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I¢ this papor were not too slight it might have been miven a sub-title: a note
on cultural lag in pelitical science. For one of the thmgb I want to smppest is
that political seientists, whether out of envy or purc admiration for their
economist colleagiics, have in recent decudes invreasingly taken over an equili-
brium-market concept from economics without realizing that they have been
taking cast-off clothing. The epithet is perbups unfuir. But it does scem that
just when econcmics has heen moving awuy from it concept of the economy
as a pure price system and turning to a notion of the economy ax 4 system of
power, earried on by power blocs rather than by maximizing individnuls, poli-
tical theory has been taking over the concepl of the aquilibrating price system
and working it into a general theory of the political proccss. As cormomies
adopts power concepts in a seurch for realism, political seience adopls market
concepts in & search [or theoreticul elegance. In this curious double process of
transvestism [ do nel think polibdeal science lins been the gainer. Loonomists
may object that they have not abundoped murginal equilibrivm inalysis, and
I would not insist that they have. Cm‘tamlj-r they huve not ibundoned the
search for clegance, and if their clepanee is getting a little lumpier they are
to be applauded for their groater realism, But the political scientists’ use of
market concepts is clear enough to be a matter of some concern,

The attractiveness of the cconomists’ eguilibrinm concept to palitical theo-
rists is understandable. Apart from the elegance and precision of cconornie
moilels, ancl of the general und special theorics that ceonomists have developed
from the concept of equilibrium, the wain sttraction of economics is the deter-
minateness of its renerul theory, The economist hus been able to show Low
the results of countless sepurute decisions by individuul prodocers wnd con-
sumers conld be a determinute svstem, Tuking for granted o society in which
there was division of productive labour and exchange of prodmcts and of
Iabour, it had only to be assumed (1) that every individual rationally tried to
maximize his gaing (or minimize his real costs), aned (2) that thers was a
freely competitive matrket for the resonrces, materials and energies needed 1o
produce things, and for the things produced. Tt followed that competition
would determine prices for evervthing and that prices would detennine what
would be produced, oftered, and purchased. Large numbers of independent
decisions issued in prices, while the prices determined the decisions in the
sensc that every decdision had to be that which, given the prevailing prices.
was caloulated to muximizc the gain of the pemon deviding Each person.
taken separately, was mled by market values, while the market values weore
the product of all the sepirate decisions, The whole thing was a determinate

*A puprr given @t the mectings of the Canpdion Politica] Scicnes Assoviativn in
Montreal on June 9, 1961,
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system which tended to equilibrium, in that prices tended to e just what
would induce buyers (o buy whal was pruduced and producers to produce
what would he haoughl.

The essentials of his systom bad been set out by the classicsl economists.
When marginal ulility analysis was intoduced, the notion of equilibrivin
becune more refined. Tts greater refinement was made possible by the fact
that the marginal utility theorists, nnlike the classieal sconomists, abstracted
from class and other social determinants of effective demand, and treated the
consumers’ wills as autonomous and independont. So the kind of sconomic
theory available in the late ninetsenth and the twenteth cenlusy, resting on
enmpletely aromized iwdivideal demands or whlities or proforence schedules,
seemed to provide the kind of apparatus needed to deal with the demoeralic
polifical process.

Tho athractiveness, to political science, of & theory which produced a doter-
minate system out of 1 multibude of conflicting individual wills which could
be taken to be autenomous and undeterined {5 evident. Any general theory
of the process of liberal-democratic government laces the same problem the
ceonomists appeared to have solved, If it is to he a general theory il muost Te
in some degree determinate, vet if it is to he a liberal theory it must assume
that the system is moved by separste individeal wills which are oot them-
sehves determined, '

Morcover, the economic theory appearsd to show (if interpersonal com-
parisuns of ntility were allowed | that the cquilibium towards which the sys-
tumn tended must produce the waximnm utility for the whole memhership of
the system. This demonstration in fuet requires some further assumptinns ahout
the utlity of certain distributions of property, 15 Bentham for instanco saw,
but alter the viclory of mersinal utility, enchantment with eqjuilibrium {among
the political theorists at least) allowed this point to bo dbscured, I shall retum
(w the question of the justificatory role of theary; hore I merely romark that
an economic theory which justifies ag it explaing is a)l the mere altractive to
the political scientist who already sces the democratic process as the annlosue
of the prico system.

A final reason for the atbactiveness of the market coneept may well have
been that a notion of equilibrium, in 2 nmch looser sense, had been familiar
in politieal (hinking ever since Machiavelli, or even sines Aristotle. They had
seen the main practical peablom as one of nxintaining stability, and had
sought the solution in a rough balunce of classes. The idea of balance as the
secret of politicul stubility, carred into the fonnative period of modem liberal
ideas by ihe English republicans and the American federalists, thus Lud a
respectable intellectual position. Lt was not, of course, colirely sabisfactory for
a demacratic theory, since it assumed that the main problem wus class division:
the equilibrium it proposcd was helween two or Uuco dlusses whose opposition
was assumed to be fundumental, permanent and overriding, With the arvival
of democratic franchise and squalitariun ideas, the notion of class exquilibrinm
hecame disugresahle. But by then the concept of equilibrivm could be resencd
by prossing into service the newer and more precise eeonomic concept of
equilibrum, which, uhatmuting trom cluss, postulated afomized ndividual
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demands. The transfor of the economic concept into poliical science thus
seemed quite feasible by the twentieth century, at least in the most advanced
conntries. We had “one man, one vole,” we had a set of polidcians arrayed in
patlies competing for votes, and we had an extensive supplementary apparatus
of mterest groups collecting, organizing, and focusing individual wills so as to
miake seattered wills into effective domands oo legislalures aod goverunenis.

In these cirenmstunces, the equilibriun market moded has boeon irresistible.
The demecratic political system is typically presented [ especially by American
political science, rather less so by English, and noticeably less so by European,
for a reason that is perhaps already apparent, or will be 50 in a moment) as a
mechanism whose fimetion is to reconeile or balunce or hiold in adjustment a
rmultitude of diverse and conflicting individual interests. The central mechan-
ism is the party systemn, which is seen as an entrepreneurisl system. It is suid
to tend te produce equilibrum in two ways. First. it continnally combines a
very diverse ot of demands, each of which is shared by different numbers of
individuals, and no natural or spontaneous grouping of which would eommand
the support of & majority, inte a few sroupings one of which can command
the support of a majority and can therefors produce an effeelive government.
The systemn thus enables political decisions to ke made and enferced in a
continuous, stable way, Second, becanse of the competition between purties
for votes and botween voters for govammental action favourable to themselves,
the svstem tends to produmce just that sct of decisions (or, that allocation of
political goods} which the citieens are willing te pay for in expenditure of
puolitical energy and other resources.

Thus by casting politicians and partics in the role of entreprenenrs in a
profit-seeking economyy [und voters in the role of consumers). one can met a
political model which appears to explain Low governments do carry out the
social functions expected of them although the motives of the peliticians who
run the yoverrenent are uorelated to these fupetions, Just as the entreprencur
is in husiness to make profit, not to perfonn o soal foncton, bot s compelled
bw the operatinn of the competitive market to perform social funclions in
order to muke a profit, so the politician cam he assmmed to he in politics for
the power, prestfe or other satisfactions he com expect, and vet be shown to
be enmpelled to perform social functions by the operalion of the competitive
party anl interest group svstem.

The main assumphons needed for this model are (1) that both politicians
and voters behuve rationally, that is, seck to maximize benelits to themselves;
(2] that there iz [ree competition between parlies, with all that this implics
by way of Irendom of speec*h and associalion; and, of course, {3} thal (he
party with the most (cllective) volcs will ba the govermment until the nest
election, which must be at or within a fived period of time. This sct of assump-
tions provides a rough working model of the democrutic process, a model
which ean casily be capanded to include the role of interest groups.?

14 theory which depends oo the orpanbeition of inivichsl wiils into partics ol RIS
groups oy sco te be ruther @ powor-blue theory than {as [ have oleified it) an ate-
mized equilibrivem theory, But whils the desive of organizers o moinlain their own power
is not everlooled in the marlet theory of tho political system, the asaroption nsually s
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The analogy hetween such a political system and the price system is, of
course, not exact. The political system, besides equilibrating the supply and
demand for political goods, has to produce and sustain a government. Tlat is,
it has recurrently to confor on identifiable persons (he power to make (and
the responsibility for making) the laws and orders by which political prnds
arg distributed. This function is nol parulleled anywhers in the economic
market model. But it can be reduced w insignificance in the political model
by treating povernments in oflice as wainly inert recipients of pressures from
interest pronps, Wheo the ontput of laws and orders is trealed as a result of
the inpul of pressures, it matters little what persons are in office as the govern-
ment. The goverunent, us the mechanism !'hmhgh which decisions are made,
becomes in cllest as impersonal or anonymons as the market in tho cconomic
wodel, One wonders whether it is becanso the political system can by this
assurnption be most nearly assimilated to tho price systom that the assumnption
has become so fashionahle.

The rough theory of the democratic proeess that can be built i this WAy
can he refined considerably by inlroducing marging] apalysis, With the
greuter clarity that such analysis can give, some interesting propositions can
he cstablished ® 1t can be shown, for instanes, that the tendency of the twe-
party system is to discourage vational voting, up to an indefinite limit. { Polit-
cians in such a model cun normally expect to inurease their ehunses of gaining
office by disconraging votors from choosing rationally, for vesnple, by offering
ambiguous programmes. The only limil is a degree of volery’ irrationality that
would desl'm:r' the democratic system, whicl party politicians have a stuke in.
But in each party's calenlation, this limit will nor appear to he approached by
any action the party takes in the dircetion of preater ambignity, that is, of
greater iwrationality imposed on voters. Heuce the tendency of the system is Lo
diseonrage rational hehaviour indefinitely. | '

Another propesition thut can he reached from the model is that, although
the rules of 1 democralic system are desipmad to distribule political power
equally, such equality cannot result if all mon act rationally., (The rational
volter, W muke his demand eflcetive, mmst acrjuire a lob of information. The
cosl, in time, encrgy and moncy, of aciuiving it mmust, by o nutional voter, ho
weighed aguinst the expected benefit to him, which benofit must he discounted
in view of the very sl amount of inflience one vole has, ‘The armount, amd
the cost, of the information nesded for a rational decision neccssarily varies
between individuals, beeanse the division of labour in modern soviety gives
divect aecoss to such information to only a few i cach policy arcu, To |hose
furthest removed from the sources of information the retional decision will be
ot to pay the cost of infonming, themselves, but to let some inlerested agoney
pay the cost, and accept biused information from it Hence if oll men act
ratiomally their influence on policy must be very unequal, )

(a2 it muet by in order 1 moke the avatenn tolerably democialie) that partics snd gvoups

respund to the shifting amtmomous wills of fndividunile whe by bighly plurslistic demund
srhidules,

#Ihe two propositions {hat Follew are adapted from Anthony Dovms’s brilliant eserse
in marginal anolysis, Ar Ecrromdc Theory of Dewwereey { New York, 1957), chaps. v
ard =,
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This kind of analysis is fascinating, and useful within limits. Tt cannot he
carried as far as marginal analysiz in economics because there ix nothing in
the pelitical system as precise and measurable as price in the sconomic system,
Perhaps its chicf value is to show that with realistie assumptions abont knowl-
cdge and uncertainty the market concept of democracy becomes self-
eontradictory. To the catent that politicians are ratonal, voters cannot he so;
o the extent that voters are rational they canoot huve the equal cllective
demand that demnooratic theory asserts; if all men are rational there cannot be
it rationul demoeracy,

But any equilibrium analysis of the political process in democracy, however
rough or refined, has more serfous limitations, The most noticealls Hinitation
is that it is applicable not to democratic states in general, but ouly to the
speciul cuze of expanding and prosperous {or optimistic} capitulist democra-
cies, {This I think is why this kind of analysis is most developed in the United
States taet is sHI an iml‘hm‘[m’l academic lecury in Burepe, where it has spread
since the war at roughly the square root of the speed of cocu-eola. ) That the
eruilibriim analysis is applicable at all only in the special case can be readily
seen, The analysis rests on the extrume pluralist asmmption that the politically
frpportant demnands of each individaal are diverse and are shaved with varield
and shifting combivations of vther individoals, none of which combinations
cin be expected to be o nuwerical majority of the electorate. This position is
st neurly approsched in a prosperoms and expanding capitalist society:
where the economy provides or promises a share of allluence to everybody,
class interest will not outrunk all the other divisions of interest. Buat in any
other case the model is not appropriate.

In capitalist societies not expanding at a rate sufficient to meet expeetations,
political life is nsrally dominated by elass parties, if such societies manape to
keap a democratic system working ab all. Class interests are then more impor-
kmt than the variegated ather interests whose predominanee is assumed in the
equilibrium theory, To the extent that men think it rativnal to act politically
as members of a class, the operation of the party system becomes very different
from that of the market model, The extent to which men will so act s of
coursc a matter of empirical judgment. But in the weslern nations of our
century, where democratic franchise and competitive partics coincide with
mass cxpectation of materiul betterment, the extent of class polifics seems to
vary invorsely as the supposed crpansiveness of the economy. Post-war and
eold war prosperity has moved most of the weslern nations some distance
away from class politics, but it wonld be optimistic to assume that this was
now the normul sand permanent condition of the established democracies.

When democraey, or the prospect of democracy, in the emersent inde-
pendent nutiens of Alvica and Asia is brought into consideration, the nade-
yuacy of the murket concept of the democratic provess becomes even more
appurent, The function of the political system in mch cowntrics is not the
achisvemnent of eqmilibriuvm in 4 pluraliste soviety hut the authorization of a
government strong enough o work o trunsformation from colony to wiable
nation, A one-party or quasi-party system appears fo he more appropriite here
than the competiiive parly model. The party which has the edgs just before,
or at the moment of, national independence is apt to accumulate authority
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rather rapidly. And while its antharity may he exercised somewhat dictatori-
ally, it should not be written off as wndemocratio, For the Flenlitude of its
autherity may well Le a noccssary conditipn of fullilling vational democratic
aspirations, Trilal divisions, class disdsions, anud religious divisions vdthin the
mational commumity may serigusly eomplivate the problem of maintaining a
unificd awthority able o transform a backwurd country into an advenced oo
fit for nationul independence. But once a people, through the pelitical leaders
of all its significant parties, hus comnuitted itself to the Proposition that it s a
backward country, and that it should advance, the need 1o sUpport & party
which bas a chance of advancing it is apt lo override tho divisive inlerests
which Hourish in a more secure society.

It mity be said, of course, that this sore af refime is g transition to democracy
rather thun a viable kind of denocracy, Bat while thero are grounds for sup-
posing that such rogimes may allow more frcedom of association ag they feel
mare secure, it would be amogunt for western theovists to assume that such
nations will wish to move lowards the highly pluralisiic society that is poshu-
lated in the cquilibrium theory, The new nations which Lope to keep u position
between (he western and comumrnist worlds have several paltems of socicly to
choose [rom, rmping from the most unified to the most plualistic. Thore is no
reason to suppose that they will strive exclusively for the most pluralistic. I
they do not, their political systems cannot be fitted into tho equilibram theory,
not even by setting up a special adolescent section of the equilibrinm theory.
And any theory of the democratic process that dees not ind reom for such
political systems can scarcely now claim to bo o general thoory.®

The imadequacy of the equilibdum theary for any but the spocial case of
expanding and jwosperous western democracies is perhaps sulficicutly obvious,
Tt remains to point cut that, even in those countries, the appaopristencss of
the pluralistic equilibrinvm medel is open to comsiderable doubt on historical
grounds, The competilive party systemn, as a way of choosing and anthorizing
governmonts, was not developed (o take care of a pluralistic universe of indi-
vidual wants. It began as o means of settling scetionul dilferences within the
English ruling class, when democracy was not yet thought of Later, when a
demecratie Franchise could ng longer be withheld, the purty system was
extended with a view to kaming the democracy whicll was so much feared,
The main purpose of the parly system, ag it began o Moction with the demo-
aratic franchise, less than & contury ago, was to moderate class conflict. The
syslemn has on the whole hoen remarkably sueeessnl in doing this, And it
secmns probable [hat even in the most prosperous and least class-conscions
countries the party system still hus this nnderlying function, Ta the extent that
that is so. the system is not adequatcly deseribed by the pluralistic market
theory, The equilibrium theory, then, even for the advanced western sorietes

FWWhelher or not a gencnd theory of the democrarie process should be expected tir civer
COMEENITSE Sysbems, rme-parly or ctherwise, fs a4 matler of the definition of demnowTacy. Since
even i i one-party communist slabe there is necessarily spme essmra of iutra-party
demorracy, and something spproximating & system of juteres; Zroups operaling o v on (e
prty und the govermnent, a case can Be made foe Lrving to being smch polltical systems
wilhin a general theory of the democrate process. But they connol readily be assimilale)
te the orpuilibeivm woedel, For lhu{ml.;uwm isied [rom vevolubionary refection of its ndivi-

dualist azsmmplions, and heie wiability depends oo the e oduestion of Se mass of 1he
uiizens away [um competitive individuslist hehovioor snd oublook.
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to which it scems most appropriate, is so unhistorical as to be dangerously
misleading.

The h‘::uble with the ulm.nhmm‘l themry of demoersey, we may conclode, is
that, like the econumists’ marginal nt ilﬂ:v theory, it lestves out of account the
historical determinants of effcelive demand, 1t treats class interests in advanced
countries, and national aspirations in advaneing countries, as just oue wnong
many kinds of political pressure. Tn deing so it averts its thouyhts from the
most sericus problems of democracy, Feuilibrium is 2 nice tune for whistling
in the dark.

I have spoken so fur of the use of a market concept to avplain the mechan-
isen af demneracy ruther than to justify demoeratie ends. TF we look now at the
justificatory theory, we find & somewhat dillerent sitnation. The difference can
be stated, porhaps overemplotically, as follows: whercas the mechanical
theorists see & market relaton where it does not exist, ar does nof prodominate,
the ethival thoorists commonly fail to see a market relation where it docs
axist, that is, in the ethical assumptions of the lberal tradition.

Market assumptions, T would arpue, entered the premises of liberal-
demoeratic thouglt at its origin in the seventeenth century. M.u’ket LSS}
lions were a vitul part of f_’hi’_. cthical individualism swhich was at the root of
the English liberal tadition. My own view, which [ can only indicate here,
is that market assumptions are still in the promiscs of twentieth-centary liboral -
demeeratic theory to an extent not wow warranted and not abways realized.
Tl markel assumption is not now warranted, I think, not hecause we do not
pow live in a market soclety (for we do live in one), hut hecause the right-
ness or justioe of 2 market society is not vow as nearly universally accepled
within the socicty s it wus from the seventeenth to the pinclecnth conturics.

The market assumption which seems to mwe to lie worealized within modern
liberal-democratic cthical thesry is the assumption which was explicit in
mucl of the earlier individualist theory (from Hobbes to Bentham ), narnely,
that the individual personality (which i3 the snpreme valie in the liberal tra-
dition} congsists of capacities which tho individual owns, and for which he
(HEes n.uﬂu_u& to souiety, Man is the propricior of his o porsan. He is what
e ovwms, The bumon essence is freedom to do what ong wills with one’s own,
a [reedom properly limited only by such rules as are necded lo secure the
same [reedom for others, On these assumptions, the best sociely (indead the
only possible good seclety} is one in which all social relations between indi-
vidualy are translommed inte market relations, in which men are related to
cach othor as posscssors of thofr own capacites {und of what they lave
aexquired by the excreizse of their eapacilics ).

The clearest model of such a socicly was sot up by Hobhes, who fonund that
“the value or worth of @ man is, as of all other things, his price, that is to say,
so much as wounld be given for the wse of his power,™ who saw all human
attributes as commodities, to be contracted for and exchanged at values sel
{und rightly set) by the fimpersousl operation of a markel in power, and who
reduced justice to the pedformance of contract. In preposing this model of

It iz developed in my fortheoming The Pollileal Theory of Possessdne Tndirdduatism:

Mobbes to Locks,
SLevigthan, chap, x,

-
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soviety Llolbes was a litthe ahead of his time, but the model wus approximated
more und more closely with the spread of indusdrial capituliin. We have
moved a Little away [vonm it again in the twentieth century, with the spread
of lumane welfare concepts. But even now nur sociaty is, in my opinion,
closer Lo the market model than to any other,

Tt may seemn inconsistent to assert thut contermporary western sacicty is sub-
stantially murket sovicty while denving, as I have denied, that ils political
gystem is a murket-like svstem. Dut the two posilins are consislent. The
market madel of suciety, as st described, does not entail a freely competitive
political system, and cortainly nou a demoeratic pulitical system: it may even
require @ class monopoly ot palitical power, us wus appreciated by wmost
theorists from (he seventeenth to he nincteenth cenfmy,

1w arguing, then, that while our soelety is tuhat..a.utmjv i mnrket society,
it is uo longer automatically justified by i fundwnentdl assomption. In the
perind  wlicn 1he diberal t1.-ld1t1|_‘rn was heing formed, the assumption that
stciety was a series of market relations hetween individuals was an adequate
hasts not ouly for deseribing the socicly but also lor justilying i, For at that
time almust all the politically urtivulate, sceing hemsclves as proprictors of
thoir own capacitics, aceepted the rightuess of Lhe markel sovicty, Those who
might have liad doubts abont s riphtuess were confronied with ils incvita-
hility, The lews of the market beeame the luws of nature. Their justics was not
easily quinstioned. And sinee the relations expressed by those Lows prevailed
in the social as well us the connomin order, the justice of 4 market society was
similarly demonstrable, LThis was the position until ahewt the middle of the
mineteenth century, Uut with the emergence of a pelitically conseions wdang
cluss both Lthe jnstice and the wevitabilily of market soctety were challenped.
So the justik fication of murket scciety, in lovns of the feedom it guve the
individual as proprictor of his own person, cessed to he morally =1clr~t]~1a ¢, The
ol foumdation of liberal morality wus undermined,

The question not sulliciently asked since then i whother the uslificalion of
the: liheral-democratic stale has not contizued to rest on the old justification of
lhe market socety. To so far as possessive murket concepts got into the liberal
postidates about the mature of man and socdety, mbo its muml postulates abwout
the hman essence, and were thence cerried into the pustulates of libwral-
dumoeralio themy, the theory camnot be expected to be adequate in the
twenticth century,

The justificatiom of Lberd-democracy glill rests, and nmst resk on the ult-
male value of the free self-developing individual, Dut in so [or as [reedom is
stll scen as possession, us freedom from any but market relations with others,
it eun :,La:ccl_'_r serve as the ultimate value of modem demoeracy.

The two arguments of this paper cun now be quickly summarized: political
theorists have paid too much attention to the superfivial analogy bebween the
market und the polilical process al the vperative level, and not cnough altcn-
Hon to the market coneepl ab the deeper level of the postulales about the
nature of socety and thn nalure of bumon freedom, Inoan age when the
apcrations of the mwrarket are no Jonger assumed sutematically to ]JE aaod, and
indred are no louger wssumed (o be antomatie, pulitic: 11 seienoe is .stlll i full
pursnil of the fuod old model,



	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_001.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_002.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_003.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_004.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_005.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_006.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_007.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_008.pdf
	Con_28_Fol_19_Pg_009.pdf

