.

Conservatism

2.3 Contrast Burkean conservatism with its current variety.

We should call the ideas of Edmund Burke (1729-1797) “classic conservatism,”
for his conservatism diverges in many ways from modern conservatism. Burke
knew Adam Smith and agreed that a free market was the best economic system.
Burke also opposed crushing the rebellious American colonists; after all, they
were only trying to regain the ancient freedoms of Englishmen, said Burke. So
far, Burke sounds like a liberal.

But Burke strongly objected to the way liberal ideas were applied in France
by revolutionists. There, liberalism turned into radicalism, influenced by phi-
losopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau and, fresh from the U.S. revolution, Thomas
Paine. As is often the case, an ideology devised in one place becomes warped
when applied to different circumstances. Liberalism in America was easy; once
the English and their Tory sympathizers cleared out, it fell into place without
resistance. But in France, a large aristocratic class and a state-supported Roman
Catholic Church had a lot to lose. The revolutionaries tried to solve the problem
with the guillotine and swept away all established institutions.

This, said Burke, was a terrible mistake. Liberals place too much confidence
in human reason. People are only partly rational; they also have irrational pas-
sions. To contain them, society over the centuries has evolved traditions, institu-
tions, and standards of morality, such as monarchy and an established church.
Sweep these aside, warned Burke, and man’s irrational impulses burst out, lead-
ing to chaos, which in turn ends in tyranny far worse than the old system. Burke,
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government
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liberalism today.

conservatism

Ideology of keeping
systems largely
unchanged.
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in his 1792 Reflexions on the Revolution in France, predicted that France would fall
into military dictatorship. In 1799, Napoleon took over.

Institutions and traditions that currently exist cannot be all bad, Burke rea-
soned, for they are the products of hundreds of years of trial and error. People
have become used to them. The best should be preserved or “conserved” (hence
the name conservatism). They are not perfect, but they work. This is not to say
that things should never change. Of course they should change, said Burke, but
only gradually, giving people time to adjust. “A state without the means of some
change is without the means of its conservation,” he wrote.

Burke was an important thinker for several reasons. He helped discover the
irrational in human behavior: Humans are often guided by passion rather than
by reason. He saw that institutions are like living things; they grow and adapt
over time. And, most important, he saw that revolutions end badly, for society
cannot be instantly remade according to human reason. Although Burke’s ideas
have been called an anti-ideology—for they aimed to shoot down the radicalism
then engulfing France—they have considerable staying power. Burke’s empha-
sis on religion, traditions, and morality has been taken over by modern conser-
vatives. His doubts about applying reason to solve social problems were echoed
by political scientist Jeane Kirkpatrick (1926-2006), President Reagan’s UN
ambassador, who found that leftists always suppose that things can be much
better when in fact violent upheaval always makes things worse. In these ways,
classic conservatism is very much alive.

Modern Conservatism

What happened to the other branch of liberalism, the people who stayed true
to Adam Smith’s original doctrine of minimal government? They are still very
important, only today we call them conservatives. (In Europe, they still call
them liberals or neoliberals, much to the confusion of Americans.) American
conservatives got a big boost from Milton Friedman (1912-2006), a Nobel
Prize-winning economist. Friedman argued that the free market is still the
best, that Adam Smith was right, and that wherever government intervenes
it messes things up. Margaret Thatcher in Britain and Ronald Reagan in the
United States applied this revival of classic liberalism in the 1980s with mixed
but generally positive results.

Modern conservatives worship the market more than Adam Smith ever did.
Smith recognized that markets could be crooked and unfair. Today’s conserva-
tives contend that all markets are honest and self-correcting, certainly more so
than government regulation, which they would roll back. Alan Greenspan, pow-
erful chair of the Federal Reserve Board from 1987 to 2006, ignored warnings
that the U.S. housing market was a bubble ready to pop. The huge banks would
not be so greedy or foolish as to let that happen, he reasoned, so Fed action was
unnecessary. (He later recanted.) Republicans and the Tea Party also assume
that markets are more efficient than government programs and would privatize



many functions, such as running health care only through private insurers.
Critics call this “market fundamentalism,” like a religious creed.

Modern conservatism also borrows from Edmund Burke a concern for
tradition, especially in religion. American conservatives would put prayer into
public schools, outlaw abortion and same-sex marriage, and support private
and church-related schools. Modern conservatives also oppose special rights
for women and minority groups, arguing that everyone should have the same
rights. Modern conservatism is a blend of the economic ideas of Adam Smith
and the traditionalist ideas of Edmund Burke.

Socialism

2.4 Explain how socialism split into several varieties.

Liberalism (classic variety) dominated the nineteenth century, but critics
deplored the growing gulf between rich and poor. Unlike T. H. Green, some did
not believe that a few reforms would suffice; they wanted to overthrow the capi-
talist system. These were the socialists, and their leading thinker was Karl Marx,
who wrote less as a scholar than a promoter of revolution. He hated the “bour-
geoisie” long before he developed his elaborate theories that they were doomed.
An outline of his ideas appeared in his 1848 pamphlet The Communist Manifesto,
which concluded with the ringing words: “The proletarians have nothing to
lose but their chains. They have a world to win. Workers of all countries, unite!”
Marx participated in organizing Europe’s first socialist parties.

Marx’s Capital was a gigantic analysis of why capitalism would be over-
thrown by the proletariat. Then would come socialism, a just, productive society
without class distinctions. Later, at a certain stage when industrial production
was very high, this socialist society will turn into communism, a perfect society
without police, money, or even government. Goods will be in such plenty that
people will just take what they need. There will be no private property, so there
will be no need for police. Because government is simply an instrument of class
domination, with the abolition of distinct classes there will be no need for the
state. It will “wither away.” Communism, then, was Marx’s predicted utopia
beyond socialism.

Marx focused on the ills and malfunctions of capitalism and never speci-
fied what socialism would be like, only that it would be much better than
capitalism; its precise workings he left vague. This has enabled a wide vari-
ety of socialist thinkers to put forward their own vision of socialism and say
it is what Marx really meant. This has ranged from the mild “welfarism” of
social-democratic parties, to anarcho-syndicalism (unions running everything),
to Lenin’s and Stalin’s hypercentralized tyranny, to Trotsky’s denunciation of
same, to Mao’s self-destructive permanent revolution, to Tito’s experimental
decentralized system. All, and a few more, claim to espouse “real” socialism.
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revisionist
Changing an ideology
or view of history.

social democracy
Mildest form of
socialism, promoting
welfare measures but
not state ownership
of industry.

gross domestic
product (GDP)

Sum total of goods
and services
produced in a given
country in one year,
often expressed per
capita (GDPpc) by
dividing population
into GDP.

These different interpretations of socialism caused first the socialist and then
the communist movement to splinter.

Social Democracy

By the beginning of the twentieth century, the German Social Democrats (SPD),
espousing Marxism, had become Germany’s biggest party. Marx had disparaged
conventional parties and labor unions; bourgeois governments would simply
crush them. At most, they could be training grounds for serious revolutionary
action. But the German Social Democrats started succeeding. They got elected to
the Reichstag and local offices; their unions won higher wages and better work-
ing conditions. Some began to think that the working class could accomplish its
aims without revolution. Why use bullets when there are ballots?

Eduard Bernstein developed this view. In his 1901 Evolutionary Socialism,
he pointed out the real gains the working class was making and concluded that
Marx had been wrong about the collapse of capitalism and revolution. Reforms
that won concrete benefits for the working class could also lead to socialism, he
argued. In revising Marxism, Bernstein earned the name revisionist, originally
a pejorative hurled at him by orthodox Marxists. By the time of the ill-fated
Weimar Republic in Germany (1919-1933), the Social Democrats had toned
down their militancy and worked together with liberals and Catholics to try to
save democracy. Persecuted by the Nazis, the SPD revived after World War 1II
and in 1959 dropped Marxism altogether, as did social democrats everywhere,
and got elected more and more. They transformed themselves into center-left
parties with no trace of revolution.

What, then, do social democrats stand for? They abandoned state ownership
of industry. Only a few percent of Sweden’s industry is state-owned, and much
of that conservatives did long ago to keep firms from going under and creating
unemployment. Said Olof Palme, Sweden’s Social Democratic prime minister, “If
industry’s primary purpose is to expand its production, to succeed in new mar-
kets, to provide good jobs for their employees, they need have no fears. Swedish
industry has never expanded so rapidly as during these years of Social Democratic
rule.” Instead of state ownership of industry, social democrats use welfare mea-
sures to improve living conditions: unemployment and medical insurance, gener-
ous pensions, and subsidized food and housing. Social democracies have become
welfare states: Welfarism would be a more accurate term than socialism.

There’s one catch—there’s always at least one catch—and that is that wel-
fare states are terribly expensive. To pay for welfare measures, taxes climb. In
Denmark and Sweden, taxes consume half of the gross domestic product (GDP),
exactly the kind of thing Milton Friedman warned about. With those kinds of
taxes, soon you are not free to choose how you live. U.S. liberalism is tinged
with social democratic ideas on welfare. The left wing of our Democratic Party—
for example, Elizabeth Warren and Bernie Sanders—resembles ideologically the
moderate wings of European social democratic parties.



Communism

While the social democrats evolved into reformists and welfarists, a smaller
wing of the original socialists stayed Marxist and became the Communists.
The key figure in this transformation was a Russian intellectual, Vladimir I.
Lenin (1870-1924). He made several changes in Marxism, producing Marxism-
Leninism, another name for communism.

IMPERIALISM Many Russian intellectuals of the late nineteenth century hated
the tsarist system and embraced Marxism as a way to overthrow tsarism. But
Marx meant his theory to apply in the most advanced capitalist countries, not in
backward Russia, where capitalism was just beginning. Lenin, in his seventeen-
year exile in Switzerland, remade Marxism to fit the Russian situation. He offered
a theory of economic imperialism, one borrowed from German revolutionary
Rosa Luxemburg and English economist J. A. Hobson, who wondered why the
proletarian revolutions Marx had predicted had not broken out in the advanced
industrialized lands. They concluded that the domestic market could not absorb
all the goods the capitalist system produced, so it found overseas markets.
Capitalism had transformed itself, expanding overseas into colonies to exploit
their raw materials, cheap labor, and new markets. Capitalism thus won a tempo-
rary new lease on life by turning into imperialism. With profits from its colonies,
the mother imperialist country could also pay off its working class a bit to render
it reformist rather than revolutionary.

Imperialism had to expand, Lenin argued, but it was growing unevenly.
Some countries, such as Britain and Germany, were highly developed, but
where capitalism was just starting, as in Spain and Russia, it was weak. The
newly industrializing countries were exploited as a whole by the international
capitalist system. It was in them that revolutionary fever burned brightest; they
were “imperialism’s weakest link.” Accordingly, a revolution could break out
in a poor country and then spread into advanced countries. The imperialist
countries were highly dependent on their empires. Once cut off from exploiting
them, capitalism would fall. World War I, wrote Lenin, was the collision of impe-
rialists trying to dominate the globe.

Lenin shifted the Marxian focus from the situation within capitalist coun-
tries to the global situation. The focus went from Marx’s proletariat rising up
against the bourgeoisie to exploited nations rising up against imperialist pow-
ers. Marx would probably not have endorsed such a redo of his theory.

ORGANIZATION Lenin’s real contribution lay in his attention to organization.
With the tsarist secret police always on their trail, Lenin argued, the Russian so-
cialist party could not be like other parties—large, open, and trying to win votes.
Instead, it had to be small, secretive, made up of professional revolutionaries, and
tightly organized under central command. In 1903, the Russian Social Democratic
Labor party split over this issue. Lenin had enough supporters at the party’s
Brussels meeting to win the votes of thirty-three of the fifty-one delegates pres-
ent. Lenin called his faction bolshevik (Russian for “majority”). The losers, who
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Maoism

Extreme form

of communism,
featuring guerrilla
warfare and periodic
upheavals.

Titoism

Moderate,
decentralized,
partially market form
of communism.

advocated a more moderate line and a more open party, took the name menshevik
(“minority”). In 1918, the Bolsheviks changed the party name to Communist.

Lenin’s attention to organization paid off when Russia fell into chaos during
World War I. In March 1917, a group of moderates seized power from the tsar, but
they were unable to govern the country. In November, the Bolsheviks shrewdly
manipulated councils (soviets in Russian) that had sprung up in the leading cit-
ies and seized control from the moderates. After winning a desperate civil war,
Lenin called on all true socialists around the world to join in a new international
movement under Moscow’s control. It was called the Communist International, or
Comintern. Almost all socialist parties in the world split; their left wings went into
the Comintern and became Communist parties in 1920-1921. The resultant social
democratic and Communist parties have been hostile to each other ever since.

How much Marxism-Leninism did Soviet rulers really believe? They con-
stantly used Marxist rhetoric, but many argued they were cynical about ideol-
ogy and just used it as window dressing. The Soviets never defined their society
as Communist—that was yet to come; it was what they were working on. It is
we in the West who called these countries “Communist.” In 1961, Soviet party
chief Nikita Khrushchev rashly predicted “communism in our generation,” indi-
cating that utopia would be reached by 1980. Instead, it declined, and at the end
of 1991 the Soviet system collapsed.

MAOISM AND TITOISM In the 1930s, Mao Zedong concluded that the
Chinese Communist Party (CCP) had to be based on poor peasants and guerrilla
warfare. This was a break with Stalin’s leadership, and after decades of fighting,
the CCP took over mainland China in 1949. Mao pursued a radical course that
included a failed attempt at overnight industrialization (the Great Leap Forward
of 1958-1961), the destruction of bureaucratic authority (the Proletarian Cultural
Revolution in 1966-1976), and even border fighting with the Soviet Union in
1969. After Mao’s death in 1976, pragmatic leaders moved China away from
his extremism, which had ruined China’s economic progress. A few revolution-
ary groups stayed Maoist: Cambodia’s murderous Khmer Rouge and India’s
Naxalites. Maoism is an ultraradical form of communism.

Yugoslav party chief Josip Tito went the other way, developing a more mod-
erate and liberal form of communism. Even though Tito’s partisans fought the
Germans in Stalin’s name, Stalin did not fully control Tito, and in 1948 Stalin had
Yugoslavia kicked out of the Communist camp. During the 1950s, the Yugoslav
Communists reformed their system, basing it on decentralization, debureaucra-
tization, and worker self-management. Trying to find a middle ground between
a market and a controlled economy, Yugoslavia suffered economic problems in
the 1980s. Titoism might have served as a warning to Communist rulers who
wanted to experiment with “middle ways” between capitalism and socialism.
The combination is unstable and worked only because Tito was undisputed
ruler; when he died in 1980, Yugoslavia started coming apart until, by the early
1990s, it was a bloodbath.



Nationalism

2.5 Trace the origins of nationalism until the present day.

The real winner among ideologies—one that still dominates today—is
nationalism, the exaggerated belief in the greatness and unity of one’s country.
Nationalism is often born out of occupation and repression by foreigners. “We
won’t be pushed around by foreigners any more!” shout Cuban, Palestinian,
Chinese, and many other nationalists. Nationalism has triumphed over and
influenced all other ideologies, so that, in the United States, conservatism is
combined with American nationalism, and, in China, nationalism was always
more important than communism.

The first seeds of nationalism came with the Renaissance monarchs who
proclaimed their absolute power and the unity and greatness of their kingdoms.
Nationality was born out of sovereignty. Nationalism, however, appeared only
with the French Revolution, which was based on “the people” and heightened
French feelings about themselves as a special, leading people destined to free
the rest of Europe. When a Prussian army invaded France in 1792, the “nation
in arms” stopped them at Valmy; enthusiastic volunteers beat professional sol-
diers. The stirring “Marseillaise,” France’s national anthem, appeared that year.

Later, Napoleon’s legions ostensibly spread the radical liberalism of the
French Revolution but were really spreading nationalism. The conquered
nations of Europe quickly grew to hate the arrogant French occupiers. Spaniards,
Germans, and Russians soon became nationalistic themselves as they struggled
to expel the French. Basic to nationalism is resentment of foreign domination, be
it by British redcoats, Napoleon’s legions, or European colonialists. Nationalism
blanketed Europe in the nineteenth century and in the twentieth century spread
to Europe’s colonies throughout the world. It is in the developing countries that
nationalism is now most intense.

By the mid—nineteenth century, thinkers all over Europe—especially in
Germany and Italy—defined the nation as the ultimate human value, the
source of all things good. Italian writer Giuseppe Mazzini espoused freedom
not for individuals—that was mere liberalism—but for nations instead. One
achieved true freedom by subordinating oneself to the nation. Education, for
example, had to inculcate a sense of nationalism that blotted out individualism,
argued Mazzini.

Nationalism arises when a population, often led by intellectuals, perceives
an enemy or “other” to despise and struggle against. In the twentieth century,
this has often been a colonial power such as Britain, France, or the Netherlands,
against whom, respectively, Indians, Algerians, and Indonesians could rally in
their fight for independence. Nationalism holds that it is terribly wrong to be
ruled by others. Thus, Bosnian Serbs did not consent to be ruled by Bosnian
Muslims, Palestinians by Israelis, and Lithuanians by Russians. Some Chinese
and Iranians, feeling they have been repressed and controlled by outside
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nationalism

A people’s heightened
sense of cultural,
historical, and
territorial identity,
unity, and sometimes
greatness.

sovereignty

A national
government’s being
boss on its own turf,
the last word in law
in that country.
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fascism

Extreme form of
nationalism with
elements of racism,
socialism, and
militarism.

powers, lash out with nationalistic military and diplomatic policies. Even some
Canadians, fearful of U.S. economic and cultural dominance, turn nationalistic.

Nationalism can lead to wars and economic isolation. “We won’t let for-
eigners take over our economy!” say nationalists, but rapid economic growth
needs foreign investment and world trade. Economic nationalists in the United
States, for example, oppose exporting our newly abundant shale gas. It should
be used by and for Americans! More than any of the previous ideologies,
nationalism depends on emotional appeals. The feeling of belonging to a nation
goes to our psychological center. What other human organization would we
fight and kill for?

REGIONAL NATIONALISM In recent decades, the world has seen the rise of
another kind of nationalism: regional nationalism, which aims at breaking up
existing nations into what its proponents argue are the true nations. Militant
Québécois want to separate from Canada, Basques from Spain, Tibetans from
China, and Scots from Britain. Regional nationalism too is based on hatred of
being ruled by unlike peoples.

Fascism

In Italy and Germany, nationalism grew into fascism, one of the great catas-
trophes of the twentieth century. One sign of a fascist movement is members
in uniforms; they crave military structure and discipline. Before World War I,
Italian journalist Benito Mussolini was a fire-breathing socialist; military service
changed him into an ardent nationalist. Italy was full of discontented people
after World War I. “Maximalist” socialists threatened revolution. In those chaotic
times, Mussolini assembled a strange collection of people in black shirts who
wanted to end democracy and political parties and impose stern central author-
ity and discipline. These Fascists—a word taken from the ancient Roman symbol
of authority, a bundle of sticks bound around an ax (the fasces)—hated disorder
and wanted strong leadership to end it.

Amid growing disorder in 1922, the king of Italy handed power to
Mussolini, and by 1924 he had turned Italy into a one-party state with himself as
Duce (leader). The Fascists ran the economy by inserting their men into all key
positions. Italy looked impressive: There was little crime, much monumental
construction, stable prices, and, as they used to say, “The trains ran on time.”
Behind the scenes, however, fascism was a mess, with hidden unemployment,
poor economic performance, and corruption.

With the collapse of the world economy in 1929, however, some thought
fascism was the wave of the future. Adolf Hitler in Germany copied Mussolini’s
fascism but had his followers wear brown shirts and added racism. For Hitler,
it was not just Germans as a nation who were fighting the punitive and unfair
Versailles Treaty and chaos of the Weimar Republic; it was Germans as a distinct
and superior race. Hitler did not invent German racism, which went back gen-
erations, but he hyped it. The racist line held that a special branch of the white
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Methods

Theses

Begin your paper with a clear, punchy thesis, a first
sentence giving your main idea or claim, the point you
are going to prove. A thesis that cannot be proved
with empirical evidence is just speculation, not solid
research. An initial attempt at a thesis is a hypothesis.
If your evidence does not support your thesis, discard
or change it. Your thesis paragraph should be about as
long as this one.

The simplest thesis is that something is (or is not)
happening: “More and more interest groups set up
shop in Washington.” Avoid trivial theses, anything well
known or established: “The president is inaugurated
on January 20 following the election.” An interest-
ing thesis explains how one thing relates to another:
“White Protestant males vote strongly Republican.”
Gathering examples or case studies is often the initial
step to developing a thesis. If you take the six coun-
ties in your state with the highest Obama vote, what
generalizations can you make about them? Do not
gently introduce your thesis (save that for your English
class); move directly into it. A thesis is more definite
than what the paper is “about.” You left that behind in
high school.

Next, you must support your thesis, like a lawyer
making a case. Like a judge, your instructor decides
if your evidence is valid and supports your point. In a
short paper, you might back up your thesis with three
to five supporting elements. You might want to use
subheads, little titles in the middle of your paper, to
separate your supporting arguments. Subheads help
structure your ideas and make the paper easier to un-
derstand. If you cannot support your thesis with facts,
numbers, quotes, or just plain reasoning, abandon or
change it. As they say in the news business: “Back it
up or back off.”

Indirect

Television has a big
impact on politics, and
many critics feel that it
is not always a good
impact.

Unprovable
Democracy is the
government of the
people, by the people,
and for the people.
Trivial

Tea Party supporters
were unhappy with
taxes and government.

Vague

This paper is about U.S.
policy toward Iran over
three decades.

Direct

U.S. television adver-
tising makes viewers
cynical and indifferent
and leads to low voter
turnout.

Provable

Better-off countries tend
to be democracies, poor
countries not.

Nontrivial

Tea Party supporters

were mostly Republi-
can voters angry over
Obama’s programs.

Clear

U.S. policy toward Iran
failed to notice rising
discontent against the
shah.

Boldfaced and Centered

Boldface and center your subheads (like the above
subhead) to make them stand out. A new subhead
indicates you are moving on to another supporting
element. A paragraph is one thought or point. Make
about three of them per double-spaced page. A
paragraph that rambles on for a whole page is hard to
read. Have no more than one subhead per page. For
example, if your thesis is that a sour economy hurts
incumbent presidents in elections, you might make a
subhead for each election: “The 2008 Elections,” “The
2012 Elections,” and so on. A five-page paper may
have about three subheads, indicating you are sup-
porting your thesis with three elements.

thesis

race, the Aryans, were the bearers of all civilization. A sub-branch, the Nordics,
which included Germans, were even better. (Actually, Germans are of very
mixed genealogy.) Nazis argued that the superior Nordics were being subju-
gated to the sinister forces of Judaism, communism, world capitalism, and even
Roman Catholicism. This doctrine was the basis for the death camps.

A main idea or claim,
to be proved by
evidence.
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Hitler was named chancellor (prime minister) in 1933 in a situation of turmoil
and, like Mussolini, within two years perfected a dictatorship with majority
German support. With Nazis “coordinating” the economy, unemployment ended
and many working people felt they were getting a good deal with jobs, vacations,
and welfare the regime provided. The Nazis” full name was the National Socialist
German Workers Party, but the socialism was fake. Hitler’s true aim was war, as
war builds heroes. For a few years, Hitler dominated Europe and started turning
the Slavic lands of Eastern Europe into colonies for Germans—Lebensraum (living
space). Nazi death camps killed some six million Jews and a similar number of
Christians who were in the way. Was Hitler mad? Many of his views were widely
held among Germans, and he had millions of enthusiastic helpers. Rather than
insanity, the Nazis demonstrated the danger of nationalism run amok.

The word fascist has been overused and misused. Some hurl it at everything
they dislike. Spanish dictator Francisco Franco, for example, was long consid-
ered a fascist, but he was actually a “traditional authoritarian,” for he tried to
minimize mass political involvement rather than stir it up the way Mussolini
and Hitler did. Brazilian President Gettlio Vargas decreed a fascist-sounding
“New State” in 1937, but he was merely borrowing some fascist rhetoric at a
time when the movement was having its heyday in Europe. Some right-wing
American commentators denounce “Islamofascists” and “feminazis.”

The Ku Klux Klan in the United States is sometimes called fascist, and its
members wear uniforms. The Klan’s populist racism is similar to the Nazis’,
but the Klan strongly opposes the power of the national government, whereas
the Nazis and Fascists worshipped it. Now some European anti-immigrant and
anti-EU parties are tinged with fascism. Hungary’s Jobbik Party, which hates
immigrants and Jews, parades in uniform.

Ideology in Our Day

2.6 List and define as many current ideologies as you can.

The Collapse of Communism

By the 1980s, communism the world over was ideologically exhausted. Few
people in China, Eastern Europe, and even the Soviet Union believed it any lon-
ger. In the non-Communist world, leftists deserted Marxism in droves. Several
West European Communist parties embraced “Eurocommunism,” a greatly
watered-down ideology that renounced dictatorship and state ownership of
industry. Capitalism was supposed to have collapsed; instead, it was thriving
in the United States, Western Europe, and East Asia. Many Communist leaders
admitted that their economies were too rigid and centralized and that the cure
lay in cutting back state controls in favor of market economies.

Reform-minded Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev (who ruled 1985-1991)
offered a three-pronged approach to revitalizing Soviet communism: glasnost



(media openness), perestrotka (economic restructuring), and demokratizatzia
(democratization). Applied haltingly and half-heartedly, the reforms only height-
ened discontent, for now Soviets could voice their complaints. Starting in Eastern
Europe in 1989, non-Communist parties took over. In the Soviet Union, a par-
tially free parliament was elected and began debating change. Non-Communist
parties and movements appeared. Gorbachev still could not make up his mind
how far and fast reforms should go, and the economy, barely reformed, turned
wildly inflationary. A 1991 coup failed, and by the end of the year the Soviet
Union ceased to exist.

Neoconservatism

In the 1970s, a new ideology emerged in the United States: neoconservatism,
much of it from disillusioned liberals and leftists. As neoconservative writer
Irving Kristol put it, “A neoconservative is a liberal who's been mugged by
reality.” Neoconservatives charged that the Democratic Party had moved too
far left with unrealistic ideas on domestic reforms and a pacifist foreign policy.
Neoconservatives reacted against the Great Society programs introduced by
Lyndon Johnson in the mid-1960s that aimed to wipe out poverty and dis-
crimination. Some liberals said the Great Society was never given a chance
because funds for it were siphoned away by the Vietnam War. But neocons said
it worked badly, that many of the programs achieved nothing. The cities grew
worse; educational standards declined; medical aid became extremely costly;
and a class of welfare-dependent poor emerged, people who had little incentive
to work. Neocons spoke of negative “unforeseen consequences” of well-inten-
tioned liberal programs.

Especially bothersome to neocons: Affirmative action gave racial minorities
preferential treatment in hiring, sometimes ahead of better-qualified whites.
Many neoconservatives were horrified at the extreme relativism that had grown
in the 1960s. Simplistic ideas—such as “It’s all right if it feels good” and “It just
depends on your point of view” and “multiculturalism”—drove many liberals
to neoconservatism. Ironically, some neocons were college professors who had
earlier tried to broaden their students’ views by stressing the relativity of all
viewpoints and cultures. Instead, students became vacuous.

In the younger Bush administration, highly placed neocons promoted war
with Iraq both to protect the United States and to pull the Muslim world into
democracy. Many old-fashioned conservatives, who express more isolationist
ideas, despise the neocons, some of whom now advocate “getting tough” with
Iran and China.

Libertarianism

Slowly growing since the 1960s is an ideology so liberal that it became conserva-
tive, or vice versa. Libertarians would return to the original Adam Smith, with
essentially no government interference in anything. They would deliver what
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neoconservatism

U.S. ideology of
former liberals
turning to
conservative causes
and methods.

libertarianism

U.S. ideology in
favor of shrinking all
government power
in favor of individual
freedom.
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feminism

Ideology of
psychological,
political, and
economic equality for
women.

Republicans only talk about. They note that modern liberals want a controlled
economy but personal freedom while modern conservatives want a free econ-
omy but constraints on personal freedom. Why not freedom in both areas?
Libertarians oppose subsidies, bureaucracies, taxes, intervention overseas, and
big government itself. As such, they plugged into a very old American tradition
and gained respectability. Although no libertarian candidates won elections,
their Cato Institute in Washington became a lively think tank whose ideas could
not be ignored. (One Cato paper deplored cities building light rail systems when
buses are better and cheaper. The paper’s title: “A Desire Named Streetcar.”)
Some critics blame libertarian worship of unregulated markets for the reckless
deals that produced the 2008 financial meltdown. Rep. Ron Paul (father of Sen.
Rand Paul), who earlier ran for president earlier as a Libertarian, later attempted
to gain the Republican nomination.

Feminism

Springing to new life in the 1960s with a handful of female writers, by the 1970s
the women’s movement had become a political force in the United States and
Western Europe. Feminist writers pointed out that women were paid less than
men, were not promoted, were psychologically and physically abused by men,
were denied loans and insurance, and were in general second-class citizens.

The root problem was psychological, argued feminists. Women and men were
forced into “gender roles” that had little to do with biology. Boys were condi-
tioned to be tough, domineering, competitive, and “macho,” and girls were taught
to be meek, submissive, unsure of themselves, and “feminine.” Gender differences
are almost entirely learned behavior, taught by parents and schools of a “patriar-
chal” society, but this could be changed. With proper child rearing and education,
males could become gentler and females more assertive and self-confident.

Feminists joined “consciousness-raising” groups and railed against “male
chauvinist pigs.” Feminism started having an impact. Many employers gave
women a fairer chance, sometimes hiring them over men. Women moved up to
higher management positions (although seldom to the corporate top). Working
wives became the norm. Husbands shared in homemaking and child rearing.
With more women going to college than men, many male-dominated profes-
sions—medicine, law, business—saw an influx of women.

Politically, however, feminists did not achieve all they wished. The Equal
Rights Amendment (ERA) to the Constitution failed to win ratification by
enough state legislatures. It would have guaranteed equality of treatment
regardless of gender. Antifeminists, some of them conservative women, argued
that the ERA would take away women'’s privileges and protections under the
law, would make women eligible for the draft, and would even lead to unisex
lavatories. Despite this setback, women learned there was one way they could
count for a lot politically—by voting. In the 1980 election, a significant “gender
gap” appeared, and now women generally vote more Democratic than do men.



Environmentalism

Also during the 1960s, environmentalism began to ripple through the advanced
industrialized countries. Economic development paid little heed to the damage
it did to the environment. Any growth was good growth: “We'll never run out of
nature.” Mining, factories, and even farms poisoned streams; industries and auto-
mobiles polluted the air; chemical wastes made areas uninhabitable; and nuclear
power leaked radioactivity. To the credo of “growth,” environmentalists responded
with “limits.” They argued, “We can’t go on like this without producing environ-
mental catastrophe.” Love Canal, Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Beijing’s air
seemed to prove them right. The burning of fuels and forests increases CO, that
may trap heat inside the earth’s atmosphere and change climates.
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environmentalism

Ideology to save an
endangered nature
through regulation
and lifestyle changes.

The ecologists’” demands were only partly satisfied with the founding of
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1970. Industrial groups argued
that EPA regulations restricted growth and ate into profits; under Republican

Islamism

Muslim religion
turned into a political
ideology.

Case Studies

Islamism: A New Ideology with Old Roots

Islamism illustrates how an ideology can suddenly arise
by combining older elements. Salafiyya, or Islamic fun-
damentalism, started in the thirteenth century with a
call to return to the pure ways of the Prophet and is the
founding and current faith of Saudi Arabia. Al Qaeda
and ISIS are salafi movements. Islamism exploded in
1979 with the Iranian revolution and Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan. Islamist parties—some moderate, some
extremist—appeared in strength with the Arab Spring
in Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, and elsewhere.

Islamism blends religion, nationalism, socialism,
and a “rage against modernity” that had long been
brewing in the Muslim world. With America in the lead,
Islamists argue, the West erodes Islamic morals and
culture, subjugates the region economically (oil), and
steals Islamic holy land (Israel). Some of this traces
back to centuries of antipathy between Christendom
and Islam, some to the frustrations of modernization.
Islamism grows with rapid population increases and
high unemployment and in reaction to corruption and
misrule in Muslim countries.

Islamism resembles nationalism, but in Islam
the political was always intertwined with the reli-
gious. Mosque and state are to be one. The Prophet

Muhammad founded Islam as one giant community,
the umma, that disdains nations as forms of idola-
try. Accordingly, Al Qaeda and ISIS are uninterested
in Palestinian or lIragi nationalism except to use it
on their march to a Muslim caliphate. They seek to
oust U.S. influence, destroy lIsrael, and take over all
Muslim countries and eventually the world. Then a
purified Islam will share the wealth now concentrated
in the hands of a few corrupt rulers, a sort of social-
ism. Fanatic and uncompromising, ISIS horrified the
world with beheadings and immolations. Some Muslim
countries—Pakistan and Saudi Arabia among them—
fearing Islamist overthrow, attempt to buy them off.

Islamism has several weaknesses. First, it is split
between Sunni and Shia branches of Islam. Sunni is
mainstream Islam, accounting for some 85 percent of
the world’s Muslims, but Shias dominate Iran and parts
of Irag, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, and elsewhere. Sunnis
despise and mistrust Shias; ISIS aims to kill them.
Second, Islamism has no economic plan and cannot
put food on the table, something many Iranians now
complain about. The extemists’ killing of Muslims costs it
support and allies. Long term, Islamism is likely to fade,
but currently it forces us to consider military options.
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presidents, the EPA was rendered ineffective. Energy production had to take
first place over pristine environments, they argued.

Regulation was only part of the environmental credo. Many argued that con-
sumption patterns and lifestyles in the advanced countries should change to con-
serve the earth’s resources, natural beauty, and clean air and water. Americans, only
about 4 percent of the world’s population, consume a fourth of the world’s manu-
factured goods and energy. In addition to being out of balance with the rest of the
world, this profligate lifestyle is unnecessary and unhealthy, they argued. “Greens”
urged public transportation and bicycles instead of cars, whole-grain foods and
vegetables instead of meat, and decentralized, renewable energy sources, such as
wind and solar energy, instead of fossil- or nuclear-fueled power plants.

Some environmentalists formed political parties, first the Citizens Party,
then the Greens, but their main impact was within the two big parties, neither
of which could ignore the environmental vote. In Western Europe in the 1980s,
especially in Germany and Sweden, Green parties were elected to parliament,
determined to end nuclear power, toxic waste, and war. Many young Europeans
found the Greens an attractive alternative to the old and stodgy conventional
parties. U.S. environmentalists promote renewable energy such as wind, solar,
and biofuels and work to limit use of fossil fuels, such as a pipeline to bring

Democracy

Authoritarian Capitalism

Some thinkers see a new ideological challenge, “au-
thoritarian capitalism,” which allows a partial market
economy under overall state control and has no inten-
tion of introducing democracy. This state is run by a
single party with a small leadership group at its top—a
group that claims to make wise economic decisions
without the distraction and mess of democracy. A
prime example is China, which abandoned Marx and
Mao but aims to build its wealth and power. Russia
runs along similar lines but with less success. Some
people, especially in developing countries, are at-
tracted to this authoritarian capitalist model.

China’s power is concentrated in its seven-man
Standing Committee at the top of the Communist
Party. It lays down the main lines of economic con-
trol—where and how much to invest, ensure economic
growth, and prevent inflation—mostly by means of
huge state banks. For some decades, China enjoyed
10 percent annual growth (recently less) that impressed
the world. The way Beijing sees it, the West, politically

paralyzed and economically stagnant, is played out.
Look at the United States—so indebted and polar-
ized it can barely pass a budget. Look at Europe—so
indebted and splintered it cannot even manage its euro
currency. China, goes the line, is well run by calm and
bright leaders who have the Chinese people’s interest
at heart.

Skeptical observers doubt if authoritarian capi-
talism can serve as a long-term model. Difficulties
mount—overinvestment, income inequality, corrup-
tion, and export dependency—that harm economic
growth. Perhaps their biggest problem: succession
crises with no stable way to move from one leader to
the next. Both China and Russia have experienced
difficulties with this. Discontent smolders in China and
Russia with no democratic way to vent it. Authoritarian
capitalism may follow the earlier rise and fall of to-
talitarian systems, which briefly offered some people
hope during hard times but proved unworkable in the
long run.




tar-sands oil from Canada. Environmentalists opposed the “fracking” of shale
gas, which is cleaner than oil or coal but still pumps carbon into the atmosphere.

Is Ideology Finished?

2.7 Evaluate the “end of ideology” argument.

In 1960, Harvard sociologist Daniel Bell (1919-2011) argued that the century-
long ideological debates were coming to a close. The failure of tyrannical com-
munism and the rise of the welfare state were producing what Bell called the
“end of ideology”: There simply was not much to quarrel about. Henceforth,
political debate would focus on almost technical questions of how to run the
welfare state, said Bell, such as what to include under national health insurance.

In 1989, political scientist Francis Fukuyama went even further: Not only had
the great ideological debate ended with the victory of capitalist democracy, but
history itself could be ending. Fukuyama did not mean that time would stand still
but rather that the human endpoint propounded by Hegel—free people living in
free societies—was now coming into view. Not only had we beaten communism,
suggested Fukuyama, there were no longer any other ideologies to challenge ours.
With the end of ideology would come the end of history in the sense of the strug-
gle of great ideas. (Life could get boring, sighed the puckish Fukuyama.)

A glance at today’s news makes one doubt the Bell and Fukuyama theses.
First, the collapse of communism in Europe by itself did not disprove Marx’s
original ideas, although now Marxists carefully distance themselves from the
Soviet type of socialism. (We use socialism here to mean state control of indus-
try, not welfarism, which is just a variation on capitalist democracy.) Socialists
still debate the possibility of a benign socialism. New and dangerous ideologi-
cal challenges emerged just as communism collapsed, especially Islamism and
China’s “authoritarian capitalism.” And free democracy itself houses numerous
ideological viewpoints: free market or government intervention, more welfare
or less, a secular or religious state, and spreading democracy abroad or avoiding
overseas involvement. Fukuyama need not worry about boredom.
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Review Questions

o

1. Isit possible to be totally pragmatic, with no
ideology?

2. How did classic liberalism turn into U.S.
conservatism?

N

dangerous?
3. How close are modern liberalism and social
democracy?

®

6. What are the main elements of fascism?

What is “Islamism,” and why is it

9. Could ideological politics die out?

4. What changes did Lenin make to Marxism?

Why is nationalism the strongest ideology?

Do any ideologies attract today’s students?
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States

Learning Objectives

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5

Explain with examples the institutionalization of power.
Distinguish between effective, weak, and failed states.

Contrast unitary and federal systems.

Explain the relationship between electoral systems and party systems.

Delineate the ways the state may relate to the economy.
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anarchy

Absence of
government.

nation

Population with a
historic sense of self.

state
Government

structures of a nation.

political institution
Established and
durable pattern of
authority.

The world is horrified at mass murder and abduction in northeast Nigeria. The
demented Islamists of Boko Haram (“Western education is sinful”) sold kidnapped
schoolgirls into slavery. There was no easy way to crush this angry movement
because corrupt and lawless Nigeria was too weak. Nigeria lacks the strong,
cohesive governance that we take for granted. And Nigeria is not poor, but its
vast oil revenues flow into the pockets of a powerful few. Large areas, includ-
ing the impoverished northeast, get little or nothing. Nigeria illustrates the “weak
state” —parts of it border on anarchy. In the oil-rich Niger Delta, unemployed
young men join rebel-criminal bands because it is the best job they can get. Many
countries around the world are weak states. Political scientists understand that
the terms “state” or “nation” mask wide variations in actual ability to govern.

What are nations and states? A nation is a population with a certain sense of
itself, a cohesiveness, a shared history and culture, and often (but not always)
a common language. A state is a government structure, usually sovereign and
powerful enough to enforce its writ. (Notice that here we use state in its original
sense; the fifty U.S. states are not states in this sense of the word.) With the addi-
tion of South Sudan in 2011, there are 194 states in the world.

Which came first, states or nations? Many suppose nations did, but in most
cases states created their nations. The Zulus of South Africa, for example, are
an artificially created nation put together from many clans and tribes two cen-
turies ago by a powerful warrior, Shaka. Paris united many regions, mostly by
the sword, to create France and inculcated Frenchness by education, language,
and centralized administration. The French nation is an artificial creation of the
French state. The United States was put together by a few men in Philadelphia
from thirteen colonies. While assimilating tens of millions of immigrants, the
United States developed a sense of nationhood based largely on the ideals of its
founding documents and political culture. Nations do not fall from heaven but
are created by human craftsmanship of varying quality.

Institutionalized Power

3.1 Explain with examples the institutionalization of power.

Political institutions are the working structures of government, such as legis-
latures and executive departments. Institutions may or may not be housed in
impressive buildings, although that can bolster their authority. The U.S. Supreme
Court, even if it met in a tent, would be an important institution as long as its
decisions were obeyed. It was not clear what the powers of the Supreme Court
were to be when it began, but forceful personalities and important cases gave
it power. Likewise, the Federal Reserve Board (“the Fed”) evolved from calm-
ing bank panics, to fighting inflation, to arranging bailouts of financial giants.
Congress could not do the job, so the Fed took on whatever new tasks were
needed to stabilize the U.S. economy. Good institutions are flexible and evolve.



Authority—respect for political leaders—is a fluid thing and requires contin-
ual maintenance. A political institution is congealed or partly solidified authority.
Over time, people have become used to looking to political institutions to solve
problems, decide controversies, and set directions. Institutions, because they
are composed of many persons and (if they are effective) last many generations,
take on lives of their own apart from the people temporarily associated with them.
The permanency of institutions beyond the individuals running them gives the
political system stability; citizens know who is in charge and what is permissible.

Institutions are bigger than individual leaders. When President Nixon
resigned under threat of impeachment in 1974, the institution of the presidency
was scarcely touched. If there had been a series of such presidents, and if they
had refused to resign, the institution itself would have been damaged. Some
dictators try to make themselves into institutions, but they fail; the institutions
they tried to build unravel upon their deaths. Josip Tito ruled Yugoslavia for
thirty-five years and attempted to ensure his system would survive him, but it
was based too much on himself. Eleven years after his death, Yugoslavia split
apart in bloody fighting. Dictators seldom build lasting institutions; they rarely
institutionalize their personal power.

Powerful inhabitants of an office can sometimes put their personal stamp
on the institution. George Washington retired after two terms, and until FDR
no president tried to serve longer. Washington institutionalized term limits
into the presidency that were not codified into law until the Twenty-Second
Amendment in 1951. West Germany’s first chancellor, Konrad Adenauer, offered
such decisive leadership that the chancellorship has been powerful ever since.

A basic way to study institutions is to locate the most powerful offices of a
political system: Who's got the power? Constitutions may help but do not tell
the whole story. The U.S. Constitution indicates the executive and the legislative
powers are equal and in balance, but over two centuries power has gravitated
to the presidency. The French constitution, set up by Charles de Gaulle in
1958, seems to give the presidency near-dictatorial powers. But French legisla-
tive elections sometimes produce parliaments of one party facing a president
of another, “gridlock” in U.S. terms. The French president solved the problem
by voluntarily letting an opposition prime minister take a bigger role, what the
French call “cohabitation.” Constitutions evolve in practice if not in wording.

A somewhat archaic question is the “form of state,” whether a country is
a monarchy or a republic. Almost all countries are now republics, which does
not necessarily mean good or democratic. Figurehead constitutional monarchies
still reign symbolically but do not actually rule in Britain, Norway, Sweden,
Denmark, Spain, and Holland, which are happy with that status. Traditional,
working monarchies are still found in the Arab world—Morocco, Saudi Arabia,
Jordan, Kuwait, and others—but may be doomed unless they can turn them-
selves into limited constitutional monarchies. Failure to do so has led to the
overthrow of traditional monarchies and their replacement by revolutionary
regimes in Egypt, Iraq, Libya, Ethiopia, and Iran.
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institutionalize

To make a political
relationship
permanent.

monarchy

Hereditary rule by
one person.

republic

A political system
without a monarch.
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Classic Works

Aristotle’s Six Types of Government

The earliest and most famous classification of
governments was Aristotle’s in the fourth century
B.C. He distinguished among three legitimate kinds
of government—where the ruling authority acts in
the interests of all—and three corrupt counterparts—
where government acts only in the interests of self.

A monarchy, according to Aristotle, is one person
ruling in the interest of all. But monarchy can degen-
erate into tyranny, the corrupt form, under which the
single ruler exercises power for the benefit of self. Ar-
istocracy, Greek for rule of the best (aristos), is several
persons ruling in the interest of all. But this legitimate
rule by a fair and just elite can decay into oligarchy, the
corrupt form, in which several persons rule in the inter-
est of themselves.

Legitimate Forms
Who Governs

Rule in the Interest of All

Aristotle saw the polity (what we might call con-
stitutional democracy) as the rule of many in the inter-
ests of all and the best form of government. All citizens
have a voice in selecting leaders and framing laws, but
formal constitutional procedures protect rights. Aristo-
tle warned that polity can decay into the corrupt form,
democracy, the rule of many in the interests of them-
selves, the worst form of government. Aristotle saw it
happen in Athens, leading to the ruinous Pelopennisian
War. Seduced by clever speeches in times of tension,
the masses in a democracy fall under the sway of cor-
rupt and selfish demagogues, who plunder citizens’
property and lead the country to war. Aristotle’s clas-
sification, which reigned for nearly 25 centuries, is still
useful and can be summarized like this:

Corrupt Forms
Rule in the Interest of Selves

One Monarchy
A few Aristocracy
Many Polity

Tyranny
Oligarchy
Democracy

Effective, Weak, and Failed States

3.2

Distinguish between effective, weak, and failed states.

weak state

One unable to govern
effectively, corrupt,
and penetrated by
crime.

Not all states really function as states; some hardly function at all. Just because a
country has a flag and UN seat does not prove that it is a serious state. No world
tribunal classifies states on the basis of their strength, but analysts see at least
three categories:

Effective states control and tax their entire territory. Laws are mostly obeyed.
Government looks after the general welfare and security. Corruption is fairly
minor. Effective states tend to be better off, to collect considerable taxes (25 to 50
percent of GDP), and be democracies with free and fair elections. Effective states
include Japan, the United States, and most European countries. Some put the
best of these states into a “highly effective” category.

Weak states are characterized by the penetration of crime into politics. You
cannot tell where politics leaves off and crime begins. The government does
not have the strength to fight lawlessness, drug trafficking, corruption, poverty,
and breakaway movements. Justice is bought. Democracy is preached more
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than practiced, and elections are often rigged. Little is collected in taxation.
Revenues from natural resources, such as Mexico’s and Nigeria’s oil, disappear
into private pockets. Much of Asia, Africa, and Latin America are weak states.
Failed states have essentially no national government, although some
pretend they do. Warlords, militias, and drug lords do as they wish. There is
no law besides the gun. Territorial breakup threatens. Education and health
standards plunge (as in the increase of HIV/AIDS). Many count Afghanistan,
Libya, and Somalia as failed states. Pirates make their home in Somalia because
there is no state power to stop them (and no jobs for young men). Only outside

failed state

One incapable of even
minimal governance,
with essentially no
national government.

assistance and pressure keep these two countries from disappearing altogether.
Some fear that Yemen, home to Islamist fighters, and the Central African
Republic, wracked by Christian-Muslim war, are becoming failed states.

Theories

Political Development in Three Stages

accountability

the state

Stanford political scientist Francis Fukuyama advances
an important theory why some countries are failed
states. Despite our best efforts and billions of dollars,
Afghanistan and Irag are closer to anarchy than to de-
mocracy. They were in effect building second floors
without first floors or foundations. A house without a
foundation cannot stand.

Fukuyama sees three stages that cannot be
skipped over. The first, long ago, is the establishment
of the “state,” usually by a monarch who gathers tribes
and regions under him by the sword. Like Hobbes,
Fukuyama doesn’t require this king to be “good,” just
powerful enough to control or crush obstreperous
elements. Many developing areas never established
strong states.

The monarch soon requires bureaucrats to run
the kingdom. The better this bureaucracy—loyal, liter-
ate, and relatively uncorrupt—the stronger the state.
Without a good bureaucracy, the state is permanently

flawed and weak. At first, bureaucratic jobs are sold;
much later, they become impersonal and merit-based.

Next comes the more recent stage, the “rule of
law” that all must obey. Churches, especially if they are
outside of direct monarchical control, contribute by set-
ting moral standards and inculcating a sense of right and
wrong. Authoritarian system deliberately confuse rule of
law with “rule by law” and “law of the ruler,” hundreds
of capricious laws to punish opponents and dissidents.

Once these two stages are firmly established,
the system may be ready for the final stage, what
Fukuyama calls “accountability” or more recently
democracy, a fairly new thing. Parliament’s trial and
beheading of Charles | in 1649 for acting above the
law showed the emergence of a pre-democratic
accountability. The expansion of the franchise in the
nineteenth century in the United States, Britain, and a
few Continental countries brought democracy.

Now, if Fukuyama is right, what if you try to set up
a democracy without a strong state or rule of law? It
may try to look democratic for a while, with rigged elec-
tions and one-party rule but will collapse. Democracy
may come too soon in the life of a nation, before the
first two stages are established. This is what happened
almost uniformly throughout Latin America until the
1980s. The neocons’ attempt to establish democracy
in Irag had to falil; it had no foundation, not even a state.
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unitary system
Centralization of
power in a nation’s
capital with little
autonomy for
subdivisions.

first-order civil
divisions
Countries’ main
territorial comp-
onents, such as U.S.
states or Spanish
provinces.

federalism

Balancing of
power between

a nation’s capital
and autonomous
subdivisions, such
as U.S. states.

center—periphery
tension

Resentment of
outlying areas at rule
by nation’s capital.

regionalism
Feeling of regional
differences

and sometimes
breakaway
tendencies.

devolution

Shifting some
powers from central
government to
component units.

quasi
Nearly or almost.

Unitary or Federal Systems

3.3 Contrast unitary and federal systems.

An important and basic institutional choice is the territorial structure of the nation:
unitary or federal. A unitary system accords its component areas little autonomy;
most governance radiates from the capital city. The first-order civil divisions—
departments in France, provinces in the Netherlands, counties in Sweden, prefec-
tures in Japan—are largely administered by national authorities with only small
local inputs. The first-order civil divisions of federalism—U.S. and Brazilian
states, German Linder, and Swiss cantons—have considerable political lives of
their own and cannot be legally erased or easily altered by the central power.

Unitary Systems

Unitary governments control local authorities and citizens’ lives more than fed-
eral systems do. France’s education ministry in Paris draws up school curricula
in order to reduce regional differences in language and culture, which at one
time were very strong. A century ago, a French education minister looked at his
watch and proudly told an interviewer which Latin verbs were being conjugated
all over France. Unitary states have national police forces and court systems,
whose officers are appointed by the national government.

Center—periphery tensions or regionalism grew in several countries during
the 1970s, and for several reasons. Economics was one. Local nationalists often
claim that their region is poorer and shortchanged by the central government.
The region may have a distinct language or culture that its people want to
preserve. Many feel that important political decisions are not under local con-
trol, that they are made by distant bureaucrats. Often, regions harbor histori-
cal resentments at having long ago been conquered and forcibly merged with
the larger nation. Iraqi Kurds feel this way about rule by Baghdad, which they
ignore. Several unitary systems grope for solutions to the regional problem.

DEVOLUTION IN BRITAIN The Celtic Scots and Welsh, pushed to the periph-
eries of Britain centuries ago by the invading Angles and Saxons, retain a lively
sense of their differences from England. Many Scots and Welsh resent being
ruled by London. During the 1970s, the Scottish and Welsh nationalist parties
grew until they won several seats in Parliament. In 1997, the new Labour govern-
ment of Tony Blair passed devolution bills that gave home-rule powers to Scot-
land, Wales, and Northern Ireland. The Scottish parliament, first elected in 1999,
now has a government of “Scot Nats” with the power to tax and run Scotland’s
education, medical services, judicial system, and local government, somewhat
like a U.S. state. Some say this makes Britain quasi-federal, but officially Britain
is still unitary. A 2014 referendum, pushed by the Scot Nats, narrowly rejected
breaking Scotland away from Britain. In 2015 national elections, the Scot Nats
swept Scotand, bumping Labour out of its long-held dominance.
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Methods

Sources

Sources—where you get your facts, data, quotes,
and ideas—are very important, the first things an
instructor checks. Good sources are from specialized
books, scholarly articles, or respected periodicals.
Bad sources are ones that appear commonplace or
dubious, such as textbooks (never use your cur-
rent textbook as a source), encyclopedias (yes, even
Wikipedia), dictionaries, and popular newsweeklies.
To cite something, in parentheses and just before the
period, put the author’s last name followed (without
comma) by the year (Smith 2010).

Google and Wikipedia are easy to use but sel-
dom give a complete picture. They do not tell you what
questions to ask. Many websites are advertising or
propaganda. Most are so current or narrow that they
fail to mention what happened last year or in another
country; they lack historical and comparative perspec-
tive. For that, you still need books and articles.

Scholars divide sources into two types: primary
and secondary. A primary source is direct material
unfiltered through the mind of another. It might be a
2012 quote from Barack Obama (Jones 2013). It
might be a statistical tabulation in a report (World Bank
2015, 274-275). It might be your own survey of col-
lege students.

A secondary source is another’s synthesis, ideas,
or opinions. It might be an article on a website about
the U.S. policy toward Iran (Berry 2012). It might be
a scholar’s reading of the World Bank figures (Adams
2007). To use a football analogy, which is better: your
personal observation of the game (primary source)
or the sportscaster’s description of it (secondary

source)? Instructors usually like primary sources. A
paper might include as a primary source numbers
from official documents, such as EPA budget cuts
under Bush (Williams 2008). Williams’s comments on
the cuts, on the other hand, would be a secondary
source (Williams). Just noting the same source twice
does not make it two sources. A source means a dif-
ferent book or article.

Instructors are impressed if you have many good
sources, say, ten in a five-page paper. If you cite a spe-
cific fact or quote, include the page number (Thompson
2001, 247). In the library’s reference section, there are
ways to get started fast, most on computer.

New York Times Index

Reader’s Guide to Periodical Literature
Social Sciences Index

Public Affairs Information Service

CIA World Factbook

Facts on File

LexisNexis

Academic Index

First Search

For anything to do with executive-legislative relations
(Congress, the White House, new laws, budgets),
there’s something so good it’s almost cheating:
Congressional Quarterly, which puts out a weekly,
an annual, and a Congress and the Nation for each
presidential term. For foreign countries, check
the magazine Current History and the Country
Study series of books published by the Library of
Congress.

DECENTRALIZATION IN FRANCE France was historically much more uni-
tary than Britain. Everything is—or, until recently, was—run from Paris, a pat-
tern that began with the absolutism of Louis XI in the fifteenth century. In the
seventeenth century, Cardinal Richelieu centralized power in Paris by a system
of provincial administrators, intendants, who reported back to him. The French
Revolution, Napoleon, and republics that followed increased centralization.
Now prefects report back from the departments to the interior ministry.

prefect

Administrator of a
French department.

department

French first-order
civil division.
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decentralization

Shifting some
administrative
functions from
central government
to lower levels; less
than devolution.

autonomias

Spanish regions with
devolved powers.

Most of France’s ninety-six départements were named after rivers to erase the
historical memories of the old provinces. But France, like Britain, has distinctive
regional subcultures: the Celtic Bretons (who fled from Britain centuries ago to
escape the Saxons); the southerners of the Midi, whose speech is still flavored
with the ancient langue d’oc; and the Corsicans, who speak an Italian dialect.
Some Breton and Corsican separatists promote their cause with violence.

In 1960, to better coordinate economic development, President de Gaulle
decreed twenty-two regions consisting of two to eight departments each.
Starting in 1981, President Mitterrand instituted genuine decentralization
that gave the regions certain economic-planning powers. The Paris-appointed
prefects lost some of their powers to newly important departmental legislatures.
France thus reversed five centuries of centralization.

AUTONOMY IN SPAIN Spain, too, decentralized. Here the problem was
more urgent, for regional resentments, long buried under the dictatorial rule
of Francisco Franco (1939-1975), came out with anger. Spain’s regional prob-
lems were among the most difficult in Europe, second only to Yugoslavia
(which disappeared). Basques and Catalans, in the north of Spain, have non-
Castilian languages and distinctive cultures. In addition, many areas of Spain
were granted fueros (local rights) in medieval times, which they treasured for
centuries. Overriding regional diversity, Spanish centralizers attempted to plant
a unitary system on the French model, producing great local resentment that
appeared whenever Spain experimented with democracy. Breakaway move-
ments appeared in 1874 and in the 1930s, only to be crushed by the Spanish
army, which regards the unity of the country as sacred.

To appease regionalist feeling, which also appeared in more moderate forms
in Catalonia, Galicia, Andalusia, and other areas, the new Spanish democracy
instituted seventeen regional governments called autonomias with their own par-
liaments, taxation power, language rights, and control over local matters. A big
problem lingered for decades in the Basque country in the northwest, where the
terrorist ETA sought complete Basque independence with murder and bombing.
Most Spaniards approve of the autonomias, but center—periphery tensions—especially
in the Basque Country and Catalonia—over taxes and the sharing of revenues grew
nasty during the crisis of the euro. Spain may again see breakaway movements.

PROS AND CONS OF UNITARY SYSTEMS Authority in unitary states can be
absurdly overcentralized. Local government may not be able to install a traf-
fic light or bus stop without permission from the capital. This leads citizens to
ignore local affairs and produces political alienation. Centralization of power,
however, can be an advantage in facing modern problems. Clear lines of au-
thority without excess bickering among units of government can be useful. In
unitary systems, the capital can marshal economic resources and coordinate
planning and development. Taxation is nearly the same nationwide, so firms
and individuals do not flee to low-tax states, as in the United States. Education
standards can be high and uniform, as in Japan.



States 57

Case Studies

The Shaky Lives of Confederations

Theoretically, a third alternative to unitary and federal
systems is the confederation. In a unitary system,
power is concentrated in the national capital. In a fed-
eral system, power is balanced between the center
and the components. In confederations, the compo-
nent parts can override the center.

Confederations tend to have short lives; they either
fall apart or become federations. This was the fate of the
early United States under the Articles of Confederation.

Similarly, in the Confederate States of America, the states
had such independence that they could not effectively
wage the Civil War. Switzerland still calls itself a con-
federation (Confoederatio Helvetica)—which the Swiss
proudly date to 1291 —but it is now a federal system.
The European Union (EU) started as a confederation, but
with the growth of the powers of Brussels (its headquar-
ters), especially with economic and monetary union (the
euro currency), it is trying to become a federal system.

Japan gives a certain amount of autonomy to its subunits, but they, too, tug
in a quasi-federal direction. An 1871 copy of the French system, Japan has forty-
three prefectures plus its three largest cities and its thinly populated northern-
most island, each with an elected governor and unicameral assembly. Their
activities are still overseen and limited by the home affairs ministry in Tokyo,
and they collect only about 30 percent of the taxes they need, what Japanese call
30 percent autonomy.” Colorful, outspoken prefectural governors have recently
been demanding more autonomy.

China is an in-between situation. Although unitary in form, it has decen-
tralized administration to its twenty-three provinces and four biggest cities,
which are instructed to do whatever it takes to grow the economy. Each provin-
cial Communist Party chief structures administration as he wishes. The result
is a legal patchwork that encourages violations of human rights, environmen-
tal degradation, and major corruption. Some liberal Chinese thinkers actually
favor tighter central administration to promote uniform rule of law.

Federal Systems

Federalism gives first-order civil divisions much autonomy while the central
government runs areas that are inherently national. It is a difficult balanc-
ing act that varies among federal nations. Americans, with one of the first
federal systems, sometimes urge federalism on other nations, such as Iraq,
where recent hostility among Iraq’s Shia, Sunni, and Kurds have led to major
internal war. The Soviet Union and Mexico became so centralized that some
wondered if they were still federal. The crux of a federal system is that the
component states have some powers that cannot be easily overridden by the
central government.

The components of a federal system are typically represented in an upper
house such as the U.S. Senate or German Bundesrat. (Unitary systems do not

confederation

Political system in
which components
override center.

center

Nation’s capital and
its powers.

prefecture

Japanese first-order
civil division.
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Land

German federal first-
order civil division;
plural Linder.

really need upper houses, but most have them.) In federal systems, the central
government has exclusive control over foreign, defense, and monetary policy.
The states typically control education, police, highways, and other close-to-
home affairs. Because the division of these powers is seldom clear or permanent,
federalism rests on a delicate and changing balance between central power and
local autonomy.

There are several reasons to form a federal union. The first is national
security; small and weak states cannot defend themselves against powerful
aggressors. (This was one of the main arguments of The Federalist.) The pooling
of diplomatic and military resources of the states made Bismarck’s Germany
a major power. Federal unions serve economic purposes. U.S. prosperity
is based in large part on its continent-wide market without trade barriers, a
feat the European Union has copied. Federalism is often the only way to pro-
tect national unity. As Britain freed India in 1947, New Delhi set up a federal
system that allowed such states as Bengal and Punjab to maintain their own
languages and cultures while joining the Indian nation. Indian states would
not have entered the federal union without a guarantee of local autonomy.
Much of Latin America—especially the large countries of Argentina, Brazil,
and Mexico—saw federalism as the only way to control their vast territories.
Belgium in 1993 switched from a unitary to a federal system to give its two
languages (French and Flemish) their own turf. The two still dislike each other,
and Belgium could split apart.

PROS AND CONS OF FEDERAL SYSTEMS Citizens are closest to their local
governments, where they can influence officials and see how decisions are
made. U.S. states have been called “laboratories of democracy” because they can
experiment with new programs. If they work, they can be copied nationwide;
if they fail, not much harm is done. On the other hand, local governments may
lack the money to finance programs, and their officials are sometimes incompe-
tent and corrupt. Local decision-making can lead to duplication of services and
poor coordination.

The relationship of the states or provinces to other levels of government var-
ies among federal systems. Each of Germany’s sixteen Lander has its own con-
stitution and government for Land affairs. The Landtag (state legislature) can
even affect the national policy because it elects members of the Bundesrat (the
upper house of the national legislature). India is unique among federal states
because New Delhi can proclaim “president’s rule” during disorder in a state
and take over its government.

Each of America’s fifty states can legislate in any area not delegated to the
federal government or to the people. Usually, education, welfare, civil law, certain
taxes, and licensing of professions are state functions. However, in the twentieth
century, the federal government expanded in the areas of civil law, welfare, and
economic regulation. The younger Bush moved education standards to the fed-
eral level with his No Child Left Behind Act, something that many states and



traditional Republicans did not like. Dependent on federal grants and revenue
sharing, the states must meet federal standards in many areas, even when the
federal government cannot directly demand it. Washington, for example, threat-
ened to withhold federal highway funds if states did not make 21 the legal
drinking age. Most quickly did.

From the beginning, the United States has debated the proper role of the
federal government and worried that “sectionalism” could pull the Union apart,
which it did. Southern insistence on “states” rights”—the polite way to say
slavery—led to secession and civil war. In the 1960s, controversial U.S. Supreme
Court decisions prompted a campaign to curb the power of federal courts. Some
insist that the concentration of power in Washington perverts American feder-
alism and encroaches on individual freedoms. At the same time, local govern-
ments and citizens continue to rely on federal help in solving complex—and
expensive—problems. Federalism is not an easy system to maintain and does
not necessarily solve the problems of large and diverse countries. Consider the
following.

EX-SOVIET FEDERALISM On paper, the Soviet Union was a federation: Its fif-
teen republics even had the right to secede. In practice, under the tight control
of the Communist Party—although usually staffed by local talent (Georgians
ran Georgia, Uzbeks ran Uzbekistan, and so on)—they obeyed Moscow. Beneath
a centralized veneer, however, lurked disunion. Gorbachev underestimated lo-
cal nationalism, and when he allowed glasnost in the late 1980s, many Soviet
republics went for independence, led by the Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia,
and Estonia, which Stalin had brutally annexed in 1940. With the collapse of the
Soviet Union at the end of 1991, all fifteen republics proclaimed themselves in-
dependent. Now Russia aims to regain what it calls the “near abroad” either by
economic ties or by military means, as in Georgia and Ukraine.

The bulk of the old Soviet Union continued as the Russian Federation,
which is composed of eighty-nine autonomous republics, districts, regions,
and even cities, most of which have signed a federation treaty with Moscow.
Several areas, home to some of the hundred-plus ethnic groups within Russia,
refused to sign and billed themselves as independent. The largely Muslim
North Caucasus never liked being ruled by Moscow, and some areas now try
to break away. Moscow, fearing that Chechen independence would encour-
age such demands elsewhere, brutally crushed Chechnya. Boston got a taste
of Chechen terrorism in 2013. Putin reinstituted central control over unruly
governors by creating seven super-regions headed by former colleagues from
the security police.

Could the three Communist federations—the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia,
and Czechoslovakia—have devised a more genuine federalism that would not
have fallen apart? Or were these federations of unlike components doomed
from the start? The Communists, by pretending to have solved the “nationalities
question,” merely suppressed it until it came out later.
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centrifugal
Pulling apart.

EX-YUGOSLAV FEDERALISM Yugoslavia, founded only in 1918, was a new
and somewhat artificial country whose components were rarely content. It fell
apart once before, in World War II, when its German conquerors set up an inde-
pendent Croatia with expanded territories. Croatian fascists murdered a third of
a million Serbs and others, sowing hatred that erupted in the 1990s. The Commu-
nist Partisans who fought the Nazis thought federalism was the answer. Under
the maverick Communist Tito, Yugoslav federalism let Yugoslavia’s six republics
run local affairs and sent equal numbers of representatives to both houses of par-
liament. Yugoslavia’s collective presidency had one member from each republic.

This hyperfederal setup, however, did not calm local nationalism; it
inflamed it. Each republic wanted its own railroads, steel mills, and control of
its economy. Under Tito, the Communist Party and security police could hold
Yugoslavia together, but after he died in 1980 the republics went their sepa-
rate ways. Tito deserves blame for this, as he designed an unworkable system
that had to fall apart. Yugoslavia is an example of poor institutional choices.

Slovenia, Macedonia, and Croatia declared their independence in 1991,
followed by Bosnia in 1992. Serbian forces practiced “ethnic cleansing” and
murdered thousands. A 1995 U.S.-brokered and NATO-enforced peace calmed
Bosnia, but ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, a Serb province, moved for indepen-
dence. In 1999, a U.S.-led bombing campaign prevented Serbia from wholesale
massacre of Kosovars. Bosnia and Kosovo are, in effect, NATO protectorates.
Even tiny Montenegro chose independence from Serbia in 2006.

CANADIAN FEDERALISM Canada is another federation with centrifugal ten-
dencies. The British allowed the French-speaking Québécois to keep their language,
and francophones became second-class citizens, poorer than other Canadians and
discriminated against because almost all private and government business was in
English. In the 1960s, the Parti Québécois (PQ) sprang up, dedicated to Quebec’s
independence from Canada. To appease them, the federal government in Ottawa
in 1969 made Canada bilingual, with French and English having equal rights. The
PQ wanted more and made French the only official language of Quebec. Trying to
hold the federation—which came to look a bit like a confederation as the provinces
overruled the center—together, Ottawa and the provincial governments labori-
ously developed two new federal accords, both rejected. The stumbling block was
a separate status for Quebec as a “distinct society.” Quebeckers said it did not go
far enough; other Canadians said it went too far. Quebec’s drive for sovereignty
has receded, but Canadians still quarrel over federalism.

Federalism is difficult. These three cases remind us that federalism cannot
cure everything. If the components are too different from one another—culturally,
economically, linguistically, or historically—a federal system will not hold
together. Shared language and culture, as in the United States, Australia, Brazil,
and Germany, is a big help. With that as a foundation, the right balance must be
found between central and state governments. The United States is still searching
for its correct balance.



Electoral Systems

3.4  Explain the relationship between electoral systems and party systems.

Electoral systems are also important institutional choices; they help determine
the number of parties, the ease of forming a stable government, and the degree
of citizen interest in politics. There are two general types of electoral systems
with many variations.

Single-Member Districts

The simplest electoral system is the Anglo-American single-member district,
wherein one member of Parliament or of Congress is elected to represent the
entire district by winning a plurality (not necessarily a majority) of the votes.
Called “single-member districts with plurality win” or “first past the post”
(FPTP), this system pushes interest groups and political factions to coalesce
into two big parties. If there were, say, four parties who received 25, 25, 24, and
26 percent of the vote, respectively, the last would win. Losing parties that are
not far apart ideologically quickly recognize their advantage is to combine for
the next election. Then this new party wins, forcing other small parties to com-
bine. The message: Merge or lose. Woodrow Wilson won in 1912 only because
Theodore Roosevelt split the Republican Party. FPTP countries tend to have
two-party systems.

Third parties exist in such systems but without much hope of winning.
They may have an impact as protest and pressure groups on the big parties. The
British Liberal Democrats can take as many as one vote in five, but because they
are dispersed throughout the country, they win few seats. Single-member sys-
tems are unkind to third parties except in situations like Canada, Scotland, and
India, where regional concentration of parties permits many to win seats.

ADVANTAGES OF SINGLE-MEMBER DISTRICTS Politics in FPTP sys-
tems tend to the center of the political spectrum, for this is usually where the
most votes are. This inhibits the growth of extremism. If leaders out of touch
with mainstream views control the party, it will lose, and the losing leaders
will likely be replaced. This is what happened with the Republicans after the
conservative Goldwater in 1964, the Democrats after the liberal McGovern
in 1972, and the Labour Party after two ineffective leaders, Gordon Brown in
2010 and Ed Miliband in 2015. Public opinion in most democracies forms a
bell-shaped curve, with most people in the center. Parties that depart too far
from the center penalize themselves. Some argue that the Republicans did that
in 2012.

Most FPTP systems also give a clear parliamentary majority to one party—
thus they are called majoritarian systems—so coalitions are rarely necessary.
Gains are magnified in single-member systems. In 2015, for example, the British
Conservatives won only 37 percent of the vote but took 51 percent of the seats
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gerrymander

To draw electoral
district boundaries to
favor one party.

proportional
representation (PR)
Elects representatives
by party’s percent of
vote.

in Parliament. Remember, seats in FPTP systems are not proportional to votes. A
relatively small swing of votes from one party to another can translate into many
parliamentary seats, perhaps enough to form a parliamentary majority and a
new government. The United States, with its constitutionally mandated separa-
tion of powers, muddies the advantage of this system by frequently giving the
White House to one party and the Congress to another.

DISADVANTAGES OF SINGLE-MEMBER DISTRICTS FPTP creates an artifi-
cial majority in parliament, which makes governing easier but does not fairly or
accurately reflect public opinion or voting strength. In each district, the winner
takes all. If there are two parties, the losing party, even if it received 49 percent of
the vote, gets no representation. In some cases—including the United States—the
party with the most votes nationwide fails to win a majority of seats, depend-
ing on how their votes are distributed across districts. Thanks to computers,
most U.S. states are now so perfectly gerrymandered—some of the districts have
bizarre shapes—that close to 400 out of 435 House seats are “safe” for one party
or the other with few close or unpredictable races. This undermines democracy
and builds extreme partisanship with little cooperation across party lines.

A single-member district that is competitive, where the election can go either
way, pushes candidates to the political center and mutes partisanship. In such
districts, the two big U.S. parties sometimes sound similar and centrist, result-
ing in voter boredom and low turnout. The European multiparty systems have
higher voter turnouts, partly because voters can choose from a more interesting
menu of parties.

Proportional Representation

Proportional representation (PR) systems are based on multimember districts;
that is, each district sends several representatives to parliament, not just one. In
the small countries of the Netherlands and Israel, the entire country is one big
district. In Sweden the district is a county, in Spain a province. If the district is
entitled to ten seats, each party offers voters a party list of ten candidates. Each
voter picks one list, and the party gets seats in proportion to the votes it receives.
If the party won 30 percent of the votes in a ten-member district, it would send
the first three names on its party list to parliament. A party with 20 percent
would send its first two names.

Rarely does the vote divide so neatly; one party might win 42 percent of
eleven seats. Would it get 4.62 seats? How do you send a fraction of a person to
parliament? The most common way to handle this is the d’"Hondt mathemati-
cal formula, which slightly overrepresents the larger parties at the expense of
smaller ones. Sweden “tops off” numerical discrepancies by using nationwide
seats. Sweden’s twenty-one districts elect only 310 of the Riksdag’s 349 seats;
the remaining thirty-nine seats are parceled out to rectify variances from the
parties’ national percentages.



To minimize the problem of splinter, nuisance, or extremist parties, PR sys-
tems require parties to win a certain percentage of the vote in order to obtain
any seats at all. These are called “threshold clauses.” In Germany and Poland,
a party must win at least 5 percent of the vote nationwide; in Sweden and Italy,
4 percent; in Israel, 3.25 percent.

ADVANTAGES OF PROPORTIONAL REPRESENTATION PR means that the
country’s legislature more accurately reflects public opinion and party strength.
Parties do not have to capture the big middle of the electoral spectrum as in
Anglo-American systems and can thus articulate ideologies and principles more
clearly because they do not try to please everybody. If a small part of the popu-
lation really believes in something, they can run as a party and, provided they
clear the electoral threshold, win seats. They are not forced to amalgamate into
bigger parties and dilute their views, as in FPTP systems.

DISADVANTAGES OF PROPORTIONAL REPRESENTATION PR systems do
little to fight party splintering, so they often lead to multiparty systems. This
tendency, however, is waning, and two-plus party systems have emerged, even
in PR systems. Sweden and Spain have two large parties plus a few smaller
ones. Their political systems are not terribly splintered. Israel, on the other hand,
is plagued by splinter parties; typically ten or more are elected to the Knesset. If
the largest party falls short of half the seats in PR systems—usually the case—
it must form a coalition with other parties. These coalitions are often unstable
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More than half.

plurality

The most, even if less
than half.

mixed-member
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both single-member
districts and propor-
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Case Studies

French and German Variations

France uses single-member districts but with runoffs.
Few candidates win a majority (more than 50 per-
cent, not the same as the simple plurality in the Anglo-
American system) on the first round, so those with
at least an eighth of the vote go to a runoff a week
later. Then a simple plurality suffices to win. By pre-
vious agreement between parties, some candidates
withdraw and urge their supporters to vote for the
candidate closest to them ideologically, so in most
second-round contests, there are only two or three
candidates. The first round in France is somewhat like
a U.S. primary election.

The German system is basically half FPTP and
half proportional representation (PR). On a split bal-
lot, Germans vote in one column for an individual to
represent their district; here plurality wins. In a second

column, they vote for a party to represent their Land
(state) in proportion to the votes received. Overall
strength in the Bundestag is set by the second vote,
the one for parties, so seats are proportional to votes.
Half of the seats, though, are reserved for the 328 win-
ners of the district contests. Germany’s split represen-
tation system produced a two-plus party system and
governing stability. The German system is a modifica-
tion of the PR system and was designed after World
War |l to prevent a return to the weak and unstable
Weimar system, which had proportional represen-
tation that treated the country as one big district. In
the 1990s, Italy, New Zealand, and Japan adopted
German-style mixed-member systems that combine
single-member districts with PR for their parliamentary
elections.
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laissez-faire

French for “let it be”;
economic system of
minimal government
interference and
supervision;
capitalism.

welfare state

Economic system of
major government
redistribution of
income to poorer
citizens.

statism

Economic system of
state ownership of
major industries to
enhance power and
prestige of state; a
precapitalist system.

and unable to decide important issues. Where one party is big enough to govern
alone, however, the system is quite stable. The Anglo-American systems mostly
confer a majority and thus stability. When no party won a majority of seats in
Britain in 2010, it too had to form a coalition (of Conservatives and Liberal Dem-
ocrats, who did not get along). Italy, since World War II, exemplifies extreme
instability. Its multiparty coalition governments on average last less than a year.

States and the Economy

3.5 Delineate the ways the state may relate to the economy.

Yet another way to classify governments is how they handle the economy. States
face two questions: (1) How much of the economy should the state own or
supervise? (2) How much of the nation’s wealth should be redistributed to help
the poorer sectors of society? The answers produce four basic approaches to
promoting the general welfare: laissez-faire, statism, socialism, and the welfare
state. These array themselves into a fourfold table (see Figure 3.1).

In a laissez-faire system, the government owns little or no industry and
redistributes little in the form of welfare programs. These countries follow Adam
Smith, seconded by Milton Friedman, who argued that government interference
in the economy decreases growth and prosperity. The theory here is that private
enterprise and individual initiative make a nation both free and prosperous.

A welfare state owns little or no industry but does redistribute wealth to
the less well-off. Sometimes known as “social democracies,” the welfare states
of northwest Europe offer “cradle-to-grave” benefits in health insurance, child
care, job training, and retirement funds. To pay for this, they charge the world’s
highest taxes—in Sweden and Denmark some 50 percent of GDP. Industry,
though, is private and moneymaking.

Statism is an old system that predates laissez-faire. In its current form,
as in Russia and China, it is called state capitalism. In these systems, the state

Figure 3.1 Statist, socialist, laissez-faire, and welfare-state approaches.
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(meaning the national government) is the number-one capitalist, owning and
running much major industry but providing few welfare benefits. Statism began
when the French kings founded a powerful, centralized state that supervised
industry for the sake of French wealth and power. Sometimes called by its
French name étatisme, state capitalism typically includes state ownership of rail-
roads, steel mills, banks, oil, and other big enterprises. Small and medium busi-
ness is private and competitive. Statism caught on in much of Europe and Latin
America. France, Brazil, Chile, and Mexico were statist systems but reformed in
a free-market direction. Many developing countries followed statist models with
the argument that only the government has the money, ideas, and talent to start
up new industries. State-owned firms, however, are usually inefficient because
they are run by bureaucrats and face little competition; often they operate at a
loss and have to be subsidized by the national treasury. China’s state-owned
enterprises (SOEs) are a major drain on its banking system.

A socialist system practices both state ownership and extensive welfare ben-
efits. Exemplified by the former Soviet Union, government owns nearly all the
means of production, claiming it runs the economy in the interests of the society
as a whole. However, the collapse of Communist regimes (which called them-
selves “socialist”; we called them “Communist”) indicates they worked poorly.
Today, only North Korea and Cuba remain as (negative) examples of socialism,
and their systems seem ripe for change.

In actual practice, governments often combine elements of these four systems.
Even the basically laissez-faire United States demands welfare measures and bail-
outs of financial giants deemed “too big to fail.” Communist China and Vietnam,
once strictly socialist, now have growing private, capitalistic sectors. These ques-
tions are never settled, and countries often change their combinations. In our day,
we have seen a massive shift away from state-owned industry in Eastern Europe,
France, and Latin America. Welfare states like Sweden, feeling the pinch of too-
generous benefits and too-high taxes, have elected conservative governments.

Abasic American attitude is that government should be kept small. In much
of the rest of the world, however, state power is accepted as natural and good. In
France, for example, Louis XI started a strong state in the fifteenth century, and
Louis XIII and Cardinal Richelieu expanded it in the seventeenth century. This
strong state implanted itself into French consciousness and later spread through
most of Europe. The French-type strong state supervised the economy and edu-
cation, collected taxes, built highways and canals, and fielded standing armies.
A bureaucratic elite, trained in special schools, ran the country.

These attitudes lasted well into the twentieth century and are still present.
Defeated by Germany in 1870-1871, the French elite used the state as an agent of
modernization. Paris tried to build a unified and cohesive population, to turn “peas-
ants into Frenchmen.” A centralized school system stamped out local dialects,
broke stagnant rural traditions, and recruited the best talent for universities. State-
owned industries turned France into an economic power. Beaten by Germany
again in World War II, the French elite again used state power to modernize France.
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Did it work? France did modernize greatly, but was this the fastest or most
efficient way? Britain and the United States advanced further with minimal
government supervision; competition within a free-market economy did the
job faster and cheaper. (The comparison is not quite fair; Britain and the United
States faced no powerful, expansionist Germany on their borders. If they had,
the role of government would have been much bigger.)

Japan is another example of state-led modernization. With the Meiji Restoration
of 1868, Tokyo assigned various branches of industry to samurai clans, provided
funds, and told them to copy the best of the West. In one generation, Japan went
from handicrafts to heavy industry under the slogan “Rich nation, strong army!”
After World War II, the Ministry of Finance and Ministry of International Trade
and Industry (MITI) supervised Japan’s rapid economic leap by aiming bank loans
to growth industries, keeping out foreign competition, and penetrating the world
market with Japanese products. Before we say government supervision of the
economy does not work, we must explain why it worked in Japan. The Japanese,
of course, have an entirely different and more cooperative culture. An American
MITI might not work in our economic and cultural context. And Japan’s economic
growth has stagnated since 1990; the formula no longer worked.

Should government attempt to supervise the economy by providing plans,
suggestions, industry-wide cooperation, insurance, and loans? The traditional
American answer is “No, it’ll just mess things up.” Europeans and Canadians
are amazed at the bitter controversy surrounding U.S. national healthcare insur-
ance, something they implemented decades ago. Even in America, however, the
federal government has repeatedly pushed the U.S. economy forward by acquir-
ing large territories, letting settlers homestead them, and giving railroads rights
of way. In the 1930s, the Tennessee Valley Authority brought electricity and flood
control to much of the American South, an area that was largely untouched by
industrialization. Conservatives disliked the 2008 bailout of major financial
institutions but most agreed it was necessary. America, too, has used the state as
an agent of modernization and now has federal healthcare programs. One of the
great questions of modern politics is how much state intervention do we want?

Review Questions

1. What is the difference between a nation and 6. What are the two main electoral systems and
a state? their advantages and disadvantages?
2. What are wenk states and failed states? 7. What is the difference between socialism and
statism?

3. What were Aristotle’s six types of

government?
4. What is the crux of a political institution?

5. What are the problems of unitary and federal
systems?

8. Is the U.S. preference for minimal
government shared worldwide?

9. Can or should government attempt to
modernize society?
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Chapter 4
Constitutions
and Rights

Learning Objectives

4.1 Distinguish between constitutions and statutes.

4.2 Explain the purposes of constitutions.

4.3 Explain the variety of “rights” in the modern world.

4.4 Explain how U.S. judicial review was a first among constitutions.

4.5 Trace the development of the U.S. right to free speech.
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Americans have learned that the federal government massively surveys their
phone calls and e-mails. The counterterrorist effort was old and passed as a se-
ries of laws, although Congress kept mum until an intelligence technician leaked
to the media. The 1978 Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA)—sponsored
by Congressional liberals to restrain federal snooping on U.S. citizens, as Nixon
had done—set up a secret FISA court that routinely grants sweeping warrants to
collect information. After 9/11, Congress hastily passed the Patriot Act to moni-
tor phone calls, e-mails, finances, credit cards, and Muslim citizens. With several
amendments, laws now require phone and Internet carriers to give the National
Security Agency their metadata on all communications. NSA supercomputers
run algorithms of who contacts whom, for how long, and their location. The NSA
claims it does not open messages but passes suspicious patterns on to the CIA
or FBI, which can ask the FISA court for more intrusive warrants.

Although the laws aim at foreign threats, they open Americans to surveillance
in possible disregard of Fourth Amendment guarantees against “unreasonable
searches and seizures.” Both liberals and conservatives fear invasion of privacy
and rise of a Big Data police state. Defenders of the programs, both Republican
and Democrat, say they infringe on no rights and are essential to fight terror-
ism. They deplore the outing of the programs and argue that all conform to law.
Congress reauthorized FISA in 2012 with scarcely a murmur and claims it is kept
informed. President Obama, a former professor of constitutional law, said: “You
can’t have 100 percent security and also then have 100 percent privacy and zero
inconvenience. We're going to have to make some choices as a society.” It was a
perfect case for Supreme Court review.
The question of security and safety on one hand versus freedom and privacy on
the other was not a new problem in U.S. history, which has seen similar restrictions
on rights in other tense situations. Every political system has a problem establishing
and limiting power, especially in times of stress. A fair balance between govern-
ment powers and civil liberties is hard to strike and constantly shifting.
Likewise a balance between the wishes of the majority and the rights of the
minority are not easy choices. For example, may states ban same-sex marriages, minority
or does that deny homosexuals equal rights? For some, same-sex marriage vio- Eu%gar&ugoﬁignﬁ
lated their religious beliefs. In 2015, the Supreme Court ruled 54 that, based on v?ewpoi%]t, or p'ractice
equal protection of the laws, states could not refuse to marry same-sex couples. ~ within the larger
Some localities blocked construction of Muslim houses of worship, even though society.
the Constitution guarantees freedom of religion. A handful argued that the First
Amendment does not apply to Muslims.
These questions raise the issues of rights and political power. Most Americans
would agree that a Supreme Court decision is law even if Congress and the
states dislike it. We may disagree, though, over whether Muslims praying at the
airport should be kicked off their flight on the suspicion that they might blow up
the plane. Should special attention be paid to Middle Eastern-looking men who
might, just might, be terrorists? And if they are not terrorists, do they have the
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statute

An ordinary

law passed by a
legislature, not part
of the constitution.

constitution

Basic rules that
structure a
government, usually
written.

right to sue their accusers? How do we determine the limits of political power
and balance the needs of the majority with the rights of individuals and minori-
ties? Some guidelines are provided by traditions, by statutes, and above all by
national constitutions, which lay down the basic rules for governing.

Constitutions

4.1 Distinguish between constitutions and statutes.

In common usage, a constitution is a written document outlining the structure
of a political system. Political scientists define “constitution” as the rules and
customs, either written or unwritten, by which a government is run. Almost
all nations have constitutions because they operate according to some set of
rules. In chaotic, corrupt, or dictatorial systems, constitutions may not count for
much. Afghanistan, divided by armed tribes and warlords, has not been able
to implement its new constitution. In Congo (formerly Zaire), dictator Mobutu
allowed nothing to limit his stealing of the country’s wealth. And Stalin in
1936—precisely when he began his bloody purges—set up a Soviet constitution
that looked fine on paper but was a trick to fool the gullible. A few countries like
Britain and Israel have no single written document but still have constitutions.
British customs, laws, precedents, and traditions are so strong that the British
government considers itself bound by practices developed over the centuries.
Thus, British government is constitutional.

Most constitutions now also specify individual rights and freedoms. Except
for the U.S. Constitution, this has been a more recent thing. Canada got its
Charter of Rights and Freedoms only in 1982. Britain got the equivalent only in
2000, when it adopted the European Convention on Human Rights. Before that,
British rights and freedoms were not so clear.

Constitutions are supposed to establish the forms, institutions, and limits
of government and balance minority and majority interests. Not all function
that way. Political scientists study not only what is written but what is actually
practiced. The Constitution of the United States, for example, is very short and
leaves much unsaid. Its seven articles mostly define the powers of each branch
of government; the subsequent twenty-seven amendments broadly define civil
rights but leave much open for interpretation.

In contrast, most constitutions written since World War II have remarkable
detail. The postwar Japanese constitution, which was drafted by the U.S. mili-
tary government in five days in 1946 (they had been considering its elements
for some time), contains forty articles on the rights and duties of the people
alone, among them the right to productive employment, a decent standard of
living, and social welfare benefits—a sharp contrast to the general values of
“justice...domestic tranquility...common defense...general welfare...liberty”
outlined in the American Preamble. Article I of the postwar German constitution
(the Basic Law) also has a long list of rights, including not only fundamental
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legal and political freedoms but also social and economic safeguards, including
state supervision of the educational system and public control of the economy.

The 1988 Brazilian constitution enumerates many rights—forty-hour work-
week, medical and retirement plans, minimum wages, maximum interest rates,
environmental protection, you name it—that Brazil’s economy cannot afford.
These rights can block needed economic reforms. Many now believe that
detailed social and economic rights should not be put into constitutions; they
should be passed later as statutes or left to the workings of the market. Rights
that cannot be fulfilled are common in newer constitutions, whose idealistic
drafters thought they could fix all social and economic problems.

Britain may be able to get by with no written constitution, although the British
government is thinking about drafting one. The United States manages to function
with a very general constitution. In both Britain and the United States, the details
are filled in by usage over time. But most recently established nations commit
themselves to long written constitutions that try to spell out everything in detail.

The Highest Law of the Land

4.2 Explain the purposes of constitutions.

Nations adopt constitutions for the same reason that the ancient Mesopotamian
lawgiver Hammurabi codified the laws of Babylon: to establish a supreme law
of the land. Constitutions state the fundamental laws of society and are not
meant to be easily revised. They are yardsticks by which activities of the gov-
ernment or the people are measured. A legislature can pass a law one year and
repeal it the next, but amending the constitution is made deliberately much
harder. In Sweden, constitutional amendments must be passed by two succes-
sive legislatures with a general election in between.

Amending the U.S. Constitution is even more difficult. The most common
procedure requires the approval of two-thirds of both the Senate and the House
of Representatives, then ratification by three-fourths of the state legislatures.
The fact that our Constitution has been amended only seventeen times since
the adoption of the Bill of Rights in 1791 illustrates the difficulty of the amend-
ment procedure. (The last, the Twenty-Seventh Amendment of 1992, specified
no congressional pay raises without an election in between.) The Equal Rights
Amendment failed to pass in 1983 because fewer than three-fourths of the state
legislatures voted to ratify it. Republican proposals to alter the birthright clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to exclude “anchor babies” from citizenship
would face a similar daunting challenge. Japan also requires two-thirds of each
house plus a majority in a referendum. The prime minister in 2013 proposed
lowering the two-thirds to simple majority in both houses, plus the referendum.
This was controversial throughout Asia because it would make it easier to drop
Article 9, by which Japan renounces the right to go to war.
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Case Studies

The Dangers of Changing Constitutions

Beware the country that keeps introducing new con-
stitutions; it is a sign of instability and indicates that
no constitution has rooted itself into the hearts and
minds of the people. France since the Revolution
has had fifteen constitutions, not all of them put into
practice. Brazil has had seven since independence
in 1822. Yugoslavia under Tito came out with a new

constitution every decade, each more dubious than
the one before. The 1963 Yugoslav constitution pro-
vided for a legislature of five chambers. Such constant
experimentation with the highest law of the land meant
that no constitution was established and legitimate,
one reason Yugoslavia fell apart in bloodshed in 1991.
Constitutions are too important to experiment with.

judicial review
Ability of courts
to decide if laws
are constitutional,
not present in all
countries.

judicial activism
Judges’ willingness to
override legislatures
by declaring statutes
unconstitutional.

judicial restraint
Judges’ unwillingness
to overturn

statutes passed by
legislatures.

The General Nature of Constitutional Law

Constitutions, no matter how detailed, cannot cover every problem that may
arise, so most provide for a constitutional court to interpret the highest law in
specific cases. This concept of judicial interpretation of a constitution is a fairly
new thing worldwide; it was pioneered by the United States and has spread
only in recent decades. Accordingly, many of our examples are American.

The U.S. Constitution says that “Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof” in Amendment
I of the Bill of Rights. This is a very general statement, and how it is interpreted
in a specific case—such as prayer in school or a satanic cult—depends on those
in power at the time. Does it mean that prayer in public schools breaches the
separation of church and state? Or that prayer in schools is part of the free
exercise of religion? Or that prayer in schools is permissible if that is what most
people in a given school district want?

Constitutional law must be interpreted for specific incidents. Who has the
authority to decide what the general wording of a constitution means? Starting
with the United States, now more than thirty nations give the power of judicial
review to the highest national court. Such courts rule on the constitutionality of
government acts and declare null and void acts they consider unconstitutional.
This power is controversial. Many critics have accused the Supreme Court (most
notably when Earl Warren was chief justice from 1953 to 1969) of imposing
personal philosophies as the laws of the land. To a large extent, a constitution is
indeed what its interpreters say it is, but the possibility of too subjective an inter-
pretation is a necessary risk with judicial review.

The courts do not always interpret the constitution in a consistent fashion.
The Warren Court exemplified judicial activism, which does not necessarily
mean “liberal.” It refers to a judge’s willingness to strike down certain laws
and practices. The opposite philosophy is judicial restraint, when a Supreme
Court sees its job not as legislating but as following the lead of Congress. Justices
Oliver Wendell Holmes and Felix Frankfurter, who counseled the Court on
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judicial restraint, are regarded as great liberals. The Roberts Court, on the other
hand, struck down several laws but was considered conservative.

Likewise, Germany’s Federal Constitutional Court is no stranger to contro-
versy. Modeled after the U.S. Supreme Court—except that it has sixteen justices—
the German court is mandated to make sure all laws conform to the Basic Law.
In 1975, the German court found that a law permitting abortions conflicted with
the strong right-to-life provisions of the Basic Law—enacted to repudiate the hor-
rors of the Nazi era—and declared abortion unconstitutional. In 1995, it declared
unconstitutional a Bavarian law requiring a crucifix in every classroom. In 2009,
the German court warned that the European Union did not override German
democracy and sovereignty. Not all nations give their highest court the power to
declare something unconstitutional; some reserve that power for the legislature.
The British Parliament largely determines what is constitutional.

Constitutions and Constitutional Government

A constitution depends largely on the way it is interpreted. Two separate nations
could adopt similar constitutions but have them work differently. Sweden and
Italy have similar structures, but their political cultures are quite different—
Swedes are obedient, Italians not so much—so written rules function differ-
ently. A constitution can be a fiction. The Soviet constitution set a government
framework—a federal system with a bicameral legislature, with executive and
administrative powers given to the cabinet-like Council of Ministers—and
accorded to its citizens a long list of democratic rights. In actuality, the elite of
the Communist Party controlled nearly everything, including individual rights.

Constitutionalism means that the power of a government is limited. We see
its beginnings in the Magna Carta, which England’s nobles forced King John to
sign in 1215. The Great Charter does not mention democracy; it merely limits
the king’s power and safeguards the nobles’ rights. Over the centuries, however,
it was used to promote democracy and individual freedom in modern Britain,
the United States, and Canada. In a constitutionally governed nation, laws and
institutions limit government to make sure that the fundamental rights of citizens
are not violated. In contrast, a totalitarian or authoritarian government is not
limited by its constitution; individuals and minority groups have little protection
against arbitrary acts of government, in spite of what the constitution may say. In
the 1970s, the military regimes of Argentina and Chile “disappeared” (meaning
tortured and killed) thousands of suspected leftists even though their written
constitutions promised human rights. Currently, Chinese intellectuals struggle to
get Beijing to enforce the rights already guaranteed by China’s constitution. With
true constitutionalism, they argue, many problems would be solved.

The United States is no stranger to violations of minority rights. In addition
to slavery and the subsequent violation of the civil rights of African Americans in
the American South, perhaps the next biggest was the 1942 internment of some
110,000 Japanese Americans on the West Coast under infamous Executive Order

Basic Law

(German Grundgesetz)
Germany’s
constitution since
1949.

political culture

The psychology of the
nation in regard to
politics.

constitutionalism
Degree to which
government limits its
powers.
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9066, in the mistaken belief that they were enemy aliens (most were born in the
United States). Robbed of their homes, businesses, and liberty without due pro-
cess of law, they were sent to ramshackle, dusty camps surrounded by barbed
wire and guard towers. Not one case of disloyalty was ever demonstrated against
a Japanese American; they were victims of racism and wartime hysteria.

Even Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson, who signed the order, feared it
“would make a tremendous hole in our Constitution.” It did, but not until 1983
did a federal court overturn the legality of internment. The incident shows
that even a well-established democracy can throw out its civil liberties in a
moment of exaggerated and groundless panic. (A similar reaction flared after
9/11, aimed at Muslims.) The 442nd Regimental Combat Team, recruited from
Japanese Americans, was the most decorated U.S. unit of World War II.

The Purpose of a Constitution

If some nations pay little heed to what is written in their constitutions, why
do they bother to write a constitution at all? Constitutions do several things:
They put in writing national ideals, formalize the structure of government, and
attempt to justify the government’s right to govern.

A STATEMENT OF NATIONAL IDEALS The Preamble of the U.S. Constitution
proclaims its dedication to six goals: to form a more perfect union, to establish
justice, to ensure domestic tranquility, to provide for the common defense, to
promote the general welfare, and to secure the blessings of liberty. The 1977
Soviet constitution proclaimed the Soviet Union to be a “developed socialist
society” dedicated to building a classless utopia. The constitution of the Federal
Republic of Germany, seeking to repudiate the Nazis, states its determination to
“serve the peace of the world” and expressly proclaims that no group of people
can be stripped of their German citizenship—a reaction to Hitler’s Nuremburg
Laws, which made hundreds of thousands of Germans noncitizens.

Preambles and lists of rights are symbolic statements: They indicate the val-
ues, ideals, and goals of those who draft the documents. Preambles are by nature
very general and have dubious legal force. How are they interpreted? What does

Case Studies

Canada’s New Constitution

Canada was in a curious situation. The British North  Increasingly, this rankled Canadians, who demanded
America Act of 1867, passed by the British Parliament,  “patriation” of their constitution—that is, bringing it
gave Canada its independence, but as the British  back to Canada. They got this only in 1982 along with
Dominion of Canada it could amend its constitution  something they had never had before, a Charter of
only by approval of the House of Commons in London.  Rights and Freedoms similar to the U.S. Bill of Rights.




Constitutions and Rights 75

the U.S. Constitution mean by a “more perfect union,” “establish justice,” or
“promote the general welfare”? Constitutions state national ideals, but the inter-
pretation of these goals and values requires some decisions.

FORMALIZES THE STRUCTURE OF GOVERNMENT A constitution is also a
blueprint, a written description of who does what in government, defining the
authority and limiting the powers of each branch and providing for regularized
channels through which conflict may be resolved. Articles I through III of the
U.S. Constitution outline the duties of Congress, the president, and the judiciary.
Congress may collect taxes and customs duties but is prohibited from taxing ex-
ports. The president is named commander in chief of the armed forces but must
have the “advice and consent” of the Senate to conclude treaties. In a system
in which there is separation of powers, the constitution divides authority and separation of

responsibilities among the various branches of government; it also limits the POW€IS

U.S. doctrine

that branches of
No other constitution uses “checks and balances” like the American one; government should

most, in fact, specify the unification of power, with no split between legislature Eﬁf&f&%ﬁi?ﬁgn d

and executive. Few other countries abhor the concentration of power the way balance each other;

the U.S. Founding Fathers did. The 1993 Russian constitution gives the executive ~found in few other

far more power than the parliament, the State Duma, an imbalance that bothers governments.

few Russians, most of whom prefer a strong hand at the top to prevent anarchy State Duma

and stabilize the economy. Again, political culture counts for a lot in how a con- {{USSIia’S national

stitution actually works. sgisianre.
Constitutions also outline the division of power between central and

regional or local governments. In a federal system, powers and responsibilities

are divided between one national government and several provincial or state

governments. In the U.S. Constitution, this division is a general one; any powers

not accorded to the central government are reserved for the states or the people.

power of each branch.

This division of power has become less clear-cut, especially in recent years, as
the federal government has taken on a greater share of financing the operations
of education, health, welfare, housing, and much else.

Most nations are unitary systems; that is, they do not divide power ter-
ritorially but concentrate it in the nation’s capital. Unitary systems do not seek
to “balance” powers between central and provincial, but they may give a little
autonomy to counties (Sweden and Ireland) or prefectures (Japan). They may
also remake and even erase existing provinces and localities; this is not true with
federal systems, which cannot easily erase or alter their component states, each
of which has a legal existence.

ESTABLISHES THE LEGITIMACY OF GOVERNMENT A constitution may
also give a government the stamp of legitimacy, something both symbolic and
practical. Some nations will not recognize a new state until it has a written con-
stitution, which they take as a sign of permanence and responsibility. The U.S.
Articles of Confederation and, subsequently, the U.S. Constitution symbolized
American independence.
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constituent
assembly
Legislature convened
to draft new
constitution.

Most constitutions were written shortly after major changes of regime and
try to establish the new regime’s right to rule. A constituent assembly is a leg-
islature meeting for the first time after the overthrow of one regime to write a
new constitution. The Spanish parliament elected in 1977 turned itself into a
constituent assembly to repudiate the Franco system with the new 1978 constitu-
tion. That job done, it turned itself back into the Cortes, the regular parliament.
In 1990, Bulgaria elected a 400-member Grand National Assembly to write a
new, post-Communist constitution. That done, in 1991 Bulgaria elected a regu-
lar parliament, the 240-member National Assembly. After ousting the Taliban
regime, Afghan factions met in a loya jirga, a traditional constituent assembly, to
produce a new constitution in 2004. The warlords and Taliban who run much of
Afghanistan, however, ignore it.

Can Constitutions Ensure Rights?

4.3 Explain the variety of “rights” in the modern world.

Civil Liberties and Civil Rights

During World War II, Nazi concentration camps exterminated millions, and
the Japanese army raped and pillaged China. In reaction, the world took steps
to prevent such inhumanity. In 1948, the UN General Assembly adopted the
Universal Declaration on Human Rights, a symbolic statement (with no real
power of sanction) that establishes fundamental precepts and norms that most
nations are reluctant to violate openly. Countries that do—Mao’s 1958-1961 fam-
ine killed an estimated 36 million to 45 million Chinese, Saddam Hussein used
poison gas against fellow Iraqis, Laurent Kabila condoned and covered up tribal
massacres in the Congo—risk being isolated from world aid and trade. Charges
of human-rights violations try to persuade Syria to cease killing its own citizens.
Although not directly enforceable, the setting of norms for human rights made
us more likely to seek them.

The Universal Declaration, patterned on the French Declaration of the
Rights of Man and Citizen and on the American Declaration of Independence
and the Bill of Rights, affirms the basic civil and human rights that government
may not arbitrarily take away. These include the rights to life and freedom
of assembly, expression, movement, religion, and political participation. The
Universal Declaration also provides for many economic and cultural needs:
the rights to work, to an education, to marry, to raise a family, and to provide
for that family and the right to live according to one’s culture. These rights are
almost impossible to enforce, and few have tried. The fact is that rights and
liberties are difficult to define, and all nations restrict civil liberties in some
way. The problem of minority groups is worldwide. Europe’s most serious civil-
rights problem is with Gypsies, who are despised nearly everywhere.
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Minority Groups and Civil Liberties

Few nations are homogeneous; most have citizens from several racial, ethnic,
religious, cultural, or linguistic backgrounds, and their civil or cultural liberties
are often compromised. Haitians living in Florida or Chicanos in California are
at a disadvantage unless they speak English. Indians and Pakistanis in Great
Britain, Algerians in France, and Turks in Germany are under pressure to con-
form to the dominant culture. But the Universal Declaration states that minori-
ties have the right to preserve their cultural uniqueness. Can it—or should it—
be enforced in these situations? The U.S. debate over “multiculturalism” hinges
on this question. Should the United States abandon e pluribus unum in favor of
preserving ethnic groups? Do the children of minority groups have the right
to be schooled in their parents’” language? Or should children receive the same
schooling—the great school desegregation issue of postwar American politics?
In 1957, President Eisenhower, in a tense standoff with segregationists, called
up the Arkansas National Guard to integrate Central High School in Little Rock
(photo on p. 68).

The Adaptability of the
U.S. Constitution

4.4 Explain how U.S. judicial review was a first among constitutions.

Constitutions are modified by traditions, new usages, and laws. The U.S.
Constitution does not mention political parties, yet our party system has become
an established part of the American political process. Likewise, the U.S. Senate
now needs sixty votes instead of fifty-one votes to pass almost anything. Without
sixty votes to stop them, senators now routinely filibuster and block legislation.
Nothing in the Constitution specifies this; it just happened as the chamber angrily
polarized in recent years. Judicial precedents and government traditions, too, make
up the fundamental laws of a society. Even the previously mentioned judicial
review appears nowhere in the U.S. Constitution, The Supreme Court’s author-
ity to declare laws unconstitutional was first asserted in 1803 by the Court itself.
Constitutions need some flexibility to adapt over time. The right to bear arms and
freedom of expression illustrate the changing nature of the U.S. Constitution.

The Right to Bear Arms

In 2008, the Supreme Court ruled for the first time that the Second Amendment’s
“right to bear arms” is an individual right. The point has been and continues to
be controversial. In 1939, the Court ruled in United States v. Miller against trans-
porting sawed-off shotguns, and judges nationwide used Miller as the precedent
to allow restrictions on gun ownership. But with District of Columbia v. Heller
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Theories
What Is a Right?

Where do “rights” come from? Are they natural or ar-
tificial? Thinkers of a classic bent—including the U.S.
Founding Fathers—took “natural rights” as a basis for
human rights. Nature expresses God’s intentions,
which are not hard to discem. You know instantly and
instinctively that it is wrong to crash a jetliner into a build-
ing. Life and liberty are natural; therefore, government
may deprive people of these basic rights only for good
cause. Human rights can generally be formulated in the
negative as “freedom from,” namely, from various forms
of tyranny, the great concern of Thomas Jefferson.

Civil rights are newer and at a higher level; they
grew up with modermn democracy, in which citizens
need the freedom to speak and vote. They are not as
self-evident as human rights. Press freedom is prob-
ably a civil rather than a human right, although the two
overlap. Those deprived of civil rights—such as the
right to organize an opposition party—may soon also
find themselves locked up by the dictatorial regime. In
the United States, equal rights in schooling and voting
became major civil-rights issues.

Economic rights are the newest—appearing in
the nineteenth century with the early socialists—and
shifting rights into the material realm. Advanced by
liberals like Franklin D. Roosevelt, they are usually
formulated in the positive as “freedom to,” namely, to
live adequately, have a job, and get an education and
health care. Many of them cost lots of taxpayer money
in government programs. Conservatives say these are
not rights at all, merely desirable things demanded by
various groups, such as oldsters demanding prescrip-
tion drugs as a “right.” Some fear a “rights industry”
creating dubious rights without limit.

“Right,” said English philosopher Jeremy
Bentham, “is the child of law.” Something becomes a
right only when it is put into a constitution or statutes.
Before the Medicare law, senior citizens had no right
to federally funded health insurance. Now it is a right.
All rights are more or less artificial or “socially con-
structed.” Is something good and desirable automati-
cally a right? Is everything an interest group demands
really its right? Beware of overusing the term “rights.”

human rights
Freedom from
government
mistreatment such
as arrest, torture, jail,
and death without
due process.

civil rights

Ability to participate
in politics and
society, such as
voting and free
speech; sometimes
confused with but at
a higher level than
human rights.

economic rights
Guarantees of
adequate material
standards of living;
the newest and most
controversial rights.

in 2008, the Court ruled that the District’s strict gun law violated the Second
Amendment. (Titles of U.S. court decisions are the italicized names of plaintiffs
and defendants.)

The Founding Fathers wanted to prevent any concentration of power that
might flow from a standing national army. The Constitution’s “militia clauses”
envisioned defense as largely in the hands of state “militias,” which would
disperse power among the states and citizen militia members. To bolster this,
Amendment II of the Bill of Rights (adopted in 1791) says, “A well regulated
Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to
keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” The militia concept of citizen-based
defense never came to much (the states did not want to spend the money), so
Washington eventually turned the militias into the National Guard.

But is there also an individual right, apart from belonging to a militia, to have
guns? Liberals and gun-control advocates claimed there is not, that the right
pertains only to militias. Accordingly, states and municipalities can restrict gun
ownership. Washington, DC, for example, in 1976 outlawed private handguns,
something that conservatives charged was unconstitutional. The Supreme Court
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in Heller decided 5—4 that handguns in the home for defense were legal. That constructed
instantly became the law of the land, and the National Rifle Association immedi- Something widely
. . . . . believed as old and
ately brought suits to strike down similar laws nationwide. hallowed but actually
Heller opened the door to numerous Second Amendment questions that will ~ recent and artificial.
drag on for years. Does it mean Americans can own any gun without restriction?
Outside of the home? Concealed? Machine guns? Sawed-off shotguns? Cop-
killer ammunition? How about suspected terrorists or deranged youths? Or do
states and municipalities still have the power to impose reasonable restrictions,
such as preventing guns from being brought into public meetings? Both Miller
and Heller illustrate that a two-century-old constitution will be reinterpreted in
response to new conditions and cases, such as murderous rampages of mentally

unbalanced people who have no trouble buying guns.

Freedom of Expression in the
United States

4.5 Trace the development of the U.S. right to free speech.

“Congress shall make no law...abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press;
or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government
for a redress of grievances,” says Amendment I of the U.S. Bill of Rights. We
regard freedom of expression as a hallmark of any democratic nation. Citizens
who think the government is bad or wrong may say so publicly. An antigovern-
ment or antireligion artwork should draw no interference or investigation from
a government agency.

Whereas U.S. law tilts strongly toward free speech, most countries outlaw
“hate speech” in the interests of domestic calm. In most of Europe, it is illegal
to deny that the Holocaust happened. The 2015 murder of twelve staffers of the
Paris satirical weekly Charlie Hebdo by Muslim extremists raised the question
of free speech versus hate speech. Charlie cartoons gleefully ridicule just about
anything, including the Prophet Muhammad, something that offends Muslims
worldwide. A million and a half people marched in Paris to proclaim the right
of press freedom. Muslim crowds, however, raged against what they called hate
speech. Which was it? We are reminded again of the cultural context of actions
and of the difficulty of defining rights.

Free speech is not easy. Does it give a campus bigot the right to incite hatred
of African American students? Does a newspaper have a right to publish infor-
mation that might damage national security? Can a publicly funded museum
reject artworks that offend some religious sensibilities? Americans believe
in the right of free expression, but most agree that there are limits. As Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes argued, one cannot yell “Fire!” in a crowded theater
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Exaggerated fear
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World War I and
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unless there really is a fire. Does free speech include the right of a state to fly
the Confederate battle flag? Such a symbol may push a seething racist to vio-
lence, such as the youth who killed nine African Americans in a Charleston, NC,
church in 2015.

Before you decide that a case of offensive speech should or should not be
protected by the First Amendment, remember the right to free speech would
hardly be necessary to protect speech that offended no one. According to Justice
Holmes, freedom of expression must also be restricted in cases in which state-
ments or publications present a “clear and present danger” of bringing about
“substantive evils,” which Congress has a right to prevent. The Supreme Court
in its 1925 Gitlow v. New York decision upheld the conviction of a radical who
called for the violent overthrow of the government on the grounds that his
words had represented a “bad tendency,” which could “corrupt morals, incite
crime, and disturb the public peace.” That decision, during a “red scare,” would
likely have come out differently in tranquil times.

First Amendment controversies are never-ending. In 1971, a multivolume,
secret Defense Department study of the decisions that led to the Vietnam War
was leaked to The New York Times and The Washington Post, both of which
started publishing a series of sensational articles based on the study. The Nixon
administration immediately got a court order blocking further publication on
national-security grounds. In what became known as the Pentagon Papers case,
the Supreme Court quickly and unanimously rejected the government’s claim
that official secrets had been compromised. By that time, most Americans were
fed up with the war. The reasoning of Justice Hugo Black:

Only a free and unrestrained press can effectively expose deception in
government. And paramount among the responsibilities of a free press
is the duty to prevent any part of the Government from deceiving the
people and sending them off to distant lands to die of foreign fevers
and foreign shot and shell.... [T]he newspapers nobly did precisely that
which the founders hoped and trusted they would do.

Recently, some have argued that free speech has gone too far, especially if
it deals in racism and pornography or if it throttles others’ speech in the name
of “political correctness.” The Internet has opened vast new areas in this debate
as it lets hate-filled, extremist messages circulate. The Islamic State successfully
recruits online.

In 2010, federal courts overturned portions of campaign-reform laws
designed to curb the influence of big money, partly because campaign contribu-
tions are seen by many as a form of free speech. Dollars, they argued, are like
words; both should flow without restriction to support candidates and causes.
Now millions go freely and directly to “super-PACs,” which concentrate on
negative campaigning, making U.S. elections dirtier than ever. Some fear rich
corporations and individuals will simply buy elections.



Constitutions and Rights 81

Free Speech and Sedition

Sedition is heavy criticism of the government or officials aimed at producing sedition
discontent or rebellion. The U.S. government has used sedition laws to sup- Incitementto
. . . . . . . public disorder or to
press radical expression several times since the adoption of the Bill of Rights. i erthrow the state.
Congress passed the first Sedition Act in 1798, after the XYZ affair. It was aimed
at the “Jacobins,” as American defenders of the French Revolution were called,
at a time when the United States was in an undeclared naval war with France.
The Sedition Act was supposed to expire the day that President John Adams
left office (which indicates that its true purpose may have been to influence the
election). The act was controversial, but it lapsed without any test of constitu-
tionality in the Supreme Court. The next Sedition Act came during the Civil War,
when President Lincoln used his war powers to suppress Northern opponents
of the war, who argued, among other points, “It’s a rich man’s war and a poor
man’s fight.” The matter came before the Supreme Court, which declined to
judge the legality of Lincoln’s actions, so they went untested. After the Civil
War, all “political prisoners” were pardoned.

TWENTIETH-CENTURY SEDITION ACTS During World War I, the Espionage
Act of 1917 produced Justice Holmes’s “clear and present danger” doctrine.
Socialists and pacifists were urging people to resist U.S. involvement in the war
by refusing to serve in the army and to disrupt the war effort in other ways.
The 1917 act prohibited any such attempts, and several were charged under it
in 1919. In one case, the Supreme Court upheld the law on the grounds that free
speech could be restricted if it created a “clear and present danger” to national
security. Several hundred, including Socialist Party leader Eugene Debs, were
imprisoned under the act, but most were pardoned as the war ended.

In the 1940s and 1950s, sedition acts were directed against Communists.
The 1940 Smith Act, the most comprehensive sedition act ever passed, made
it a crime to advocate the violent overthrow of the government, to distribute
literature urging such, or to knowingly join any organization or group that
advocated such actions. The Smith Act aroused much controversy but was
not put to a constitutional test until 1951, when the Supreme Court upheld the
convictions of the leaders of the American Communist Party even though they
had not been charged with any overt acts of force against the government. “It
is the existence of the conspiracy which constitutes the danger,” ruled Chief
Justice Vinson, “not the presence or absence of overt action.” Since then, there
have been other court rulings on the constitutionality of the Smith Act, and they
have fluctuated. In Yates v. the United States in 1957, the Warren Court reversed
the conviction of the Communist leaders on the grounds that there was no
overt action, only abstract advocacy of rebellion. Four years later, in Scales
v. the United States, the Court upheld the section of the Smith Act that makes
membership in the Communist Party illegal—but this ruling also specified that
it is active membership, involving the direct intent to bring about the violent
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overthrow of the government, that is criminal. The Court was careful to point
out that membership per se was not made illegal by the Smith Act.

The most stringent legislation against Communist subversion was passed
during the McCarthy era after World War II, another red scare. The McCarran
Act of 1950 (the Internal Security Act) barred Communists from working
for the federal government or in defense-related industries, established a
Subversive Activities Control Board (SACB) to enforce the act, and required
SACB-designated organizations to register with the attorney general. Critics of
the McCarran Act charged that the law not only encroached on the rights of free
speech and free assembly but also violated the self-incrimination clause of the
Fifth Amendment. Although the Internal Security Act in its entirety has never
been declared unconstitutional, every action by the SACB demanding specific
organizational or individual registration with the attorney general’s office has
been declared unconstitutional. Finally, with the realization on all sides that the
SACB accomplished nothing, it was abolished in 1973. Interestingly, the U.S.
government did essentially nothing to stop criticism of the Vietnam War; oppo-
sition was too widespread, and there was no declaration of war.

Rights for Terrorists?

After 9/11, the Bush administration invented a new category for terrorist sus-
pects who had been arrested: “unlawful enemy combatants.” Evidence against
them was often vague. They were in a limbo between criminal suspects and
prisoners of war and lacked the rights of either. They were harshly interrogated
by means such as “waterboarding,” simulated drowning. No one knows if valid
information was obtained, and statements obtained under duress are worthless
in a court of law. Some were held in Guantdanamo—because it was not on U.S.
soil—without charge, trial, or time limit. Unquestionably many of them—but
which?—were dangerous terrorists, but evidence against them was kept secret.
In effect, they got life sentences without a trial.

After the 9/11 panic subsided, many wondered if this was constitutional.
In 2004, the Supreme Court ruled that Guantanamo is effectively under U.S.
laws. In 2006 and 2008, it ruled that suspected terrorists had habeas corpus
rights. The court did not free any detainees or order any trials, but it did push
the administration to decide whether they were criminal suspects or war prison-
ers. If the former, they get a trial; if the latter, they get treated under the Geneva
Conventions. The law did not sit easily with the new category of “unlawful
enemy combatant.”

One fiery Islamist preacher in Yemen, who was born in the United States,
used the Internet to encourage violence worldwide, and several answered his
call, including a U.S. Army psychiatrist who killed thirteen fellow soldiers in
2009. A drone took out the preacher in 2011, raising questions of executing a U.S.
citizen without due process.
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Methods

References

Whoever reads your paper should be able to look
up your sources to make sure they are valid and in
context. References are now usually put at the end.
Shown here is the standard urged by the American
Political Science Association, but this is not sacred.
It is derived from that of the American Psychological
Association (“psych style”) and a variation of the
Chicago Manual of Style. Your instructor may prefer
the similar style of the Modern Language Association,
and some may prefer the old-fashioned footnote style,
which at least was consistent across disciplines. There
is some variation in what is considered standard, es-
pecially with websites. In general, references give the
reader a road map to your sources.

At the end of your paper, under the subhead
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first), the year, the article in quotation marks, the jour-
nal or book title italicized, and, if a book, the city and
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sons in the United States indicates that the guarantees of the Bill of Rights have
been interpreted to mean different things over time. When Congress, the presi-
dent, and the courts perceive danger and threat, they tend to be more restrictive,
in other times more permissive. Rights are highly context-dependent. After the
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they know they may be overthrown. Myanmar (formerly Burma), South Korea,
Indonesia, Egypt, Iran, South Africa, Argentina, and many other lands have
imprisoned political opponents for speaking out. “Free speech” is not just a
nice thing; it can be dynamite. Freedom of expression thrives best under long-
established, legitimate governments in tranquil times. It is, in short, political.
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5. Do most constitutions have “checks and rightss Has tis happened betore
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Chapter 5
Regimes

Learning Objectives

5.1 Explain why representative democracy is the only feasible kind.
5.2 Contrast elitist and pluralist theories of democracy.

5.3 List the features attributed to totalitarianism.

5.4 Distinguish authoritarianism from totalitarianism.

5.5 Explain why new democracies often fail.



Hong Kong is a strange situation. A British colony since 1842, it was handed
back to China in 1997 as a “special administrative region” with internal self-
governance for fifty years. China, however, slowly chokes this off. Beijing fears
the movement for Hong Kong democracy —which the British never implemented
because Beijing told them not to—and takes steps to stifle it, lest it spread to
the mainland. Beijing warns Hong Kong businesses and media that they will
lose deals and advertising if they back the democracy movement. Hundreds of
thousands of Hong Kongers, however, protest for democracy in the streets, and
social media to demand open candidate nominations for the 2017 Hong Kong
elections—not just those picked by a committee beholden to Beijing. Free Hong
Kong elections would give mainlanders ideas about democracy.

Democracy is both contentious and contagious. It is not simple or easy. At the
birth of the American Republic, many wondered if it would survive. They noted
that Athenian and Roman democracy had both perished. In 1831-1832, French
visitor Tocqueville took a close look and concluded U.S. democracy was admira-
ble and viable. The rest of the world moved only slowly and grudgingly toward
democracy in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Some countries
tried democracy but slid backward. The Soviet, Italian, and German dictatorships
evoked some admiration from Depression-wracked citizens of democracies.

The debate between dictatorship and democracy will likely continue. The
two, however, are not simply black and white; in between are many variations.
Classification is difficult; Table 5.1 is just an attempt. Some countries are pretend
democracies, with controlled media, rigged elections, and obedient parliaments
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Table 5.1 Main Regime Types

Democratic

U.S., West Europe

Egypt, Russia

Authoritarian
Iran, China

Totalitarian
N. Korea, Cuba

media free curbed obedient
parties several one dominant none or one
elections competitive flawed rigged
alternates among . in hands of small
power ) rigid one man
parties group
ideology many limited range none or pretend
constitution restrains government ;electlvely restrains individuals
interpreted
civil liberties protected vulnerable few
interest groups Iy €I few and cowed state-supervised
autonomous
economy market partly market partly state-run
- subordinate to plays a political intertwined with
military

corruption

elected officials

minor

role

widespread

regime

pervasive

state-controlled
one
fake or none

concentrated in
one leader

one militant
worships state

none

no autonomous
ones

state-run

controlled by ruling
party

major
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democracy

Political system of
mass participation,
competitive elections,
and human and civil
rights.

Table 5.2 Select Freedom House 2015 Rankings

United States 1
Canada 1
Brazil 2
India 2.5
Mexico 3
Bosnia 3.5
Colombia 3.5
Malaysia 4
Nigeria 4.5
Pakistan 4.5
Kuwait 5
Venezuela 5
Egypt 55
Myanmar (Burma) 5.5
Zimbabwe 5.5
Iraq 6
Afghanistan 6
Ethiopia 6
Iran 6
Russia 6
China 6.5
North Korea 7

free

free

free

free

partly free
partly free
partly free
partly free
partly free
partly free
partly free
partly free
not free
not free
not free
not free
not free
not free
not free
not free
not free

not free

SOURCE: Freedom House

and parties—like Russia and Iran. Many countries are in flux, shifting between
more and less democratic and vice versa, what the table calls “transitional”
regimes. Venezuela and Bolivia have taken on authoritarian hues, but Indonesia
and Nigeria have moved in a democratic direction.

Freedom House annually ranks countries on a 1-7 scale and puts them into
“free” (1 to 2.5), “partly free” (3 to 5), and “not free” (5.5 to 7) categories to indicate
their degree of democracy (see Table 5.2). Some countries are borderline, some
barely free (India), some move (Mexico was demoted from 2.5 to 3, Ethiopia from
5 to 6), and others at the upper end of not free (Myanmar and Zimbabwe at 5.5).

Representative Democracy

5.1 Explain why representative democracy is the only feasible kind.

Democracy has many meanings. Dictators misuse the word to convince subjects
that they live in a just system. The Soviet Union used to claim it was the best
democracy, and Libya’s Muammar Qaddafi claimed he embodied the precise



will of his people. Democracy does not always equal freedom. Elections, even
free and fair ones as in Turkey and Egypt, can produce regimes that ride rough-
shod over rights and freedoms, what is called illiberal democracy. Democracy
is a complex and carefully balanced system that needs thoughtful citizens, limits
on power, rule of law, and human and civil rights. Not every country that calls
itself a democracy is one, and not every country is capable of becoming one.
Egypt is a recent case in point.

Democracy (from the Greek demokratia; demos = “the people” and kratia =
“rule”) carried a negative connotation until the nineteenth century, as thinkers
accepted the ancient Greeks’ criticism of direct democracy as mob rule. A “true”
democracy, a system in which all citizens meet periodically to elect officials and
personally enact laws, has been rare: Athens’s General Assembly, New England
town meetings, and Swiss Landsgemeinde are among the few.

Some direct democracy continues in U.S. states through referendums on
issues the legislature will not handle. Although referendums seem very demo-
cratic, their sponsors can oversimplify and manipulate issues, as Californians
see with the scores of measures—some contradicting others—they face on every
ballot. French President Charles de Gaulle called referendums to build his own
power and bypass conventional politicians. Pakistan’s former president—a gen-
eral who seized power in a 1999 military coup—had himself confirmed in office
by a 2002 referendum. Few were fooled.

Direct democracy is difficult to carry out because of the size factor. As the
Englishman John Selden noted in the early seventeenth century in arguing for a
Parliament in London: “The room will not hold all.” A national government that
submitted each decision to millions of voters would be too unwieldy to function.
Representative democracy evolved as the only workable system.

Modern democracy is not the actual setting of policy by the people. Instead,
the people play a more general role. Democracy today is, in Lipset’s words, “a
political system which supplies regular constitutional opportunities for changing
the governing officials, and a social mechanism which permits the largest possible
part of the population to influence major decisions by choosing among contenders
for political office.” Constitutional means that the government is limited and can
wield its authority only in specific ways. Representative democracy has several
essential characteristics. Notice that it is not a simple system or one that falls into
place automatically. It must be carefully constructed over many years. Attempts to
thrust it onto unprepared countries like Russia or Iraq often fail.

Popular Accountability of Government

In a democracy, the policymakers must obtain the support of a majority or a
plurality of votes cast. Leaders are accountable to citizens. Elected leaders need
to worry that they can be voted out. No one has an inherent right to occupy
a position of political power; he or she must be freely, fairly, and periodically
elected by fellow citizens, either at regular intervals (as in the United States) or
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illiberal democracy
Regimes that are
elected but lack
democratic qualities
such as civil rights
and limits on
government.

referendum

A mass vote on an
issue rather than for
a candidate; a type of
direct democracy.

representative
democracy

One in which the
people do not
rule directly but
through elected
and accountable
representatives.
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at certain maximum time spans (as in Britain). Most systems permit reelection,
although some specify term limits. Reelection is the people’s means both of
expressing support and of controlling the general direction of government
policy. Term limits may cast a shadow on popular accountability; if leaders
know they cannot return for another term, they might be less responsive to the
will of the citizenry.

Political Competition

Voters must have a choice, either of candidates or parties. That means a mini-
mum of two distinct alternatives. In Europe, voters have a choice among several
parties, each of which tries to distinguish its ideology and policies. One-party
or one-candidate elections are fake. Americans are supposed to have a choice
of two candidates, one for each major party, but most congresspersons run with
little or no opposition, as campaign costs dissuade challengers from even trying.
Gerrymandering by state legislatures guarantees most incumbents’ reelection.
Even the United States is less than fully democratic.

The parties must have time and freedom to organize and present their case
well before elections. A regime that permits no opposition activity until shortly
before balloting has rigged the election. Likewise, denying media access—
especially by controlling television—stunts any opposition. Much of democracy
depends on the political freedoms in the months and years before the actual
balloting takes place. Physical balloting can still be a problem. In some places
(such as Russia in 2012 and in old Chicago), reliable people “vote early and
often,” and votes are miscounted. Defective voting systems, such as Florida’s
punch-card ballots in 2000, may negate the popular will. Elections by themselves
do not equal democracy. Supposing they do is a common mistake.

Alternation in Power

The reins of power must occasionally change hands, with the “ins” becoming
the “outs” in a peaceful, legitimate way. No party or individual should get a lock
on executive power. A system in which the ruling party stays in power many
decades cannot really be democratic. Such parties say they win on popularity
but often tilt the rules to ensure they stay in power. In 2015, Singapore’s People’s
Action Party won its twelfth election in a row; it allowed only a short campaign
and redrew constituency boundaries. Mexico’s Institutional Revolutionary Party
(PRI) won fourteen straight elections since the 1920s. In 2000, however, Vicente
Fox of the National Action Party (PAN) won the presidency, and Mexico became
more democratic. Likewise, Kenya in 2002 voted out the party that had ruled for
thirty-nine years. Other African countries are also getting alternation in power—
a good sign.

Harvard political scientist Samuel Huntington (1927-2008) proposed a
“two-turnover test” to mark a stable democracy. That is, two electoral alter-
nations of government indicate that democracy is firmly rooted. Poland, for



example, overthrew its Communist regime in 1989 and held free and fair elec-
tions (called “founding elections”), won by the Solidarity coalition of Lech
Walesa. Some Poles, however, hurt by rapid economic change, in 1995 voted
in a president from the Socialists, a party formed out of the old Communist
Party. But after a while, they did not like the Socialists either and in 1997 voted
in a right-of-center party. Poland has had several turnovers and established its
democratic credentials. Russia has never had a turnover.

One unstated but important function of alternation in power is control of
corruption. An opposition party that hammers incumbents for corruption is
a powerful corrective to the human tendency to misuse public office. Systems
without alternation, such as Russia and China, are invariably corrupt.

Uncertain Electoral Outcomes

Related to alternation in power, democratic elections must have an element of
uncertainty, fluidity, and individual vote switching. Voting must not be simply
by groups, where 100 percent of a tribe, religion, social class, or region automati-
cally votes for a given candidate or party. In such situations, the country may get
locked in bitterness and intolerance. Some fear the U.S. culture wars are leading
in that direction. A certain percent of the electorate must be up for grabs to keep
politicians worried and attentive to the nation as a whole.

In Iraq, voting follows religion too closely. Sunnis and Shias mostly vote for
different parties, making governance difficult and inviting uprisings. African
voting, closely tied to tribe, does not produce democracy. In Zimbabwe, Robert
Mugabe’s majority Shona tribe reelected him for decades; he used his dictato-
rial powers to kill members of the minority Ndebele tribe with impunity. Some
hope that enough Shonas will say, “I don’t care if he’s a Shona; he has ruined
this country,” and vote against his ZANU-PF party. Indians jest that “in India
you don’t cast your vote, you vote your caste.” Indian elections can be partially
predicted by knowing which castes favor which parties. Fortunately, Indian
individualism often overrides caste, making Indian elections democratic and
unpredictable.

Popular Representation

In representative democracies, the voters elect representatives to act as legisla-
tors and, as such, to voice and protect their general interest. Legislators usually
act for given districts or groups. But how should they act? Some theorists claim
legislators must treat elections as mandates to carry out constituents’” wishes:
What the voters want is what they should get. Other theorists disagree; constitu-
ents often have no opinion on issues, so representatives must act as trustees,
carrying out the wishes of constituents when feasible but acting in the best
interests of the whole. With opinion running against the 2008 and 2009 financial
bailouts, U.S. congresspersons swallowed hard and voted for them, abandon-
ing the mandate theory to act as trustees for the public good. As economist
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Rigid, hereditary
social class or group.

mandate

A representative
carrying out the
specific wishes of the
public.

trustee

A representative
deciding the public
good without a
specific mandate.
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Joseph Schumpeter (1883-1950) argued against the mandate theory: “Our chief
problems with the classical (democratic) theory centered in the proposition that
‘the people’ hold a definite and rational opinion about every individual ques-
tion and that they give effect to this opinion—in a democracy—by choosing
‘representatives’ who will see to it that the opinion is carried out.”

Of course, few people hold definite opinions on every subject. If they were
asked to vote on nitrous oxide limits or reckless bank lending, few would vote.
Representative democracy, therefore, does not mean that the representative must
become a cipher for constituents; rather, it means that the people as a body must
be able to control the general direction of government policy. For example, the
people may have a general desire to improve education, but they leave the means
and details of achieving this goal to their legislators. It is this partnership between
the people and the lawmakers that is the essence of modern democracy. Political
scientist E. E. Schattschneider (1892-1971) summarized the case succinctly:

The beginning of wisdom in democratic theory is to distinguish between
the things that the people can do and the things the people cannot
do. The worst possible disservice that can be done to the democratic
cause is to attribute to the people a mystical, magical omnipotence which
takes no cognizance of what very large numbers of people cannot do
by the sheer weight of numbers. At this point the common definition of
democracy has invited us to make fools of ourselves.

Majority Decision

On any important government decision, there is rarely complete agreement.
One faction favors something; another opposes. How to settle the question?
The simple answer is that the majority should decide, the procedure used in
the democracies of ancient Greece. However, our more modern and practical
concept of democracy is that the majority decides but with respect for minor-
ity rights. To uphold such rights, an independent judiciary, one not under the
thumb of the regime, is a necessity.

Minority views are important. Probably every view now widely held was
once a minority view. Most of what is now public policy became law as a result
of conflict between majority and minority groups. Furthermore, just as it is true
that a minority view may grow over time until it is widely accepted, so may a
majority view eventually prove unwise, unworkable, or unwanted. If minor-
ity views are silenced, the will of the majority becomes the “tyranny of the
majority,” which is just as foreboding as executive tyranny.

Right of Dissent and Disobedience

Related to minority rights, people must have the right to resist the commands of
government they deem wrong or unreasonable. This right was invoked in 1776
in the Declaration of Independence. Henry Thoreau (1817-1862), in his opposi-
tion to the 1846 war with Mexico, made probably the most profound American



defense of civil disobedience when he declared, “All men recognize the right of
revolution; that is, the right to refuse allegiance to, and to resist, the government,
when its tyranny or its inefficiency are great and unendurable.” The most cele-
brated advocate of civil disobedience was Indian independence leader Mahatma
Gandhi, who read Thoreau. Both considered their method of resistance to be
“civil”; that is, it was disobedience but it was nonviolent and did not exceed the
general legal structure of the state. It was an attention-getting device that forced
the authorities to rethink. Ultimately, Gandhi and his followers forced the British
to leave India. The calls for armed violence from rightist militias are not “civil”
disobedience.

Some look on civil disobedience as an individual act of conscience, but
others seek to organize it and mobilize it. The most prominent American
organizer was the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., whose 1960s nonviolent
civil-rights campaigns deliberately challenged racist local laws. He and others
in his Southern Christian Leadership Conference were often arrested, but once
the charges were brought before a federal court, the discriminatory law itself
was usually declared unconstitutional. The long-range consequence of their
actions changed both the laws and the psychology of America. Without civil
disobedience, minority claims would have gone unheard; Congress would have
reformed nothing.

Political Equality

In a democracy, all adults (usually now age eighteen and over) are equally able
to participate in politics: “one person, one vote.” In theory, all are able to run
for public office, but critics point out that it takes a great deal of money—and
often specific racial and religious ties—to really enter public life. Under the
pressure of minority claims and civil disobedience, however, democracies tend
to open up over time and become less elite in nature. Barack Obama’s victories
were examples.

Popular Consultation

Most leaders realize that to govern effectively, they must know what the
people want and must be responsive to their needs and demands. Are citi-
zens disturbed by foreign wars, taxes, unemployment, or the cost of gasoline?
Intelligent leaders realize that they must neither get too far ahead of public
opinion nor fall too far behind it. Leaders monitor opinion on a continuous
basis. Public opinion polls are closely followed. The media can create a dia-
logue between people and leaders. At press conferences and interviews with
elected officials, reporters ask “hot” questions. Editorials, letters to the editor,
and “tweets” indicate citizens’ views.

In recent years, several critics have noted that U.S. officials often rely
heavily on the opinions of small segments of their constituencies because
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mass media
Modern means of
communication that
quickly reach very
wide audiences.
(The word media is
plural; medium is the
singular form.)

elites

The “top” or most
influential people in a
political system.

pluralism

Theory that politics
is the interaction of
many groups.

they are well-organized and highly vocal. Most Americans favor at least some
gun control, but the National Rifle Association blocks firearms legislation.
Washington typically listens to the finance community more than to ordinary
citizens, which is why Congress bailed out giant banks in 2008.

Free Press

Dictatorships cannot tolerate free and critical mass media; democracies can-
not do without them. One of the quickest ways to determine the degree of
democracy in a country is to see if the media criticize government, tracked by
Reporters Without Borders in its World Press Freedom Index. No criticism,
no democracy. One current antidemocratic stunt: Use libel laws to block news
reports of government corruption. The mass media provide citizens with facts,
raise public awareness, and keep rulers responsive to mass demands. Without a
free and critical press, rulers can disguise wrongdoing and corruption and lull
the population into passive support. As China permitted a “democracy move-
ment” in the late 1980s, the Chinese media became freer, more honest, and more
critical. Beijing did not stand for that long; now critical journalists, doctors,
lawyers, and activists are jailed. The new social media, which helped trigger the
“Arab Spring,” are hard to control, but China tries, shutting down thousands of
blogs and tweets every year.

Some Americans argue that the U.S. media go too far, that they take an auto-
matic adversarial stance that undermines government authority and weakens
the nation. In some cases this may be true, but in a democracy there is no mecha-
nism to decide what “too far” is. The checks on reckless reporting are compet-
ing journals, channels, and blogs that refute each other in what has been called
“the marketplace of ideas.” Then citizens, with no government supervision, can
decide for themselves if charges are accurate. Only half in jest has the U.S. press
been called “the fourth branch of government.”

Democracy in Practice: Elitism
or Pluralism?

5.2 Contrast elitist and pluralist theories of democracy.

Even if all these democratic criteria are met—no easy feat—political power
will still not be evenly distributed; a few will have a lot, and many will have
little or none. Political scientists see this unevenness of power as normal and
unavoidable: Elites make the actual decisions, and ordinary citizens, the
masses, generally go along with these decisions. The key dispute is how much
elites are accountable to masses. Those who argue that elites are little account-
able are elite theorists; those who argue that elites are ultimately accountable
are pluralists.



One of the early thinkers on elites, Italian political scientist Gaetano Mosca
(1858-1941), argued that government always falls into the hands of a few.

In all societies—from societies that are very undeveloped and have
largely attained the dawnings of civilization, down to the most advanced
and powerful societies—two classes of people appear—a class that rules
and a class that is ruled. The first class, always the less numerous, per-
forms all of the political functions, monopolizes power, and enjoys the
advantages that power brings, whereas the second, the more numerous
class, is directed and controlled by the first, in a manner that is now
more or less legal, now more or less arbitrary and violent.

German thinker Robert Michels (1876-1936) argued that any organization, no
matter how democratic its intent, ends up run by a small elite; he called this the
“Iron Law 