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I. Think Tanks as Political Institutions

1. Before reading the text present your understanding of the term “think tank”.

    Gulliver thought the professors were out of their senses when he visited the Grand Academy of Lagado on the Isle of Balnibarbi. He was bemused by their many improbable schemes – extracting sunbeams from cucumbers, constructing houses from the roof down, and training pigs to plow with their snouts. Yet however bold and inventive the various projects and their "projectors" (as he termed the scientists) were, there remained something troubling about his visit to the academy, something fundamentally deficient about the experts and their ideas.

Gulliver grew especially melancholy in the company of the political experts:

    These unhappy people [so they seemed to Gulliver] were proposing schemes for persuading monarchs to choose favourites upon the score of their wisdom, capacity and virtue, of teaching Ministers to consult the public good, of rewarding merit, great abilities, and eminent services; of instructing Princes to know their true interest by placing it on the same foundation with that of their people; of choosing for employments persons qualified to exercise them; and with many other wild impossible chimeras, that never entered before into the heart of man to conceive, and confirmed in me the old observation, that there is nothing so extravagant and irrational which some philosophers have not maintained for truth. 

      Debanking the more fantastic schemes propounded by Lagado's scientists was easy work, but Jonathan Swift's Gulliver never quite accounted for the sadness he felt, especially among the political experts whose ideas were not, after all, completely incredible. Was his melancholy brought on because the professors' reform schemes – both the silly and the sound – were hopelessly unrealistic? Or was he driven to despair because society was intractable and governments apparently immune to improvement by rational, scientific means? Were the experts and their ideas deficient? Or were political leaders incapable of putting moral truth and scientific knowledge into practice? For Jonathan Swift – the pamphleteer of proposals, modest and otherwise, and a cleric who served both Whigs and Tories – the question of how to link knowledge and power was a matter both of theory and of practical political ambition.

    Intellectuals and their diverse academies have been the subject of Utopian speculation since antiquity, and the relationships of learned advisers to rulers have remained central themes in political histories, biographies, and books of practical statecraft. Yet modem policy experts and their research institutes – no longer fanciful inventions but a fundamental feature of modern political life – have attracted far less attention. And their role in American politics is no less ambiguous than that of Lagado's Grand Academy.

    On occasion, the schemes and visions that emanate from contemporary policy research institutes may seem impractical, politically unrealistic, or arcane – although not as comic as Lagado's. More often, the research is diligently pursued, and practically oriented recommendations ensue. Nevertheless, one can visit contemporary policy centers and institutes and feel an even deeper disappointment than Gulliver's. A certain melancholy (an archaic word but apt in this connection) still arises from our all-too-familiar recognition of the gulf that he observed, so long ago, between knowledge and politics. It is compounded by a growing awareness that the financial and intellectual resources that are committed – and have been committed over the past century – to organized social science research and to the invention of expert advisory institutions have not made our politics appreciably more rational, political debates more intelligent, or policies more certain of success.

    This is not a book about the relatively small and exceptional group of intellectuals and experts, a Woodrow Wilson, a Paul Douglas, or a Daniel Patrick Moynihan, who have run for office and become political actors. Nor is it about intellectuals of primarily literary, philosophical, or theoretical inclinations. Rather, it concerns a group that now encompasses tens of thousands of experts, operating within or on the margins of government, who advise, consult and comment tirelessly on public issues includes a Henry Kissinger, Zbigniew Brzezinski among its more famous foreign policy specialists and Rivlin, Charles Schultze, Herbert Stein, and Michael Boskin among its prominent economists. It is an amorphous but influential class of people – first discernible around the turn of the century – who serve in government and whose ideas sometimes shape policy choices or are incorporated into governmental programs and whose reports and studies – their impact often magnified by the mass media – define the boundaries of our policy debates.

    The history of policy experts and their role in American life is comprised of three intertwined threads. The longest continuous strand is the attempt, beginning in the mid-nineteenth century, to create a “social” science and to justify it both  as a method of scholarly investigation and as a practical tool of social improvement. It concerns the professional training and career paths of those who have used their academic expertise to gain political influence. The second is the ongoing effort to press the experts’ knowledge and analytic techniques into public service through a variety of institutional mechanisms, including ad hoc commissions, executive and congressional advisory staffs, and governmental research agencies. It is the story of government and quasi-governmental organizations – Herbert Hoover's research commissions, the Council of Economic Advisers, the Congressional Budget Office, and many others – that have either brought experts into routine contact with political decision makers or made experts responsible for policy decisions. The third, and the central concern of this book, is the emergence of those quintessentially American planning and advisory institutions known as think tanks – the private, nonprofit research groups that operate on the margins of this nation's formal political processes. Situated between academic social science and higher education, on the one hand, and government and partisan politics, on the other hand, think tanks provided a concrete focus for exploring the changing role of the policy expert in American life.

     The colloquial term think tank itself conveys something of the ambivalence that our democratic society feels about experts. Borrowed from World War II military jargon for a secure room where plans and strategies could be discussed, the term was first used in the 1950s to describe the contract research organizations, such as the RAND Corporation, that had been set up by the military after the war. By the 1960s, "think tank" had entered the popular lexicon, but it is an imprecise term that refers to all sorts of private research groups. It is a curious phrase, suggesting both the ratified isolation of those who think about policy, as well as their prominent public display, like some rare species of fish or reptile confined behind the glass of an aquarium or zoo.

    Despite their generic label, policy research institutions in the United States are a varied lot. They differ in their sources of financial support, the constituencies they choose to serve, the balance they strike between research and advocacy, the breadth of the policy questions they address, the academic eminence and practical political experience of their staffs, and their ideological orientations. Almost all, including such mainstays of the Washington policy community as the Brookings Institution and American Enterprise Institute (AEI), owe their continuing survival to philanthropic contributions from foundations and corporations, and their fortunes can vary drastically as relations with the philanthropic sector change. Although Brookings, one of the few to have accumulated a significant endowment (some $90 million), has enjoyed close relations with foundations, it has weathered several financial crises during its seventy-five-year history. AEI, with few financial assets, was the beneficiary of energetic philanthropic efforts by conservatives in the 1970s, but saw its contributions, with its staff and budget, shrink dramatically during the early 1980s before rebounding under new leadership. Other institutions, including the RAND Corporation and the Urban Institute, were spawned and are largely sustained by government research contracts and have devoted most of their energies lo problems defined by their clients in governmental agencies. Still others, such as the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace at Stanford University or the Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin, have operated within a university orbit, albeit with considerable autonomy, relying to some extent on outside funds from foundations, corporations, or individual donors. Yet another cluster, which includes the Heritage Foundation and the Institute for Policy Studies, has been created by partisan or ideological activists. Supported by committed individuals and sympathetic foundations, their research serves ends that are more explicitly activist than academic.

    More than one thousand private, not-for-profit think tanks now operate in the United States, approximately one hundred of them in and around Washington, D.C. Brookings, Heritage, RAND, and perhaps a dozen more are reasonably familiar to the public. But despite the grandiose titles they give themselves, most think tanks are tiny and often ephemeral operations – the entrepreneurial venture of a scholar-activist, a Washington-based foundation research project, or a political candidate's short-lived campaign research unit. Think tank may conjure up images of elegant town houses or ultramodern offices in which scores of intellectuals with distinguished academic degrees dreamily contemplate the future. The more mundane reality is a warren of rented offices in which a handful of researchers monitor the latest political developments, pursue short-term research projects, organize seminars and conferences, publish occasional books or reports, field telephone calls from reporters, and work hard to obtain foundation grants or corporate support to keep their enterprises afloat.

    Think tanks proliferated in the 1970s and 1980s, but they are not a new invention, nor are they necessarily more influential than they were earlier in this century (indeed, their sheer number and clamoring for attention have probably diffused their impact). Yet they are one of the most distinctive ways in which Americans have sought to link knowledge and power. And their existence is a reflection of such elemental political realities as the constitutional separation of powers; a party system historically grounded in electoral political ambitions, rather than ideology; and a civil service tradition that gives leeway to numerous political appointees. They are also shaped by the philanthropic habits of individuals and foundations, intellectual currents in the social sciences, the changeable structures of graduate and professional education, and the efforts of energetic intellectual entrepreneurs.

      The first generation of policy research institutions was founded around 1910, an outgrowth of Progressive Era reform and the "scientific management" movement. Established and sustained by private philanthropy, they operated in an era when the government had few intellectual resources at its command, and they were a welcome adjunct to the then much-smaller public sector, often prodding the government to assume new social responsibilities. A second generation – the first to bear the label think tank – was created in the twenty years or so after World War II, when the government sought to marshal sophisticated technical expertise for both the Cold War national security enterprise and the short-lived domestic war against poverty. Their services were provided to the government on a contractual basis. A third generation, more numerous but generally with smaller budgets and staffs, was founded in the 1970s and 1980s; these think tanks were outgrowths of the ideological combat and policy confusion of the past two decades. Many of them are geared toward political activism and propaganda, rather than toward scholarship.

    Think tanks are largely twentieth-century inventions, but the expert adviser and the intellectual working in the shadows of power have had a role in political life for more than two millenia. Political advising in the West began with the famous teachers who tutored young princes and prepared them for leadership. The list is distinguished: Aristotle tutored the young Alexander; Seneca taught Nero; Gerbert of Aurillac instructed both a future German emperor, Otto III, and a king of France, Robert Capet; Thomas Hobbes saw to the education of the young Prince of Wales who would become Charles II; and Cardinal Mazarin took time from other duties to see to the training of Louis XIV. Enduring advisory relationships between intellectuals and rulers often had their beginnings in such youthful associations.

    Policy experts continue to serve as teachers even in the late twentieth century.  Rexford G. Tugwell thought he and his fellow members of the Brains Trust (as it was originally called) had transformed a simplistic-thinking Franklin D. Roosevelt into a formidable, well-informed candidate. Walter Heller acknowledged using his post on the Council of Economic Advisers to tutor John F. Kennedy in Keynesian economics. And in preparing for the 1964 tax cut, Kermit Gordon, Lyndon B. Johnson's budget director, attended to the president's advanced training in fiscal policy. Now, Straussian-trained political theorists William Kristol and Games Lord, who are on Vice President J. Danforth Quayle's staff, are reportedly supervising his education, supplying their pupil with works of history and the biographies of great men.

    Some leaders have taught themselves, turning to books for solitary counsel. Long before cost-benefit analyses, terse decision memorandums, or wordy reports from national commissions, political advice came in more artful literary forms. Abraham Lincoln studied Aesop's Fables, for example, finding useful political wisdom in the tales. He described the author not as a teller of children's stories but as a "great fabulist and philosopher" – a sign not only of Lincoln's wide-ranging intellect but of his almost reflexive recourse to historical and literary sources, for political guidance. In his own day, Aesop, though his life is clouded by myth, was reputedly much sought after as a political counselor. Among presidents who came of political age in the twentieth century, only Harry S Truman seems to have sought counsel in books, reading widely in historical works.

      But experts and intellectuals have been more than private tutors to a willing prince or president. As ancient and medieval governments grew more complex, such basic skills as writing and calculating gave intellectuals a set of tools that helped shape the emergence of an expert class within nascent governmental bureaucracies.   Experts worked as scribes, record keepers, and officials of the chancery and exchequer, serving in rudimentary advisory institutions and commanding the information that rulers needed to make intelligent decisions. Such practical experience often gave them a vantage point from which to reflect on the nature of knowledge and power. 

        Niccolo Machiavelli and Francesco Guicciardini, for example, drew on their experiences in the Florentine government to craft books that have served as practical manuals for many generations of aspiring politicians. Indeed, much early writing about statecraft – with frequent injunctions to seek wise counsel (no doubt many authors wrote with their own qualifications in mind) – is to be found in the so-called Mirrors of Princes, which provided exemplary images against which a ruler might be judged. Yet The Prince, the most famous (and notorious) example of the genre, was also designed to advance Machiavelli's career by attracting the attention of a potential new patron. Although his courting of Lorenzo de Medici was unsuccessful, Machiavelli's brief tract on virtue and necessity revolutionized political theory and practice. It also permanently stained the reputation of the political adviser, making it all too obvious that knowledge was eager and willing to serve power, rather than higher moral ends (indeed, Machiavelli denied that there were any higher moral ends). Such books, apparently intended to educate or instruct, have long been intertwined with the ambitions of their authors. Proximity to power or ambition for power still inspires the writing of books – and the public's suspicion of some who write them.

    There has always been something worrisome about the wise man who seeks to advise the king. Knowledge and expertise are inherently suspect when they become a basis for claims of political influence. Often the expert's power is rooted in arcane skills. Sometimes it is a form of power that challenges traditional authority. And usually it is a kind of power that seems to undermine popular democratic choice. Clinging to a visceral anti-Intellectualism, many Americans freely indulge their native suspicion of experts, especially those who aspire to advise the powerful.

        In democracies, such suspicion easily shades into ridicule. Socrates, perhaps the first to inspire a think tank, was comically depicted by Aristophanes as descending from the heavens in an observational basket; the playwright satirized the Athenian philosopher and his "Thoughtery" or "Studio of Wise Souls" in a comedy, The Clouds. In reality, of course, Socrates' life and death exemplify as tragedy the persistent tensions between speculative thought and political action. Even in the Athenian democracy, where free inquiry was held in high esteem, the intellectual was feared, as well as respected. Plato's portrayal of Socrates poses the dilemma starkly: Either intellectuals and experts can operate on the margins, challenging received opinion and political authority (and suffering the consequences) or they can attempt to serve the powerful, bolstering and justifying a particular regime.

    Truth speaks to power in many different tones of voice. The philosopher and cloistered intellectual, free of the ambition to serve a leader directly, can speak with an authority that does not need to bend the truth to justify pressing political ends or personal ambitions. To the philosopher or scientist, the search for truth is central; political power is merely incidental. The policy expert and adviser, however, if they aspire to be of use, must speak to power in a political and bureaucratic context; and they must speak a useful truth. Their claims to speak the truth must always be viewed in light of their relationship with power. Although the insights of some scholars have been seized upon by those in power and have inadvertently drawn the scholars into political controversy, the policy elite comprises those who address policies in explicit terms and who intend to use their knowledge in the policy arena.

    Some four hundred years ago, Francis Bacon, a philosopher with political aspirations, took note of the "inseparable conjunction of counsel with kings." An archetype of later experts, he was one of the first to envision a modern research institute, the so-called Salomon's House described in his unfinished treatise, New Atlantis. Molded in the arts of statecraft at Cambridge University and Cray's Inn, Bacon, like many who now toil in Washington's think tanks, knew the enduring frustrations of the man of superior intellect who must court the high and mighty to win office. Relegated to the margins of power during the reign of Queen Elizabeth, he was appointed lord chancellor in 1618 by James I, only to be indicted three years later for accepting bribes. In his essay "Of Counsel," one of the shrewdest accounts of the advisory relationship, he concluded – intellectually chastened by the knowledge of his half-spoken truths to power and bitter at his steep fall from grace – that the best advisers are the dead, for books "speak plain when counsellors blanch."

    The books that Bacon had in mind – histories, fables, proverbs, and utopias by long-deceased counselors – are certainly not the first recourse of contemporary decision makers. Modern advising is no longer rooted in early education, nor is it based on sweeping historical reflection, moral admonition, or broad principles of statecraft. Advising is now the province of cadres of specialists, and it involves helping officials to frame policy choices, to make particular decisions, and to articulate the reasons for their choices. Indeed, it is now a fully institutionalized function, both within the government and in the research organizations that operate outside it. The advisory institutions – not merely the fanciful inventions of utopian literature but a real and bustling universe of activity – have grown for good reason. The decisions that elected officials make – as well as the choices that citizens make when voting – demand more knowledge than ever. And the ways a society organizes knowledge and puts it into public service are of vital political concern.

    Contemporary advisory relationships suggest not only a different kind of adviser, proffering more specialized advice, but a different kind of political leader, one who is considerably more dependent on specialists. The experts set policy goals, chart directions, monitor results, and (having first measured public sentiments) craft the words that will move the electorate. Even though modern presidents are literate (ancient and medieval kings generally were not), they still depend on experts to draft the words they speak and to study and outline the policy choices they confront. Medieval kings who were dependent on their counselors were sometimes dismissed as "feeble creatures." But modern presidents – and other political officials – are arguably feebler still, since government has grown vastly more complex, with leaders becoming far more dependent not only on their immediate counselors but on experts who are scattered throughout the bureaucracy.

    Nelson Rockefeller, who served briefly in the 1950s as a special assistant for foreign policy to President Dwight D. Eisenhower, once convened a group of academics to discuss the country's long-range international objectives. Among the experts who assisted him in this and later policy reviews was Henry A. Kissinger, then a young professor at Harvard University. In the initial volume of his memoirs, The White House Years, Kissinger described the first encounter between the eager advisers and the buoyant Rockefeller, slapping backs and greeting each scholar amiably by name. 

    Rockefeller sat stoically through the session as each professor offered his shrewdest practical advice on bureaucratic maneuvers, political manipulations, and tricky interpersonal relations. Having been summoned to Washington, they assumed that the occasion called for tough-minded advice. After taking it all in, Rockefeller said, "I did not bring you gentlemen down here to tell me how to maneuver in Washington. That is my job. Your job is to tell me what is right." Indeed, Kissinger, who dedicated his volume to Rockefeller – a gesture reminiscent of those Renaissance advisers who had dedicated their (much slimmer) political tracts to patrons and princes – concluded, "Of all the public figures I have known he retained the most absolute, almost touching, faith in the power of ideas."

    Ideas are indeed powerful political instruments. Masses can he moved, misled, or immobilized by them. Political leaders can seize upon ideas to uplift, to misinform, or to serve personal ambitions. Expert advisers, courtiers, and bureaucrats can use them to challenge authority, to curry favor, or to improve our understanding of politics and human affairs. The story of both ancient intellectuals and modern experts is often one of knowledge coupled with ambition. Few intellectuals and experts are so free of Faustian pride that they do not secretly believe they are better qualified to execute policy than are the elected or appointed officials they advise. Thus, it is not surprising that the relationship between the expert and the leader has often been problematic, raising questions about who is really ruling whom. As Swift once angrily wrote of the earl of Oxford, whom he advised, "If we let these great ministers pretend too much, there will be no governing them." The relationship between the expert and the body of citizens who rule in a democracy is no less ambiguous, and in our time, one must ask whether the experts as a class have used mystifying jargon and an array of bewildering models and specialized tools to interpose themselves between the citizenry and their elected leaders.

    Any survey of the ways in which knowledge and politics have been linked in the United States – a nation in which unparalleled resources have been channeled into social science research and into the creation of a huge infrastructure of private advisory institutions – can be only tentative. It can be a voyage no more final or definitive than Gulliver's; a solitary traveler cannot visit every island in the sea or stay for long on any one of them. In exploring some of the nation's think tanks, I have not attempted to recount their histories in detail but have focused on their founding and their moments of greatest impact, since these moments reveal the most about the changing nature and uses of policy expertise. I have also found it useful to view expertise from another vantage point, that of the American presidency – though not by any means exhaustively – since the different uses presidents have made of experts provide a way both of gauging our leaders' changing views about political knowledge and of tracking the evolution of practical advisory mechanisms.

    While Gulliver described and debunked many of the projectors' ideas in describing the ruin of Balnibarbi, I have not aimed to provide a thorough inventory of the experts' policy ideas nor to praise or blame them. Although experts have become an integral part of American government, unlike Swift, I do not think our modern experts are leading us to ruin. Nevertheless, there is something troubling about the relationship among experts, leaders, and citizens that tends to make American politics more polarized, short-sighted, and fragmented – and often less intelligent – than it should be.

1. statecraft – искусство управлять государством, искусное управление                                          государственными делами

2. an ambiguous role – сомнительная, неопределенная, неоднозначная роль

3. to emanate from – происходить, быть результатом чего-л.

4. to run for office – баллотироваться на пост

5. to be incorporated into smth. – быть включенным 

6. to magnify  one’s impact on (upon) smb./smth. – усилить свое влияние на кого-л./что-л.

7. intertwined threads – (зд.) пересекающиеся, взаимосвязанные направления

8. ad hoc commissions – специальные комиссии

9. significant endowment – значительный, существенный вклад (взнос)

10. to weather a financial crisis – пережить финансовый кризис

11. a non-for-profit (non-for-profit, non-profit-making) organization – некоммерческая организация 

12. to keep afloat – держаться на плаву, не тонуть

13. to clamour for (зд: attention) – требовать (зд: внимания)

14. to give leeway to smb. – предоставить свободу действий кому-л.

15. an outgrowth of smth. – следствие, результат; естественный ход, развитие (событий и т.п.)

16. to be adjunct to smb./smth. –быть помощником; дополнением, приложением

17. to prod the government to do smth. – побуждать, принуждать правительство сделать что-л.

18. to assume responsibilities – взять на себя обязанности

19. to make intelligent decisions – принимать разумные решения

20. to command information – владеть, располагать информацией

21. a vantage point – выгодное положение, выигрышная позиция 

22. to draw on smb's experience – использовать чей-л. опыт

23. to bolster a regime – поддерживать режим

24. to proffer advice – предлагать совет

     25. public sentiment – общественное мнение, настроение

2. Discussion points.

· What is the history of policy expert advisers? 

· Pick out the three generations of policy research institutions.

· Name the types of Think-tanks and characterize them briefly.

· What are the functions of Think-tanks?

· What differences can you see between Russian and European Think-tanks?

· How can Think-tanks keep their independence from the government and business?

3. Speaking skills.

·  Modern political advising.

·  Cite examples of Russian Think-tanks. Describe their activities and the role in the political process of the country.

Creativity and the Experts: New Labour, Think Tanks, and the Policy Process

Philip Schlesinger. The International Journal of Press/Politics 2009; 14; 3. - http://www.sagepublications.com

1. Before reading the article try to answer the following question: «Is it possible for think tanks to be really independent?»

Think Tanks in the United Kingdom

    The workings of think tanks – along with policy specialists in government, consultants, and lobbyists in the wider “policy community” – may be analysed in terms of a sociology of knowledge and intellectuals in the present phase of modernity. Think tanks are not easily defined, although an extensive literature attempts to offer viable categorisations. For present purposes, I take think tanks to be organisations that describe themselves as such and that are engaged in the production of policy discourses that make claims to knowledge. Those who work in think tanks, as policy advisers or consultants, are a tiny and select segment of the university-educated intelligentsia. They operate within elite circles where the costs of entry to knowledgeable policy discussion are high. Their exclusivity – or as Pierre Bourdieu (1986) would put it, their “distinction” – is based in the claims to expertise made by the ‘thinktankerati.’

    In a major study of British think tanks, Diane Stone (1996) suggests that these be seen as “independent policy research institutes.” Whether they are “independent” is a matter of empirical judgement. For as Stone notes, the line between “policy analysis and advocacy does get blurred”, not least because think tanks engage in “building networks within policy communities and tailoring their product to the needs of decision makers and opinion leaders”. Stone argues that think tanks occupy a strategic position in the “epistemic communities” in which knowledge about policy is debated. Such “knowledge based networks . . . articulate the cause-and-effect relationships of complex problems”. Because think tanks operate within a highly structured market place for ideas, marketing and promotion are central to their quest for influence over government. Consequently, their ability to achieve resonance within the media is of central importance; they are a major resource for journalists. Stone suggests that we conceive of think tanks as having “influence” rather than a direct impact on policy formulation; she argues plausibly that they have changed how policy is “debated and decided” and that “they help to provide the conceptual language, the ruling paradigms, the empirical examples that become the

accepted assumptions for those in charge of making policy.” Indeed, we can go beyond this to note that the terms of the discourse may become so compelling that not to buy into these is tantamount to self-exclusion. If those in charge of policy sing from their own hymn sheet, those who want policy to work for them are obliged to join the congregation in full voice. This is demonstrably the case in the debate over “creativity” that has dominated thinking about the cultural industries for more than a decade in the United Kingdom and that has increasingly been exported elsewhere by its exponents.

Expertise and Government

    Michael Schudson has characterised an expert as “someone in possession of specialized knowledge that is accepted by the wider society as legitimate. ...What defines an expert as a sociological type is willingness to submit to the authority of a group of peers.” Contrary to those who see expertise as a threat to democracy, Schudson sees it – ideally – as speaking truth to power, clarifying the grounds of public debate, and offering a diagnostic service. 

    Schudson’s optimism needs to be tempered somewhat. The costs of entry to expertise create barriers between those with know-how and those without it. Experts advising those in power may lose their critical, democratic edge when faced by the seduction of power and influence. Furthermore, an educated public may not be able to muster the requisite arguments in forms capable of counterbalancing insider know-how. In short, being able to take one’s critical distance from expertise does still matter, given the continuing – and indeed, growing – importance of expert knowledge for the policy process.

    Think tanks, arguably, helped create the climate of ideas that aided the rise to power in the United Kingdom of Conservative Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher in 1979. In reaction to Thatcherism’s ideologues, the New Labour opposition prepared for the end of its seventeen-year exile from the levers of government by encouraging the growth of its own think tanks. Think-tank formation and reorientation is a lead indicator of impending political change.

    Contemporary policy expertise is deeply connected with modern party politics. As Rod Eyerman has shown, “the formation of a new intellectual role – the professional expert” in Britain – as elsewhere – occurred during and after World War I. John Maynard Keynes was an exemplary case of a state expert in the field of economics who exercised global policy influence. He was also the progenitor of the Arts Council of Great Britain (ACGB), the key instrument of cultural policy delivery in the United Kingdom after World War II. Keynes’s model for the ACGB emerged from his longstanding and intense involvement in the artistic and intellectual milieu of the Bloomsbury Group. It also reflected his knowledge of the British state’s bureaucracy and of government’s ability to create intermediary bodies such as the BBC and the University Grants Committee, the models for the “arms length” ACGB (Upton 2004). It was in the post-World War II period that new style Conservative-supporting think tanks emerged: The Institute of Economic Affairs was set up in 1955, the Centre for Policy Studies in 1974, and the Adam Smith Institute in 1977. Although the precise impact of such “New Right” think tanks is a matter of debate, arguably they inflected both the political discourse and shaped the intellectual terrain. Left-oriented analyses, such as the “New Times” arguments elaborated during the 1980s in the left-wing monthly Marxism Today, were deeply influenced by Antonio Gramsci’s conception of the struggle for hegemony. The issue was how to make both discursive and institutional responses to the prevalent neo-liberalism. The goal of recapturing the “nation” as a discursive object, the celebration of popular culture, and the drive for constitutional reform came out of this moment.

    Colin Leys (2006) has argued that given regimes provide key background conditions for understanding how expertise is mobilised and articulated. Thus, in liberal/social democracies, a generalist civil service may call upon various kinds of public inquiry to provide external advice. Leys holds that state interventionism engendered the development of research departments and policy centres and a shared commitment to objectivity “in the sense that policy proposals should be judged on the basis of rational argument and sound evidence”. The public domain is one in which “professionals” hold sway. Post-1974, monetarist thinking dominated during the global financial crisis, and there was a marked shift to a neoliberal policy regime. “Its key feature,” argues Leys, “is that policy is now fundamentally about national competitiveness and responding to global market forces”. Private sector secondments to government, special advisers, and communications experts displaced the career civil service, which has been “radically reorganised on business lines, following the doctrines of the ‘new public management’”.

According to this argument, more policy-making opportunities have been created for the ‘thinktankerati’ and other experts. For Leys, the new ideal type is the entrepreneur rather than the rational Weberian bureaucrat.

    According to this argument, the rise of think tanks in the United Kingdom is part of a broader, long-term movement in the mobilisation of expertise for purposes of government and, in particular, for winning public policy arguments. “Professional” policy expertise has counted at least since the early twentieth century. The composition of such expertise and the use made of it takes different forms according to the regime conditions in place. Alongside the evolution of institutionalised expertise in the broader policy community have come changes within government itself. The first think tank expressly installed at the heart of British government came at the behest of Conservative Prime Minister Edward Heath. Set up in 1970, the Central Policy Review Staff (“the Tank” to insiders) was situated in the Cabinet Office and deployed a wide-ranging strategic agenda, working as an “outside consultant” and “external catalyst”. It survived until 1983. As an alternative to this Conservative-inspired body, also situated in the Cabinet Office, the Policy Unit was established in 1974 in Number 10 Downing Street to support Labour Prime Minister Harold Wilson. Two of the economic experts in the Policy Unit, Andrew Graham (b1942,adviser from 1974 to 1979 and later a member of the Channel 4 TV board) and Gavyn Davies (b1950, adviser from 1974 to 1976 and 1976 to 1979, and later chairman of the BBC from 2001 to 2004) had an impact on broadcasting policy and practice, Davies particularly so (cf. Graham and Davies 1997). The Policy Unit is an instrument for the prime minister’s power operating, in one Cabinet Office insider’s words, “like the court of a king.”

    Labour was out of power from 1979 to 1997. From the late eighties, it began to equip itself for the battle of ideas. After a disastrous 1983 general election campaign, the party began to follow the painful road of “modernisation,” first under Neil Kinnock (who lost the 1987 and 1991 general elections) and subsequently under John Smith. Smith’s premature death in 1994 ushered in the present New Labour phase under the, often tense, duumvirate of Tony Blair as Prime Minister and Gordon Brown as Chancellor of the Exchequer. Brown replaced Blair at Number 10 in June 2007.

New Labour’s “Policy Generation”

    Like their Conservative predecessors, New Labour-supporting think tanks have provided a cadre of recruits for advisory posts in government and also for ministerial careers. Second, they have been a space in which a new generation of politicians has been formed. As Ron Eyerman has observed, “Intellectual generations . . . because of the linkage with cognitive traditions and the need for public expression connected with the role, exhibit particular characteristics.” The group examined below has been shaped by all or some of the following: attendance at elite universities (mostly Oxbridge), early association with Labour’s “modernising” drive to achieve success at the polls, policy analysis and development to fit in with this objective, time spent in the worlds of policy advice and/or management consultancy, and – often profound – exposure to cultural and communications policy and strategy issues.

    In what follows, I sketch connections between two key think tanks – Demos and the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) – and New Labour to demonstrate how, for individuals now highly prominent both in political and public life, these links have facilitated their career paths. I shall first focus on those who have mostly worked on media, cultural, and communications policy issues and second, by way of a case study, go on to delineate how these connections – and the use of expertise – have played into shifts in creative industries policy over the past decade.

    The first New Labour-sympathising think tank was IPPR, established in 1988. Following Labour’s electoral defeats in 1983 and 1987, “the impetus for establishing the IPPR came out of the need to recreate a modernising left-wing intellectual community, able to suggest new policies to solve problems caused or ignored by free marketeers, without alienating a moderate electorate”. Patricia Hewitt (b1948), previously director of Liberty (the civil liberties lobbying group), was IPPR’s deputy director from 1989 to 1994 and was said to be the organisation’s driving force. Hewitt had earlier been press secretary for Labour Party leader Neil Kinnock from 1988 to 1989 and involved in the first stage of the party’s “modernisation.” She then headed research at Andersen Consulting from 1994 until elected to Westminster in 1997. She subsequently occupied several ministerial roles in the Blair governments, including Minister for Small Business and E-Commerce and Secretary of State for Trade and Industry. At the Department for Trade and Industry (DTI), Hewitt had presided over the creation of the new-style communications regulator, Ofcom, the Office of Communications. She left the Cabinet in June 2007 and while still an Member of Parliament (MP) was appointed a non-executive director of telecommunications giant BT in March 2008.

    The world of consultancy and think tanks impressed itself even more on the careers of a subsequent New Labour generation. Matthew Taylor (b1961) directed IPPR from 1999 to 2003. From IPPR, Taylor went on to the Number 10 Policy Unit as Chief Adviser on Strategy to Prime Minister Tony Blair in September 2003. An Observer profile commented, “His decision to move to number 10 will confirm the widespread view that IPPR is merely ‘the New Labour civil service.’” Taylor moved on in November 2006, becoming Chief Executive of the Royal Society of Arts, the civil society and innovation fellowship. Even more than Hewitt, Taylor had a considerable Labour Party hinterland: From 1994 he ran the party’s “rapid rebuttal” operation and centralised the policy-making machine. He was Director of Policy in the 1997 general election campaign and then the Party’s Assistant General Secretary until December 1998.

    IPPR was also the starting point for the career of David Miliband (b1965), who became Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs in June 2007, in Gordon Brown’s post-Blair 2007 cabinet. Miliband was a research fellow at IPPR from 1989 to 1994. He had been Labour’s Head of Policy when Blair was the Leader of the Opposition, then becoming Head of the Prime Minister’s Policy Unit when Labour came into power. He was rapidly promoted in government.

    There are other parallels to this career path. James Purnell (b1970) became Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport in July 2007 in Gordon Brown’s new cabinet. He had previously been Minister for the Creative Industries. Purnell’s tenure at the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) was short-lived, as he was reshuffled due to a ministerial resignation in January 2008. However, while at the DCMS, Purnell was widely seen in policy and industry circles as extremely well qualified to undertake the post in virtue of his knowledge of media and communications policy and wide cultural interests. Purnell had worked as a researcher for Tony Blair, when in opposition. Later, he was Head of Corporate Planning at the BBC “before heading back as special adviser on the media in Tony Blair’s office . . . and there he helped outline the Communications Act.” Purnell played a role in the IPPR research project that crystallised the idea of Ofcom as a “converged regulator”.

    Purnell’s successor at the DCMS was Andy Burnham (b1970), also with a background in the policy field, having worked “as a research assistant to [Culture Secretary] Tessa Jowell and special adviser to Chris Smith, Labour’s first Culture Secretary, and the work he did paved the way for the Communications Act 2003 that transformed the regulation of the media industry.” Burnham has been a longstanding friend of Purnell’s, both having played for the New Labour football team.

    The other main think tank to provide New Labour policy personnel was Demos, set up in 1993. Geoff Mulgan (who has a PhD in communications) developed the Demos idea along with Martin Jacques (once editor of Marxism Today). Mulgan worked as chief adviser for Gordon Brown in the early 1990s, then Labour’s trade and industry spokesman. IPPR was already on the scene and Demos’s founders “decided that it should deliberately eschew too close an identification with the left of the party-political spectrum”. In its heyday, Demos was seen as having an “effective media presence” with access to the opinion-forming quality press that “would make the average university social scientist more than envious”. From 1997 to 2004, Mulgan “had various roles in the UK government including director of the Government’s Strategy Unit [for four years] and head of policy in the Prime Minister’s office.” Mulgan has described the government’s strategy units as internal departmental think tanks. Despite his background in communications research, he did not work directly in this area when in government. However, the Strategy Unit’s policy research on “public value” – intended to provide theoretical underpinnings for public service reform – did have a major impact on the debate about the BBC and public service broadcasting more generally, as well as shaping much current discourse about the rationale for cultural policy. Mulgan left government in 2004, becoming director of the Young Foundation, a social innovation institute. Mulgan  has argued that “parties are now more clearly defined as users rather than generators of ideas.” He has deemed both the universities and the civil service to lack policy firepower. Consequently, Mulgan suggests that “straddling institutions” such as think tanks, consultants, and major accountancy firms have become key advisors in government reform and public sector restructuring. Think tanks, Mulgan maintains, have secured a position in “intellectual arbitrage”: “Successful and rising think tanks can convert political access into money, money into ideas, and ideas into legitimacy, and by doing so they can attract ambitious contributors”.

    And indeed, access is key. The public face of think tankery is concerned with airing ideas, in particular through media coverage. A much more discreet exercise of think-tank influence lies in an ability to attract ministers and other key policymakers into seminars, thereby seeking to shape the terms of debate and provide personnel to advise on policy formation. Expertise may also be gained by working in the policy machinery of a major communications body, such as the BBC or Ofcom. The career paths of Ed Richards and Stephen Carter illustrate other options open to the New Labour policy generation. Inside Labour in opposition and later at the BBC, James Purnell worked alongside Ed Richards (b1966) – another member of the New Labour football team – who became Chief Executive of Ofcom in October 2006. Before Ofcom, where his first job was Chief Operating Officer, Richards had been Senior Policy Advisor to Prime Minister Tony Blair for media, telecoms, Internet, and e-government. He took that role in 1999 after having been Controller of Corporate Strategy at the BBC.

    As Number 10’s media adviser (working with Burnham and Purnell), Richards helped draft the Communications Act that set up Ofcom. Before that, Richards had worked in consultancy for London Economics and – like Mulgan – also for Gordon Brown (Ofcom 2008). In 2002, when Richards was still at Number 10 Downing Street, the MediaGuardian listed him as Number 15 in the roll call of media movers and shakers. By 2007, Richards was in eighth place in the list, being described as a “quintessential New Labour man”; he retained that position in 2008.

    Richards’s predecessor as Chief Executive of Ofcom, Steven Carter (b1965), became Prime Minister Gordon Brown’s Chief of Strategy and Principal Adviser. After leaving Ofcom, Carter – who had always worked in the communications sector – became chief executive of Brunswick, the City of London public relations and lobbying firm from which he transited to Downing Street. His role at Number 10 was to reshape Labour’s communications strategy, in deep trouble when he was appointed in January 2008. The shift from Blair to Brown did not change the fundamental New Labour belief in political communications management.

    A New Labour creation, Ofcom has been a noteworthy source of specialist expertise on communications, drawing in personnel who would otherwise work in academic research, think tanks, agencies, or consultancies. Aside from providing pertinent experience for Carter’s transition to Number 10, as its experts have headed back into the market place, Ofcom has spawned second order expertise, for instance in the shape of Ingenious Consulting, which is focused on selling policy and regulation know-how.

    To sum up, the New Labour policy generation has taken different (but closely related) routes to power. Four ideal typical career patterns look like this:

1. Labour party research/activism – think tank/policy adviser/BBC strategist – MP-Minister (Purnell, Burnham)

2. Labour Party administration/senior adviser – think tank/consultancy – MP-Minister – MP/company director (Hewitt)

3. Labour Party activism/administration – think-tank director/media intellectual – PM’s policy adviser – civil society organisation director (Mulgan, Taylor)

4. Labour Party – communications company CEO – Ofcom CEO – communications company CEO – PM’s strategy adviser (Carter).

From the Creative Industries to the Creative Economy

    My argument so far has been that a New Labour policy generation has emerged, strongly shaped by its origins in think tanks. Some of these became key players in the evolution of creative industries policy. Moving focus, we shall next consider the shift in policy conception from the “creative industries” to the “creative economy” over more than a decade of New Labour in power. Particular emphasis will be placed on the role of expertise in the Creative Economy Programme (CEP), from its initiation in October 2005 to the unveiling of the U.K. government’s action plan for the creative industries in February 2008.

    In a complementary study, I have analysed creative industries discourse as a product showing how it has acquired the look of an increasingly closed ideological system. In what follows, drawing on interviews with policy insiders, I shift the focus to the production of creative industries discourse and the use of various kinds of expertise to underpin ministerial needs for a policy “narrative.” I shall also illustrate how outside expertise may become subject to the stratagems of bureaucratic politics.

Launching Creative Industries Policy

    The U.K. government appears to have pioneered the idea of the creative industries in a European context. When New Labour entered office in 1997, the DCMS was set up to replace the Conservatives’ Department of National Heritage. The first Secretary of State was Chris Smith (1997–2001), a protagonist of the new policy turn, who adumbrated some of the underlying thinking in his book Creative Britain. Behind the scenes, key influences were the film producer David (later,Lord) Puttnam and John Newbigin, a special adviser to Smith from 1997 to 2000. Andy Burnham was also working closely with Smith.

    Creative industries policy had its antecedents, particularly in earlier Labour “cultural industries” thinking – to which Geoff Mulgan had contributed – which was heavily focused on economic and urban regeneration. The new shift, however, replaced culture with creativity. New Labour’s definition, first aired in the Creative Industries Mapping Document, published by the DCMS, proved astonishingly durable and has been widely exported. In 1998, creative industries were defined as those activities that have their origin in individual creativity, skill and talent and which have a potential for wealth and job creation through the generation and exploitation of intellectual property. These have been taken to include the following key sectors: advertising, architecture, the art and antiques market, crafts, design, designer fashion, film, interactive leisure software, music, the performing arts, publishing, software and television and radio. 

    Despite the more recent development of arguments about the “creative economy,” the thirteen sectors identified in 1998 remain an obligatory point of departure for debate in the United Kingdom and further afield.

    From the start, the logic of economic policy has prevailed. The core purpose of the Task Force set up by the DCMS was “to recommend steps to maximise the economic impact of the UK creative industries at home and abroad”. The Task Force’s membership included representatives of thirteen government departments or public bodies. Nine prominent “industry advisers” came from publishing, music, advertising, design, television, and film. Creativity policy became a national project, “branding” the United Kingdom as at the global cutting edge. Two key policy nostrums have been in play from the beginning.

    First, the United Kingdom is imagined as a competitive nation for which developing a “knowledge economy” is key. Over the past decade, this line has become increasingly emphatic with the realisation that the “BRIC” countries (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) present an increasing threat to high-end “creative” activities. Education and training and their articulation with the creative industries, therefore, have become key policy arenas.

    Second, government intervention in the market, especially in establishing conditions that enhance company performance, is justified as helping to secure the knowledge base. “Creativity” – like innovation – has become a generalised value in itself, still largely unquestioned. It is supposed to inform education at all levels and, indeed, to become part of the warp and woof of organisational and personal life everywhere.

1. to blur – запятнать (репутацию), запачкать

2. to tailor – специально приспосабливать

3. epistemic – эпистемический, относящийся к знаниям

4. quest – поиски 

5. tantamount – равносильный, равноценный

6. congregation – скопление, собрание, совет

7. to muster – собирать, проверять

8. to impend – нависать, угрожать, надвигаться

9. progenitor – прародитель, предшественник; источник, оригинал

10. milieu – атмосфера, среда, обстановка

11. terrain – местность, территория

12. to engender – порождать, вызывать

13. to hold sway – удерживать власть, влияние

14. at the behest of – по приказанию, велению кого-либо

15. to usher – проводить, вводить

16. to facilitate – содействовать, способствовать, продвигать

17. to delineate – очерчивать, обрисовывать

18. impetus – движущая сила, стимул, импульс

19. hinterland – район, удалённый от промышленного центра

20. rebuttal – опровержение (обвинения и т.п.)

21. tenure – (срок) пребывания (в должности)

22. to eschew – сторониться, воздерживаться, остерегаться

23. heyday – зенит, расцвет, лучшая пора

24. underpinning – подкрепляющий, поддерживающий, фундаментальный

25. straddling – колеблющийся, двойственный

26. noteworthy – заслуживающий внимания

27. pertinent – уместный, подходящий

28. to spawn – порождать, вызывать

29. stratagem – хитрость, уловка

30. to adumbrate – описать в общих чертах

31. antecedent – предшествующее 

32. nostrum – излюбленный приём, панацея

33. the warp and woof – основа основ

2. Discussion points.

· Do you agree with Stone who supposes that think tanks have influence but not a direct impact on policy formulation, if we speak about Russian peculiarities?

· On the territory of Great Britain Margaret Thatcher's rise to power is viewed as a think tank activity. Could you give some more examples from world history?

· In the article we are given a step-by-step history of think tanks in the United Kingdom in the 20th century. Research the stages of the think tank process in the Soviet Union and Russia (from the 1950s up to the present).

II. Action Intellectuals

1. While reading the research concentrate on the role of a personality in the historical process.

Ivory-Tower Activists

    John F. Kennedy explained to campaign audiences in 1960 why he was running for the nation's highest office: "I want to be a President who acts as well as reacts – who originates programs as well as study groups – who masters complex problems as well as one-page memorandums." He vowed that he would be "a Chief Executive in every sense of the word – who responds to a problem, not by hoping his subordinates will act, but by directing them to act." The imagery of action clearly evoked the tone of Franklin Roosevelt's presidency; it also served implicitly to criticize the elderly and, to all appearances, passive President Eisenhower, a man whose ornate staff-advisory system and highly structured cabinet meetings struck Kennedy as self-imposed impediments on the president's freedom of action.

     On the face of it, Kennedy's promise of presidential activism and the gentle dismissal of study groups and orchestrated deliberations by staff did not bode well for all those experts who had obtained advisory posts within the increasingly institutionalized presidencies of Truman and Eisenhower. As part of a bureaucratic chain of command, the expert had clear lines of communication and a formal place in executive branch deliberations. Kennedy's promises of action suggested a return to the freewheeling days of Roosevelt's professors. Cultivating an image of cerebral activism, however, Kennedy managed to attract a breed of academic experts – "action intellectuals," in Theodore White's memorable phrase – whose Washington careers have shaped the modem mythology of the policy intellectual. If Gamelot had its handsome young king (and its beautiful and gracious queen), it also had to have its wizardly Merlins and intellectual Round Table.

    Kennedy was not the leading presidential choice within the academic community in the early months of the campaign. In January 1960, a poll of prominent academics and writers in Esquire showed Kennedy well behind Adlai Stevenson, Hubert Humphrey, and Richard Nixon. Stevenson was obviously the liberal intellectuals' sentimental favorite. After his failed and rather amateurish 1952 campaign, Stevenson had been encouraged by a number of Democrats to put together a more permanent policy-planning group to prepare for 1956. "As the party of the well-to-do, the Republicans do not hesitate to use their dough," John Kenneth Calbraith wrote in 1953. "As the party of the egg-heads, we should similarly and proudly make use of our brains and experience." Under the direction of Thomas K. Finletter, former secretary of the air force, the so-called Finletter Group funneled position papers and advice to Stevenson. Stevenson used their work in his speech making and met many of the academics individually as he traveled the country, but, curiously, kept his distance from their meetings. Early on he wrote Galbraith. "I am eager to avoid any impression that this is a Stevenson brain trust operation," The most scholarly sounding twentieth-century aspirant for the presidency knew he could not afford the further taint of too close an association with intellectuals.

    Though not the first choice of the nation's intellectual elite, Kennedy was not an unknown quantity to some of those who later served him. Throughout his rather undistinguished senatorial career, Kennedy had called upon Harvard acquaintances for occasional advice. From time to time, he had telephoned Galbraith when he had questions about economic issues, especially agricultural problems that might understandably perplex a senator from a northern industrial state. Culbraith, like the other intellectuals who had served Stevenson in the 1952 and 1956 campaigns, seems to have been won over slowly by Kennedy, whose lack of scholarly distinction as an undergraduate still nettled some members of the Harvard faculty. Many at Harvard, as Galbraith confessed in a volume of memoirs, "had difficulty in believing that the Kennedy brothers are in the very first league, wholly worthy of the Harvard badge and blessing." But recalling occasional Saturday-night dinners at the Locke-Ober Restaurant with Kennedy and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., his tenor softened. "His conversation was wide-ranging and informed," remembered Galbraith; "my respect and affection grew."

    But Galbraith also saw in Kennedy a streak of impatience and restlessness that, as president, sometimes caused him to cut off discussion and often kept his wordiest advisers from fully expressing their views. The impatience was doubtless a mark of mental quickness; it was also a sign of his eagerness to get things done. Though notably ineffective as a legislator and apparently unwilling to master the Senate's cumbersome political procedures, he fully understood how the forms of executive branch decision making might help or hinder him as president.

    The nation's political elites were afflicted by great uncertainty about national goals. At the end of the 1950s, many Americans seemed to believe that the nation was adrift. General confidence in the country's scientific and technological estate, particularly its educational system, had been dramatically shaken by the early failures of the American space program and by the Soviet Union's surprising success in launching Sputnik in 1957. Many also worried about the so-called missile gap, a spurious issue it turned out, but one that played on real concerns. Beyond these technological concerns, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., had struck a responsive chord with talk about the "qualitative" deficiencies of American life, toward the end of his term. President Eisenhower summoned a national commission to assess the nation's performance and chart long-term goals. With the 1960 election approaching, Time's publisher, Henry Luce, commissioned and edited The National Purpose, a volume of essays by ten prominent Americans who were worried about a nation that they characterized as lost, becalmed, adrift, and without bearings. Several of the authors looked toward a new style of presidential leadership. "We arc waiting to be shown the way into the future," wrote Walter Lippmann. "We arc waiting for another innovator in the line of the two Roosevelts and Wilson."

    With his coolly rational style, Kennedy appealed to liberal intellectuals, though less because of any explicitly articulated ends than because of the simple and often-repeated promise "to get the country moving again. "The candidate, sounding the themes of "vigor," movement, and activism, gradually won the support of intellectuals during a generally unedifying presidential campaign. The intellectuals' growing sympathy for Kennedy was obvious enough for his opponent, Richard Nixon, to make an issue of their support; he sought to stir up the anti-intellectual passions of one southern audience by labeling the Democrats "the party of Schlesinger, Galbraith and Bowles."

    After winning the election by a hair, Kennedy designed his political appointments as much to reassure his detractors as to reward his supporters. C. Douglas Dillon, a Republican investment banker, was appointed secretary of the Treasury Department; Luther Hodges, a former governor and businessman, went to the Commerce Department; and Abraham Ribicoff, a respected Connecticut governor, was picked to head the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Only two cabinet appointments seemed to break with traditional patterns or to signal the emerging high-level alliance with the nation's intellectual elite. Kennedy chose Dean Rusk, president of the Rockefeller Foundation and a man with extensive prior service in the State Department, to be secretary of state; he did, however, surround him with much bettor known and more politically powerful under-secretaries. He also selected Robert McNamara, a former professor of business and recently named head of the Ford Motor Company, to run the Defense Department.

    In his chronicle of White House service, Kennedy's longtime congressional assistant and White House special counsel, Theodore C. Sorensen, claimed that the president-elect had sought to create nothing less than "a ministry of talent." Sorensen noted that Kennedy had appointed more academics to important positions including (as he dutifully recorded) fifteen Rhodes scholars, than had any of his predecessors. But these "action intellectuals" were not located in the cabinet (except for McNamara and Rusk) or even among the senior White House staff (except for Schlesinger, McGeorge Bundy, and Sorensen). Rather, they were scattered in many subordinate positions throughout the government.

    The real difference with past administrations lay in the concern with second- and third-tier appointments and in the personnel assigned to work in the various advisory and regulatory agencies. Kennedy, whose planning for the transition was shaped by studies under way at the Brookings Institution, as well as by memorandums prepared by political scientist Richard Neustadt, clearly understood that the control of such low-level appointments would offer the greatest leverage for policymaking (an insight the Reagan revolutionaries would revive in 1980). And Sargent Shriver, who was given the job of chief talent scout, cast his net widely in recruiting people for the administration.

    The White House staff arrangements under Kennedy were much less formal – conscientiously so – than they had been under Eisenhower's hierarchically organized system. Cabinet and staff meetings were rare, and the staff secretariat was abolished. The president's special assistants worked more or less as equals, operating with small staffs in the White House and enjoying considerable access to the president. Kennedy described the White House as "a wheel and a series of spokes" with himself at the hub. When necessary, the spokes reached far into cabinet departments. But for the most part, Sorensen, who coordinated domestic policy, relied on staff work done in the Bureau of the Budget and the Council of Economic Advisers. Meanwhile, in foreign policy, McGeorge Bundy and his small national security staff, with its own area specialists and ad hoc task forces, were able to supersede the State Department's advisory apparatus. With several hundred policymaking positions to fill in executive agencies, expertise tended to be widely diffused in the bureaucracy and could be  called upon as needed. Perhaps for the first time, one could also discern the ways in which advisory institutions – not merely individual advisers – were in contention with one another. "Action intellectuals were less likely to be adjuncts to a formal deliberative process, as in Eisenhower's While House, than intellectual insurgents seeking to shake up the administrative bureaucracy.  McNamara's band of defense intellectuals recruited from the RAND Corporation were the most notable.

    In this environment, the outside expert, whether drawn from life in academia or the think tanks to work full time in the government or merely consulted while employed in a university or think tank, could play a major part in shaping policy. When James Tobin of Yale demurred at the suggestion that he join the Council of Economic Advisers, modestly describing himself as something of an "ivory-tower economist," Kennedy reportedly won him over by responding, "That s all right – I'm something of an ivory tower President." But, in truth, Kennedy was interested in ideas mainly when he could see their practical consequences. And he knew that most intellectuals, however much they might disavow an interest in the active, political life, were drawn to service not because he appealed to their "ivory-tower" sentiments but because he promised them proximity to action – the opportunity to employ their ideas. And, indeed, many of them were experts whose notion of an idea was no less practical than his. They were technocrats and social engineers, people primarily interested in crafting the instruments for getting things done. At the same time that the action intellectuals descended on Washington, however, some Americans had been contemplating the end of ideas as a driving force in politics.

The End of Ideology

    In becoming a political adviser and intimate participant in policy-making, the expert had little choice but to serve as a problem solver and technician, While historians like H. Stuart Hughes and Richard Hofstadter distinguished between intellectuals and mental technicians, sociologists coined the oxymoronic term "bureaucratic intellectual" to characterize the role of experts working in governmental agencies. Robert K. Merton described how some experts adapted to their new dependence on policymakers and bureaucratic superiors: "This sense of dependency, which is hedged about with sentiment, is expressed in the formula: the policy-maker supplies the goals (ends, objectives), and we technicians, on the basis of expert knowledge, indicate alternative means for reaching those ends." The formula may have been new, but the underlying assumptions were not. The pragmatists' retreat from abstract theories and absolutes at the turn of the century had set this course for intellectuals and experts. The policy expert in the United States was primarily a technician of means.

    The experts' move into the inner circles of political power in the 1960s was paralleled by a steady diminution of the interplay of ideas in political life. The then twenty (nearing thirty) years war against fascism and communism had strongly reinforced long-standing American suspicion of ideological systems (especially among those intellectuals who had flirted with one or the other before the war). Writing in the 1950s, the so-called consensus historians – principally Daniel Boorstin, Richard Hofstadter, and Louis Hartz – proclaimed an underlying homogeneity in American political and intellectual life. Whether the absence of serious intellectual differences was explicitly non-ideological – traceable to the primacy of the struggle for survival in settling a new continent, as Boorstin saw it – or was simplemindedly ideological in accepting a cluster of Lockean dogmas, as Hartz maintained, Americans were generally not inclined to reflections on ultimate values. As historians, adherents of the consensus approach thus expressed their generation's skeptical view of the older Progressive idea of conflict as the driving force in history; as witnesses to the domestic and international turmoil wrought by the depression, World War II, the Cold War, and McCarthyism, they were expressing, perhaps less consciously, a need to find and reassert the fundamental unities of American society.

    President Kennedy took up the twin themes of knowledge and political action when he addressed Yale's graduating class of 1962. He, too, celebrated the era of diminished ideological passions, echoing the widely shared conviction that there was now a broad consensus on liberal values. The central domestic issues of the time, said Kennedy, "relate not to basic clashes of philosophy or ideology but to ways and means of reaching common goals – to research for sophisticated solutions to complex and obstinate issues." Sounding like one of Lane's graduate students, Kennedy stated that the problems of the 1960s, unlike those of the 1930s, posed "subtle challenges for which technical answers, not political answers, must be provided." Outdated cliches and myths and a distracting "false dialogue" had to be cast aside, he said. Kennedy was no doubt looking beyond his immediate academic audience toward members of the business community in the wake of that April's bruising battle over price increases in the steel industry. "What is at stake in our economic discussions today is not some grand warfare of rival ideologies which will sweep the country with passion but the practical management of a modern economy. What we need is not labels and cliches but more basic discussion of the sophisticated and technical questions involved in keeping a great economic machinery moving ahead."

    Kennedy, suspicious of abstractions, was more concerned with managerial efficiency and expertise, and he was generally confident about the benefits of applied technology. A familiar Progressive commitment to non-partisanship and a reliance on politically neutral expertise resonated in the sentiments he expressed at Yale, already reflected in his political appointments. Whether Kennedy, who was, after all, a tough professional politician, rather than an intellectual, agreed entirely with Lane's rosy predictions, he certainly believed that policy-making demanded subtlety, complexity, sophistication, and technical virtuosity. The men he chose to serve under him seemed to share his belief that knowledge could serve the goals of policy in highly refined ways – through "flexible response" to military threats and economic "fine-tuning," for example.

    Thus, the vaunted "idealism" that Kennedy's administration tapped was really an expression of faith in the powers of rational intelligence and technical virtuosity to overcome social and economic problems. At its core was a conviction that policymaking is a pragmatic endeavor, driven by knowledge; seeking to solve specific problems; and devoted, when necessary, to experiment. And especially in its Cold War struggles against a formidable technological enemy, the country needed public servants who were technically competent, quick, and imaginative about political means. The ends and ideals of political life appeared as self-evident truths, too obvious to require examination.

Experts on Tap

    The word think tank was not yet secure in the popular lexicon when Kennedy was elected, But journalists were quick to note the existence of a cluster of so-called brain banks and think factories along Massachusetts Avenue. Far and away the most prominent was the Brookings Institution, which had established its imposing new Center for Advanced Study a block from Dupont Circle in 1960. In reporting on the center's official opening only two weeks after the election, the Washington Post, offering editorial encouragement, expressed the hope that "men of learning and ideas have taken over our government again." The Washington News was more circumspect, however, describing the affair under the headline "Eggheads See Sunnyside." Less than a year later, The Economist described the Brookings researchers as Kennedy's "experts on tap" and hailed "the educated approach to government" as a characteristic feature of the new administration.

    Experts inside government inevitably look to experts outside. The ties are often casual. Such links were established early on with Brookings. With no official space for the Kennedy transition team to work (later legislation setting aside federal funds for presidential transitions was a direct outgrowth of Brookings studies of the problems of transition), some members found not only offices, but a library and meeting rooms at Brookings. The transition "task forces" consulted widely. They relied heavily on the nearly one hundred scholars (counting affiliated university researchers) who were working on policy issues for Brookings. One of the most useful was Laurin Henry, whose work on past presidential transitions guided the Kennedy team.

    The researchers and analysts at Brookings and RAND typified the new policy intellectuals of the 1960s. And these institutions, more than any others, came to symbolize the era's technocratic style. For both, the means of their influence were diffuse and hard to measure. Brookings had the advantage of being the premier organization for policy research in Washington, with a research program covering many fields and having long-standing ties to the federal bureaucracy and congressional staffs.  RAND, a continent away and focused on defense research, not only had contractual ties with the air force and other governmental agencies, but was the principal recruiting ground for Robert McNamara as he sought to gain control over the defense establishment. Its influence was largely through the people it sent into the government and the methods they brought to policy analysis.

    Hubert Calkins,   president of Brookings since  1952, managed to create a solid and experienced nucleus for the Economic Studies Program. The new fellows included Joseph Pechman, who had worked for the Committee for Economic Development, the Council of Economic Advisers, and the Treasury Department, and Walter Salant, who had studied with Keynes and Hansen and held a number of governmental posts, including work for the Office of Price Administration and the Council of Economic Advisers. The programs in Government and Foreign Policy studies proved more difficult to build, but by 1960, with a budget of about $2 million, a staff of approximately forty senior researchers and sixty research associates, and expanding links to the universities, Brookings was poised to play an important new role in Washington.

    Throughout the 1960s, seventy to one hundred research projects were continuously under way. Though not primarily a contract research organization, Brookings responded to projects initiated by governmental agencies and foundations. Between 1955 and 1967, one foundation, Ford, gave some $39 million to Brookings. Its aim was to create what a staff member at the foundation described as "a private intelligence unit for government operations." The Ford Foundation financed much of the cost of a new building, contributed to Brookings's endowment, and gave long-term funding to research projects. The connections among governmental agencies, foundations, and research centers were informal, much less constrained by the competitive processes for submitting proposals and formal mechanisms for determining accountability. In 1964, for example, the State Department wanted a memorandum to outline U.S. policy options with regard to new technical assistance programs of the United Nations. State Department officials told the Ford Foundation that they needed outside help; the Ford Foundation agreed to pay for it, and Brookings had staff members who were already studying the United Nations who were willing to prepare the report. On another occasion, the Ford Foundation approached Brookings (after conversations with members of the Council of Economic Advisers) and suggested that the institution study the impact of the 1964 tax cut. Soon, with many governmental agencies seeking its services (and the administrators at Brookings complaining that there were more requests for research than they could ever undertake – a far cry from the competitive search for funds a decade later), the Brookings program expanded into many fields.

    Economic Studies, the largest and consistently regarded as Brookings's strongest research division, centered its work on policies for economic growth and stabilization, the effects of industrial concentration, fiscal and tax policy, and international competition. It produced studies on automatic economic stabilizers, governmental investments, and the individual income tax, as well as on monetary policy, all subjects that were of interest to the Keynesians who dominated the policy debate. In 1960, with a Ford Foundation grant of more than $2 million, Brookings began a series of studies of governmental finance under Pechman's direction, which would ultimately yield more than thirty books.

    The researchers in Brookings's Government Studies division produced book-length reports on the higher reaches of the civil service and on the government's personnel policies. Calkins's new staff broke with the older managerial traditions of public administration, moving from nuts-and-bolts concerns to projects that examined the political contexts shaping the work of governmental bureaucrats. They also began to study politics, focusing on presidential nominations and the electoral process and exploring the legislative branch by looking at the job of the congressman and the need for new rules and organization on Capitol Mill.  Meanwhile, Brookings continued to look for practical ways of improving the skills of bureaucrats, setting up training seminars and ultimately the Advanced Study Program for senior government employees, whose successor, the Center for Public Policy Education, is now Brookings's largest operating unit.

    Researchers on foreign policy studied the United Nations, international economic development, and the administration of U.S. foreign assistance programs, especially in Latin America after Kennedy initiated the Alliance for Progress. They were also interested in the training of political leaders and managers in developing countries, spending several years on an advisory project in Vietnam. In addition, they analyzed the role of education in less developed nations.

      Each year Brookings's annual reports tallied up the diverse advisory roles played by its researchers, but the core of the institution’s work was still its book publishing program. The staff grounded their work in book-length studies; advising was secondary because all seemed to agree that long-term influence lay in books. Brookings, which had issued eight to ten books a year in the late 1950s, was publishing twenty-five a year by the end of the 1960s. Opportunities for consulting and advising, whether through personal contact or the preparation of brief memorandums, did not as yet provoke much reflection on the nature of a policy research institution's influence and the best strategies for increasing it.

    In the 1960s policy researchers must have shared Robert Lane's convictions that the domain of knowledge was expanding and that of politics contracting. Opportunities to serve, formally and informally, were plentiful. And often, it was governmental officials who were seeking assistance, not the institutions that were pushing their services on the government. Clearly, however, a market for professional services was taking shape that would restructure the environment in which the older think tanks, such as Brookings, had operated and that would change the career opportunities and professional incentives of the expert. Although Brookings expanded considerably throughout the 1960s, it was dwarfed by the RAND Corporation.

Tools of the Trade

    There was much in the Kennedy style that appealed to the analytic ethos of the RAND Corporation, just as there was much about the RAND style that seemed to appeal to Kennedy. Some of RAND's analysts had forwarded memos to the Kennedy campaign and provided material for speeches as early as 1959. Their opposition to the doctrine of massive retaliation, their idea that the "missile gap" was growing, and their proposals to build up conventional war capabilities struck resonant chords with the candidate and his inner circle of advisers.

    After the election, RAND's direct influence increased as its staff and alumni accepted governmental posts. Kennedy selected Robert S. McNamara as secretary of defense and McNamara, in turn, picked a number of budget analysts, economists, and strategists from RAND as the nucleus of his team of so-called Whiz Kids. McNamara, who at age forty-four had only recently been named president of the Ford Motor Company, was no stranger to systems analysis. During the war, he had been a member of an operations research group that helped the air force solve logistical problems – getting planes, men. and equipment to the right place at the right time. After the war, McNamara and some of his associates banded together to sell their services to American industry. Hired by Henry Ford II, they began to apply the new analytic techniques to the troubled automobile company.

    The group McNamara assembled when he left the Ford Motor Company included men like Charles Hitch, the first head of RAND's Economics Division who was hired as the Pentagon comptroller, Alain Enthoven, deputy assistant secretary for systems analysis; and Henry Rowen, a deputy to the assistant secretary for international security affairs. Consulting relationships allowed many other RAND disciples to contribute to defense decision making. Their employment was based not on broad knowledge but on confidence in the specific analytic methods with which they were skilled.

    But analysis is inevitably embedded in the political process, and once in the government, the RAND analysts quickly learned about the limits of their analytic tools. McNamara asked Hitch and Enthoven to determine how many intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) the nation needed. No stranger to quantitative analysis, McNamara thought that roughly 400 ICBMs would inflict sufficient damage on the Soviet Union to deter an attack. Enthoven's calculations generally concurred with McNamara's assessments, and both saw no justification for the 2,400 missiles the air force requested. Some analysts at RAND thought the vastly lower figure was a post hoc calculation to justify the direction in which the administration already leaned. But when the decision was finally made, analytic premises and careful calculations had to yield to the reality of pressure from the military services and Congress, leading the administration to commit itself to build 1,000 JCBMs.

    RAND analysts set out to apply system and method to problems in which new technologies and budgetary decisions intersect. Procurement decisions, long-range planning, and measures to control a huge and complex budget seemed to lend themselves directly to the quantitative rationality of operations research and economic analysis. But even in areas that are most susceptible to quantitative analysis – the acquisitions of weapons, budgeting, and logistical decisions – there are no guarantees that analysis will shape the outcome of events. Nor can there be full proof that analysis determines the outcome, even when the decisions conform to the analysis.

    The experts who were drawn to Washington in the early 1960s acknowledged – even celebrated – the complexity of domestic and international problems. Rather than speaking of cures for social ills or adjustments to imbalances in the social and economic order, as earlier experts had done, they found a new metaphor for thinking about the political uses of knowledge. They spoke of "systems" and "design," adopting the language of engineers and employing the most refined tools of mathematical and economic analysis. Systems analysis and computer modeling were rooted in engineering, while theoretical developments in game theory, input-output analysis, and linear programming linked engineering to economics and broadened the application of its conceptual tools.

    RAND and other contract research organizations, as they always had, produced reports for particular clients, not for the public. But even those institutions that had once aspired to wider influence now committed themselves to serving relatively narrow subcommunities of policy professionals and political decision makers. Both Robert Calkins and Kermit Gordon, who succeeded him as president of Brookings in 1967, saw their audience as a group comprised mainly of policymakers, university-based experts, and other members of the policy elite. Among the older groups, the National Bureau of Economic Research produced technical studies for economists, while Russell Sage worked increasingly within the framework of academic sociology, engaged primarily in studies of the methods and techniques of social science. Only the Twentieth Century Fund, where journalists August Heckscher and his successor, Murray J. Rossant, directed the program, remained committed to publishing books that might engage a wider public.

    As the national research enterprise expanded during the 1960s and found eager clients in the government, problems of technique and methodology led discussions farther from political ends and values and the assumptions that underlay policy. As experts reveled in their technocratic skills, they grew more and more detached from even the educated public. Knowing how valued their skills were in the government, the career expectations among the policy elite began to change as well. The Kennedy appointments suggested that there were any number of academic routes to public offices. Deanships, foundation presidencies, prestigious teaching appointments, and writing on public issues had opened the way not merely for informal advising but for a period of highly visible public service. Roosevelt's Brains Trusters (Raymond Moley, Rexford G. Tugwell, and Adolf A. Berle) had been uncertain about their role after the election, preferring to return to their academic careers and let the politicians deal with the official chores of government. And Roosevelt himself had not been sure where he should use them. But there were fewer such uncertainties for those who went to Washington in 1961. Knowledge and power seemed comfortably joined. For aspiring members of the policy elite, the new analytic techniques, as well as the new institutional structures far professional advancement, helped to define policymaking as a career, rather than as a series of fortunate accidents.

    The sudden ascent of the expert in the 1960s was the result of a rare coincidence of favorable circumstances – public officials set a tone by emphasizing technical competence and intelligence in addressing issues of public policy, a receptive president brought experts and academically inclined generalists into important positions, apparent agreement on national goals produced a focus on the technical means of attaining them, analytic techniques and insights from social science seemed on the verge of making political decision-making more rational, governmental agencies were willing to fund research, and a period of sustained national prosperity created hefty endowments for foundations and produced generous grants for public policy research institutions. Nonetheless, Lyndon Johnson's use of the experts quickly exposed both their pretensions and their weaknesses in serving power.

The Labyrinth of Power

    "Is our world gone?" Lyndon Johnson asked in his 1965 inaugural address. "We say farewell. Is a new world coming? We welcome it, and we will bend it to the hopes of man." Relying on the straightforward queries and declarative sentences drafted by special assistant Richard Goodwin, Johnson captured the simple optimism of the American spirit of reform. He blithely dismissed the past, while confidently asserting that the government could bend and shape the future to conform to America's highest ideals.

    A man with limited oratorical skills (yet so amply endowed with a Texan's capacity for exaggeration that the term credibility gap was coined to describe his efforts to persuade the public), Johnson nevertheless effectively used the power of words to drive and control the policy process. His awkward gestures and studious delivery sharply contrasted with his uncanny and typically overbearing private powers of expression. Goodwin, who wrote many of the president's major speeches during 1964 and 1965, instinctively grasped the way Johnson used language. Johnson knew, Goodwin observed, that "in exchange for words – only words – many men would make concessions, yield their will to his, enhance his power."

    Johnson's Great Society and War on Poverty were captivating terms that encapsulated a whole administration and its aims. They linger more insistently than have any terms coined by speech writers to describe subsequent administrations. They embody his ambitions for the simple reason that speech writing and policymaking were not viewed as separate functions in the Johnson White House. In fact, nine of Johnson's eleven special assistants could wield words skillfully enough to contribute to the writing process (Nixon moved his writers to the Executive Office Building and his successors left them there, thus symbolizing a widening gap not only of personal credibility but of political speech and action).

    The term Great Society was first worked into the fabric of a presidential speech at the commencement ceremonies at the University of Michigan in J964 after several months of casting about for a theme and rationale that would link the new administration's myriad bills and programs, express its aims, and, ultimately, suggest a progressive course distinct from the New Deal obsession with relieving material want. Goodwin had proposed the phrase, conscious of its resonance with Walter Lippmann's The Good Society (1937) and Graham Wallas's The Great Society (1914), an influential Fabian-socialist document. What was initially "a fragment of rhetorical stuffing" for an unimportant speech grew into a phrase that Goodwin (encouraged by Johnson) used in the commencement address to epitomize the president's ambitions.

    The idea of a military struggle against poverty had emerged four months earlier, in the 1964 State of the Union message, when Johnson still lacked a coherent program. Although many antipoverty proposals had been under consideration in the Council of Economic Advisers – where Walter Heller, the chairman, had begun work on a poverty program several months before John Kennedy's assassination – the formal declaration of war preceded any detailed battle plan. Throughout his presidency, whether driven by militant rhetoric or the grandiose ambition to construct a Great Society, Johnson's experts constantly raced to devise programs that would keep pace with his rhetorical commitments or supply the rationale for legislative initiatives that had already been announced. At Michigan, he acknowledged that he did not have the answers, but he promised to assemble the "best thought" for dealing with the problems of cities, education, and "natural beauty" (the term "environment" was not yet widely used). A few days later, still exuberant about the audience's cheering response and the overwhelmingly favorable reaction by the press, Johnson reportedly told Goodwin, Bill Moyers, and Jack Valenti, "Now it's time to put some flesh on those bones. . . . Let's get to work, bring in all those experts and put it all together. And don't worry about the politics. I'll get it done."

    The Great Society was not intended to evoke images of material prosperity as much as to summon Americans to deal with the qualitative and spiritual dimensions of life. However grand the project of constructing a Great Society sounded, it was to be a structure fashioned from many small pieces of legislation, rather than a few stolid pillars. And for all Johnson's military rhetoric, the so-called War on Poverty was neither lengthy nor hard fought as most wars go. The major legislative campaigns were mapped out and won in a brief two-year period that saw the passage of the Economic Opportunity Act, the Voting Rights Act, and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the creation of Medicare and Medicaid, all in 1964 and 1965. The pace was rapid fire. From 1964 to 1968, roughly four hundred pieces of domestic legislation were passed, and by the time Richard Nixon took office in 1969, morn than 400 domestic programs were in place – ten times more than when Eisenhower left office in 1961.

    But the most protracted battle of the War on Poverty has been the bitter intellectual conflict over how to interpret its successes and failures and in what ways to apportion the blame for the perceived excesses of American liberalism. The legacy of the War on Poverty has been one of the most keenly disputed subjects of the past twenty years, shaping the ideological contours of conservatism, liberalism, and their "neo" variations in the 1970s and 1980s. Indeed, the political success of the conservative claim to be the party of "new ideas" is best explained by the wide perception of the breakdown in domestic policies that occurred in the 1960s.

    Among the most serious casualties of the official War on Poverty were the many policy experts who left the field with wounded reputations. Indeed, some of the first critics of the Great Society programs had been the programs' architects, suddenly skeptical of the weapons they were using to combat domestic problems and even of the political role they had chosen to play. The recriminatory passions unleashed by these struggles ultimately raised doubts about the experts' claims to neutrality; their knowledge of politics, economics, and human behavior; and the analytic weapons in their arsenal.

    The social science enterprise – in government; in universities; and in various think tanks, contract research organizations, and consulting firms – had blossomed during the 1960s. Theodore White watched it unfold during the Kennedy years, and in 1967, with much of the Johnson legislation complete, he proclaimed the emergence of "a new power system in American life ... [a] new priesthood, unique to this country and this time, of American action intellectuals." Their ideas seemed to propel the whole machinery of government and politics, shaping defense, foreign policy, and economic management; redesigning schools and cities; and planning to reshape entire regions of the country. White and others had already noted the number of cabinet members, under both Kennedy and Johnson, who were onetime college professors. But White also observed a new reliance on think tanks, university-based research, foundations, and expert commissions; the presidency had become "almost a transmission belt packaging and processing scholars' ideas to he sold to Congress as a program." When the early reports on Johnson's domestic programs came in, White was poised to ask the perennial questions about experts and intellectuals: "Do social scientists yet know enough to guide us to the very different world we. must live in tomorrow. Do they offer wisdom as well as knowledge?"

    Though the transformation of ideas into policy could hardly be described as a smoothly running conveyor belt, social scientists and policy experts had been among the most significant purveyors of the optimistic mood that launched the decade, a mood that helped to justify wider governmental intervention in American social and economic life. But what contributions had they actually made to public policy? How much had they really contributed to the design of specific policies and programs? And, balancing the decade's accomplishments and disappointments, how much had their failures done to undermine the confidence that any social goal could be accomplished by government?

    Lyndon Johnson drew eminently talented people into governmental service (though they were less heralded as intellectuals than were those on the Kennedy team), while managing to retain a handful of Kennedy's appointees. In the inner circle, Bill Moyers, Harry McPherson, Richard Goodwin, Douglas Cater, and Horace Busby were skillful writers and, for the most part, comfortable with experts and intellectuals. Johnson's inner circle sifted and filtered ideas and turned them into legislative initiatives.

    Others brought more specific analytic tools to the job of crafting the president's legislative program, among them Kermit Gordon and Walter Heller, two economists who had early won Johnson's trust. Gordon, a former member of the Council of Economic Advisers who served both Kennedy and Johnson as budget director, and Heller, chairman of the council, were the architects of bills on tax reduction and the budget. Heller also shaped the early antipoverty proposals. Although he was a lawyer, Joseph Califano, who had assisted Robert McNamara at the Defense Department, brought a familiarity with systems analysis into the domestic policy circles of the White House. Those techniques were embraced with typical enthusiasm in 1965, when Johnson issued an executive order requiring all governmental agencies to use the so-called planning-programming-budgeting system. It was a "very revolutionary system," in his words, which he claimed would make the decision-making process "as up-to-date as our space-exploring equipment."

    Johnson was genuinely interested in the technical advice the community of policy experts could give him, but he also viewed them warily – as an important political constituency that was not inclined to support him. He would ask his staff to solicit their advice and in the same breath condemn "the Harvards" and other intellectuals for their superior airs. His unsurpassed mastery of detail and strategy awed those who served him directly (aides were continually astounded by his formidable memory). Still, he desperately craved the respect of a wider intellectual community, the very group to whom his civil rights initiatives ought to have appealed most. Yet from the beginning of his presidency, he was uncomfortable and inconsistent in his dealings with them. "This Administration feels no discomfort in the presence of brains," he felt compelled to tell one early gathering of domestic policy thinkers. To the contrary, the graduate of Southwest Texas State Teacher's College and onetime high school teacher always seemed uneasy in the company of Ivy League professors. But Johnson knew he needed the professors, as much for their influence on public opinion as for their policy expertise.

    Among the intellectuals Johnson turned to was Eric Goldman, a historian at Princeton who specialized in twentieth-century American history. Summoned to Washington as a presidential "special  consultant," Goldman served for more than two years as Johnson’s principal emissary to the American intellectual establishment. Johnson's ambivalence toward having an intellectual in the White House was palpable. At first, he insisted that Goldman's consultancy be kept secret {Goldman was even discreetly advised not to hang the document commissioning him on his office wall). Moreover, not wanting Goldman to appear to be playing the same visible role that Schlesinger had played for Kennedy, Johnson explicitly forbade him from occupying Schlesinger's former office.

    Goldman spent much of his time assembling task forces and distinguished advisory groups for Johnson. Johnson preferred to see even these groups functioning as secretly as possible, which compounded Goldman's problems of recruitment. It is not surprising, then, that the groups were never used, in Goldman's view, to great effect. The domestic policy group had significant influence on only two substantial programs and a lesser role in another, although Coldman identified neither in his memoirs. As Goldman saw it, outside experts and intellectuals could wield only limited power in the intimate circles in which policies are made, particularly for a hard-driving political force like Lyndon Johnson. But he also conceded that the experts he recruited were probably not up to the task of policymaking. "Over the long pull," he observed, "instant ideas were not their specialty; indeed, men of this type have little use for them."

    The role of Goldman's advisory groups was further complicated by the president's compulsion for secrecy when mounting a legislative campaign. Although an expert's ideas might find their way into his special messages to Gongress and the ensuing legislative initiatives, any deliberative scheme of advisory commissions or task forces proved difficult to implement, given Johnson's personality. Planning processes moved rapidly and erratically, and ideas were always mediated by those closest to the president. Goldman, a self-described loner, politically unskilled and meeting rarely with the president, echoed the dismayed assessment of anthropologist Margaret Mead who, after serving on one of the tusk forces, described government as a "labyrinth compounded by human beings." Johnson, the master of the legislative labyrinth, did not need social scientists to design a program or craft a bill. Nor did he particularly trust them.

    Moreover, the "politics of haste," as biographer Doris Kearns noted, typified Johnson's style, undercutting the work of his advisory task forces and other planning and deliberative mechanisms. When ideas were adopted, it was not because they were intrinsically sound or well-thought-out, but because they filled an immediate political need. Haste and urgency were Johnson's trademarks, and his capacity to outrace the intellectuals was evident in his instinctive decision to move ahead with the War on Poverty. Like Roosevelt, Johnson's view of an idea was different from the scholar's. When he called for an idea, he wanted something that could be done immediately. "An idea," wrote Goldman, "was a suggestion, produced on the spot, of something for him to do tomorrow – a point to be made in a speech, an action, ceremonial or of substance, for him to take promptly, a formula to serve as a basis for legislation to be hurried to Congress.” Jack Valenti's kind but shrewd recollections of his White House years echoed Goldman's account. Presidents are always demanding ideas. They "need to be constantly offered ideas with a possible fit to a specific problem, whether it be an appointive vacancy, a gristly crisis, a need to be filled, or a charting [sic] to be explored."

1. to originate programs - создавать программы

2. to master complex problems – справляться со сложными проблемами

3. in every sense of the word – во всех смыслах этого слова

4. to respond to a problem – реагировать на проблему

5. to bode well for smb. – сулить что-то хорошее для кого-л.

6. to perplex smb. – ставить кого-л. в тупик, приводить в недоумение, сбивать с толку

7. to be adrift – плыть по течению

8. to chart long-term goals – наметить, сформулировать долгосрочные цели

9. to win the election by a hair – одержать победу на выборах с минимальным преимуществом

10. to contemplate smth. as smth. - рассматривать что-л. в качестве чего-л.

11. a retreat from abstract theories – отступление, уход от абстрактных теорий

12. to be inclined to reflection on smth. – быть склонным к критике чего-л.

13. ultimate values – основные ценности

14. in the wake of smth. – вследствие, в результате чего-л.   

15. to be at stake – быть поставленным на карту, быть в опасности

16. to be on tap – находиться под рукой, быть готовым к использованию

17. to be circumspect – быть предусмотрительным, осторожным, осмотрительным (о человеке), syn: cautious; быть обдуманным, продуманным (о действии, плане), syn: well-considered

18. to cover many fields – охватывать многие сферы, области (чего-л.)

19. long-standing ties – длительные, продолжительные связи

20. to be poised to do smth. – быть готовым к действию

21. nuts-and-bolts concerns – конкретные дела

22. to tally up  smth. – подсчитывать; подводить итог 

23. the domain of knowledge – область знаний

24. the doctrine of massive retaliation – доктрина массированного ответного удара, массированного контрудара

25. political ends – политические цели

26. to attain a goal – достигать цели

27. on the verge of smth. – на грани чего-л.

28. to enhance power – усилить, укрепить власть

29. to be under consideration – находиться на стадии рассмотрения; обсуждаться

30. to keep pace with smth. – идти наравне с чем-л., не отставать от чего-л.

31. to map out a campaign – планировать кампанию

32. to be sound and well-thought-out – быть тщательно, хорошо продуманным

33. to fill immediate political needs – удовлетворять насущные политические потребности

2. Discussion points.

· Characterise the features of John F. Kennedy’s administration.

· What are the activities of Brookings Institution and RAND Corporation as think factories?

· Give distinctive features of Lyndon Johnson’s policy.

· What types of leadership do you know?

· What is the role of personal leadership during the transition to democracy?

· What types of leadership have been inherent in Russia throughout its political history?

3. Speaking skills.

· Give a report on some illustrious Russian or European political leader.

III. Elitism and Democracy; Pluralism and Democracy; the Masses in Democratic Society

1. Before turning to the text describe different approaches to power and give their distinctions.

The Meaning of Elitism     

    The central proposition of elitism is that all societies are divided into two classes – the few who govern and the many who are governed. The  Italian  political  scientist  Gaetano Mosca expressed this basic concept as follows:

    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, performs 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.

    For Mosca it was inevitable that elites and not masses would govern all societies, because elites possess organization and unity of purpose.

    An organized minority, obeying a single impulse, is irresistible against an unorganized majority in which each individual stands alone before the totality of the organized minority. A hundred men acting uniformly in concert, with a common understanding, will triumph over a thousand men who are not in accord and can be dealt with one by one.

    Contemporary writers generally attribute elitism to the impact of urbanization, industrialisation, technological development, and the growth of the social, economic, and political organisations in modern societies. Robert Dahl writes, "The key political, economic, and social decisions . . . are made by tiny minorities. . . It is difficult – nay impossible to see how it could be otherwise in large political systems.” Sociologist Suzanne Keller writes. "The democratic ethos notwithstanding, men must become accustomed to bigger, more extensive and more specialized elites in their midst as long as industrial societies keep growing and becoming more specialized." And according to Harold Lasswell, "The discovery that in all large-scale societies the decisions at any given time are typically in the hands of a small number of people" confirms a basic fact: "Government is always government by the few, whether in the name of the few, the one, or the many."

    Elitism also asserts that the few who govern are not typical of the masses who are governed. Elites possess more control over resources – power, wealth, education, prestige, status, skills of leadership, information, knowledge of political processes, ability to communicate, and organization – and elites (in America) are drawn disproportionately from among wealthy, educated, prestigiously employed, socially prominent, white, Anglo-Saxon, and Protestant groups in society. In short, elites are drawn from a society's upper classes, which are made up of those persons in a society who own or control a disproportionate share of the societal institutions – industry, commerce, finance, education, the military, communications, civic affairs, and law.

    On the other hand, elite theory admits of some social mobility that enables non-elites to become elites; elitism does not necessarily mean that individuals from the lower classes cannot rise to the top. In fact, a certain amount of “circulation of elites" (upward mobility) is essential for the stability of the elite system. Openness in the elite system siphons off potentially revolutionary leadership from the lower classes, and an elite system is strengthened when talented and ambitious individuals from the masses are permitted to enter governing circles. However, it is important that the movement of individuals from non-elite to elite positions be a slow and continuous assimilation rather than a rapid or revolutionary change. Moreover, only those non-elites who have demonstrated their commitment to the elite system itself and to the system’s political and economic values can be admitted to the ruling class.

    Elites share in a consensus  about fundamental norms underlying the social system. They agree on the basic "rules of the game " as well as on the continuation of the social system itself. The stability of the system, and even its survival, depends upon this consensus. According to David Truman. "Being more influential, they (the elites)  are privileged; and being privileged, they have, with few exceptions, a special stake in the continuation of the system in which their privileges rest.” Elite consensus does not mean that elite members never disagree or never compete with each other for preeminence; it is unlikely that there ever was a society in which there was no competition among elites. But elitism implies that competition takes place within a very narrow range of issues and that elites agree on more matters than they disagree. 

    In America, the bases of elite consensus are the sanctity of private property, limited government, and individual liberty. Richard Hofstadter writes about American elite struggles:

    The fierceness of political struggles has often been misleading: for the range of vision embodied by the primary contestants in the major parties has always been bounded by the horizons of property and enterprise. However much at odds on specific issues, the major political traditions have shared a belief in the rights of property, the philosophy of economic individualism, the value of competition, they have accepted the economic virtues of capitalist culture as necessary qualities of man.

    Hofstadler's analysis of consensus among leaders in American history echoes a central principle of elitism.

    Elitism implies that public policy does not reflect demands of "the people" so much as it reflects the interests and values of elites. Changes and innovations in public policy come about as a result of redefinitions by elites of their own values. However, the general conservatism of elites – that is, their interest in preserving the system – means that changes in public policy will be incremental rather than revolutionary. Public policies are frequently modified but seldom replaced.

    Basic changes in the nature of the political system occur when events threaten the system. Elites, acting on the basis of enlightened self-interest, institute reforms to preserve the system and their place in it. Their motives are not necessarily self-serving; the values of elites may be very "public regarding," and the welfare of the masses may be an important element in elite decision making. Elitism does not mean that public policy will ignore or be against the welfare of the masses but only that the responsibility for the mass welfare rests upon the shoulders of elites, not upon the masses.

    Finally, elitism assumes that the masses are largely passive, apathetic, and ill-informed. Mass sentiments are manipulated by elites more often than elite values are influenced by the sentiments of the masses. For the most part, communication between elites and masses flows downward. Policy questions of government are seldom decided by the masses through elections or through the presentation of policy alternatives by political parties. For the most part, these "democratic" institutions – elections and parties – are important only for their symbolic value They help tie the masses to the political system by giving them a role to play on election day and a political party with which they can identify. Elitism contends that the masses have at best only an indirect influence over the decision-making behavior of elites.

    Naturally, elitism is frequently misunderstood in America, because the prevailing myths and symbols of the American system are drawn from democratic theory rather than elite theory. Therefore, it is important  here to emphasize  what elitism is not, as well as to briefly restate what it is.

    Elitism does not mean that those who have power are continually locked in conflict with the masses or that power-holders always achieve their goals at the expense of the public interest. Elitism is not a conspiracy to oppress the masses. Elitism does not imply that power-holders constitute a single impenetrable monolithic body or that power-holders in society always agree on public issues. Elitism does not pretend that power in society does not shift over time or that new elites cannot emerge to compete with old elites. Elites may be more or less monolithic and cohesive or more or less pluralistic and competitive. Power need  not  rest exclusively on  the control of  economic resources but may   rest   instead   upon other leadership resources – organization, communication, or information. Elitism does not  imply that the masses never have any impact on the attitudes of elites but only that elites influence masses more than masses influence elites. 

    Elitism can br summarized as follows:

1. Society is divided into the few who have power and the many who do not. Only a small number of persons allocate values for society; the masses do not  decide public policy.

2. The few  who govern are not typical of the masses who are governed.  Elites are drawn disproportionately from the upper socioeconomic strata of society.

3. The movement of  non-elites  to elite  positions  must  be  slow  and continuous to maintain stability and avoid revolution. Only non-elites who have accepted  the basic elite consensus can be admitted to governing circles.

4. Elites share a consensus on the basic values of the social system and the preservation of the system.

5. Public policy does not reflect demands of the masses but rather the prevailing values of the elite. Changes in public policy will be incremental rather than revolutionary.

6. Active elites are subject to relatively little direct influence from apathetic masses. Elites influence masses more than masses influence elites.

The Meaning of Democracy

     Ideally, democracy means individual participation in the decisions that affect one's life. John Dewey wrote, "The keynote of democracy as a way of life may be expressed as the necessity for the participation of every mature human being in formation of the values that regulate the living of men together." In other words, democracy means popular participation in the allocation of values in a society. 

    In traditional democratic theory, popular participation has been valued as an opportunity for individual self-development: Responsibility for the governing of one's own conduct develops one's character, self-reliance, intelligence, and moral judgment – in short, one's dignity. Even if a benevolent despot could govern in the public interest, he would be rejected by the classic democrat. The English political philosopher J. S. Mill asks, "What sort of human beings can be formed under such a regime? What development can either their thinking or active faculties attain under it?" The argument for citizen participation in public affairs is based not upon the policy outcomes it would produce but on the belief that such involvement is essential to the full development of human capacities. Mill argues that man can know truth only by discovering it for himself.

    Procedurally, popular participation was to be achieved through majority rule and respect for the rights of minorities. Self-development means self-government, and self-government can be accomplished only by encouraging each individual to contribute to the development of public policy and by resolving conflicts over public policy through majority rule. Minorities who have had the opportunity to influence policy but whose views have not succeeded in winning majority support would accept the decisions of majorities. In return, majorities would permit minorities to openly attempt to win majority support for their views. Freedom of speech and press, freedom to dissent, and freedom to form opposition parties and organizations are essential to insure meaningful individual participation. This freedom of expression is also necessary for ascertaining what the majority views really are.

    The procedural requirements and the underlying ethics of democracy are linked. Carl Becker writes about democracy:

    Its fundamental assumption is the worth and dignity and creative capacity of the individual, so that the chief aim of government is the maximum or individual self-direction, the chief means to that end, the minimum of compulsion by the state. ... Means and ends are conjoined in the concept of freedom: freedom of thought so that the truth may prevail; freedom of occupation, so that careers may be open to talent, freedom of self-government, so that none may be compelled against his will.

    The underlying value of democracy is, as we have noted, individual dignity. Man, by virtue of his existence, is entitled to life, liberty, and property. A "natural law," or moral tenet, guarantees both liberty and the right to property to every man; and this natural law is morally superior to man-made law. John Locke, the English political philosopher whose writings most influenced America's founding elites, argues that even in a "state of nature" that is, a world in which there were no governments – an individual possesses inalienable rights to life, liberty, and property. Locke meant that these rights were antecedent to government, that these rights are not given to the individual by governments and that no governments may legitimately take them away.

    Locke believed that the very purpose of government was to protect individual liberty. Men form a "social contract" with each other in establishing a government to help protect their rights; they tacitly agree to accept governmental activity in order to better protect life, liberty, and property. Implicit in the social contract and the democratic notion of freedom is the belief that governmental activity and social control over the individual be kept to a minimum. This involves the removal of as many external restrictions, controls, and regulations on the individual as is consistent with the freedom of his fellow citizens.

    Moreover, since government is formed by the consent of the governed to protect individual liberty, it logically follows that government cannot violate the rights it was established to protect. Its authority is limited. Locke's ultimate weapon to protect individual dignity against abuse by government was the right of revolution. According to Locke, whenever governments violate the natural rights of the governed, they forfeit the authority placed in them under the social contract.

    Another vital aspect of classic democracy is a belief in the equality
of all men. The Declaration of Independence expresses the conviction that "all men are created equal." Even the Founding Fathers believed in equality for all men before the law, notwithstanding the circumstances of the accused. A man was not to be judged by social position, economic class, creed, or race. Many early democrats also believed in political equality – equal access of individuals to political influence, that is, equal opportunity to influence public policy. Political equality is expressed in the concept of "one man, one vote.”

    Over time, the notion of equality has also come to include equality of opportunity in all aspects of American life - social, educational, and economic, as well as political. Roland Pennock writes:

    The objective of equality is not merely the recognition of a certain dignity of the human being as such, but it is also to provide him with the opportunity –  equal to that guaranteed to others – for protecting and advancing his interests and developing his powers and personality.

    Thus, the notion of equality of opportunity has been extended beyond political life to encompass equality of opportunity in education, employment, housing, recreation, and public accommodations. Each man has an equal opportunity to develop his individual capacities to their natural limits.

    It is important to remember, however, that the traditional democratic creed has always stressed equality of opportunity to education, wealth, and status and not absolute equality. Thomas Jefferson recognized a "natural aristocracy" of talent, ambition, and industry, and liberal democrats since Jefferson have always accepted inequalities that are a product of individual merit and hard work. Absolute equality, or "leveling," is not a part of liberal democratic theory.

    In summary, democratic thinking involves the following ideas:

1. popular participation in the decisions that shape the lives of individuals in a society;

2. government by majority rule, with recognition of the rights of minorities
to try to become majorities. These rights include the freedoms of speech,
press, assembly, and petition and the freedom to dissent, to form opposition parties, and to run for public office;

3. a commitment  to individual dignity and the preservation of the liberal values of  life, liberty, and property;

4. a commitment to equal opportunity for all men to develop their individual capacities.

A Ruling Elite or Plural Elite?

    Our discussion of elitism and democracy raises several vital questions: Is power in America concentrated in the hands of a small elite, with the masses permanently barred from exercising power'' Or is power in America diffused, with many separate elite groups exercising power from time to time? Can individuals move in and out of the ranks of decision makers, depending upon their activity and interest in public affairs? Or are the ranks of decision makers closed to all but the top corporate financial, military, and governmental leaders? Is there convergence at the "top" of the power structure in America, with a single group dominating decision making in industry, finance, foreign policy, military affairs, and domestic programs? Or are there separate elites in each area of decision making? Do elite members in America compete with each other over major questions of public policy, or do they share a consensus about the direction of public policy and disagree only on minor details? Can the masses, through elections and party competition, hold elites accountable for their policy decisions, or are elites free from mass influence?

    Social scientists have differed over the answers to these questions; at least two separate varieties or models of elitism can be identified in social science literature concerned with the American political system. The ruling elite model views power as concentrated in the hands of relatively few people, usually drawn from the corporate, financial, military, and governmental circles, who make the key decisions in all significant areas of American life and who are subject to very little influence from the masses. In contrast, the plural elite model views power as more widely shared among leadership groups representing different segments of society; these separate elites are competitive and are held responsible by the masses through elections, party competition, and interest groups.

    Much of the rest of this volume is an examination of the relevance of these models for describing American politics; therefore, special note should be taken of the following outline, of the major ideas expressed in these ruling elite and plural elite models of power. The ruling elite model includes the following ideas:

1. Power stems from roles or positions within the socioeconomic system. People acquire power by virtue of occupying important positons in industrial, financial, military, or governmental institutions.

2. Power is "structured": that is, power relationships tend to persist over time. Issues and elections may come and go, but the same leadership groups continue to exercise power in society.

3. There is a reasonably clear distinction between elites and masses. Members of the masses can join the elite only by acquiring high positions in the institutional structures of society. Members of the masses do not move freely in and out of the ranks of elites.

4. The distinction between elite and mass is based primarily on control over the economic resources of society. Industrial and financial leaders compose a major part of the elite.

5. There is considerable convenience at the top of the political system, with a small group exercising influence in many sectors of American lite – industry, finance, military affairs, foreign policy, domestic affairs, and so on. A diagram of power in America takes the form of a single pyramid.

6. Persons in the elite disagree from time to time, but they share a larger consensus about preserving the system essentially as it is. Their views are conservative, and they act with great cohesion when the system is threatened.

7. The elite is subject to little or no influence, whether through elections or any other form of political activity.

      In contrast, the plural elite model involves the following notions:

1. Power is an attribute of individuals in their relationships with other individuals in the process of decision making. Regardless of social or economic position, an individual has power to the extent that he can induce another individual to do something he would not otherwise do.

2. Power relationships do not necessarily persist over time. A set of power relationships that are formed for a particular decision may be replaced by a different set of power relations when the next decision is made.

3. The distinction  between elites  and  masses  may  be quite   blurred.   Individuals move in and out of the ranks of decision makers with relative
ease, depending on the nature of the decision.

4. The distinction between elites and masses is based primarily on the level of          interest people have in a particular decision. Leadership is fluid and mobile.  Access to decision making can be achieved through the skills of leadership -organization, information about issues, knowledge about democratic processes, and skill in public relations. Wealth or economic power is an asset in politics, but it is only one of many kinds of assets.

5. There are multiple elites within society. Persons who exercise power in some kinds of decisions do not necessarily exercise power in other kinds of decisions. No single group dominates decision making in all issue areas.

6. There is considerable competition among elites. While elites generally share a basic commitment to the "rules of the game" in democratic society, they seek many divergent policies. Public policy represents bargains or compromises reached between competing groups.

7. The masses can exercise considerable influence over elites through elections and membership in organizations. Also, competition between elites enables the masses to hold elites accountable for their decisions.

    These statements describe ideal or abstract models of power. It may be that power in America really falls somewhere between these ruling elite and plural elite models of power; that is, somewhere between a monolithic, pyramidal structure of power and a diffused, multi-centered, pluralist structure of power. Yet these ideal models can help us understand the different ways that power can be structured in a society. More importantly, they focus attention on vital aspects of politics – how people acquire power, the degree of access to elites, the relationship between political and economic power, the degree of convergence among power holders, the extent of competition among elites and the role of masses in shaping elite behavior.

Pluralism and Democracy

    Most scholars today acknowledge that democratic societies are governed by elites But often they seek to reaffirm democratic values by contending:

1. That there is competition among elites;

2. That voters can influence elite behavior by choosing between competing
elites in elections;

3. That elites are not closed and new social groups can gain access to elite
positions;

4. That elites dominating various areas of society, such as business, government, education, defense, and the arts, have not formed a common alliance and do not dominate the society as a single elite.

    In short, scholars generally believe that democratic values can be effectively realized through the plural elite model.

    Pluralism, then, is the belief that democratic values can be preserved in a system of multiple, competing elites, in which voters can exercise meaningful choices in elections and in which new elites can gain access to power. But pluralism should not be considered synonymous with democracy; for pluralism does not include direct citizen participation in decision making. Pluralists recognize that mass participation in decision making is not possible in a complex, urban, industrial society and that decision making must be accomplished through elite interaction, rather than individual participation. However, the underlying value of individual dignity still motivates pluralism; for it is the hope of pluralists that countervailing centers of elite power – the competition between business elites, labor elites, and governmental elites – can check each other and can keep each interest from abusing its power or oppressing the individual.

    Of course, decision making by elite interaction, whether it succeeds in protecting the individual or not, fails to contribute to individual growth and development. In this regard, modern pluralism diverges sharply from classic democracy, which emphasizes as a primary value the development that would result from the opportunity of the individual to participate actively in decisions that significantly affect his life.

    Another central value of classical democratic politics is individual participation in decision making. In modern pluralism, however, individual participation has given way to interaction – bargaining, accommodation, and compromise – between leaders of institutions and organizations in society. Individuals are represented in the political system only insofar as they are members of institutions or organizations whose leaders participate in policy making. Government is held responsible not by individual citizens but by leaders of institutions, organized interest groups, and political parties. The principal actors are leaders of corporations and financial institutions, elected and appointed government officials, the top ranks of military and governmental bureaucracies, and leaders of large organizations in labor, agriculture, and the professions.

    Pluralism stresses the fragmentation of power in society and the influence of public opinion and elections on the behavior of elites. But this fragmentation of power is not identical with the democratic ideal of political equality. Who rules in the pluralist view of America? According to political scientist Aaron Wildavsky, "different small groups of interested and active citizens in different issue areas with some overlap, if any, by public officials, and occasional intervention by a larger number of people at the polls." This is not government by the people. While citizen influence can be felt through leaders who anticipate the reaction of citizens, decision making is still in the hands of the leaders – the elites. According to the pluralists, multiple elites decide public policy in America, each in their own area of interest.

    Traditional democratic theory envisions public policy as a rational choice of individuals with equal influence, who evaluate their needs and reach a decision with due regard for the rights of others. This traditional theory does not view public policy as a product of elite interaction or interest group pressures. In fact, interest groups and even political parties were viewed by classical democratic theorists as intruders into an individualistic brand of citizenship and politics.

    There are several other problems in accepting pluralism as the legitimate heir to classical democratic theory. First of all, can pluralism assure that membership in organizations and institutions is really an effective form of individual participation in policy making? Robert Presthus argues that the organizations and institutions on which pluralists rely "become oligarchic and restrictive insofar as they monopolize access to government power and limit individual participation."

    Henry Kariel writes, "The voluntary organizations or associations which the early theorists of pluralism relied upon to sustain the individual against a unified omnipotent government, have themselves become oligarchially governed hierarchies." The individual may provide the numerical base for organizations, but what influence does he have upon the leadership? Rarely do corporations, unions, armies, churches, government bureaucracies, or professional associations have any internal mechanisms of democracy. They are usually run by a small elite of officers and activists. Leaders of corporations, banks, labor unions, churches, universities, medical associations, and bar associations remain in control year after year. Only a small number of people attend meetings, vote in organizational elections, or make their influence felt within their organization. The pluralists offer no evidence that the giant organizations and institutions in American life really represent the views or interests of their individual members.

     Also, can pluralism really assume that the dignity of the individual is being protected by elite competition? Since pluralism contends that different groups of leaders make decisions in different issue areas, why should we assume that these leaders compete with each other? It seems more likely that each group of leaders would consent to  allow other groups of leaders to govern their own spheres of influence without interference. Accommodation, rather than competition, may be the prevailing style of elite interaction.

    Pluralism  answers  with   the   hope  that the power of diverse institutions and organisations in society will roughly balance out and that the emergence of power monopoly is unlikely. Pluralism (like its distant cousin, the economics of Adam Smith) assures us that no interests can ever emerge the complete victor in political competition. Yet inequality of power among institutions and organisations is commonplace. Examples of narrow, organized interests achieving their goals at the expense of the broader but unorganized public are quite common. Furthermore, it is usually producer interests, bound together by economic ties, which turn out to dominate less organized consumer groups and groups based upon non-economic interests. The pluralists offer no evidence that political competition can prevent monopoly or oligopoly in political power, any more than economic competition could prevent monopoly or oligopoly in economic power.

    Finally, pluralism must contend with the problem of how private non governmental elites can be held accountable to the people. Even if the people can hold governmental elites accountable through elections, how can corporation elites, union leaders, and other kinds of private leadership be held accountable? Pluralism usually dodges this important question by focusing primary attention on public decision making involving governmental elites and by largely ignoring private decision making involving non-governmental elites. Pluralists focus on rules and orders which are enforced by governments, but certainly men's lives are vitally affected by decisions made by private institutions and organizations – corporations, banks, universities, medical associations, newspapers, and so on. In an ideal democracy, individuals would participate in all decisions which significantly affect their lives; but pluralism largely excludes individuals from participation in many vital decisions by claiming that these decisions are "private" in nature and not subject to public accountability.

    Peter Bachrach observes:

    In  keeping with the democratic principle that those who make decisions should be accountable to the people who are affected by them, it was reasonable for theorists of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to think of political as that which involved only government  There was little justification to think otherwise, since government was the only organized institution that possessed sufficient decision-making power to affect large groups of people or the active society. To continue to think in the same way today in the face of immense and powerful non-governmental decision making is difficult to understand.

    In summary, the plural elite model diverges from classical democratic theory in the following respects:

Decisions  are   made  by  elite interaction – bargaining,  accommodation, compromise – rather than by direct individual participation.

Key political actors are leaders of institutions and organizations rather than individual citizens.

Power is fragmented, but inequality of political influence among power holders is common.

Power is distributed among governmental and  non-governmental  institutions  and organizations, but  these institutions  and organizations are generally governed by oligarchies, rather than by their members in democratic fashion. 

Institutions and organizations divide power and presumably compete among themselves, but there is no certainty that this competition guarantees political equality or protects individual dignity.

Governmental elites are presumed to be accountable to the masses through elections, but many important decisions affecting the lives of individuals are made by private elites, who are not directly accountable to the masses.

The Masses in Democratic Society

    Democratic theory assumes that liberal values – individual dignity, equality of opportunity, the right of dissent, freedom of speech and press, religious toleration, and due process of law – are best protected by the expansion and growth of mass political participation. Historically, the masses and not elites were considered the guardians of liberty. For example, in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the threat of tyranny arose from corrupt monarchies and decadent churches. But in the twentieth century, it has been the masses who have been most susceptible to the appeals of totalitarianism.

    It is the irony of democracy in America that elites, not masses, are most committed to democratic values. Despite a superficial commitment to the symbols of democracy, the American people have a surprisingly weak commitment to individual liberty, toleration of diversity, or freedom of expression for those who would challenge the existing order. Social science research reveals that the common man is not attached to the causes of liberty, fraternity, or equality. On the contrary, support for free speech and press, for freedom of dissent, and for equality of opportunity for all is associated with high educational levels, prestigious occupations, and high social status. Authoritarianism is stronger among the working class in America than among the middle and upper classes. Democracy would not survive if it depended upon support for democratic values among the masses in America.

    Democratic values have survived because elites, not masses, govern. Elites in  American – leaders  in  government, industry, education, and civic affairs; the well-educated,  prestigiously employed, and politically active – with rare exception give greater support to basic democratic values and "rules of the game" than do the masses.  And it is because masses in America respond to the ideas and actions of democratically minded elites that liberal values are preserved. In summarizing the findings of social science research regarding mass behavior in American democracy, political scientist Peter Bachrach writes:

    A widespread public commitment to the fundamental norms underlying the democratic process was regarded by classical democratic theorists as essential to the survival of democracy . . . today social scientists tend to reject this position. They do so not only because of their limited confidence in the commitment of non-elites to freedom, but also because of the growing awareness that non-elites are, in large part, politically activated by elites. The empirical finding that mass behavior is generally in response to the attitudes, proposals and modes of action of political elites gives added support to the position that responsibility for maintaining "the rules of the game" rests not on the shoulders of the people but on those of the elites.

    In short, it is the common man, not the elite, who is most likely to be swayed by anti-democratic ideology; and it is the elite, not the common man, who is the chief guardian of democratic values.

    Elites must be insulated from the anti-democratic tendencies of the masses if they are to fulfill their role as guardians of liberty and property. Political scientist William Kornhauser explains:

    ... direct access to elites creates a type of elite that lacks adequate inner resources as well as sufficient protection from external pressures to act with decisiveness and independence. . . Members of elites in mass society do not feel elite; they feel mass. As a result, elites lack the capacity for strong leadership: they cannot take advantage of opportunities to strengthen democratic order which are provided by those liberal- pluralist tendencies that may exist alongside mass tendencies.

    Too much mass influence over elites threatens democratic values. Mass behavior is highly unstable. Usually, established elites can depend upon mass apathy; but, occasionally, mass activism will replace apathy, and this activism will be extremist, unstable, and unpredictable. Mass activism is usually an expression of resentment against the established order, and it usually occurs in times of crisis, when a counter-elite, or demagogue, emerges from the masses to mobilize them against the established elites.

    Mass activism tends to be undemocratic and violent because masses do not have a strong commitment to established institutions and procedures. Populist values –  nativism, intolerance of nonconformity, anti-intellectualism, religious fundamentalism, and egalitarianism – generally become the impetus of mass movements, which may be either "left" or "right" in their political ideology. America has experienced a long history of such mass movements, led by a wide variety of counter-elites, from Shays’ Rebellion and the Know-Nothings of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, to McCarthyism, urban riots, and George C. Wallace's American Independent party in the twentieth century. These seemingly divergent movements have several common characteristics – they were supported by the masses, they expressed resentment toward the established order, and they were opposed by established elites.

    According to Kornhauser, democratic government, where elites are dangerously accessible to mass influence, can survive only if the masses are absorbed in the problems of everyday life and are involved in primary and secondary groups which distract their attention from mass politics. In other words, the masses are stable when they are absorbed in their work, family, neighborhood, trade union, hobby, church, recreational group, and so on. It is when they become alienated from their home, work, and community – when existing ties to social organizations and institutions become weakened – that mass behavior becomes unstable and dangerous. It is then that the attention and activity of the masses can be captured and directed by the demagogue, or counter-elite. The demagogue can easily mobilize for revolution those elements of the masses who have few ties to the existing social and political order.

    These ties to the existing order tend to be weakest during crisis periods, when major social changes are taking place. According to Kornhauser: 

    ... communism and fascism have gained strength in social systems undergoing sudden and extensive changes in the structure of authority and community. Sharp tears in the social fabric caused by widespread unemployment or by major military defeat are highly favourable to mass politics.

    While elites are relatively more committed to democratic values than masses, elites may abandon these values in crisis periods. When war or revolution threatens to tear down the existing order, the established elites may move toward the “garrison state”. Dissent will no longer be tolerated, the news media will be censored, free speech will be curtailed, potentional counter-elites will be jailed, and police and security forces will be strengthened. Usually these steps will be taken in the name of national security, or “law and order”. The established democratic elites will take these steps in the belief that they are necessary to preserve liberal democratic values. The irony is, of course, that the elites make society less democratic in order to preserve democracy.

    In short, neither elites nor masses in America are totally and irrevocably committed to democratic values. On the whole, however, elites are restrained by their commitments to freedom and individual dignity. This is true for several reasons. In the first place, persons who are successful at the game of democratic politics are more amenable to abiding by the rules of the game than those who are not. Moreover, many elite members have internalized democratic values learned in childhood. Finally, the achievement of high position may bring a sense of responsibility for, and an awareness of, societal values.

1. to draw from smb. – собирать, отбирать из кого-л.

2. fundamental norms underlying the social system – базисные, основные нормы, лежащие в основе социального устройства

3. to compete with each other for preeminence – соперничать друг с другом за превосходство

4. the sanctity of private property – неприкосновенность частной собственности

5. to be at odds with smb./smth. – быть несогласным с кем-л./чем-л.; расходиться 

во мнениях

6. enlightened self-interest – просвещенный эгоизм

7. to be locked in conflict – быть вовлеченным в конфликт

8. to institute reforms – начинать, вводить реформы

9. moral tenet – моральный принцип

10. inalienable rights – неотъемлемые права

11. external restrictions – внешние ограничения

12. to be consistent with smth. – соответствовать чему-л.

      Ant: to be inconsistent with smb.

13. to advance interests – содействовать кому-л. или чьим-л. интересам

14. to bar from power – не допускать к власти

15. to stem from – происходить, являться результатом чего-л.

16. by virtue of smth. (in virtue of smth.) – посредством чего-л.; благодаря чему-л.; в силу чего-л.; на основании чего-л.

17. to abuse power – злоупотреблять властью

18. to stress the fragmentation of power – придавать большое значение, делать акцент на разделение власти

19. bar association – ассоциация адвокатов, коллегия адвокатов 

20. to balance out – приводить в равновесие; уравновешивать; уравнивать

21. to be accountable (to, for) – быть обязанным отчитываться, подотчетным, ответственным

22. to be attached to the causes of freedom, fraternity and equality – быть преданным делу свободы, братства и равенства

23. freedom of dissent – свобода взглядов, свобода выражать собственное мнение

24. to be insulated from smth./smb. – быть изолированным, обособленным от чего-л./кого-л.

25. resentment against (towards) the established order – недовольство установленным порядком 

26. to be accessible to smb’s influence – поддаваться влиянию кого-л.

27. to be absorbed in the problems of everyday life – быть занятым решением повседневных, будничных проблем

28. to undergo changes – подвергаться изменениям

2. Discussion points.

· Name the types of elites.

· What models (mechanisms) of recruiting elites exist?

· Give examples of recruiting elites (from Russian political and historical experience).

· Are masses active in Russia? What is their role in the political process in the country?

· What is the effect of ICT implication in the political process?

IV. Role and Techniques of Pressure Groups

1. Reading the survey compare the author’s view with that of the above chapter.

    From the discussion of organizations resting on economic foundations it might be deduced that a group theory of politics is essentially a theory of economic determinism. Under that theory it might be reasoned: A steel industry exists; therefore an American Iron and Steel Institute will exist, and it will have predictable views on public policy. If there is a steel industry, the chances are good that there will be something on the order of the Institute, but what its views will be is not so predictable. Group views are not cleanly cast from the matrix of economic circumstance: they are hammered out by internal group debate and conflict. Moreover, to equate a group theory with a theory of economic interest is to ignore the many groups whose endeavors have only the most tenuous economic basis. The Anti-Defamation League, the Americans for Democratic Action, the National Catholic Welfare Conference, the League of Women Voters, the Daughters of the American Revolution, the American Correctional Association, the American Friends Service Committee, and the John Birch Society can all raise quite a commotion and. under propitious circumstances, influence public policy.

    Obviously all sorts of groups that affect public policy have fundamental similarities; one common denominator is that the members of each group possess shared attitudes. These attitudes may or may not be related to the economic interest of the members of the group. Even if they are, they are not extruded in a predetermined form from a given set of circumstances. They develop somewhat unpredictably in the processes of interaction – the give-and-take – among the members of the group. Thus, many years ago the American Medical Association took a benign attitude toward health insurance proposals. Then gradually it swung around to the most spirited opposition in response to the shifting balance of power in its own internal politics.

    In his group theory David B. Truman holds that shared attitudes, not property, income, or other material concern, constitute group "interests." Under this conception of interest, the Izaak Walton League is as much an interest group as is the Gray Iron Founders Society. The members of each group share attitudes that underly its offensive excursions and defensive maneuvers in relation to government and to other private groups. Under this theory, too, an interest group need not possess the apparatus of formal organization to carry weight in the political process. Even though no group machinery exists, politicians will take into account  and seek to exploit the common attitudes of the home owners, the suburbanites, the good people of eastern Oregon, or the fine citizens of downstate Illinois. More commonly, of course, organization exists, and an executive secretary and a board of directors see that group attitudes are translated into resolutions and communicated to the points of decision.

    The conception of group interest as shared attitudes also permits one to take into account other aspects of politics that escape us if the notion of group is limited to organized  group.  Among the  population  are many categories of people with like attitudes, but they are quiescent politically and do not technically constitute groups. Once interactions develop among these people – communications, discussions, reactions, responses – an operative, although not necessarily organized, group comes into being and affects the balance of strength among existing groups. These groups, called to life by events that activate the latent attitudes of their members, Professor Truman calls "potential" groups. A new highway, say, is to be routed through a residential district. The citizenry concerned are activated, the potential group quickly becomes a reality, and its executive committee builds a fire under the state highway commission. Or a bill that appears to be a big steal seems about to be passed by the legislature. Mass meetings are called, indignant editorials appear, delegations call on the governor; a quiescent or potential group, based on a shared attitude of hostility toward thievery, becomes a reality for the duration of the crisis and then may lapse back into mere potential.

    The idea of interest group that has been set out has sufficient breadth to include all the organizations dealt with earlier. It also covers others that have less of an economic base. Thousands of groups make themselves heard in the affairs of local, state, and national government. To catalogue all pressure organizations would be a task of census-like proportions, but their variety may be suggested by brief mention of several classes of groups.

    One category consists of those groups concerned with the scope and nature of public activities. Commonly a pressure group moves the government to act (or not to act), though at times organized groups come into being after the government has acted. The beneficiaries of governing activities are likely to be alert and insistent in presenting their recommendations on appropriations and legislation. Examples are the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, the National Reclamation Association, the National Rehabilitation Association, the Mail Order Association of America, and the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. Similarly, groups may be concerned chiefly with the character of specific regulatory or tax measures. Organizations of public employees at times wield a powerful influence.

    Women are banded together in diverse groups with a concern about public policy. The National Federation of Business and Professional Women's Clubs has fought, with some success, for the elimination of economic discrimination against women. The League of Women Voters has a long record of lobbying in support of governmental measures ordinarily in the general interest, and the American Association of University Women has been active on some issues. The General Federation of Women's Clubs has stood for such proposals as the elimination of roadside billboards. Women, as women, have few common political interests, and, hence, women's organizations often have difficulty in finding issues in which their members have a joint concern and in avoiding issues that generate schisms. Women's groups with a multi-class membership maintain unity on only the most innocuous matters. Women's groups with a class membership, however, can push for sharply defined objectives without threatening their unity.

    Another differentiation among groups may be noted. Some groups – most of those discussed in earlier chapters – are permanent organizations that act from time to time as public issues of concern to their members arise. Another sort consists of organizations created, ad hoc, to agitate for or against specific proposals; they are usually fairly short-lived. They often serve to mobilize or to coordinate the efforts of several permanent associations with a common concern about legislation. Illustrative are the National St. Lawrence Project Conference, the National Committee for Repeal of Wartime Excise Taxes, and the National Committee to Defeat the Mundt Bill.

    Pressure organizations are also clustered about state and local governments. Each state capital has its own complement of representatives of organized groups within the state. Often the division of functions between national and state government is paralleled by a division of spheres within a federated national private organization. The American Medical Association takes care of matters in Washington, while the state medical societies handle problems of state legislation and politics. State manufacturers' associations, state labor federations, state chambers of commerce, and other organizations are further examples.

    A few of this miscellany of groups may profitably be subjected to analysis. Their prominence on the national scene justifies attention to veterans' organizations, religious groups, associations concerned with foreign policy, and professional associations. Consideration of their operations will also permit reference to some patterns of behavior that are characteristic of many other groups. 

    The treatment of individual pressure groups and the analysis of selected aspects of their behavior leave untouched the question of their place in the political system as a whole. This matter may be approached by an examination of the methods employed by groups in their relations with government. An understanding of their interactions in the political process will lay a foundation for characterization of their collective role in the political order.

    Interest groups have existed since the founding of the Republic, yet the great proliferation of organized groups came in the twentieth century. Our complex array of private organizations sprang from changes in the social order that created political needs met only inadequately by older political institutions and procedures. Chief among these changes were the diversities introduced by specialization in the production and distribution of goods and services. This multiplication of specialized segments of society threw upon government an enormous new burden. Specialization has as its corollary interdependence; interdependence has as its consequence friction. New frictions put to government new problems in the mediation of conflicts born of the new relations among interests within society. The growing work load alone strained the capacity of representative and administrative institutions designed for a simpler day, but the old institutions were also ill-adapted to many of the newer problems brought to government for settlement. New types of interests needed new mechanisms to formulate and state their needs – instruments better suited to the purpose than the older type of geographical representation of interests.

    Increased specialization almost inevitably means increased governmental intervention to control relations among groups. In turn, governmental intervention, or its threat, stimulates the formation of organized groups by those who sense a shared concern. This chain reaction may be set in motion not so much by government itself as by the formation of one organization to press its claims, through the government, upon other groups which in turn organize in self-defense. Almost every proposed law represents the effort of one group to do something to another. When a law or a proposed law impinges upon a class of individuals, they are likely to be drawn together by their common interest in political offense or defense. Organization begets counter-organization.

    The upshot of these processes has been the erection of an impressive system of agencies for the influencing of public attitudes and for the representation of group interests before Congress and other governmental agencies. Perhaps 500 organizations have a continuing interest in national policy and legislation. While the major groups may not number over two or three score, hundreds of others have an occasional interest in legislation. A complete picture of the system of group representation would also take into account the great corporations which often deal directly with Congressmen rather than through trade organizations. The views of individual corporations tend to be made known with less fanfare than are the demands of organized groups. Often single firms constitute substantial proportions of their industries, and they have a stake in public policy warranting advocacy by the individual firm. A corporation such as Pan American Airways, with its dependence on public policy, could, scarcely rely solely on an association of air transport companies to look out for its interests. On the other hand, in an industry made up of many small units the association commonly plays a larger role. 

    As he speculates about the significance of pressure groups the student may well keep in mind a warning about the popular stereotypes of these organizations. The term "pressure" itself can be misleading, for much of the work of these groups does not involve turning the heat on Congress. Nor is the notion correct that groups invariably seek indefensible privilege; their objectives spread over as wide a spectrum of good and evil as do the motives of mankind generally. The view that pressure groups are pathological growths in the body politic is likewise more picturesque than accurate. A safer assumption is that groups developed to fill gaps in the political system.

     Techniques  in Group  Offense and Defense

    The organized group exists in an environment of other groups and other institutions. With some groups it has conflicts of interest; with others it shares objectives. Governmental institutions, legislative and administrative, constitute elements of its environment as does that vague entity the general public. The group must either adapt its objectives to the limits fixed by this environment or seek to mold the environment toward acceptance of its objectives. This process is not necessarily one of constant struggle. An equilibrium – or a fairly stable pattern with something of a gyroscopic quality – tends to develop in the relations between a group and its surroundings. Yet at times the relationship becomes one of flux, with bursts of effort either by a particular group or by elements in its environment to alter the position of a particular interest in society. The focus here rests on the techniques utilized by groups in this interaction with their environment. These methods touched on incidentally in earlier chapters, may be summarized here in an analysis that arranges them according to the targets toward which group strength is directed.

  Manipulating Public Opinion 

    Cultivation of public opinion occupies an important place only in the programs of organizations able to finance the costly task of manipulating mass attitudes. Public-relations efforts are essentially of two sorts. An intensive, short-term campaign may be designed to whip up public opposition to or support of a particular legislative measure. In contrast is the long-term effort to manage basic public attitudes toward support of a broad viewpoint or to create a favorable sentiment toward a particular corporation or industry.

    Although labor and farm organizations seek public favor, the peculiar position of business creates for it a special reliance on programs to influence basic public attitudes. The public utilities have perhaps been the most consistent large-scale operators in opinion management; they seek to implant in the public mind the notion that there is something essentially good about electric power produced by "investor-owned" utilities, an endeavor that costs them hundreds of thousands of dollars annually. The American Petroleum Institute tells of the accomplishments of the oil industry in advertisements scented with ideological overtones: ". . . this will continue only as long as we maintain our American system of private free enterprise – the greatest force for scientific and industrial development the world has ever known." Individual corporations, through their institutional advertising, help carry the burden of long-term opinion-molding.

    The assumption of these campaigns is that the creation of favorable public attitudes generally will make for smoother sailing when particular questions of public policy arise. The technique is that of the so-called "new lobby." In their origins these public-relations programs were thought to be a way of avoiding the malodorous practices of the "old lobby,'' which relied mainly on direct contacts with legislators, sometimes on a pecuniary basis. Thus, in 1956 a spokesman for the Natural Gas and Oil Resources Committee explained why his committee had spent about $1,750,000 for the education of the public on natural gas but had done no legislative lobbying: ". . . if the consumer understood he couldn't get supplies in a free economy unless the producer had an incentive, the problem was two-thirds solved.” His committee left the other one-third of the job to others.

    Though public-relations campaigns may build a status for a group in the public mind, a group's deeds may have more effect on the public's impression of the group. Its record may put it in the doghouse beyond easy reprieve by ransom paid to the public-relations specialist. Or its record may command for it a public deference. The status of the group supposedly bears importantly on its political effectiveness. The group may be accepted, respected, feared, heeded, or it may be regarded as ridiculous, inconsequential, irresponsible, suspect, even contemptible. The spokesmen for one group may be heard with respect; those of another may even have little opportunity to state its case. The views of one group may carry great weight; those of another may be deemed unworthy of much consideration.

    In contrast with long-term campaigns are efforts to mobilise popular views on a specific legislative proposal. These campaigns in magnitude from a few newspaper advertisements to those that involve outlays of millions of dollars. Illustrative of the large-scale programs was the 1950  AMA campaign against health insurance. At its beginning congressional mail – in the offices of the 100 Representatives studied – was running 2,5 to 1 in favor of health insurance; nine months later it ran 4 to 1 against it.

    Both in their long-term campaigns and in their efforts to obtain passage of particular legislation, private associations give attention to the communications media, which are, within limits, independent centers of power in the political system. Organized interests "lobby" the press and television-radio, just as they do the government, and in so doing use means running from artifice to economic pressure. Professor Casey finds that newspaper editors regard religious and nationalistic groups as the most importunate in their demands. People seem to be extraordinarily sensitive about their religion and their national origin; communications media must tread lightly on these subjects or suffer the consequences. Some newspapers have even accepted clerical censorship of religious stories in order to stave oft a boycott. With respect to economic and social policy, the fact that publishing is a business of considerable scale itself contributes to the differentials among groups in their access to the press. Some readily obtain newspaper support; others cannot hope even to make their views known through the press.

 Persuading Legislators 

    Pressure groups are most conspicuous in their activities in support of and in opposition to legislative proposals. They have developed this work into a fine art; whether applied in Washington or in state capitals, their methods are much alike. An association's staff is ordinarily in immediate charge of its legislative activities. The larger associations maintain permanent offices in Washington; whereas the more common practice in the states is to assign men to the capital during legislative sessions. These men – lobbyists, legislative counsel – have often served in Congress or in the state legislatures. If they lack that experience, they are usually well informed on legislative procedure and tactics. Their tenure is likely to be longer than that of many legislators; and in the course of their service they may gain the confidence and respect of the legislators. 

    The use of the term "pressure" conjures up a picture of a wicked lobbyist attempting to coerce a righteous legislator to deviate from his disposition to follow the public interest. By and large, the relations between organized interests and legislators must be described in other terms, though on occasion the crudest pressures are invoked for indefensible purposes. Each group has its friends and allies in Congress, men whose constituency and party connections dispose them generally favorably toward the group. Often these men are ahead of the pressure groups in the advocacy of a cause and may even enlist the support of pressure organizations on specific matters. From the farming states come Senators and Representatives who will aid the American Farm Bureau Federation. The National Association of Manufacturers and the AFLCIO have their legislative allies from the industrial states. Lobbyists and friendly legislators labor together in common cause.

    A major point of contact between Congress and the interest group is the committee hearing. On legislative proposals of importance, when the appropriate committee of Congress holds public hearings, representatives of organized groups appear to present their case. At times their presentation may rest on substantial factual research and provide genuine help to the committee in estimating the effects of a proposal; the hearings, incidentally, give committee members an opportunity to push as deeply as they wish into the motivations and interests of the group. The committee members may indulge in a bit of heckling and push the group representatives hard for justifications of their position. More and more the professional secretaries of pressure groups depend on the officials of their organizations to appear before committees: the full-time lobbyist is merely a "hired man"; he brings in the president and vice presidents of the organization, coaches them on the bill, and they appear before committees.

    While committee hearings are designed primarily to enlighten the committee members, they may also be an element of a broader propaganda strategy to advance or defeat a measure. The purpose may not be so much to inform the committee as to gain publicity in the press. The management of bearings may, indeed, be designed to give one set of organizations the opportunity to build an impressive case and to handicap the opposition by drastic limitations on its hearing time. Moreover, though hearings may not always change legislators' minds, they produce a record to support a position –  in either direction – and make it appear that the legislator is responding to some widely held view in society.

    Given  the  controlling  influence  of the committee  on  many  legislative questions, often an interest group contents itself with an appearance before the committee, and perhaps with interviews with committee members, to make certain that the group's views are understood. The lobbyist then philosophically hopes for the best possible outcome on the assumption that he has presented his case on a complicated question with which the committee members have to wrestle. Problems of tactics arise, however, when it seems expedient to acquaint as many legislators as possible with the views of the group.

    Of the measures considered by a session of Congress relatively few involve extensive mobilization of pressure. Of the bills of interest to even a large lobbying organization, on only a few will there be any effort to stir up pressure on Congress. Some lobbyists regard the barrage of telegrams on Congress as "death bed" politics to be resorted to only under dire circumstances. Others regard such techniques as ineffective. Indicative of the strategy of a seasoned lobbyist is the remark of an AFL legislative representative that his organization appealed to the general membership to write to their Congressmen only "infrequently" and then only "in an acute situation." 

    When pressure organizations attempt to direct upon a legislator influence from his constituency, they have a choice of two broad sorts of pressure: the "rifle” type and the "shot-gun" type. The first consists in enlisting the support of a few persons thought to have great influence with an individual legislator. Obviously its utility differs with the type of bill and the circumstances of the individual legislator. Some legislators, given the character of their constituency and their policy commitments, are strongly resistant persuasion on some types of bills, and efforts to pressure them are a waste of time. Yet on other measures the same member may have only doubt about what he should do, and a word from an influential constituent may sway his vote.

    To bring to bear upon a Senator or a Representative pressures from persons influential with him requires an elaborate intelligence service. Some associations designate "contact" men who are thought to be known favorably to their Representatives. The National Association of Retail Druggists developed such a system in its fight for fair-trade legislation. The journal of the association described the system:

    One of the outstanding achievements of the association through its Washington Office was the organization of the congressional contact committees. Under this plan, in 1935 and 1936, there were organized in each congressional district committees of pharmacists who were known to be friends of or intimately acquainted with Senators and Congressmen. These committeemen were the "minute men" upon whom the association relied to act, quickly and decisively, whenever the association's legislative program needed special attention. . . .

    This year the congressional contact committees were reorganized on a county basis, nearly every county in the entire United States being represented on the contact committee lists in the Washington Office. These organizations, kept alive and enthused by the regular messages from the Capital, proved their effectiveness time and again this spring. Now, these committees are busy among the pharmacists and other independent businessmen of their counties, keeping a steady barrage of letters and telegrams directed upon the White House, in an effort to convince the President that he should reconsider his action in delaying the passage of the Tydings-Miller bill.

    Other associations have built up such systems of contact men; still others attempt on a smaller scale to bring to their support men thought to be influential with individual Congressmen. Such tactics may elicit resentment as well as support, but the nudge from a large campaign contributor, a powerful supporter, the man who holds the mortgage, or some other such individual may be decisive.

    The "shot-gun" type of pressure campaign encourages all and sundry to wire their Congressmen. Often this sort of effort is but an incident in a short-term campaign designed to build up public favor for or against a particular piece of legislation. The object may be to panic Congress into action by promoting the appearance of a universal and insistent public demand. The opposing strategy will be to delay until the dust settles in order that considerations other than the volume of artificially induced clamor may govern. The pressure organization may, indeed, in some of these campaigns on particular pieces of legislation succeed in activating a latent public sentiment to the service of its cause.

    Letters and telegrams have some effect on some legislators on some bills, but most of these missives fall on fallow ground. Legislators speak with disdain of communications obviously stimulated by an interested party. Even if a legislator is disposed to be guided by these instructions, he soon finds that advice is offered often in ignorance of the parliamentary situation, at an untimely moment, or without an understanding of the details of the bill. Legislators, however, speak with tears in their voices of the influence of the letter written in pencil on a low-grade paper without complete mastery of the rules of English composition. Yet on rare occasions a mass mail campaign may have its effects. That may have been the case in the 1962 campaign against the Administration proposal for withholding at the source income taxes on dividends and interest. One Senator reported that within a few weeks he received 50,000 letters, most of them from persons who did not understand the legislation but nearly all of them from persons doggedly opposed to it. By a campaign of misrepresentation, savings and loan associations, which constitute an interest not notable for its public morality, moved their depositors to express opposition. Never have so many persons been brought so effectively to the aid of tax evasion.

    Pressure-group lobbyists may play a role in shepherding a bill through the legislative mill. The processes of legislation are intricate and the channels can become clogged at many points. Lobbyists may give a push at one point and another to keep their bill in motion and may serve both as gadflies and strategic advisers to their legislative friends. If the purpose is to defeat a bill, their skill and attention may be even more effective. The procedure of legislatures gives advantage to those who seek to prevent action. At many stages, from committee consideration to executive approval, a bill can be killed, and an alert legislative counsel may perhaps carry the day at one step if not at another.

    Implicit in the importunities of a lobbyist may be the threat that his organization will at the next primary or election throw its strength against the legislator who does not vole right. Historically the most impressive example of this type of persuasion has been the Anti-Saloon League which had enough of a following to determine the results of many elections. Most groups that have a numerically large membership analyze the voting records of legislators and inform the membership of the candidates' stands on issues of concern to them. Such operations may affect some votes, but it is doubtful that most legislators need have much fear of such activity. The number of voters who know both the name of their Congressman and how he voted on any measure is quite small, and, of those, the candidate may gain as much by his vote on one measure as he loses on another. Moreover, often the admonitions of a pressure group only re-enforce other pressures on a legislator. A Representative from a working-class district may have his back stiffened by a word from the AFL-C10 but he need not fear a candidate backed, say, by the state manufacturers' association. On the other hand, a Representative from a suburban Republican district who consistently supports labor measures has no right to be astonished if he faces primary opposition financed by those interests against whose wishes he has voted. In any case, it is not so much the rank-and-file legislator who receives the dedicated attention of pressure groups in campaigns as it is the conspicuous advocate or opponent of measures. The legislator who spearheads a movement that touches some interest in the pocketbook should give close attention to his political fences. 

    Any catalogue of methods of dealing with legislators would be incomplete without mention of the methods of corruption. That such techniques are employed is undeniable; the extent of their use is another matter. The prevailing supposition is that their use has declined over the past half-century and that they survive chiefly in sporadic applications in state legislatures. Instances of bribery – and near-bribery – seem to be associated with the maneuvers of relatively small groups interested in legislation that involves the grant or denial of privileges of great, immediate, monetary value. In such general category could be placed revelations during the 1930's and 1940's of the activities of small-loan companies, public utilities, race-track promoters, highway transport groups, gambling syndicates, and the like. Pecuniary ties between lobbyist and legislator may take forms other than an outright bribe.Thus, in the skirmishes over the 1956 natural gas bill an attorney for the Superior Oil Company spread about gifts of $2,500 which were later described as contributions to senatorial campaign funds made with no understanding about any Senator’s vote on the bill. Human credulity has its limits, but the distinction between a campaign contribution and a bribe cannot always be made with certainty. 

    What estimate is to be made of the significance of pressure-group representations in the determination of a legislator’s votes? The unsatisfactory answer is that it “all depends.” It depends in part on the strength of other factors bearing on legislative behavior; those factors vary from bill to bill, from time to time, and from legislator to legislator. The strength of party leadership may at times offset group pressures; the insistent but inarticulate demands of constituency may outweigh group representations. Another variable is the nature of the group itself. One group may be able to guide some legislators along the desired direction and another may be completely powerless. Still another variable may be the type of bill. All these factors and others are mixed in proportions that vary from legislator to legislator as well as from roll call to roll call. Such complexities warn against the easy generalization that Congressmen are usually pushed around by lobbyists. 

Relations with Administration

    Pressure groups are at their most spectacular in their support of and opposition to legislation, but equally important are their continuous relationships with the administrative agencies of government. A group may be instrumental in obtaining the passage of legislation; it may follow through with pressure, aid, and encouragement to the agency charged with responsibility for enforcing the act. Legislation may be applied vigorously or otherwise, and the choice may not be unrelated to the concern of various groups about the matter. With the growing complexity of government, legislative bodies have had to delegate authority to administrative agencies to make rules and regulations. Administrators become legislators, and pressure groups inevitably direct their activities to the point at which authority to make decisions is lodged. Where power rests, there influence will be brought to bear. 

    Within the federal administration, procedures have evolved that regularize the role of private associations in the rule-making process. The Federal Administrative Procedure Act of 1946 requires most federal agencies to give public notice of proposed rules, to permit interested persons to present arguments, and to receive petitions for the issuance, amendment, or repeal of a rule. Pressure-group staffs keep track of such notices and when their organizations are affected prepare statements of the group position on the proposal. Such practices, to a degree at least, put the rule-making process into a goldfish bowl and recognize a right of all concerned to be informed of proposed action and to be given an opportunity to make their views known. 

    In contrast, when rules are issued without such procedures a premium exists on access to administrators through the back door, and the administrator may act without being confronted by the claims of all those to be affected. In 1955 a congressional investigation brought to light the easy access to the Department of Interior enjoyed by western utilities. Changes in regulations, to the advantage of the utilities, were issued in substantially the form recommended by the lobbyist whose advice had been requested by the Under Secretary of Interior. The action fell outside the terms of the Administrative Procedure Act, and the reversal of a policy of the Truman Administration was accomplished quietly and without fanfare. Advocates of regularized procedures, in effect, assume that if the opponents of an action have an opportunity to stir up a commotion, the decision will be different. Thus, the American Public Power Association, after it saw that private utilities had an inside track to the Interior Department, urged Congress in 1956 to extend the Administrative Procedure Act to decisions on the marketing of electricity. 

    Pressure groups on occasion mount a propagande campaign against administrative agencies, a campaign calculated to discredit an agency and to influence its decision. This may even extend to attempts to influence a quasi-judicial agency which is obligated to act somewhat as a court. In 1952 the Federal Trade Commission initiated a proceeding that involved a disputed interpretation of fair-trade legislation. The Bureau of Education on Fair Trade, a lobbying outfit, proclaimed the action to be an effort to obstruct the will of Congress; it urged all concerned to “Tell your Congressmen and Senators about this Threat Now.” The bureau declined an invitation to appear before the commission as amicus curiae to present its views; it sought rather to affect the legal decision by pressure on the commission to drop the proceedings.

    A well-worn channel by which private groups attempt to influence administrative agencies about both general rules and decisions in individual matters is through Representatives and Senators. Congressmen, so the reasoning goes, control appropriations and legislation, and their word may approach intimidation in its effect on administrators. Legislative intervention may also jog a timid administrator to fulfill a plain duty or to moderate arbitrary practices. The administrative-legislative-lobby triangle at times includes group influence calculated to emasculate legislation by influencing Congress to make inadequate appropriations. Contrariwise, those groups desirous of adequate programs may reinforce the requests of administrators for appropriations. 

    Appointments to administrative posts are by no means a matter of indifference to the association whose members are affected by the agencies in question. Organized labor is deeply interested in who is Secretary of Labor; organized business hopes that the Secretary of Commerce is a man acceptable to it. Other groups with specialized interests may cherish the wish that a friendly bureau chief will be appointed. Private groups seldom have publicly proclaimed "candidates" for these appointments; by less formal means they make their wishes known to appointing authorities. Often groups with conflicting interests have an interest in the same appointment; their differences may be aired in the process of senatorial confirmation if the equities are grossly violated by the designation of a person likely not to be impartial.

     The notion should not prevail that the administrator and the organizations of those affected by his agency engage in endless strife. Apparently in the course of time a customary balance develops in their relations. The administrator of a new piece of legislation may be in fairly steady conflict with the regulated groups until the administration shakes down, the bugs are ironed out of the legislation, and those subject to the law become reconciled to it. The resulting equilibrium may well draw the fangs of the legislation; it may also reflect a condition of willingness to live and let live. The happy state of affairs reflected in a pattern of peaceful co-existence may be disturbed by changes in the political situation. The election of 1952, for example, gave many groups hope that they might alter the administrative environment and stimulated them to propaganda and lobbying efforts against administrative relations to which they had adjusted with reluctance.

Pressure Groups and the Courts

     The role of the American courts in the determination of public policy brings them within the range of agencies with which, under some circumstances, pressure organizations must concern themselves. The records of presidential appointees to the Supreme Court undergo a searching scrutiny by pressure organizations, which are quick to oppose the confirmation of individuals thought to be biased against group interests. Given the customs of judicial action it is not good form to attempt to pressure judges. Yet interest groups often play an active role in litigation to test the constitutionality of legislation; the existence of an organization incidentally permits a sharing of the costs of such cases. Beyond the realm of constitutional questions, in some areas the reality of law is fixed not so much by the initiative of public authority as by the vigor of private litigation to maintain rights. The activities of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People present perhaps the most conspicuous instance of group endeavor over a long period to mold the law in its effects on a group of citizens. Other organizations, too, appear as friends of the court in Supreme Court cases. Their participation has, as Professor Vose says, "often given litigation the distinct flavor of group combat." 

  Intergroup Lobbying

    Officials are not the sole recipients of the attentions of lobbyists. Lobbyists also lobby each other. Any proponent of action, or inaction, must take into account private as well as public centers of power able to obstruct or to help the cause. With potential friends and potential foes, a group's relations naturally differ. In many instances a group's objectives will run diametrically counter to those of some other group or constellation of groups. Such groups can only fight it out to a stalemate or to a compromise imposed by public authority. At times, however, opposition may be foreseen and coped with in advance. Modifications of a legislative proposal may remove its sting for groups with only a tangential interest in it or a concern about some incidental feature.

    Group spokesmen lobby among potential friends for support. They often attempt to obtain endorsements from other groups with a secondary interest in a proposal. For example, in 1951 the marine committee of the Veterans of Foreign Wars adopted a resolution criticizing the State Department for directing its personnel to fly rather than travel by sea and thereby be bound by a statute requiring them to travel by American-flag vessels. It turned out that a member of the VFW marine committee was also the vice president of a shippers' association. All of which suggests parenthetical mention of the general practice of interests sharply affected by public policy of "boring from within" all opinion-forming groups to which they can obtain access. Intergroup lobbying sometimes verges on coercion. Some associations regard   it  as sound  strategy  not   to  prejudice   their  main  cause  by   involving themselves in side issues.

    Intergroup lobbying may be not a matter of winning reluctant allies but of bringing together groups with similar interests in a piece of legislation. The promotion of important legislative proposals often involves the formation of a committee to lead the efforts of a large number of groups with a common concern. Dr. Riggs points to the importance of such "catalytic groups," as he labels them, which exist either on an ad hoc or permanent basis. His study of the Citizens Committee to Repeal Chinese Exclusion indicates that this committee pulled together the efforts of a large number of organizations and that most of the witnesses who appeared before the congressional committee in support of repeal did so at the request of the Citizens Committee, which itself went unmentioned in the committee hearings. Similarly, the Association of American Railroads, the National Coal Association, the United Mine Workers, and other groups formed the National St. Lawrence Project Conference to unify the efforts of those opposed to the St. Lawrence Seaway.

     Interest Groups and the Governing Process

    The student may inquire what all these activities of organized groups have to do with politics. Campaigns and elections, it may be repeated, are not the totality of politics. Our conception of the political process is broad enough to cover all sorts of efforts to guide, influence, or affect governmental action. The striving for power, for status, for privilege is never-ending and not restricted to campaigns and elections. Administrators take action every day. Legislators make laws. Organized groups incessantly seek to influence these decisions which are, in a sense, the pay off of the process of politics in which elections are but episodes, albeit significant episodes. The decisions taken between elections constitute the basic stuff of politics, the pelf and glory for which men and groups battle. And the stakes of between-elections politics are great. A conservative estimate, say, of the costs imposed on consumers by the public policies borne of the efforts of the sugar lobby would be $100,000,000 annually.

    A working conception of the political process must take into account the interactions among groups, interests, and governmental institutions that produce such decisions. Moreover, a working conception of the political system must make a place for organized interest groups: they not only seek to exert influence; they are a part of the political system – elements quite as integral to the system as are political parties.

  Representative Function of Private Groups

    Obviously, organized groups, for good or ill, perform a function of representation in the political system. The characterization of the lobby as the "third house" puts the point vividly if somewhat exuberantly. The explanation of the development of this system of spokesmen for specialized segments of society probably rests in part on the shortcomings of geographical representation in a highly differentiated society. Legislators could speak authoritatively for the more or less homogeneous interests of their districts in a less complex society. The relative simplicity of legislative questions permitted easy accommodation of geographical representation to such necessity as existed for functional representation. The growth of the number of specialized interests in society and the increasing complexity of legislative questions created tasks beyond ready performance by spokesmen for geographical areas. No legislator could regularly be relied upon to look out for interests that spread across many districts. Organized groups supplement the system of geographical representation.

    Representation does not consist solely in serving as a conduit for sentiments already in existence among the members of a group. Antecedent to the expression of group views is a process of creation of those views. Associations – or their committees – engage in extensive study and discussion in reaching decisions on their program for legislation. By this process differences are ironed out and the association can approach the public and the government with a united front. Reconciliation of differences within interest groups facilitates the work of legislatures and of Congress by reducing the number of conflicts with which they have to deal, as well as by giving the government an authoritative statement of the group position. Government is then left with the task of ironing out conflicts between opposing groups.

    The hammering out within private groups of consensus on public policy often produces legislative proposals that both reflect the views of the group and take into account the angularities of the situation with which legislation deals. Legislators, to be sure, could work out the details of policy proposals. On major issues they may do so, but countless lesser legislative schemes evolve within the groups to be concerned, greatly to the relief of legislators and often by no means to the detriment of the public interest. In fact, the most efficacious statutes may well be those enacted at the behest of private groups which advocate measures to protect the group as a whole from the actions of its unethical fringe – or from its competitors.

    Representation includes more than advocacy; it extends to the maintenance of close watch on the legislative process to spot threats to the interest of the constituency represented. The staffs of pressure groups perform this intelligence function, an operation that requires skill, for often hidden away in bills are clauses with the most untoward effects, at times not intended by anyone concerned. An alert lobbyist may prevent foolish or uninformed action. Whatever the portent of a bill may be, the group staff sounds the alarm to arouse the membership. One sometimes suspects that the staffs thrive on attempts to panic the members by horrendous accounts of what is in prospect in the way of public regulation. The group bureaucracy prospers as it succeeds in arousing fears, but individuals are likely to be much less well informed on what the legislative trend holds in store for them than are their lobbyists.

    To say that pressure groups perform a representative function is not to assert that public officials should not be wary of them. Most groups do not include nearly all persons of the class they purport to represent. The National Association of Manufacturers includes only a small proportion of the manufacturers of the nation. Probably two-thirds of the farmers are not affiliated with any farm organization. Members of pressure groups tend to be the more aggressive, often the more prosperous, or the larger units of the potential membership. Thus, the larger farmers affiliate with farm groups in a higher degree than do others. This greater frequency of affiliation from the upper brackets appears to be common to nearly all organized groups. Even among the aged pensioners, it seems that those who are "slightly privileged" are the more active.

    Resolutions, programs, and platforms may reflect the views of its leaders and bureaucracy rather than those of the association's membership. At times the controlling oligarchy may, of course, express sentiments widely held within the membership. On other occasions the leadership of a non-party group may be unfaithful to its trust or may misrepresent the views of the association. Still other situations may by no means be what they seem. An urbanization with an impressive letterhead and name purports to speak for thousands or hundreds of thousands of persons when it consists of nothing more than an energetic promoter financed by some interest not eager to make its identity known. Or the promoter may simply have seen an opportunity to make a killing by collecting contributions from the gullible. Or perfectly respectable organizations may be used as fronts. A recurring situation is illustrated by the remark of an official of the Association of American Railroads about a bill sponsored in the New Jersey Legislature by the Chamber of Commerce of the State of New Jersey: "Mr. Russell thinks it inadvisable to let it be known ... that this bill was prepared by railroad counsel or is in any sense sponsored by a committee of the Association." Or false-front organizations may be established for short-term tactical advantage.

    These observations make clear that groups differ in their performance of the representative function. The spokesmen of some groups may be relied upon to present a case that has been preceded by extensive group deliberation. Others speak only for a small but active minority within the group. Some lobbyists gain reputations as men who will provide legislators with trustworthy information and advice; others follow hit-and-run tactics.

Legislation as Intergroup Negotiation

    Another dimension of the role of organized groups in the political process may be seen in the phenomenon of legislation by negotiation. An act of a legislature may be in reality only the ratification of an agreement negotiated by the representatives of those private groups with an interest in a specific question. The legislative body, far from being pressured into conversion of private understandings into the law of the land, may act with an alacrity that comes from the pleasure of avoiding the agony of deciding a dispute between groups.

    An illustration of this pattern, drawn from the work of the Vermont legislature, has been recorded in detail by Oliver Garceau and Corinne Silverman. In 1951 the Associated Industries of Vermont found itself faced by a ClO-sponsored proposal to bring silicosis under the Workman's Compensation Act. The Associated Industries, on the other hand, wished to tighten the eligibility requirements for unemployment benefits, while the CIO favored an increase in both the duration and the level of benefits. In the negotiations the CIO, bargaining from a relatively weak position, agreed not to push its bills for more liberal unemployment benefits; the AIV agreed to drop its plea for tightened qualifications for benefits. The AIV conceded an occupational disease bill to deal with the silicosis question in a manner far less unacceptable to it than was the CIO proposal. All these negotiations took place in a situation that limited the demands each group could make. Enactment by the legislature came automatically when sponsors of the legislation announced that both industry and labor thought the bill should pass. The operation involved no buttonholing or pressuring of legislators, only a few of whom knew of the negotiations leading to the agreement.

    In Illinois the process of legislation by negotiation has at times been formalized, according to studies by Gilbert Y. Steiner. Early in the century agreements between Illinois miners and operators "stipulated that neither party should introduce bills affecting the industry without previously consulting with the other." Under these arrangements the terms of a good many legislative proposals were fixed by collective bargaining. Labor might yield a point here and the operators concede a point there. An "agreed" bill would then be supported before the legislature by both the union and the operators, a set of circumstances likely to produce legislative results. Negotiation apparently became feasible in part because either group could block within the legislature proposals by the other.

    These examples of lawmaking by negotiation among private groups followed by formal legislative ratification raise the question of how frequently this pattern occurs. Does a large proportion of legislation find its way to the statute books by this means? The answer is that nobody knows, but many acts are preceded by negotiation and agreement among private groups. Often, predictable opposition from other groups moves the interest sponsoring legislation to yield a point in advance with or without negotiation. The pattern shades over into one in which members of the legislative committee mediate among affected groups and bring them to agreement. Legislators, rather than undertake the onerous task of negotiating a compromise or the painful responsibility of deciding between conflicting interests, may even postpone action until the groups concerned narrow their differences. Administrative agencies at times take the lead in the negotiation of agreement among groups interested in legislation.

       Group Involvement in Administration

    Organized groups, as was noted earlier, may play a role of representation in relationships with administrative agencies. They advocate the cause of their members, provide information, encourage, and, on occasion, intimidate. In another range of relationships they attempt to bring under their dominion administrative agencies of concern to them. One can only speak of recurring tendencies, for the realities differ from time to time and from situation to situation. Moreover, though the relationships often elude precise description because of their subtlety, they range from friendly collaboration, through virtual subjection of the administrative agency to the will of the organized group, to formal assumption of governmental powers by the private group. Interest groups tend to share and advocate a similar fundamental philosophy about administrative role and organization. The doctrine recurs that the role of administrative agencies should be to function as advocates within the government of the interests within society with which they are concerned: the Department of Commerce should look out for business; Agriculture, for the farmer; the Bureau of Wildlife Management, for the sportsmen. Adherence to this doctrine by public officials, as often occurs, paves the way for harmonious relations between organized groups and their opposite numbers within administration.

    The philosophy of administrative representation of private interest carries with it the doctrine that administrative structure should be arranged to facilitate the exertion of group influences over administration, though rarely does a group make the contention so baldly. Thus, groups often advocate administrative arrangements that segregate into compact units governmental activities of concern to them. Such an arrangement facilitates the development of relations of mutual interdependence. For example, the teamsters union and truck transport associations urge that road transport regulation be handled by an independent agency and not by the Interstate Commerce Commission, an agency that also deals with railroads. The commercial fishermen hope for a separate bureau dedicated to their problems.

    These administrative arrangements may create a relationship between agency and clientele in which the clientele, in the reality of politics, comes to control agency policy or at least have a veto over it. In state governments, for example, it is often difficult to tell at what point the state banking department ends and the state bankers' association begins. Professor Fesler, after examining the situation in several states, concludes: "State banking departments are typically dominated by the bankers' association of the state." He finds that the control of state departments concerned with insurance and building and loan associations is "roughly analogous to that of banking departments.” Not often is the relation between the administrative agency and affected interest quite so intimate as is the case with the Kansas state board of agriculture which is elected by delegates from county farm organizations and certain other agricultural associations. Pieces of federal administrative machinery also at times come virtually under the control of private groups. In 1946 the Executive Committee of the American Legion had the effrontery virtually to summon General Omar Bradley, the Administrator of Veterans Affairs, to appear before it in Indianapolis to defend his policies. The General found it "impracticable" to attend and invited the committee to appear in his Washington office. The incident warrants attention only because it indicated that the usual plasticity of the Administrator at the hands of the Legion did not prevail in this instance.

    Formalized advisory and consultative relations between government agencies and those affected by its action provide a linkage that may closely approach group management of the agency. During World War II, the War Production Board built up an extensive system of industry advisory committees to aid in the formulation of policies concerning particular industries. These committees consisted of businessmen chosen by the board in a manner to be representative of all segments of industry: large and small, trade association and non-trade association. The Business and Defense Services Administration of the Department of Commerce has maintained an extensive system of industry advisory committees. During the early years of the Eisenhower Administration the BDSA even followed a policy of appointing as directors of its industry branches industrialists who served for short periods and without compensation. That policy brought such practices as the rotation of the directorship of the aluminum branch among men from the three major aluminum producers – Alcoa, Reynolds, and  Kaiser.

    Authority is both elusive and mercurial, and in these and other relations the determination of who is the boss at a particular time – government agency or private group – is often not easy. Private associations at times virtually take over an administrative agency by their control of the appointment of its chief. The capacity to exert this control varies, but a private group almost invariably desires the chief of an agency of concern to them to be one of their own kind, a person who "understands" their problems.

    All these relationships between administration and private group produce varying results. The situation recurs in which the private group tends to convert public administration to group purpose. At the extreme, the power of the state is formally delegated to private organization, and the line between public and private realms, often hazy at best, is erased. Even when that point is not reached, private organizations, interwoven as they tend to be with the state's administrative apparatus, constitute to a degree an element of the machinery of government. Observation of the tendency of private groups to become assimilated into the apparatus of the state has led some political philosophers to advocate a formal incorporation of private groups into the governmental machinery. While such theories of pluralism once enjoyed considerable vogue, the prevailing American view is that such aggrandizement of centers of privale power would mightily complicate the problem of governing in the general interest.

1. to deduce from smth. – приходить к заключению, сделать вывод

2. to hammer out – приходить к решению после длительного обсуждения; говорить о чем-то в подробностях

3. under propitious circumstances – при благоприятных обстоятельствах

4. give-and-take – тактика взаимных уступок, компромисса

5. to move the government to act – побуждать; заставлять, вынуждать правительство действовать

6. to be alert – быть внимательным, бдительным, настороженным;

                        быть живым, проворным

7. to wield influence – обладать влиянием

8. to generate a schism – вызывать, производить раскол

9. to lay a foundation of/for smth. – заложить фундамент / основу для чего-л.; положить начало чему-л. 

10. to set in motion – приводить в действие, приводить в движение

11. to impinge on/upon smth. – вторгаться; покушаться, посягать на что-л.

12. to whip up – подстегивать; подгонять; расшевелить

13. public utilities – коммунальные предприятия

14. on a pecuniary basis – на материальной основе

15. in the doghouse – в немилости

16. to bear on smth. –касаться, иметь отношение к чему-л.

17. in magnitude – по (абсолютной) величине, по абсолютному значению

18. to regard as importunate (зд: in their demands) – рассматривать как настойчивого, назойливого

19. to stave off smth. (зд: a boycott) – предотвращать, предупреждать что-л.

20. to be in charge of smth. – быть ответственным за что-л.

21. tenure – срок пребывания (в должности)

22. to conjure up smth. (зд: a picture) – вызывать в воображении

23. by and large – в общем и целом; в общем

24. to content oneself with smth. – довольствоваться чем-л.

25. to seem expedient – казаться целесообразным, подходящим, выгодным

26. to stir up pressure on Congress – оказывать давление на Конгресс

27. to resort (to) smth. – прибегать (к чему-л.), обращаться за помощью

28. under dire circumstances – при (в) крайних обстоятельствах

29. an acute situation – острая ситуация

30. all and sundry – все вместе и каждый в отдельности; все без исключения, все подряд, все до одного


syn: everyone

Eg: He was well known to all and sundry. – Он был хорошо известен всем.  

31. fallow ground – еще не паханная земля, целина

32. in ignorance of – в неведении

33. tax invasion – уклонение от уплаты налогов

34. to spearhead a movement – возглавлять движение

35. pecuniary ties – финансовые, преследующие материальные интересы, ищущие выгоду отношения

36. an outright bribe – явная взятка

37. a skirmish – столкновение, перепалка

      syn: encounter

38. roll call – поименное голосование; перекличка

39. to lodge authority (power) with smb. (or in the hands of smb.) – облекать кого-л. властью, полномочиями

40. to keep track of smth. – отслеживать что-л.

41. to stir up a commotion – побуждать, вызывать гражданские волнения, беспорядки

42. to mount a camgaign against smb. / smth. – организовывать кампанию против кого-л. / чего-л.

43. amicus curiae – независимый эксперт в суде

44. to jog smb. to do smth. – подталкивать кого-л. сделать что-л.

45. to emasculate smth. (зд: legislation) – ослабить

      syn: to weaken, to enervate

46. peaceful coexistence – мирное сосуществование

47. litigation – тяжба, судебный процесс


Eg: to initiate, to start litigation – возбудить судебный процесс

48. to fight smth. Out to a stalemate – привести к патовой ситуации, тупику; ставить в безвыходное положение; «загонять в угол»

49. to obtain endorsement (from smb.) – получить поддержку (кого-л.)

50. to verge on smth. (зд: coercion) – граничить с чем-л.; походить на что-л.

51. to prejudice one's main cause – наносить ущерб, причинять вред своему основному / главному делу

52. antecedent to smth. – предшествующий чему-л.

53. reconciliation of differences – урегулирование разногласий

54. to the detriment of smth. (зд: the public interest) – в ущерб чему-л.

55. at the behest of smb. / at smb's behest – по чьей-л. Воле

56. an untoward effect – нежелательный, неблагоприятный эффект

57. to be wary of smb. – относиться подозрительно, настороженно к кому-л.

58. hit-and-run tactics – тактика (нанесения) коротких ударов

2. Discussion points.

· Describe the place of pressure groups in the political system:

 
a) relations with administrators;

 
b) their role in the legislative process;

 
c) pressure groups and the courts.

· Outline the interaction among pressure groups.

· What factors are vital for the success of pressure group activity?

· What is the difference in techniques of pressure groups within different regimes?

V. Russian Political Leadership

Gorbachev and Yeltsin as Leaders / Yeltsin's Russia and the West

Mark Kramer. Political Science Quarterly. New York: Fall 2003. Vol.118, Iss. 3; pg. 503

1. Before reading think why the authors of the reviewed books have turned to the mentioned personalities. What do the names of Gorbachev and Yeltsin mean to you?

    There is a vast literature in the fields of American politics and comparative politics on the subject of political leadership, and there is also an extensive literature on political leadership in communist systems. Breslauer drew on some of these writings when he devised an "authority-building" model of political leadership for his book about Khrushchev and Brezhnev. He seeks to use that same framework, with some modifications, in Gorbachev and Yeltsin as Leaders. Breslauer argues that, in addition to the personal characteristics and beliefs that motivated Gorbachev and Yeltsin, six "other factors delimited and shaped their behavior at given points in time" (p. 231): the structure of the political system, the ideological cast of the regime, the prevailing sentiment among high-level officials and influential observers, the jockeying and maneuvering among political elites, pressure from organized social forces, and the influence of foreign actors and international organizations. Breslauer avers that "when Khrushchev and Brezhnev were in power, these factors were relatively limited, stable, and predictable," but that "the influence of [the third, fifth, and sixth] factors grew dramatically as Gorbachev's radical policies took effect" (pp. 231-232).

Breslauer spends most of the book showing how Gorbachev and Yeltsin built, maintained, and eventually lost their authority as political leaders. He defines "authority" not in strictly Weberian terms, but as "legitimized, credible power" (p. 3). Breslauer begins with a brief survey of leadership strategies in Soviet and Russian politics (drawing on his 1982 book) and then discusses the personalities and political beliefs of Gorbachev and Yeltsin. He traces the ascent and decline of Gorbachev in three sequential chapters and does the same for Yeltsin in five chapters, including one devoted to Russia's initial war in Chechnya, from December 1994 to August 1996. These descriptive overviews are followed by a chapter that attempts to explain Gorbachev's and Yeltsin's choices and decisions. Breslauer concludes the book with three chapters that evaluate the two men as leaders. He first briefly sets out his criteria for judging transformational leaders and then applies them to Gorbachev and Yeltsin. Breslauer eschews a normative standard of evaluation and focuses instead on each leader's effectiveness in achieving his main goals at an acceptable cost (that is, a cost acceptable to the leader himself.) These final chapters are an expanded and revised version of an essay that Breslauer published in a recent collection edited by Archie Brown and Lilia Shevtsova, Gorbachev, Yeltsin, and Putin: Political Leadership in Russia's Transition. Unlike some other contributors to that edited volume, Breslauer wisely refrained from trying to make an instant analysis of Vladimir Putin's leadership qualities.

    The sources that Breslauer consulted for his discussion of Gorbachev and Yeltsin include public statements, memoirs by the two leaders, memoirs by many officials who worked for or against them, the concrete actions they took in 1985-1999, and secondary analyses. The range of sources is a good deal wider and richer than the scant evidentiary base available to Breslauer twenty to twenty-five years earlier when he was writing his book about Khrushchev and Brezhnev. Nonetheless, it is unfortunate that he did not make use of declassified documents from archives in Russia, particularly the Fond 89 collection at the Russian State Archive of Recent History (a collection that is also now available on microfilm at numerous U.S. university libraries), the extensive holdings of the Gorbachev Foundation's archive, and the archives in Stavropol and Ekaterinburg. Many declassified items also have appeared over the past decade in Russian journals (such as Istochnik and Istoricheskii arkhiv) and document anthologies.

    Despite Breslauer's decision to forgo archival evidence, his analysis is perceptive, and his conclusions are convincing and well-supported. He provides an excellent overview of the way Gorbachev and Yeltsin governed their respective countries. Much of the material will be familiar to those who have followed these events closely, and some scholars no doubt will wish that Breslauer had done more to show how his findings contribute to the recent theoretical literature on political leadership. Overall, however, the book is highly successful. It explains why Gorbachev and Yeltsin acted as they did, how they managed (or failed) to achieve their goals, and how they should be judged as leaders. Breslauer rightly underscores the decisive historical importance of both men, noting that "things would have happened quite differently had different individuals been in charge. [Gorbachev's and Yeltsin's] acts of leadership were crucial" (p. ix). This is, if anything, an understatement. Had an orthodox Brezhnevite official like Viktor Grishin or Grigorii Romanov come to power in March 1985 instead of Gorbachev, the Soviet Union in all likelihood would still exist.

    Two small reservations should be noted. First, the evaluation of leadership tends to be static. The criteria that Breslauer uses to evaluate transformational leadership are sound, and he rightly argues that judgments about a leader's effectiveness must take account of the constraints faced by the leader and the feasibility of alternatives to the extent that their feasibility can be deduced from counterfactuals. Nonetheless, a net assessment of each leader's effectiveness in attaining his goals must be dynamic. Goals can change over time, either in response to circumstances or because the leader himself changes. Goals that existed in 1985 may have been considerably different from those of 1989 or 1990. A leader who never adjusts his goals may undermine his own leadership or may prevent much of anything from being achieved. It is not clear in Breslauer's discussion how (or whether) we should take account of this dynamic element.

    Second, Breslauer's authority-building framework may need further adjustment. The fact that Gorbachev and Yeltsin were in charge of different countries (both of which had their capital in Moscow) and that Gorbachev never stood for popular election, whereas Yeltsin won two terms through nationwide votes, raises questions about the comparability of their efforts. Surely a leader who was popularly elected by a wide margin has less inherent need to consolidate his power and build authority afterward. Concepts that make sense when discussing unelected Soviet leaders are not necessarily as crucial in analyzing Russian presidents.

    These minor caveats aside, Breslauer's book offers a first-rate account of the crucial roles that Gorbachev and Yeltsin played in the tumultuous final years of the Soviet regime and the initial years of the new Russian Federation. The book deserves to be widely adopted in classes on Russian politics, the demise of authoritarian regimes, and post-communist transformations.

    Even before the Soviet Union was dissolved at the end of 1991, the new Russian government headed by Boris Yeltsin had established ties with Western governments. Those ties, however, were not always harmonious. Most Western leaders viewed Mikhail Gorbachev, the head of the Soviet Communist Party (CPSU), as their main partner in Moscow, and they were wary of the political challenge that Yeltsin posed to Gorbachev. Some Western officials openly described Yeltsin as a demagogue and urged him to tone down his criticisms of Gorbachev. In retrospect, this situation seems rather ironic. Unlike Gorbachev, who was never willing to seek popular election, Yeltsin stood twice for popular election in the Soviet Russian republic and won handily both times. In March 1989, he received nearly 90 percent of the vote for a seat in the USSR Congress of People's Deputies, and in June 1991 he easily won a nationwide election for the Russian presidency. Moreover, unlike Gorbachev, who sided with hardliners in the Soviet Union from September 1990 through April 1991, Yeltsin consistently voiced support during that period for Western-style democracy and free-market reform. Nonetheless, until the attempted coup d'etat in Moscow in August 1991 (when Yeltsin played a crucial role in rebuffing the conspirators), Western governments tended to have much warmer relations with Gorbachev than with Yeltsin.

    Despite this inauspicious beginning, Yeltsin sought close links with the West after the Soviet Union broke apart. Over the next eight years, until Yeltsin's abrupt resignation at the end of 1999, Russia remained broadly cooperative with the West, despite numerous events that caused severe strains in the relationship. Although Yeltsin never achieved the full-fledged strategic partnership that he sought with the United States, and although he was wont to engage in bombastic rhetoric when Western governments displeased him, the orientation of Russian foreign policy after 1991 was a striking contrast to the decades of intense Soviet hostility toward the West.

    Until the publication of Andrew Felkay's new monograph, no book-length survey of Russia's ties with the West during the Yeltsin era had appeared. Felkay writes that his "primary intent" is to examine "the impact of Boris Yeltsin on the evolving relationship between the Western democracies and Russia" (p. 5), but he also spends a considerable amount of time providing background on Yeltsin and discussing Yeltsin's domestic policies. Felkay claims, justifiably, that it would be "folly" to "separate the process of formulating foreign policy from domestic political developments" (p. 5), but he does not integrate the two spheres as well as one might hope. In such a brief book, the chapters about Yeltsin's upbringing, early career, and initial experiences during the Gorbachev era seem extraneous. Almost all of this material is likely to be familiar to those who have read Yeltsin's memoirs and other works about the Gorbachev-Yeltsin confrontation. A greatly abridged discussion of these matters would have sufficed in an overview of Russia's relations with the West.

Throughout the book, Felkay cites Western and Russian press coverage and a scattering of other published materials, and he relies extensively-some would say excessively-on Yeltsin's three volumes of memoirs which, like almost all memoirs, offer a pronounced spin on the events they discuss. Although Felkay also adduces the memoirs of a few of Yeltsin's advisers (Aleksandr Korzhakov and Andrei Kozyrev), he does not refer to the memoirs of many other key figures who worked for or against Yeltsin, including Evgenii Primakov (who served successively as foreign intelligence director, foreign minister, and prime minister), Egor Gaidar (who served as prime minister in 1992 and in other high-level posts after that), Vyacheslav Kostikov (Yeltsin's press secretary and aide), Lev Sukhanov (one of Yeltsin's top aides), and Ruslan Khasbulatov (who was speaker of the parliament during the standoff with Yeltsin that led to the bombardment of the parliamentary building in October 1993). Nor does Felkay draw on the memoirs of Leonid Kravchuk and Stanislaus Shushkevich, the Ukrainian and Belarusian leaders who joined with Yeltsin in December 1991 to sign the agreements that brought an end to the Soviet Union. More important still, Felkay fails to consult Gorbachev's memoirs and the memoirs of other Soviet Politburo members who served alongside Yeltsin such as Egor Ligachev, Vitalii Vorotnikov, Nikolai Ryzhkov, Vadim Medvedev, Aleksandr Yakovlev, Dmitrii Yazov, and Vladimir Kryuchkov. The omission of any references to Gorbachev's memoirs is especially peculiar. Surely a balanced understanding of the Yeltsin-Gorbachev confrontation requires at least some consideration of Gorbachev's perspective.

    It is also very strange that Felkay does not make any use of the numerous memoirs by Western officials who dealt with Yeltsin. Although the recent book by Strobe Talbott, The Russia Hand: A Memoir of Presidential Diplomacy, appeared too late for Felkay to consult, there is no reason that he could not have drawn on memoirs by James Baker, George H. W. Bush, Brent Scowcroft, Jack Matlock, Robert Gates, Helmut Kohl, Hans Dietrich Genscher, and Margaret Thatcher. These glaring omissions are compounded by Felkay's failure to make any use of declassified archival materials, including the transcripts of CPSU Central Committee plenums and other documents in Russia that could have supplemented the accounts provided in Yeltsin's memoirs as well as materials in the United States that could have been obtained through the Freedom of Information Act.

    The meagerness of the sources that underlie Felkay's analysis is mirrored in the often superficial nature of his narrative. This is not to say that the book is wholly without merit. Felkay makes a number of good points and observations. But almost all of the major events and issues in Russian-Western relations in the 1990s receive much too cursory treatment here. The clipped nature of Felkay's discussion might have been excusable if he had been seeking to focus on a specific theoretical proposition or to test hypotheses derived from recent debates in the field of international relations, but this definitely was not his intent. His book is a straightforward recitation of events, bereft of any attempt to draw theoretical implications. In addition, the book contains a sizable number of factual mistakes (for example, the wrong dates for the dissolution of various East-bloc organizations) and misspelled names (Sacks instead of Sachs, Skubishevski instead of Skubiszewski, Walensa instead of Walesa), and the text in many places needs more extensive editing.

   Yeltsin's tenure in Moscow inspired strong views in both Russia and the West. Some Western analysts, such as Leon Aron in his important biographical study, Yeltsin: A Revolutionary Life, have offered a highly favorable (indeed at times almost uncritical) assessment of Yeltsin. Others, such as Peter Reddaway in The Tragedy of Russia's Reforms: Market Bolshevism Against Democracy, have portrayed the former Russian leader in an extremely negative (almost demonic) light. Views of Yeltsin among analysts in Russia initially were positive but grew increasingly negative amid the political and economic turmoil of the 1990s. In Russia today, experts' views of Yeltsin are still mostly unfavorable, ranging from the unremittingly hostile opinions expressed by Dmitri Glinski-Vassiliev and Lilia Shevtsova to the more restrained, though by no means uncritical, assessments in a recent collection edited by Yurii Baturin. Now that the Yeltsin era is receding into the past, sentiment in Russia about the former president is slowly becoming less passionate, but the general view of Yeltsin is likely to remain more negative in Russia than in the West for some time to come.

    Felkay is among those who see Yeltsin in a decidedly positive light. He writes that Yeltsin "changed the course of Russian history, leading the country out of almost three-quarters of a century of communist rule and a thousand years of tyranny" (p. 246), a description that gives short shrift to Gorbachev's contribution. Felkay argues that "Yeltsin did democratize Russia" and placed it "well on its way toward real democracy and [a] free-market economy," and he assures us that "history will definitely be kinder to [Yeltsin] than his contemporaries" are (p. 246). These judgments are sensible, if perhaps a bit excessive, but it is doubtful that Felkay's book will be enough to convince skeptical readers like Reddaway (not to mention Russians like Glinski-Vassiliev) that they should rethink their jaundiced views. Not until far more time has passed and scholars are able to reexamine the Yeltsin era with greater dispassion will it be possible to determine how much of a break Yeltsin's rule truly was with the Tsarist and Soviet autocracies.

1. to draw on some writings (materials, etc.) – использовать труды (материалы и т.п.)

2. to delimit behaviour – определять границы поведения

3. prevailing sentiment – преобладающее, широко распространенное мнение

4. to take effect – оказывать воздействие

The measures took effect. – Меры подействовали.

                            вступить в силу, возыметь действие

                The law goes into effect soon. – Закон скоро вступит в силу.

5. to trace the ascent and decline of smth. –  прослеживать периоды расцвета и упадка чего-л.

6. to eschew smth. (зд: a normative standard of evaluation)  – воздерживаться, избегать, остерегаться (стандартных оценок)

syn: to avoid

7. declassified documents – рассекреченные документы

8. to forgo (зд: archival evidence) – отказываться, воздерживаться от чего-л.

9. to underscore importance of smth. – подчеркивать важность чего-л.

10. to be wary of smb./smth. - осторожно относиться, опасаться

11. to tone down one's criticisms of smb. – смягчить, ослабить критические замечания в адрес кого-л.

12. to side with hardliners – быть на стороне бескомпромиссных, придерживающихся жесткой линии

13. to rebuff (зд: conspirators)– дать отпор, противостоять

14. an inauspicious beginning – неблагоприятный начальный период

15. to cause severe strains in the relationship – послужить причиной напряженности во  взаимоотношениях

16. a full-fledged strategic partnership – полноценное (широкомасштабное) стратегическое партнерство

17. to be wont to do smth. – иметь обыкновение, привычку делать что-л.

18. to be folly – быть недальновидным,неосмотрительным, глупым

          Ex: It was filly to persist. – Было глупо/бесполезно настаивать.

19. to suffice – быть достаточным, удовлетворять

 Ex: - suffice for a purpose – отвечать какой-л. цели

 suffice it  to say – достаточно сказать

                    your word will suffice – вашего слова будет достаточно

20. the standoff with smb. – противостояние, конфронтация с кем-л.

21. to underlie analysis – лежать в основе анализа

22. to be bereft of smth. – лишаться чего-л.

 Ex: I am bereft of all hope. – Я лишен всякой надежды. 

23. to give short shrift to smb./smth. – Быстро расправиться с кем-л./чем-л.

 Ex: to give short shrift to an opponent’s arguments – разбить аргументы противника

24. to take a jaundiced view of smth. – смотреть на что-л. предвзято, пристрастно 

25. with greater dispassion – с большей объективностью, беспристрастием

2. Discussion points.

· What is political leadership?

· Could you explain what an “authority-building” model of political leadership implies?

· How can leadership be evaluated? Are their any tools to assess its effectiveness?

VI. Development of Civil Society in Russia

Is Russia Going Backward?

Leon Aron. Commentary. New York: Oct 2004.Vol.118, Iss. 3; pg. 48, 6 pgs
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1. Before reading the essay set general ideas of progressive development. Pay special attention to the editor’s note.

EDITOR'S NOTE: The following essay was completed for publication before the terrorist slaughter in Beslan in early September.

    THE NEWS from Russia has been decidedly grim. Most accounts begin with the prosecutorial assault on the oil giant Yukos and its founder Mikhail Khodorkovsky, the politically ambitious "oligarch" who is now on trial in Moscow on charges of fraud after almost a year in jail. But they hardly end there.

    To many, the Yukos case raises the specter of a historic reversal. If, in the early 1990's, Boris Yeltsin led a revolution that oversaw the dismantling of state ownership of the economy, now the Kremlin under Vladimir Putin appears to be re-extending its control over industry. Some observers even fear an across-the-board re-nationalization of the country's largest private firms. Possible signs of this include the recent abrupt halt in the breakup and sale of the government-owned electricity monopoly, UES, and the announced intention of the state to increase its majority stake in the natural-gas behemoth Gazprom.

    The rule of law in Russia has also suffered grievously in the prosecution of Khodorkovsky. A progressive criminal-procedure code, adopted with great fanfare at the end of 2001, has been twisted to the breaking point. Irregularities in the proceedings-including blatant violations of the rules of pretrial detention, bail, and lawyer-client privilege-have undermined public confidence in the independence of judges. Adding further to the impression of legal regression are two trials for espionage that have been similarly rife with procedural violations.

    Of perhaps even greater concern than all this is the mounting pressure to curtail political liberties. In the Yukos affair, the Kremlin has seemed less intent on recovering billions of allegedly lost tax revenues than on scaring off the captains of post-Soviet industry from participation in national politics. Elsewhere, freedom of political speech has been restricted as the state has consolidated its grip over the four national television channels and shut down some of the most outspoken news and entertainment programs. Putin's 72-percent landslide in the presidential elections this past March, following the resounding triumph of the pro-Putin party in parliamentary elections last December, has been widely attributed to manipulation of public opinion by the state-controlled media.

    Encroachments on freedom of expression have been matched by restrictions on freedom of assembly. No sooner did the new Duma convene than it passed a law barring political demonstrations in central locations or close to government buildings. In his lengthy state-of-the-nation address in May, Putin lashed out at unnamed non-governmental organizations (NGO's) whose "sole interest," he declared, was to serve "dubious group and commercial interests" at the expense of die public good. (There are 350,0000 registered NGO's in Russia today.)

    Accompanying these statist currents at home has been a more assertive posture abroad. Among other things, the Kremlin has insisted on keeping or has let its troops linger overlong in bases outside Russia from which it had previously agreed to withdraw. The savage war in Chechnya continues to grind forward, with daily violations of human rights by federal troops attempting to suppress an ongoing Islamic insurgency. The Kremlin has denounced the American invasion of Iraq and has been providing nuclear technology and fuel to Iran.

    Taken together, these developments would indeed seem to betoken a major turnabout from the revolutionary achievements of the 1990's. Increasingly, there is talk in the Russian air of a "Soviet restoration." This prospect, now a worry of Russian human-rights activists and Putin's political opponents on the Right and the Left, is also beginning to be entertained by expert opinion and many journalists in the West. Is it a serious possibility?

    GREAT REVOLUTIONS are almost invariably followed by a successful or at least attempted "restoration" of some sort. It is entirely natural that formerly dominant elites should seek to stage a comeback and regain their lost perquisites and power. Writing about the French revolution, Tocqueville observed how "many of the laws and administrative methods that were suppressed in 1789 reappeared a few years later, much as some rivers after going underground re-emerge at another point, in new surroundings." In Russia today, we are observing in part a similar geological process. The cadres that effectively owned the USSR's politics and economy-the-law-enforcement functionaries, the bureaucrats from the major economic ministries, and the KGB officers who still fill the top and middle ranks of the security services-have advanced under Putin to the forefront of national decision-making.

    Yet, as with all successful restorations, one must be careful not to confuse broad-based backward shifts with a putsch or a counterrevolution initiated from above. The upper levels of political life in today's Russia are heavily influenced by popular sentiment. As public-opinion polls attest, that sentiment has shifted-away from the desire to nullify the ancien regime in every respect and toward a wish to recover some of its traditional symbols, institutions, and policies. After a decade of dizzying change, there is an intense longing among Russians for predictability and the comforts of the familiar. Thus, in one recent nationwide survey asking what Russians expected from "a president of their choice," the two top replies were "securing a fair distribution of income in the interests of common people" and "strengthening of law and order."

    These attitudes have translated into broad approval of Putin's efforts to curtail the often brazen presence of the "oligarchs" in Russian political life (including the near-ownership of the previous Duma by the Khodorkovsky-led oil lobby). The same attitudes undergird the tighter control being exercised by the center over the provinces, which are perceived by most Russians as little more than the personal fiefdoms of corrupt and dictatorial governors. Above all, such attitudes fortify the resolve of those pressing for more effective enforcement of the laws, for a secure public order, and for greater protection of the weak and the poor.

    Under these circumstances – and, as we shall see, with the economy growing at its fastest pace in 40 years – it would have been strange if Putin's widely publicized moves had not made him immensely popular. Manipulation of the media and other electoral shenanigans were hardly required in order to secure his lopsided triumph at the polls.

    But if what is unfolding in Russia today is indeed some sort of popular restoration, it is a most peculiar one. For millions of Russians, Putin has come to embody not a return to the bad old days but a balance, precarious though it may be, between the new and the old. Unlike his two immediate predecessors, Mikhail Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin, Putin was never a high-level Communist-party functionary. A lieutenant colonel in the KGB's foreign-intelligence directorate, he resigned in the wake of the attempted putsch by Communist hardliners in August 1991. Thereafter he let his party membership lapse and went on to serve under Anatoly Sobchak, the first elected mayor of the renamed St. Petersburg and one of Russia's most radical and passionate anti-Communists.

    To be sure, Putin himself is hardly governing as Sobchak would have done; the combination is more subtle and even contradictory than that. He has, for instance, prodded the Duma to adopt a new national anthem, set to the music of the old Soviet one; among his other public acts, he has presided over the unveiling of a plaque to Yuri Andropov, the longtime KGB chairman and, briefly, general secretary of the Communist party. At the same time, however, he has deplored the "totalitarian regime that brought the country to a national catastrophe" and told an interviewer that "we are obliged to remember everything negative, everything horrible that we encountered in the 20th century. We have paid a very great price for this. Millions of people died in the camps."

    This mixture of attitudes extends beyond symbols and words into the realm of policy, which is where one must really look to understand the direction in which Russia is moving. The simplest way to proceed is by reference to the four cornerstones on which Boris Yeltsin sought to build a post-Soviet Russia.

    FIRST AND foremost is what might be called the de-Bolshevization of society – the very area in which Putin's transgressions have been most conspicuous. Early in his first term in office, Putin launched a concerted effort to tame the mass media, specifically by attacking the media empire of Vladimir Gusinsky. The move, dressed up as a lawsuit against the magnate's holding company by a group of lenders and shareholders, was clearly designed as political payback for the way in which Gusinsky had deployed his outlets, particularly the NTV network, in support of the left-of-center nationalist opposition in the December 1999 Duma elections. NTV's "repossession" by the state-owned Gazprom abruptly halted most critical news coverage of the Kremlin, and particularly of the dirty war in Chechnya. There followed the cancellation of the immensely popular satirical show Kukly ("Puppets"), which for six years had skewered leading politicians, especially the president, his ministers, and top aides. The other three national networks, already state-owned, quickly trimmed their broadcasts to suit the Kremlin's sensibilities.

    In brief, while Putin's sins against political and civil liberty have distorted the face of the Russian polity, thus far they have not made it unrecognizable.

    A SECOND cornerstone of Russia's anti-Communist revolution was the privatization of the economy. In this arena, the assault on Yukos may well signal a more general counterattack, aimed at reclaiming at least some of the economy's "commanding heights" for the state. A neo-corporatist ideology seems to have emerged within both the Kremlin and the Duma. Its advocates tolerate large private enterprises, but only on condition of their total subservience to the state's political and economic agendas. Private control of extractive industries, now proclaimed "national patrimony," is under especially severe scrutiny, and foreign ownership or even co-ownership of such resources has become a neuralgic issue. Russia's enormously lucrative oil industry, in which the state's share is now smaller than anywhere else in the world save the United States and Kazakhstan, may be only the first target in a wider pullback.

    But once again the picture is in need of qualification and nuance. Even as it was tightening the screws on Yukos, the government announced in August that it would sell its entire stake in Russia's largest oil company, Lukoil; the buyer may well turn out to be a foreign company, with Houstonbased ConocoPhillips among the top contenders. Last year, the Kremlin approved the $7 billion acquisition of half of another Russian oil giant, TNK, by British Petroleum.

    Meanwhile, in economic matters other than those involving the "commanding heights," it would be hard to find many countries with policies as favorable to business as Putin's Russia. Increasingly freed from the paralyzing resistance of the Communist-led opposition in the Duma, the Kremlin has pushed through many key measures that the opposition had succeeded in scuttling in the late Yeltsin era. These include legislation permitting the private ownership and sale of land for the first time since 1917; the breakup of the state electricity monopoly and the sale of its generating assets (a move, as we have seen, now stalled); and partial privatization of the mandatory payroll deduction for workers' pensions, a portion of which is now considered individual property that may be invested in private mutual funds.

    From the beginning of the Putin era, tax relief appears to have been a top priority of the Kremlin. Having appointed an acolyte of the free-market theorist Friedrich Hayek as his personal economic adviser, the president has moved to slash taxes across the board. The income tax was pared to 13 percent and the corporate tax to 24 percent; the sales tax was eliminated; and the Kremlin began pushing for a sharp cut in the unified social tax, a move calculated to save private entrepreneurs an estimated $10 billion a year.

    These cuts, which have given Russia some of the lowest marginal tax rates in the world, have been supplemented by a tight lid on government spending. Immediately after his re-election, Putin cut the number of ministries and federal agencies from 30 to 17, trimming the size of the federal bureaucratic workforce by 20 percent.

    The fruits of these policies, helped along handsomely by soaring world oil prices, have been nothing short of remarkable. Since 1999, GDP has grown by 38 percent; labor productivity is up by over 50 percent; real disposable income has more than doubled; the poverty rate has fallen by a third; and unemployment has decreased by 19 percent. Russia today enjoys record budget surpluses, a strong ruble, diminishing inflation, and an improved debt rating. One of the most telling indicators of all can be found in agriculture, a sector that had been systematically destroyed by six decades of collectivization. Today, for die first time in a half-century, Russia has gone from being the world's largest importer of grain to a net exporter.

    NO LESS stark a change, and of unsurpassed significance for both Russia and the world at large, is the country's continuing demilitarization-the third cornerstone of post-Communist Russia. Putin's Kremlin has neither reversed nor slowed the dismantling of the single military asset that justified the USSR's claim to superpower status: its strategic nuclear forces. Notwithstanding last year's spate of tests of intercontinental missiles, all of them designed to bolster patriotic pride and some of them embarrassingly unsuccessful, from the beginning Putin has urged the United States to agree to deeper cutbacks in nuclear warheads than even the Bush administration has been prepared to accept. In the end, in a three-page agreement whose very brevity stands in contrast to the heavy tomes of previous treaties, Moscow has undertaken to shrink its strategic arsenal to no more than 2,200 warheads by 2012, down from 10,000 at the end of the Soviet era.

    Along the same lines, Putin has conspicuously refrained from changing the Yeltsin-engineered decline in military manpower from around 4 million to slightly more than 1 million men under arms. To the contrary: several months into his first term, the Kremlin announced plans to slash the armed forces by at least an additional 3 50,000 men. This reduction is part and parcel of reforms intended to shorten the duration of compulsory service and ultimately to switch to an all-volunteer force. Although the plan has been delayed and diluted in the face of fierce resistance from the military, Putin nevertheless featured it prominently in his most recent state-of-the-nation address, strongly suggesting it will receive renewed impetus in the months ahead.

    Most significantly, Putin has followed the lead of his predecessor in trimming Russia's massive defense outlays. Yeltsin, after cutting military expenditure by 90 percent in 1992, then maintained it at a level of no more than 3 percent of GDP for the next seven years (down from a staggering 30 percent of GDP in the Soviet period). It is to this radically reduced conception of the military to which Putin has basically adhered.

    Even in 2003, a year the Russian treasury was flush with tax receipts, military spending remained somewhere between 2.8 and 3.7 percent of GDP. Though this year's expenditures are set to rise, possibly to as much as 4.6 percent, Putin continues to reject calls to invest the country's swelling reserves in military power, recognizing, as he recently put it, that these liberated resources have "provided the basic foundation for our economic development."

    In this as in so much else, Putin's approach reflects a national consensus. Asked in a poll last fall how Russia could best assert its place in the world, 46 percent of respondents named "becoming more competitive economically," while only 21 percent mentioned "maintaining and rebuilding a strong military." In today's Russia, there is hardly a groundswell of support for reconstituting the mighty Red Army of yore.

    THE FOURTH and final cornerstone of the post-Soviet revolution was a decisive shift in foreign policy. Though Russia has lately become more assertive-occasionally even truculent-on the world stage, the basic pro-Western direction established in the Yeltsin era remains unchanged, and in some respects has become more profoundly established.

    To be sure, in dealing with the "near abroad"the countries on its borders that constituted the former USSR-Russia has become much more forceful about what it regards as its national interests. Among other things, it has violated an agreement with the Organization for security and Cooperation in Europe to withdraw its troops from the tiny "Trans-Dniester Republic" in Moldova. It refuses to evacuate bases in Georgia, defying the demands of the Georgian government. It continues to maintain an armed presence in Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan. Russia has made it plain that it is determined to remain a regional superpower, backing its economic dominance with overwhelming military preponderance.

    But this posture should not be misunderstood as a desire for "reunification" with any of the former Soviet republics. Even when a republic has been keen on rejoining Russia, as is the case with poverty-stricken Belarus under the erratic dictator Aleksandr Lukashenko, Moscow has continued to demur. Nostalgia for the glory of the USSR may be plentiful among Russians, but, as with support for military spending, the polls consistently show only a small fraction wishing to restore the Soviet Union.

    When one looks further afield, at relations with the United States, the change toward a pro-Western stance is even more evident. Russia's continuing provision of nuclear technology to Iran, though highly disturbing, is motivated more by commercial than by ideological interests. And Putin's strong opposition to U.S. intervention in Iraq hardly reflects an across-the-board hostility to American interests. Nothing illustrates this better than Russia's response to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. Within days, Putin elevated U.S.-Russian cooperation to a level never before conceivable. Overruling his own defense and foreign ministers, and ignoring howls of protests from the nationalist Left, he took steps to support the exercise of American power in Russia's own backyard, including permission for NATO and U.S. planes to fly over Russian and former Soviet territory. He has acquiesced in the stationing of U.S. and NATO troops on former Soviet bases in Central Asia, and initiated an unprecedented sharing of intelligence between Russian and Western secret services.

    In all these actions, the Kremlin has once more been in synch with public opinion. Like Putin, huge majorities of Russians consistently opposed U.S. intervention in Iraq. But the same Russian majorities, undoubtedly influenced by their country's painful encounters with Islamic violence emanating from Chechnya, firmly support an anti-terrorism partnership with the United States. A February 2004 Pew survey found 73 percent of Russians favoring the "U.S.-led war on terrorism" and only 20 percent opposing. Only a third of Russians agreed that the U.S. has been "overreacting to terrorism." These numbers reveal a public more supportive of the U.S. than its counterparts in Germany, France, or even Great Britain.

    TALK OF a "Soviet restoration" is thus, at this juncture, wildly overblown. A more pertinent question is whether Russia is on a path toward some form of authoritarianism.

    The Putin regime has clearly shown a readiness to sacrifice some-by no means all-newly won liberties to obtain continuity and stability. But, although its policies are in many instances informed by popular nostalgia for the past, they do not seem to be inspired by Communist ideology, let alone to be guided by it. We still do not know whether its peculiar style of power will prove to be ephemeral, a product of a remarkable congruence between the vision of one man and a fleeting national mood, or something more lasting-and, if the latter, what that something will be. After 2008, at the close of Putin's second term, will Russia revert to the noholds-barred, ideologically polarized, and raucously partisan politics of the 1990s, or will it slide toward a new form of highly centralized control? At this point it is impossible to say.

Between those two extremes, in any event, a third possibility seems quite plausible-namely, that Putin will have succeeded in ushering in a political and economic arrangement that is more enduring, more stable, and more organic than what has gone before. If so, Russia's future development may proceed according to the "East Asian" model, in which an authoritarian but highly successful "modernizing" regime (think of South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand in the 19$0's through the 1980's) eventually produces a middle class large enough and strong enough to bring into being a Western-style democracy.

    Another, not unrelated possibility would be the emergence of a one-party democracy, as in Japan, Italy until the 1990's, post-apartheid South Africa, or, in a more corrupt and violent incarnation, Mexico prior to Vincente Fox. In such systems, there is little in the way of direct grassroots influence on policy-making at the national level, and the final disposition of the legislature, dominated by one party, is never in doubt. Yet there is genuine competition of elites within the ruling party, the press remains free, basic civil and political liberties are preserved, and opposition parties, although firmly and seemingly permanently outside the perimeter of real power, can campaign freely, are elected to parliament in non-threatening numbers, and win local mayoral and gubernatorial elections.

    Such a model might prove attractive to a Russian public weary of bitterly contested visions of their country's future and, after decades of undergoing the politicization of every aspect of life, eager to attend to their private affairs. Would it he entirely surprising if the Russian people chose to take a long holiday from national politics, leaving this largely to the elites, while keeping local politics lively and competitive?

But again, it is too soon to say. Apart from the battles of the 1990's, the Russian political temperament has never been tested by periods of peaceful and free choices. Wc shall have to wait patiently until, like other great revolutions before it, Russia's unfolds and reveals its final destination. All we can say today is that, severely handicapped though it is by its past, and with all the backslidings and shortcomings of the present, Russia's epochal experiment in liberty, popular self-rule, and non-belligerency is still far from over.

1. to be on trial on charges of fraud – быть под следствием по обвинению в мошенничестве

2. blatant violation – грубое нарушение

3. pretrial detention – заключение под стражу до начала судебного процесса

4. to undermine public confidence – подорвать общественное доверие

5. the landslide in the presidential elections – полная победа на президентских выборах

6. encroachments on freedom of expression – посягательства на свободу волеизъявления, выражения мнений

7. to bar political demonstrations – запрещать политические демонстрации

8. a state-of-the-nation address – обращение президента

9. to lash out – резко критиковать

10. an assertive posture – жесткая, твердая позиция; агрессивное настроение

11. to suppress an insurgency – подавить мятеж, восстание

12. to be entertained by smb./smth. – подпитываться, поддерживаться кем-л./чем-л.

13. to regain one’s lost perquisites – вернуть утерянные привилегии

14. a precarious balance – шаткое равновесие

15. a concerted effort – совместное усилие

16. total subservience – полное, абсолютное подчинение

17. extractive industries – добывающая промышленность

18. national patrimony – национальное достояние

19. mandatory payroll deductions – обязательные отчисления из заработной платы

20. private mutual funds – частные инвестиционные фонды

21. a tight lid on smth. – жесткое ограничение на что-л.

22. soaring world oil prices – быстро растущие мировые цены на нефть

23. labor productivity – производительность труда

24. disposable income – чистый доход (после уплаты налогов)

25. to shorten the duration of compulsory service – сократить срок обязательной службы ( в Вооруженных силах)

26. ultimately to switch to an all-volunteer force -  полностью перейти на систему контрактной службы в армии

27. fierce resistance from the military – жесткое сопротивление со стороны военных

28. a groundswell of support – волна народной поддержки

29. military preponderance – военное превосходство

30. a pro-Western stance – прозападная позиция, установка

31. to acquiesce (in smth.) – уступить, (неохотно) согласиться

Ex: They gave acquiesced in his resignation. – Им пришлось согласиться на его отставку.

       He acquiesced in the plans his aides had made for him. – Он не возражал против планов, предложенных ему советниками.

32. a pertinent question – вопрос по существу, уместный вопрос 

33. to usher in smth. – объявлять, возвещать (наступление, приход чего-л.), ознаменовать начало; вводить

34. non-belligerency – неучастие в войне; принцип мирного разрешения споров и конфликтов 

2. Discussion points.

· How did the terrorist attack on Beslan change Western attitudes towards Russian internal politics?

· What are the peculiarities of Russian political sentiment?

· What in author’s opinion the encroachment on freedom means?

· How does the author describe Russian voting preferences?

RUSSIA: AUTHORITARIANISM WITHOUT AUTHORITY


Kathryn Stoner-Weiss. Journal of Democracy. Baltimore: Jan 2006.Vol.17, Iss. 1; pg. 104,15 pgs

1. While reading compare the views of the  author with the conclusions of the previous article. How might the change of the attitudes be explained?

    February 2006 marks the first anniversary of Russia's clear turn away from democracy. The key event was the enactment, in early 2005, of a law abolishing the popular election of governors in Russia's 89 provinces. This formal rejection of the electoral principle came after four years of steadily growing limitations on democracy under President Vladimir Putin, years that had seen a narrowing of the freedoms to speak and publish, to associate, and to be immune from arbitrary searches and seizures. But the actual elimination of 89 elective offices was a definitive step off the path of democratic consolidation.

    In order to justify this move, Putin cited the horror that had unfolded in the small southern town of Beslan in early September 2004, when Chechen terrorists took hundreds of schoolchildren, teachers, and parents hostage on the opening day of the school year. More than three hundred of the captives died in the course of a botched rescue attempt ordered by either federal or local officials-it remains unclear.

    Following Beslan, Putin mused publicly that the country would be better able to fight terror if errant regional governors were brought more firmly into line with Moscow. In reality, however, Russia has a long history of confused and disorganized federal relations, and the terrible bloodletting in Beslan was little more than a pretext for Putin's latest maneuver to recentralize and de-democratize Russia. In October 2005, moreover, another hostage-taking incident in yet another southern Russian city, Nalchik, suggested that recentralization has yet to make ordinary Russians safer.

    Putin's efforts to recentralize by weakening Russia's already feeble democracy had been under way long before Beslan. The tragedy there merely gave him a long-sought opportunity to blame democracy for what ails the Russian state. But will a plainly authoritarian recasting of Russia's political system necessarily lead to a more capable state? Can a unitary state run from Moscow truly govern a country that spans 11 time zones and encompasses more than 120 distinct ethnic groups in 89 provinces? Will a unitary, increasingly authoritarian Russian state prove better able than a federal and democratic one to protect the rights and freedoms of Russian citizens? Putin would have people believe so, but recent events-not to mention the long arc of Russian and Soviet history-suggest a different answer.

    With a year of hindsight, it is safe to say that Putin's recentralizing measures have done little to serve his purported goal of ensuring a more secure and governable Russia. On the contrary, they have merely pushed Russia farther off the path to democratic consolidation and pointed the country toward a hardening authoritarianism. Rather than sweeping out potentially (or actually) corrupt and incompetent regional officials over the past year, Putin has so far named 22 incumbents out of the 26 governors whom he has appointed. Rather than clean house, he has been mostly content to leave people in place, albeit with the proviso that their job security now depends not on the voters, but on him.

    Is it right to think, as Putin apparently does, that autocracies tend to govern better than democracies? In 1968, Samuel P. Huntington wrote approvingly of the Soviet state's ability to govern its vast domain.' A little more than two decades later, however, that state would lie in ruins, hollowed out to the point of collapse by decades of progressive exhaustion. Left behind to sift through the debris was a population sunk in poverty and beleaguered by numerous social and economic ills. Whatever else it may have been, Sovietism was obviously not a successful development model.

    Consolidated capitalist democracies have proven more enduring. They rely on bureaucratic and organizational (infrastructural) capacity rather than force to ensure the allegiance of their populations. The state's ability to wield force remains present, of course, but most of the time it stays well in the background and has little to do with day-to-day allegiance or obedience. Indeed, states that rely heavily on force (or despotic power) but which lack significant infrastructural supports are by nature precarious.

    By considering how types of state power can differ, we can more reliably assess the nature of the contemporary Russian state. In doing so, we should keep in mind that whether the Russian regime is democratic or authoritarian, the state itself must possess enough infrastructural power to make its authority regularly run beyond the Kremlin walls. Even if Russia completely abandons democracy, the demise of the highly centralized Soviet state is a reminder that authoritarianism is not necessarily a more reliable way in which to ensure adherence to central state authority. Regardless of the amount of financial aid that Russia receives from international organizations, the quality of its public policies, the fiscal and political threats issued by the president, or even the extent of electoral rights at the provincial level, if the central state lacks sufficient infrastructural power then positive change will come slowly, if at all, to the lives of ordinary Russians outside Moscow.

    But in contemporary Russia, where infrastructural (administrative) capacity is relatively low and there is an apparent unwillingness or inability to use despotic power in a broad and reliable way, democracy is the better governing alternative. From the point of view of actually being able to provide public goods and services (including personal security), democracy's major edge over authoritarianism is that the former offers a regular method by which officials can be held accountable to the public. Lacking any regular mechanism of accountability to rival free and fair elections, an undemocratic system must resort to extraordinary means (such as despotic power) to get rid of inept or corrupt officials or else resign itself to a cycle of cronyism and low governing capacity.

    Putin's claims about what ails Russia are wrong. The culprit behind Russia's ungovernability is not the country's halting democracy but rather its weak, poorly institutionalized state. The best cure, moreover, is not authoritarianism-whether hard or soft-but rather an enhanced democracy, more deeply institutionalized than it ever has been under Putin or his predecessor Boris Yeltsin.

    In order to see how a better-built, more firmly rooted democracy would make the Russian state stronger rather than weaker, it is helpful to look briefly at how the Soviet state was governed. Its key institutions-the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and the command economy-collapsed during the era of Mikhail Gorbachev. Yet neither Yeltsin nor Putin ever really tried to replace them with democratic successors that could do the work of governance while respecting rights and liberties. The potential for leveraging democracy's major governance advantage-regular accountability through free and fair elections-was never tapped. Russia's tale, in short, is a sad one of a horse (accountability) that was never ridden and a bridge (democratic consolidation) that was never crossed.

The Soviet Legacy

    The communist state-building project was devoted to maximizing the USSR's capacity for material production. To this end, the Soviet state's administrative capacities were designed primarily to extract resources, command-economy style. ("Take stuff to make stuff," one might say.) Under Josef Stalin, the state effectively stripped society of virtually all forms of private property and usurped authority over all productive assets.

    With the CPSU running the state and the state running the economy, the highly centralized Soviet system governed fairly successfully in some important respects (these are what Huntington probably had in mind when he wrote so admiringly of the system in 1968). It was, after all, remarkably if often brutally successful in industrializing a largely rural economy in just three decades; it pushed adult literacy as high as 95 percent by the early 1990s; and it was able to mount a serious security threat to the United States through speedy adoption of nuclear-weapons technology. The Soviet system managed to undertake some of the most ambitious industrial projects that the world had ever seen, reversing the flow of rivers and building state-owned agricultural, mining, and manufacturing enterprises that employed hundreds of thousands of workers. While the costs, in terms of rights and freedoms trampled as well as living standards held down, were far too dear, the system's early accomplishments are matters of historical record.

    The main institutional bulwarks of the communist state were always the CPSU and the centrally planned economy, with critical support from a vast security apparatus with huge coercive ability and the will to use it. In 2004, Putin plainly could not rely on these bulwarks, even if there were signs that the coercive apparatus was making a comeback. Whatever shape Putin's autocracy may take, it will not be that of the old Communist Party and its Five-Year Plans.

    Putin openly admires the centralization that was a hallmark of Soviet life under the rule of the Party and the Plan. As Valerie Bunce notes, "the institutions that defined [Soviet] socialism produced strong regimes, weak societies and robust economic growth." The CPSU was fused to the state, and together they dominated society. There was little room, it would seem, for noncompliance with the center's political and administrative initiatives. At the height of Stalin's power, a still-potent ideology plus the grim presence of the KGB and other agencies of terror undergirded a rigid hierarchy.

    In view of the speed with which the Soviet system collapsed, however, it is reasonable to ask how effectively it really governed as it matured. That is, the Soviet state may have had despotic strength, but administratively it appears to have been weak and to have lost governing capacity over time. By the time Gorbachev took over in 1985, the Soviet state was still "hard" in the despotic sense (though this capacity too was on the wane), but administratively it was growing less "strong," with its day-to-day governance abilities seriously in doubt.

    Gorbachev's reforms, which were meant to shore up the system, in practice struck at its two main struts: the CPSU and the command economy. The top official was slashing away at Soviet rule by way of trying to save it. As Bunce and others have noted, communism's institutional framework made it highly sensitive to elites and dependent on complex hierarchies of authority. Gorbachev's reforms undermined these hierarchies and helped to implode the Soviet state "from within" rather than smash it "from above" via an elite coup or upend it "from below" via mass mobilization.

    By loosening the CPSU's monopoly on power through the introduction of limited political competition at the same time as the economy was being deregulated through tentative market reforms in the late 1980s, Gorbachev weakened the longstanding ties that linked bureaucrats and party officials at the center to bureaucrats and CPSU functionaries in the regions and localities. When Gorbachev announced in early 1990 that the CPSU was giving up its monopoly on political power and later that year introduced limited but competitive elections, local Party secretaries found themselves no longer able to count on being in charge of regional legislatures. Newly elected provincial officials had to look to their local electorates first and to Moscow second-a vast change from high-Soviet days. The center of political gravity in region after region began to shift away from the local CPSU first secretary and toward elected regional governments, even as the vertical lines of authority within the CPSU itself were fraying. Gorbachev's reforms collapsed the bulwarks of highly centralized Soviet rule to the point where even the USSR's standing as a coherent nation-state could no longer be maintained. By the fall of 1991, little was left of the Soviet governing system. This was the legacy that Russian reformers found themselves facing in the winter of 1991-92.

Trying to Reign in the Regions

    As the Soviet Union crumbled, federal relations within Russia (the largest of the USSR's 15 successor states) lapsed into chaos. To quell restive provinces that had already begun to show a taste for declaring themselves sovereign in various ways, elected Russian president Boris Yeltsin first tried appointing regional governors. This had been the Soviet practice, too, of course, but many of the Soviet-era regional appointees in the republics had turned against the center and become nationalists (especially in Ukraine and the Baltic states) as central authority began to decay. In a somewhat similar fashion, Yeltsin found that many of his own appointees in the Russian provinces backed the failed hard-liners' coup against Gorbachev in August 1991 and later the October 1993 uprising against Yeltsin's own authority by a faction of the Russian parliament. The lesson from these experiences should be that merely appointing people is not enough to make them loyal or accountable to central authority absent bonding institutions such as political parties.

    Under Yelstin, who was president for nearly the whole of the 1990s, policy-making authority devolved quickly and nearly completely from the center to the regions. By decade's end, the center's writ no longer really ran in many a Russian province. In a trend that had begun as the USSR was beginning to come undone in 1991, regional actors declared their laws sovereign on provincial territory, usurped federal taxation privileges, imposed illegal internal tariffs, established citizenship requirements distinct from those of the Russian Federation, and even issued their own currencies. By the late 1990s, even aside from the bloody business of Chechen separatism and Moscow's war against it, unbridled provincial ambitions were threatening Russia's cohesion as a single political and economic expanse.

    Apparently realizing that regional resistance to Moscow's policies was seriously undermining the capacity of the Russian state, Putin wasted little time after his May 2000 inauguration in taking steps to end such defiance of central authority. Vowing to reestablish the strength of the Russian state in general, and to reassert the "vertical" chain of authority from the center to the periphery in particular, Putin launched a multifront war against regional resistance to Moscow.

    His first line of attack included the establishment under his presidential administration of seven new federal districts, each encompassing approximately a dozen subunits of the Russian Federation. This did not involve a redrawing of formal borders between provinces. Rather, it was an administrative change mandating that each of the seven districts would be headed by an appointed presidential representative charged with stopping the overt flouting of central authority by elected regional governors and the presidents of republics. This was a controversial move because it meant placing appointed presidential representatives higher in the political-administrative hierarchy than elected governors and presidents of regions.

    Second, in an effort to remove hyperactive regional governors from excessive involvement in national politics, Putin proposed and the Duma accepted a plan to reorganize the Federation Council, Russia's upper house of parliament. The idea was to ensure that regional governors, presidents, and heads of legislatures would no longer automatically receive seats. Instead, each region would be represented in the upper house by a pair of deputies, one to be named by the region's chief executive officer and the other to be chosen by vote of the regional legislature.

    Third, to address regional governments' chronic noncompliance with federal laws and the Russian constitution, Putin had the Russian State Duma enact legislation providing for the removal of governors and the dissolution of regional legislatures that could be proven in court knowingly to have passed laws in violation of the constitution or federal statutes. Relatedly, he began demanding that regions repeal any such legislation.

    Fourth and finally, Putin quietly nullified most of the complex cluster of preferential bilateral treaties that Yeltsin had set up between Moscow and about half the regions.

    Putin was responding to a real problem, but he was applying solutions that smacked of the Soviet era to decidedly post-Soviet circumstances. Not surprisingly, the depth, durability, and efficacy of his efforts to enhance the central state's governing capacity all proved questionable. In creating the federal districts, for example, Putin added a layer to the central state-a strategy that has time and again proven futile-but did not necessarily increase its effectiveness. As had happened under Yeltsin (who tried his own variation of this approach), the newly appointed presidential representatives had poorly defined responsibilities. It was unclear, for example, to what degree they were supposed to oversee the actions of regional governments in general or merely those of federal bureaucrats in the regions. The representatives' staffs were small relative to the size of a typical regional administration, and the representatives had no role in disbursing federal funds or attending to the implementation of federal laws (instead, they were merely to report any instances of non-implementation that they might observe).

    The presidential representatives' main task was to serve as the Kremlin's "eyes and ears" in the provinces. The representatives had little if any impact on concrete tasks of governing in the regions. The wide variation in how presidential representatives carried out their roles testifies to how poorly these were defined. Within two years, the overall effectiveness of the federal envoys as a remedy for weak central-state capacity in the provinces was in serious question. In a study of the results of the reform in the Southern federal district, Natalia Zubarevich reported that the president's representative there had done little to stop gubernatorial patronage of local companies. She concluded, "the presidential envoy's battle with corruption is selective, of little impact...and achieves its purposes only when the envoy's interests coincide with the interests of another level [either city or oblast] of government." Referring to the activities of the president's envoy in his region, the governor of the Leningrad Oblast asserted that by the summer of 2002, "results are not visible" and "We need to create the appropriate conditions for business, not set up Gosplans [Soviet-style planning agencies]."

    Numerous examples-whether drawn from recent Russian history or from other countries-show that a bigger state is not necessarily a more capable state. Moreover, just as during the 1990s some regions were more assertive than others in their attitudes toward Moscow, a 2002 report compiled by Western analysts concluded that "weak governors tend to heed and meet with federal representatives, while powerful [governors] keep their distance." In sum, Putin's creation of these seven federal districts headed by representatives accountable directly to him did little to interrupt previous patterns of center-periphery relations in Russia.

Setbacks to Recentralization

    Putin had other sticks that he failed to use (perhaps because doing so proved politically impossible) against errant governors or regional legislatures. Four years after securing passage of the law described above, he had yet to bring a case for removing a single regional leader or dissolving a regional legislature. While some had predicted that the law would prove a tool for ridding Russia of corrupt regional leaders or at least let Putin end the careers of those who had spearheaded noncompliance campaigns against Yeltsin in the 1990s, neither of these scenarios has proved true. A crucial test of this authority was the case of Yevgenny Nazdratenko of Primorskii Krai in the Russian Far East. Instead of charging this seemingly corrupt figure, long a thorn in Yeltsin's side, in an effort to cashier him, Putin chose instead to gain Nazdratenko's resignation by offering him a plum job as head of the Federal Ministry of Fisheries.

    In July 2003, a Russian Constitutional Court ruling rendered the center's authority to remove errant governors even more impotent. In a case involving the obstreperously noncompliant regional governments of Tatarstan and Bashkortostan, the Court ruled that federal prosecutors based at the regional level lacked the legal authority to file cases against regional governments which, in the prosecutors' opinion, had passed laws contradicting the federal constitution. The justices went on to say that only their Court could wield this authority. Given the mammoth amount of work involved in monitoring the legislative output of 89 regional governments and legislatures, the justices had dealt a sharp blow to Moscow's ability to enforce uniformity in Russian laws.

    Putin's administration suffered other legal and political defeats that left the regional leadership structures of the 1990s largely intact. In July 2002, the Constitutional Court ruled that all terms served by regional governors prior to the passage of the October 1999 federal law on the organization of regional government did not count toward the two-term limit which that law established. This meant that many regional leaders could run for third and fourth consecutive terms. In 2002, 53 out of 89 governors could potentially have ruled their provinces for another four to eight years, allowing their terms in office to last for as long as twelve to twenty years. The relative silence with which the presidential administration and its allies in the Duma greeted the Court's decision was widely interpreted as a retreat by Putin and his lieutenants from their efforts, begun just two years earlier, to curb the authority of regional political actors.

    Moreover, while the presidential administration became strongly involved in trying to shape the outcomes of regional elections between October 2000 and January 2002, the incumbency rate for regional governors and presidents in those races was a startlingly high 65.4 percent. There was reportedly extensive involvement by business elites in regional elections-either trying to run candidates of their own or backing incumbent candidates in exchange for preferential tax and budgetary treatment. Despite what is said to be the rising influence in the regions of Putin's custom-crafted Unity (now United Russia) coalition, the "gubernatorial regimes" of the 1990s mostly remain in power whether they enjoy United Russia's backing or not.

    The concrete effect of Putin's decision to dissolve so many bilateral treaties between the Kremlin and some Russian provincial governments is unclear. It is noteworthy that the 14 treaties he chose to leave in place tie the central government to some of the more notoriously and persistently noncompliant regions. Perhaps the status of some of these very regions as net donors to the federal budget explains Putin's forbearance. The agreements made Russia's already complex federal relations even more confusing, while doing little to stem the tide of noncompliance, to clear up murky issues of federal versus regional jurisdiction, or to make center-periphery relations more equitable. The treaties were widely variable. Some gave certain regions, such as Tatarstan and Sverdlovsk, considerable economic and tax privileges. Others amounted to little more than expressions of friendship and solidarity between the regional signatory and the federal government. In sum, it is hard to say what net effect either preserving, restoring, or abrogating the treaties would have on Russian federal relations in general and the central state's practical authority in particular.

    Putin and his supporters have tended to present his efforts at making regions comply with federal law as his biggest success in the area of federal relations, but serious questions as to the actual success of federal envoys in obtaining the reversal of offending legislation have lingered for years.' Then too, the Constitutional Court's July 2003 ruling denying prosecutors the power to bring noncompliance cases raises large questions about how much more progress, if any, Putin's team can make in this area.

    Whatever Putin might say, it seems safe to assert that by the fall of 2004 the authority and capacity of the central state in the provinces of the vast Russian Federation were not much different from what they had been under Yeltsin. Even after Putin's first wave of "recentralizing" reforms, the fundamental structural problems remained. The president's post-Beslan opportunism, therefore, may have been motivated by the frustration that he has experienced in his dealings with stubborn and often irresponsible regional political elites. Is Russian democracy "collateral damage" of this frustration? The February 2005 law mandating presidential appointment rather than popular election as the way to choose regional governors, whatever its intent, certainly represented a major setback for Russia's status as an electoral democracy. Will this shift away from democracy actually gain Putin the control and governing capacity that he seeks in Russia's provinces? Could it be that not less but more democracy might instead be the key to making Moscow's writ more authoritative in Russia's far-flung provinces and localities?

Democracy and Enhanced State Capacity

    The real obstacle to creating a functioning and effective Russian state capable of providing basic security for its people is not, of course, the popular election of provincial governors. Rather, it is the challenge of creating foundational political institutions that engender reliable chains of authority and make officials at all levels of government more broadly and systematically accountable. Can an authoritarian, rather than democratic, Russian state accomplish this task?

    The Soviet experience indicates that institutionalization even of a brutal and massively coercive kind can indeed work, but it demonstrates as well that inflexible, undemocratic institutions will not necessarily provide stable and effective governance for very long. As firmly institutionalized as it may have appeared to be, the Soviet regime gave way like an intact-looking but dry-rotted piece of wood once Gorbachev ended the CPSU's coercive monopoly over the state and the economy.

    Indeed, one could even argue that the Soviet form of authoritarianism was if anything excessively institutionalized. The party and the command economy kept regional actors in line, but the system buckled and ultimately snapped because it could not respond resiliency and creatively to change. It failed, moreover, even on its own materialist terms. For not only did it take a terrible toll on political and civil freedoms, but it also never managed to produce sustainable economic growth or a decent quality of life for the average Russian citizen. As with the Habsburg or Ottoman empires, historians of the future may one day come to regard not the Soviet Union's collapse, but rather its ability to endure for so long despite its own rigidities and defects, as the thing which most cries out for explanation.

    A truly competitive, federal democracy in Russia is likely to promote robust governance more effectively than did either the Soviet system or the low-quality democracy that obtained under the presidency of Boris Yeltsin. Institutions will be key. At the heart of a federal democracy must be a competitive political-party system that becomes institutionalized through the regular occurrence of free and fair elections. Such an arrangement would better accomplish Putin's goals of creating a more governable and secure Russian state than would a further retreat toward authoritarianism. Far from canceling elections in the provinces, Putin should be advocating the creation of more elected offices throughout Russia as a way of building a truly competitive party system.

    The notion that political parties are essential to the building of democracy is well known and widely accepted. What is more novel is the idea that parties can also prove crucial in maintaining a cohesive, effective state. Parties serve as conduits through which political persuasion and influence can flow between civil society and the state, and also between political actors in the capital and their provincial counterparts. Parties can promote coherence in policy platforms across even the largest nation-states. In short, parties can solve problems of collective action by knitting the polity together, as well as by aggregating interests into agendas among which voters can choose. Parties create webs of reciprocity between national and local officials, while extending accountability for policy creation and implementation beyond one man or the narrow interests of his cronies.

    One of the more striking ironies of the situation in Russia today is that Putin-who is so bothered by the (mis)rule of miniature, provincial-level oligarchies-is trying to run the whole of his very large country through precisely the kinds of undemocratic methods most favored by the miniature oligarchs themselves. Like Yeltsin before him, Putin has assiduously avoided official affiliation with any national political party, preferring instead to rule in a nontransparent fashion through a group of family members and longtime friends.

    Whether regional political elites are trying to hang on to benefits extracted from the disorder that reigned immediately after the Soviet system fell apart or are merely following Yeltsin's and Putin's examples, they have worked against the institutionalization of politics, and in particular, against the development of parties. The longer and more effectively the growth of parties is stymied, the more easily can these elites control the pace and scope of political inclusion and protect their rent-seeking activities. Under Yeltsin's low-grade democracy, national parties were of little use or concern to provincial governors when they stood for election. Such feeble parties as Russia had could furnish little or nothing in the way of campaign funding, policy proposals, or practical organizational assistance. To whom would any sensible politician turn as an alternative means of support? The answer was local notables. In return for their financial and political support, governors elected in the absence of competitive political parties have supplied their local patrons with rafts of financial favors.

    One of the most valuable services that Russia's regional governments provide to their local business supporters is protection from the rigors of competition. Barriers to market entry through licensing, direct subsidies, the dispensation of marketing rights, and limitations on access to real estate are among the ways in which Russia's regional governments shield their favorite enterprises from new entrants into their markets.

Learning from Bankruptcy

    A close examination of how bankruptcy works in Russia yields further evidence of the mechanisms that sustain collusive relationships between regional businesses and regional governments against the interests of the central state. There is a federal bankruptcy law on the statute books in Russia, but many a regional government is well paid (in one way or another) to see that it is not really enforced, at least not against the enterprises doing the paying. In direct contravention of the 1998 bankruptcy law's clear intent, this kind of "collusion between regional governors and [local-enterprise] managers leaves external creditors [including the federal government] without effective legal mechanisms for collecting claims." By effectively excusing managers from the need to restructure firms or improve less-than-profitable operations, moreover, this cozy collusion between local business and local government is placing a drag on the national economy as a whole. It amounts to a form of de facto protectionism, which in turn tends to promote "hothouse enterprises" ill-suited to cope with the rigors of competition in a globalized world.

    Plainly, bankruptcy laws should protect creditors (that is to say, investors) as well as encourage the effective restructuring of inefficient firms and force managers to live within the firms' means or else increase those means by finding better ways of doing business. But Ariane Lambert-Mogiliansky, Constantin Sonin, and Ekaterina Zhuravskaya have found that Russia's regional governors, by using their considerable influence over the judges of regional arbitration courts, have been able consistently to manipulate the bankruptcy process in order to protect regional enterprises from creditors, including the federal government and its tax-collection agencies. As they explain the process:

    Governors may benefit from their influence on the courts in various ways: they may extract rents from the managers of insolvent firms in exchange for protection from losing control in bankruptcy. Regional authorities may also receive benefits from the managers of profitable enterprises who fake insolvency. The latter use bankruptcy procedures (under regional influence) to avoid federal taxes and debt repayments to creditors outside the region. Governors may also use their influence to prevent the bankruptcy of large enterprises for political reasons.

    While Russia has experienced a rise in the official numbers of bankruptcies since the bankruptcy law was adopted in 1998, a close examination of the companies which went bankrupt reveals that bankruptcy often did little to induce restructuring or managerial changes. As a result, it did little to harden managerial budget constraints or to improve firms' performance. This was largely due to the discretion afforded arbitration-court judges during bankruptcy proceedings, in which these judges could decide whether to restructure, to liquidate, or to dismiss bankruptcy cases altogether.

    Significantly, Lambert-Mogiliansky, Sonin, and Zhuravskaya find that firm liquidation tended to happen more often to small enterprises, while the imposition of external-management procedures (where a team of managers comes in from outside to take over the bankrupt firm) "is positively related to the size of a firm, profitability of the industry, strength of the governor in the region where the firm is operating, tension between the governor and the federal center, federal tax arrears in the region, and opacity of the tax collection system in the region." Yet external management apparently did not result in employee layoffs or significant restructuring. Indeed, this group of authors characterizes the external-management option as "incumbent management" because "in reality the 'external management' procedure does not result in management change." They show that it tended to happen in large firms with large cash flows for several reasons: The tax possibilities were good for the regional governor; there was a potentially steady source of bribes and side payments to be had by actually retaining the incumbent management in the process; and high employment at these firms was significant for the governor politically (after all, employees are regional voters). A big firm, in other words, is likely to be treated delicately, as a cash cow and a vote bank, and any "external management" imposed on it will likely be more fictional than real.

    All of this, however, has worked against the establishment of the rule of law and political pluralism in Russia. The federal government's authority has suffered too, as its laws are effectively evaded and snubbed. In the absence, since February 2005, of broader accountability to both a political party and voters in competitive elections, the continued dominance of corrupt local cronies over provincial politics and economies appears all but assured. There is no reason, then, to share Putin's assumption that freeing regional leaders of the need to answer to voters will boost the prestige of central authority or make provincial officials more accountable to the federal government and its laws. On the contrary, Putin's attempt to strengthen central control over provincial politics by limiting democratic elections may have merely consolidated the hold of hundreds of "mini-oligarchs" scattered across the length and breadth of Russia and its 89 provinces.

    Boris Yeltsin tried to make the bricks of democracy without the straw of accountability. Equally futile is Vladimir Putin's project of building authoritarianism without authority. The horrific ordeals of Beslan and Nalchik have shown that, without functioning political and administrative institutions which heighten accountability between central and local government actors, a weakly institutionalized authoritarian state may be less able than even an imperfect democracy to provide the Russian people with reasonable political stability and enhanced personal security.

1. to be immune from smth. – быть защищенным от чего-л., обладать иммунитетом от чего-л.

2. to take smb. hostage – взять кого-л. в заложники

3. to bring into line with – убедить (кого-л.) согласиться (с кем-л.), убедить(кого-л.) сотрудничать (с кем-л.); заставить подчиняться;  приводить в соответствие

4. to ail smb./smth. – беспокоить; причинять боль/страдания; мучить, томить

5. recasting of a (political) system – реорганизация, перестройка системы

6. an incumbent – лицо, занимающее должность; исполняющий обязанности; лицо, занимающее должность и баллотирующееся вновь; правящий, занимающий выборную должность; занимающий пост в данное время

7. an edge over smth. – серьезное (конкурентное) преимущество над чем-л.; сильная сторона (в конкурентной борьбе)

8. an inept official – некомпетентный, неспособный чиновник

Ex: inept management – неумелое управление

      inept criticism – неуместная критика

    inept interference – бессмысленное вмешательство

9.  to strip of smth. – лишать чего-л.; отбирать, отнимать что-л.

10.  to trample rights and freedoms – попирать права и свободы граждан

11.  a hallmark of smth. – признак, символ чего-л.

12.  to be on the wane – пойти на спад

13.  to shore up a system – поддерживать, укреплять систему

14.  to devolve authority from, the center to the regions  - передать полномочия/функции  центра регионам

15.  defiance of central authority – полное пренебрежение, деионстративное, открытое неповиновение центру

16.  overted flouting (зд: of central authority by elected regional governors) – откровенное неподчинение 

17.  to repeal legislation/ a law – отменить закон

18.  to disburse federal funds – расходовать федеральные средства

19.  to attend to the implementation of smth. – следить за исполнением чего-л.

20.  to spearhead a campaign – возглавить кампанию

21.  a thorn in smb's side – источник постоянного раздрпажения

22.  a plum job – «теплое местечко» (о работе, должности)

23.  to deal a blow to smb. – нанести удар кому-л.

24.  to keep in line  - держать в узде, строгости; сдерживать

25.  to stymie the growth of smth. (зд: parties) – препятствовать росту чего-л.

Ex: to stymie a plan – сорвать план;

    Negotiations became stymied. – Переговоры зашли в тупик.

26.  collusive relationships – отношения, в основе которых лежит сговор

27.  contravention of law – нарушение нормы права, правонарушение

28.  insolvent firms – неплатежеспособные, обанкротившиеся фирмы

29.  to go bankrupt – обанкротиться

30.  to induce changes – приводить к изменениям

31.  to impose external management – назначить внешнее управление

32.  tax arrears – задолженность по налоговым платежам

33.  incumbent management – действующее руководство; руководство, несущее ответственность за что-л.

34.  to make the bricks without the straw – работать, не имея нужного материала; затевать безнадежное дело

2. Discussion points. 

· Why does the author characterize the new changes in Russian electoral legislation as formal rejection of electoral principles?

· Where is the major retreat from democracy most obvious?

· Give the main features of Russian regional policy. 

Leaders: An over-played hand; Russia's Yukos


The Economist. London: Jul 10, 2004.Vol.372, Iss. 8383; pg. 11

1. What are your associations with the so-called Yukos case? Give particular details you must know from media sources.

    Vladimir Putin's brutal tactics against the oil giant may be an ominous sign of weakness.

    TWO weeks ago, Vladimir Putin reassured investors that his government was "not interested" in the bankruptcy of Yukos, one of Russia's biggest oil companies, which has spent a year fending off attacks by prosecutors and tax officials. But in the days after the Russian president's remarks, the attacks intensified: Yukos was ordered to pay $3.4 billion in back taxes by July 7th and threatened with another, similarly huge claim, while creditors declared the firm in default of a $1 billion loan. As The Economist went to press, with the tax-payment deadline past, Yukos was waiting for either an official response to its proposals for a deal, or for bailiffs to start seizing assets and selling them off to cover its debts (see page 59).

    There would be a certain poetic justice if Yukos were to die, as it was born, through the aggressive interpretation of vaguely-defined laws. Its main shareholder and former boss, Mikhail Khodorkovsky – in jail on his own charges of tax evasion and embezzlement--has always insisted that the freewheeling ways in which he and other "oligarchs" acquired their companies in the 1990s were legal at the time. Indeed, the government itself helped to arrange the rigged auctions. Nobody doubts that Mr Khodorkovsky is now being punished for brazenly flouting Mr Putin's informal agreement with the oligarchs that they should not meddle in politics. And it seems clear that the Kremlin's ultimate intention is to make Mr Khodorkovsky and his partners give up their stake in Yukos.

    Because of this, many foreign investors have until now seen Yukos's woes as something isolated: an inevitable stage in Mr Putin's attempts to wrest political power away from the oligarchs and to institute what he calls a "dictatorship of the law". He clearly wants Russia to prosper, and understands the need for investment and economic reform. And the more he has tightened the state's grip on the media and political institutions, the more cheerily some have argued for the "benevolent-dictator" model: a heavy-handed and well-meaning ruler who can deliver reform, and prosperity, that much faster.

    Yet the past few weeks have sown doubts, even among those who like the idea of a benevolent dictator. The blatant manipulation of the law against Yukos – its lawyers were given a few hours to review over 300 volumes of evidence – sets an example that politicians and prosecutors in other regions may now feel free to follow. Rumours that other oligarchs may be targeted next have made the financial markets jittery. And every other event that smacks of official whimsy, such as the threat earlier this year to suspend a leading mobile operator's licence, unnerves investors. This week the government claimed that America's ChevronTexaco plans a big Russian investment, but the firm gently dismissed the idea.

    On top of that, Mr Putin's reforms are losing momentum. Liberalisation of the state-controlled gas and electricity sectors has been postponed. An overhaul of the army seems to have been abandoned. Mr Putin's shake-up of Russia's government has brought some departments nearly to a standstill.

    One reassurance would be a quick and fair resolution of the Yukos affair, either by mutual agreement or by a sale of its assets conducted transparently. But a forced bankruptcy or a quick fire-sale to Kremlin favourites would suggest that either Mr Putin has ceased to care even about the appearance of propriety or that--as some observers suspect--things have spun beyond his control and he cannot keep the vultures away. Either would be an ominous development for Russia.

1. to fend off attacks – отражать атаки

2. a bailiff – судебный пристав

3. poetic justice – идеальная справедливость

4. tax evasion – уклонение от уплаты налогов

5. embezzlement – растрата, хищение

6. to wrest (зд. political power) away from smb. – вырвать (силой)

   Ex: to wrest control of the government from the military – вырвать контроль над правительством из рук военных

7. a heavy-handed and well-meaning ruler – деспотичный и действующий из лучших побуждений правитель

8. to make smb. jittery – заставить кого-л. нервничать 

9. to suspend a licence – временно лишить лицензии

10.to lose momentum – терять темп, движущую силу 

11.an overhaul of smth. (зд: the army) – ревизия чего-л.

12. shake-up of the government – коренная реорганизация правительства 

13. a vulture – хищник (о человеке); «охотник за деньгами»

Business: The future of Russian business; Putin versus the oligarchs

The Economist. London: Aug 7, 2004.Vol.372, Iss. 8387; pg. 55

1. What is your understanding of the notion “oligarchy”? What does the assault on Yukos mean for Russian business, politics and power?

   "IT FEELS like we're being toyed with – like a baby seal being batted back and forth by killer whales." Thus one Yukos employee describes the sensation inside the company that was once the alpha whale of the Russian oil industry, but is now gasping to stay afloat under a barrage of legal assaults. This week, while it became clearer that the firm could keep on pumping oil, less happily the tax ministry began looking for tax evasion in 2002 and 2003, to add to the nearly $7 billion it wants in back taxes for the previous two years. Last week prosecutors charged Leonid Nevzlin, one of Yukos's main shareholders, who now lives in Israel, with conspiracy to murder.

    Foreign-investment analysts are feeling pretty seasick too. Since the attack on Yukos and its then boss, Mikhail Khodorkovsky, began over a year ago, many have assumed that the goal was to punish him for his political influence-peddling, and probably to separate him from Yukos, but to leave the firm undamaged and in private hands. Harsh on him, perhaps, but not bad for the economy, and not – as native Russian observers were more wont to say – an asset-grab by Kremlin cronies. Yet recent announcements hint at a new plan: to break Yukos up and sell it off at artificially low prices, with the main production subsidiary, Yuganskneftegaz, perhaps going to the state oil firm, Rosneft (whose new chairman, Igor Sechin, is one of President Vladimir Putin's closest aides). If that happens, says a gloomy Al Breach of Brunswick UBS, usually one of the most upbeat foreign analysts, "it would be hard not to conclude that the Kremlin's key motivations are personal power and wealth".

    Yet the end for Yukos has not yet come and may not for a while. Bailiffs last week seemed to backtrack by giving Yukos another month to pay its $3.4 billion tax bill for 2000. This still seems impossible. But the move allows room for negotiations that are rumoured, yet again, to be on. Yet such talks will only decide what, if anything, Yukos's owners will get for the firm, and how long Mr Khodorkovsky and his business partner, Platon Lebedev, must sit in jail for alleged fraud and tax evasion. And the delay could just be to allow the more important, far murkier negotiations in the Kremlin over who gets the spoils.

Presidents and precedents

    Mr Putin may well have hoped for a quicker, quieter and tidier solution. But his aloofness (except for an occasional soothing but empty statement) as the battle with Yukos escalated has taught investors two things about him that they hoped were not true. One is that he would rather unleash full-blown market panic than back down and lose face. The other – not yet proved, but increasingly suspected – is that he is willing to allow some renationalisation. This raises big questions. Are other firms safe? What is the state's future role in the economy to be? And who will benefit?

    In the big picture, who owns Yukos may matter little. Indeed, says Yakov Pappe of the Russian Academy of Sciences's Institute of Economic Forecasting, nationalising Yukos – if it were done right – would correct a mistake made during the privatisations of the 1990s. Rosneft was intended to be one of a few big oil firms, but ended up as one of the smallest of many.

    There have been signs for months, says Chris Weafer at Alfa Bank, that the state wants a bigger role in oil. Russia is the world's biggest oil producer and second-biggest exporter, after Saudi Arabia. Yukos alone pumps 2% of world output, more than Libya. When it threatened to stop pumping last week, claiming that a court had ordered it to, it helped to push up world oil prices to their current highs (see page 68). Nationalising Yukos would give Russia the strategic leverage in oil that it enjoys in gas, which the state-controlled monopoly Gazprom sells to nearly all of Russia's neighbours and most of Europe.

    Whether the assets of Yukos go to Rosneft, a Kremlin-friendly private firm such as Surgutneftegaz, or a proposed new oil subsidiary of Gazprom, may now be the focus of Kremlin infighting. Rosneft is already pulling its weight, in partnership with foreign firms, exploring for deposits off Sakhalin island in the far east. Similar joint ventures may be ordered to explore the untapped reserves of Eastern Siberia.

    But private firms, hitherto lazy about exploration, may also be encouraged by the Kremlin to take up the burden, says Alexei Mukhin, of the Centre for Political Information, a think-tank. Given Yukos's fate, they will respond quickly to that encouragement. Firms in other sectors, too, will pay more heed to official wishes. Thus, says Mr Mukhin, the Kremlin is ushering in a form of "state capitalism".

    When Mr Putin came to power, many predicted that he would replace the "oligarchs", the business cabal that had formed around his predecessor, Boris Yeltsin, with his own men. Vladimir Gusinsky and Boris Berezovsky, two media moguls who got in his way, had to go into exile, and several other businessmen capitulated after prosecution threats. Mr Khodorkovsky was part of another potentially troublesome group, says Mr Mukhin, that included Roman Abramovich, an oil man and now English-football tycoon, and Oleg Deripaska, an aluminium baron. "The way is now open for Deripaska to be next – though that does not mean it is going to happen," says Mr Mukhin.

    But Mr Putin, it seems, did not declaw one set of monsters only to create another set. People originally tipped to be future Putingarchs – such as two bankers, Vladimir Kogan and Sergei Pugachev – have continued to prosper, but have not become billionaires, nor won government posts. Those officials with suspected business ties are smaller fry; and the most notable ones, Leonid Reiman, the communications minister, and Mikhail Lesin, the former press minister and now presidential adviser, even predate Mr Putin.

    There are incipient potential oligarchs, such as Alexei Mordashov of Severstal, a steel firm, one of whose former executives is now minister of transport. But the main new power-brokers, says Mr Mukhin, are not oligarchs but "overseers": people such as Rosneft's Mr Sechin, his Kremlin boss, Dmitry Medvedev (on the board of Gazprom) and other advisers to Mr Putin with control over state firms.

    The fear is that although, unlike the oligarchs, these men are theoretically beholden to Mr Putin, the opposite may prove true. "Without counterweights and a separation of power, Putin may end up under the influence of the people around him, always consulting him and telling him he is the master of everything," says Yevgeny Yasin, head of the Higher School of Economics. These bureaucrats, he says, are "people who believe that their job is defending the state's interests and that business is a bunch of thieves."

    Yevgenia Albats, a journalist and political scientist who specialises in the siloviki, the former members of the security services who make up Mr Putin's inner circle, concurs: "The problem is not that the state is taking control, but that the silovik culture is taking control." Many of Mr Putin's allies, she says, are second-rate ex-KGB officers with no business skills who now have positions of power, "a government of the mediocre". And, says Olga Kryshtanovskaya, a sociologist, their influence in smaller, private firms and through lobby groups in parliament is growing too.

    With such a group on top, Russia faces continued conflicts between the bureaucracy and big business, fought out through a biased judicial system. That has "depleted trust between business and the state," says Mr Yasin, and will encourage local politicians and officials to use the same methods, delaying the creation of the rule of law still further. And as with the oligarchs in the 1990s, the risk is that the (private) interests of the overseers and those of economic policymaking will become hopelessly entangled. The difference is that, with government an increasingly hermetic place, it will be harder than ever to tell the two apart.

1. influence-peddling – лоббизм

2. to backtrack – отступать, менять курс

3. to get spoils – получать выгоду, прибыль

4. to pull one’s weight – честно выполнять свою долю работы

5. untapped reserves – скрытые резервы, неиспользованные резервы

6. to pay heed to smth. – обращать внимание на что-л.

7. a cabal – клика, группа заговорщиков, кучка интриганов; заговор, тайный сговор

8. to go into exile – эмигрировать из страны (преим. по политическим мотивам)

9. a small fry – мелкая рыбешка, мелкая сошка

Ex: a small-fry politician – мелкий политикан 

10. power brokers – влиятельные политические лица; политические воротилы, руководящие за сценой

11. to be beholden to smb. – быть обязанным, признательным кому-л.

12. mediocre – посредственный, заурядный, бездарный, среднего качества

Ex: mediocre people – бездарные, заурядные люди

      to rise above the mediocre – подняться над посредственностью; быть выше среднего уровня

13.to tell apart – понимать разницу, различать

     Ex: to tell two things apart – различать две вещи

Business: The survivor; Face value

The Economist. London: Aug 13, 2005.Vol.376, Iss. 8439; pg. 54

5) Reading the article try to find the proofs of the author’s position or prove your disagreement.

      Why is Roman Abramovich still smiling?

    THE contrast in fortunes can seem perplexing. Most of the theories about how Mikhail Khodorkovsky, ex-head of Yukos, an oil firm, offended Vladimir Putin, Russia's president, might be applied to Roman Abramovich, too. Or at least it seems that way. 

    Mr Khodorkovsky is said to have meddled in politics. Mr Abramovich is governor of the far eastern province of Chukotka. Yukos is accused of fiddling its taxes. Sibneft, Russia's fifth-biggest oil firm, which Mr Abramovich controls, has exploited tax "optimisation" schemes very efficiently. Like Mr Khodorkovsky, Mr Abramovich was among the first Russian bosses to exchange opaque business practices for better – and ultimately more profitable – corporate governance. But, according to some critics, Sibneft has not grown up entirely. In the courts of Moscow and the British Virgin Islands, Sibir Energy, another firm, is arguing that Sibneft illegally diluted Sibir's 50% stake in a west Siberian oil venture, a stake Sibir values at up to $2 billion, to less than 1% by underhand share issues: a favourite 1990s wheeze. (Sibneft hints that the dilution was part of a broader deal with a big Sibir shareholder.) With his yachts and multiple homes, Mr Abramovich has a more gratingly lavish lifestyle than did Mr Khodorkovsky. Yet while back-tax claims have wrecked Yukos, Sibneft seems to have settled a much smaller bill quietly and amicably. And while Mr Khodorkovsky, sentenced to nine years in jail for various alleged crimes, is now sharing a cell with ten other prisoners, Mr Abramovich, his successor as Russia's richest man, will this weekend watch his favourite toy, Chelsea Football Club, begin its defence of its English Premiership title. 

    One possible explanation is that in Russia "the rules" are different from those in the West. They are also liable to change suddenly. Indeed, understanding that has been perhaps Mr Abramovich's greatest talent. With Boris Berezovsky, one of the original "oligarchs", he is said to have helped choreograph Mr Putin's succession to Boris Yeltsin. But Mr Abramovich understood Mr Putin better than his partner. From his exile in London, Mr Berezovsky recently threatened to sue Mr Abramovich over what he claims was the illegal acquisition of his assets after he was chased out of Russia. (A more charitable view is that Mr Abramovich simply spotted an opportunity.) Leonid Nevzlin, one of Mr Khodorkovsky's partners, alleges that Mr Abramovich – who pulled Sibneft out of a planned merger with Yukos after Mr Khodorkovsky's arrest – also orchestrated the Yukos affair. In court, Mr Khodorkovsky seemed to agree, lamenting the machinations of "mediocre business executives" who owned yachts and football clubs. But last week Mr Khodorkovsky backtracked, conceding that, while Mr Abramovich was "not the Apostle Peter," he was not to blame for his downfall. 

    In contrast to these fallen tycoons, Mr Abramovich has been ingratiatingly generous to Mr Putin's government. He has pledged to finance a new national football stadium. In effect, he gave a stake in a TV company that he acquired from Mr Berezovsky to the Kremlin. That helped to prove that he was no political troublemaker. Despite his pharaonic lifestyle, in political terms Mr Abramovich's profile has always been low: as one experienced oligarch-watcher puts it, where others – however belatedly and self-interestedly – discovered political principles, Mr Abramovich "discovered compound interest". 

    He does not influence parliament or cultivate foreign dignitaries as Mr Khodorkovsky did. Chukotka may owe more to business than politics. Mr Abramovich's defenders say that his interest in the desolate Arctic region is purely humanitarian. The grim lives of its 50,000-odd inhabitants have indeed improved since he took over. Sceptics dwell on the regional tax breaks Sibneft has enjoyed (though these, says the firm, have been more than compensated for by corporate and personal spending on social projects). Mr Abramovich visits his remote fiefdom less frequently then he once did, and seems ready to quit when his gubernatorial term expires in December. The Kremlin, however, may lean on him to stay on.

Never felt more like singing the Blues

    Chukotka aside, he has been divesting himself of his Russian interests, including big stakes in Aeroflot and Rusal, an aluminium firm. Sudden changes in "the rules" are possible in the run-up to the presidential election due in 2008: social unrest or an economic downturn may push Mr Putin into populist, anti-oligarch measures. As Mr Berezovsky and Mr Khodorkovsky discovered, presidential successions (if there is a succession) can be risky. And however munificent his gifts, Mr Abramovich is outside the dominant Kremlin cliques of St Petersburgers and former KGB officers. He is a remnant from the Yeltsin era (when his nickname was "the purse"), and thus potentially vulnerable. His defenders say that he is not getting out of Russia but out of business, to spend more time with his football team.

    A final ingratiating act may be to sell the 72% stake in Sibneft that he and his associates control. As the role of foreign firms in Russia's energy sector is now strictly limited, there is only one likely buyer: Gazprom, a state-controlled gas giant. (Rosneft, a state-owned oil firm, looks too debt-ridden after buying part of Yukos.) Last month Mr Putin said he knew of the Gazprom-Sibneft negotiations; his remarks were taken as definitive. In Russia's energy sector everything not forbidden now seems compulsory, as one old Soviet joke ran. The biggest obstacle may be public relations: how to finesse the handover of about $10 billion for an asset that Mr Abramovich, with Mr Berezovsky, got for peanuts a decade ago. But if the deal happens, the extravagant yet shy Mr Abramovich will bow out of Russia in a fittingly contradictory way: by helping the government to regain control of the country's energy resources, whose dubious privatisation made him and the other oligarchs billionaires.

1. tax fiddle – налоговое мошенничество

2. to dilute – понизить стоимость акций путем увеличения их числа

3. underhand share issues – тайный выпуск акций

4. debt-ridden – обремененный, отягощенный долгами

5. to get for peanuts – получить за гроши

2. Discussion point.

· Why are those famous Russian oligarchs compared in the article? Explain why “Abramovich is smiling”.

VII. Ethics in Public Relations

Parsons, P. - Kogan Page, Ltd. - 2004, pp. 3-12.

1. Before reading the text find as many definitions of the notion 'ethics' as you can and choose among them the most suitable one, to your mind, and explain your choice.

    If there is one question that haunts the public relations industry it's the question of ethics.

    In recent years there has been increasing alarm about 'spin' particularly in the political and business environments, and this has had a knock-on effect on the public relations industry as a whole. It is ironic that at the very time when professional communicators are being used more and more and their expertise is being recognized, there are also persistent rumblings about the integrity of the practice.

    We can all think of defining moments when the ethics of the profession have been questioned, but it's also true to say that the vast majority of practitioners do their job with honesty and openness, trying to be fair both to the organisation they represent and to those who they are dealing with in the external world.  

    However, there is no doubt that public relations people sometimes face difficulties in the complex working environment in which they operate. Although they want to tell the truth, sometimes their understanding of the truth is imperfect for the variety of reasons. Making consistent ethical decisions in a diverse world where cultures and values clash is not easy. Being loyal to employers while living with conscience can bring conflict. 

    Recognizing, facing and dealing with ethical dilemmas in our everyday practice of public relations and corporate communications are the three most important aspects of the realities of ethics. Underneath this surface, however, are fundamental concerns about definitions (can we come to a consensus?), principles (what are the most important values in public relations?) and even some theory (how would the philosophers have viewed some of our issues?) that can be truly useful in practice. 

    More than one public relations practitioner has had to defend the occupation when confronted by a hostile sceptic suggesting that 'public relations ethics' is an oxymoron. Indeed, critics can provide us with chapter and verse on the more unsavoury aspects of this advocacy field. Consider media critic Joyce Nelson's 1989 description of public relations in her book Sultans of Sleaze: Public Relations and the Media: «The power of the PR industry is demonstrated by its ... remarkable ability to function as a virtually invisible 'grey eminence' behind the scenes, gliding in and out of troubled situations with the ease of a Cardinal Richelieu and the conscience of a mercenary.» And it's clear that she is not alone in her view. 

    From journalism professor Stuart Ewen's 1996 book PR! A Social History of Spin wherein he describes what he calls a 'foundational conceit' in the field of public relations – conceit both of the notion that the public mind can and should be manipulated – to media watchers John Stauber and Sheldon Rampton's book Toxic Sludge is Good for You: the Public Relations Industry Unspun and more recently Trust Us, We're Experts and even to the daily newspapers, public relations still suffers from a bad reputation. 

    There is a Yiddish proverb that goes like this: «A half-truth is a whole lie.» Whereas much of the history of public relations might not be peppered with in-your-face lies, one could make the case that half-truths are rampant. There is little doubt that the public's image of public relations is less than spotless. Indeed, the media tend to lead the public to believe that there is something just a little, or sometimes a lot, dishonest about public relations. Half-truths or whole lies, is the public justified in this opinion?

    American author and creator of the Ziggy cartoons Tom Wilson is reputed to have said, 'Honesty is the best image', and that comment, perhaps more than any other, speaks to the need for integrity and veracity in public communication. It seems that there is a practical side to the notion of ethics in public communication. We are in the business of image-building for employers and clients while at the same time building an image for our own field. Historically, honesty has not always been a part of that image. 

    Whenever anyone points out to us, the modern public relations practitioners, that Barnum represented much of what is dishonest in the history if this field, we're quick to point out that he was a 'publicist' who lived in a different era. No one could truly call him a member of the public relations 'profession' (more about that term later). Every professional discipline has evolved. But even throughout the 20th century when modern public relations practice was born, we continued to find ample fodder for the image that public relations is perhaps less than honest. Modern public relations in the developed world today can arguably trace its roots to the United States of the early 20th century and people such as Edward Bernays and Ivy Lee. In his book  PR! A Social History of Spin, social historian and media critic Stuart Ewen describes Bernays as 'a farsighted architect of modern propaganda techniques who, dramatically, from the early 1920s onward, helped to consolidate a fateful marriage between theories of mass psychology and schemes of corporate and political persuasion.' 

    A nephew of Sigmund Freud, Bernays was convinced that a 'public relations counsellor' (a term he is reputed to have coined) should use social science approaches to manipulate the masses into thinking they way they ought to think is the way the social elite thinks. In 1928, Bernays wrote in his book Propaganda, 'The conscious and intelligent manipulation of the organised habits and opinions of the masses is an important element in a democratic society... Those who manipulate this unseen mechanism... constitute an invisible government which is the true ruling power of our country.' While you may not appreciate Bernays' remarks about manipulation and all that this connotes, his reference to the power of public relations cannot be ignored.

    In the 1930s, public relations pioneer Carl Byoir is reputed to have invented the bogus grassroots campaign by setting up dummy organisations such as the National Consumers' Tax Organisation to lobby against special taxes on chain stores, a tactic which was carried out at the behest of his client, grocery giant A & P. Retrospectively, this kind of approach seems clearly dishonest to most PR practitioners. Yet a quick perusal of the PR Watch Web site provides a running list of current front groups whose backers and funders are not always transparent – clearly Byoir's legacy. The organisation PR Watch describes itself as one that helps the public 'recognize manipulative and misleading PR practices.' Their two main staff members are John Stauber and Sheldon Rampton, co-authors of two recent books mentioned above that take aim at dishonest and manipulative public relations tactics. 

    The power of PR to shape opinions is one of the most compelling reasons to consider our duties to society and to take care not to abuse that power by the dishonest use of manipulation. But if you think that this kind of manipulative ploy is relegated to the historical roots of modern PR, then think again.

    Consider, within recent memory, Hill and Knowlton's campaign to stimulate American public support for the first war against Iraq, for which the Kuwait government reputedly paid them US $10 million for the job. A major part of their strategy involved the creation and distribution of a video news release featuring a young Kuwaiti woman's testimony before a congressional committee. The woman related a startling story of unspeakable Iraqi army atrocities, perhaps the most graphic of which was the story of babies being dumbed from incubators in Kuwait hospitals. Identified only as Nayirah, the girl and her testimony was riveting and destined to achieve public support. Later, enterprising journalists who had not thought to ask about her identity earlier discovered that Nayirah was actually the daughter of the Kuwaiti ambassador, coached for her performance by her PR handler and without any first-hand knowledge that any such atrocities had ever taken place. But, by the time it was discovered the damage was already done: opinions had been formed based on her testimony and action had been taken. 

    Wouldn't it be better if we just forgot about this stuff and went on with our jobs? After all, most PR practitioners are involved in a wide variety of well-conceived, honest and ethical approaches to achieving mutual support and respect between their clients and their publics. Although this may be true, we all have to stand accountable for what the public sees as the sins of our profession. Indeed, public and media misunderstanding of our motives and objectives can impede our ability to do our work honestly and ethically.

    As social trends of the past quarter-century have resulted in the need for more strategic communication between organisations and their publics, there has been a concomitant increasing focus on the ethical behaviour of those organisations. As the interface between the organisation and its publics, and arguably the keeper of the organisational reputation, the PR function has an even more important role as the social conscience of the organisation. Someone has to provide guidance on organisational action for the purposes of considering the greater good. PR is particularly well situated to accomplish this. After all, we are the ones who are supposed to be tracking trends and issues in our economic, political and social environments so that we can propose ways that our clients and organisations can prevent problems and capitalize on emerging opportunities. While carrying out this environmental scanning role we have a distinct opportunity to uncover potential ethical transgressions and to recommend ways to avoid impropriety as well as the appearance of misbehaviour. 

    It seems clear that the public may be at least partly justified in their negative perception of PR. We can only change that image when every PR practitioner accepts personal and professional responsibility for his or her own actions, and values integrity above all. 

    The term ethics falls off the tongue very easily these days, yet many people who use it have not taken the time to consider its true meaning. 

    In the late 1960s, former dean and president of Loyola University in Chicago, Raymond Baumhart (who holds a doctorate in business administration as well as being a Jesuit priest), wrote the now-classic book An Honest Profit: What Businessmen Say About Ethics in Business. He asked businessmen of the age what ethics meant to them to which they gave a variety of responses from references to their feelings about what is right or wrong, through religious beliefs, to doing what the law requires. Some suggested that they did not, in fact, know what ethics really meant at all. Perhaps these were the honest ones. 

    An examination of what something is not, however, can sometimes be helpful in determining a useful definition of it. 

    First, ethics is not merely what has become accepted practice within the industry. Just because something wrong has been done over and over again through the years does not make it the right thing to do. Indeed, the history of human existence on this earth has been riddled with activities that were deemed acceptable – slavery, child labour and human sacrifice come immediately to mind. However, just because they were deemed permissible at a certain point in history does not necessarily make them morally acceptable for all times. For example, setting up front groups that hide their true agendas might have been accepted PR practice in the past; however, that does not mean that today's publics are prepared to accept them as morally appropriate. 

    Second, ethics is not merely a question of figuring out what you can get away with. Not getting caught doing something wrong does not make it right. Doing the right thing only to serve your own needs is often considered to be the hallmark of an individual who is functioning at a low level of moral development. In fact, our prisons are filled with people who thought it was all right to do something if they did not get caught. Thus, from a practical standpoint, it might be time for organisations to consider that being ethical means considering the needs of others as well. Creating a PR campaign that considers only the needs of the organisation without respect for the public's needs could today be construed as unethical.

    Finally, ethics is more than simply following the letter of the law. It is a fallacy to assume that everything that is legal is also morally correct; it is equally problematic to presume that everything you consider to be ethical must therefore be legal. Law and morality are related, but they are certainly not the same thing. Organisations that follow the letter of the law and nothing more are clearly looking out for their own needs, without considering the possibility that their responsibility to their communities might be morally dictated rather than simply legally. What they ought to do might be considerably more than what they must do. Now that we have established what ethics is not, perhaps we're a step closer to what it is. 

    Philosophers define ethics as the study of moral rightness or wrongness, which is limited by the human ability to reason. Our decisions are only as good as our human reasoning abilities. Whereas philosophers have the luxury of simply studying these issues, as professionals we need to be able actually to apply aspects of philosophical rumination. Thus, we can think of 'public relations ethics' as the application of knowledge, understading and reasoning to questions of right and wrong behaviour in the professional practice of PR.

    It is clear that the concept of professionalism is closely tied to ethics – professional ethics to be more precise. All you need to do is a quick search of Web sites on professionalism and you will rapidly come up with an extensive listing that is almost entirely sites with the words 'ethics and professionalism'. But what is this elusive notion of professionalism? How important is it? And, closest to home, how do you cultivate it?

    Who cares if the public views relations as a profession, an occupation, a vocation or just a job? Evidently, PR associations do. According to the Web site of the Global Alliance for Public Relations and Communication Management, a profession is distinguished by specific characteristics, including 'master of a particular intellectual skill through education and training, acceptance of duites to a broader society than merely one's clients / employers, objectivity and high standards of conduct and performance'. It is this last tenet that places professional ethics squarely in the domain of defining a profession. And it seems clear that from a PR perspective, it is in PR's best interest to be viewed by the public as a profession (rather  than an occupation or a job). Whether or not this designation is of any material value doesn't seem to be on anyone's radar screen. That, however, is quite a separate argument. For now, it seems important to a lot of people within our field that it be seen as a profession. It is clearly a part of our image.

    So, one might conclude that professionalism is something that is characteristic of only those individuals who are members of so-called professions. Where does that leave all those people whose occupations do not seem to display those characteristics of a profession? Can they not be deemed to have a high level of professionalism? Intuitively, I'm sure you know that they certainly can. 

    What about the waiter at your favourite restaurant whose professionalism shines through in the way he treats you and his other customers? What about your cleaning lady whose pride in the quality of her work always makes you think that she shows great professionalism? It is this quality of professionalism that sets individuals apart from their peers, even if they don't work in disciplines with high levels of education and training and codes of professional standards (i.e. ethics).

    On the other hand, don't you know people who belong to traditional professions such as medicine, law and the clergy whose behaviour clearly indicates a lack of professionalism? One need only read the newspaper every day to see examples of such individuals.

    It seems that professionalism is al least partially about respecting other people as you go about your work, and respect is clearly an aspect of ethics. But professionalism is more than this. More than once, I've heard the opinion that professionalism, simply stated, means doing what is right. Is that not what integrity and the application of your ethical standards are all about? Of course it is. But it's more than that.

    In his book True Professionalism: The Courage to Care about Your People, Your Clients, and Your Career, writer David Maister suggests that...

... professionalism is predominantly an attitude, not a set of competences... real professionalism has little, if anything, to do with which business you are in, what role within that business you perform, or how many degrees you have. Rather it implies pride in work, a commitment to quality, a dedication to the interests of the client, and a sincere desire to help.

    It seems that cultivating professionalism as a personal quality is one of the ways you can move toward an ethical approach to your work in PR.

1. expertise – компетенция, знание дела

2. unsavoury – отталктвающий, отвратительный

3. advocacy – пропаганда

4. conceit – самонадеянность, самомнение

5. to pepper – бранить, распекать

6. rampant – сильно распространенный

7. veracity – правдивость, достоверность

8. ample fodder – веское основание

9. bogus – фиктивный, поддельный 

10. grassroots – заурядные люди, обыватели; основа, источник

11. dummy – фиктивный, подставной

12. testimony – свидетельство, доказательство

13. to impede – препятствовать, мешать

14. concomitant – сопутствующий 

15. hallmark – отличительный признак, критерий

16. to construe – толковать

17. tenet – принцип, доктрина

2. Discussion points.

· How important is ethics in PR? Is it really necessary for a PR practitioner to be ethical? Is the level of his professionalism proportional to that of his ethics?

· How would you characterize the situation in Russia today, as far as ethics in PR goes? Substantiate your answer with certain examples.

· Dishonesty seems to be a way of life for some people  in the business world of today, as well as in many other spheres. What is truth in PR?

· Try to single out PR pillars, i.e. fundamental ethical issues, and explain your choice.

VIII. Human Rights

Taking the Reasons for Human Rights Seriously 

Author: Jiwei Ci, University of Hong Kong. Source: Political Theory, Vol. 33, No. 2 (Apr., 2005), pp. 243-265. Published by: Sage Publications, Inc. 

1. As the first stage of the work at the survey you are to give a list of human rights. 

    It seems undeniable that whatever human rights we support, we have, and certainly should have, reasons for doing so. It is equally clear that to take human rights seriously we must take the reasons for them seriously; that to take the reasons for human rights seriously, whatever those reasons might be, we must develop as wide a range of human rights as such reasons dictate and implement those rights as vigorously as such reasons dictate; and that if we fail to produce a close match between rights and reasons despite our best efforts, we must acknowledge that this is the case and render a proper account of why this has to be the case. This leaves open the question of what the most compelling reasons for human rights are, if such reasons exist. There is little doubt, however, that for any set of such reasons to do justice to the sheer importance of human rights, it must appeal to something deep and comprehensive about human beings as bearers of such rights. My hunch is that any reasonably compelling set of reasons for human rights call for a range of human rights some of which, at least, are extremely difficult to realize given the scarcity of resources and the present politico-economic organization of the world. In other words, if the suggested reasons for human rights are to go deep enough, then the rights they require, at least some of these rights, will be unrealistically demanding, or so I hypothesize. On the other hand, if the proposed human rights are to be realistically capable of implementation, then the chances are that the reasons that more or less exactly match them will lack depth. In both cases, it is assumed that the suggested reasons for human rights are consistent with the proposed rights; that is, there is no gap between the proposed human rights and the reasons given for them. There is, however, a third scenario, one in which the proposed human rights are weaker than the reasons proffered for them, and this makes it possible to have the best of both worlds, as it were - a set of sufficiently deep reasons for human rights combined with a set of feasible human rights. Such would be the case, for example, if the proposed human rights include only negative rights and yet the reasons given for them appeal to human flourishing or even, more modestly, only to human dignity. There is an obvious and important sense in which, in this kind of scenario, the reasons for human rights are not taken seriously. The third scenario can be more precisely described in terms of the distinction between ideal and non-ideal theory. Although the human rights discourse does not normally draw this distinction, it tends implicitly to operate at the level of ideal theory in offering reasons for human rights but shifts, without warning, to the level of non-ideal theory as soon as it proceeds to draw up a concrete list of human rights. Insofar as this is the case, the gap between the proposed human rights and the reasons given for them translates into a gap between the real (or non-ideal) and the ideal. What is problematic is that this latter gap goes unacknowledged much as the former does and, as a result, a non-ideal list of rights is presented as if it lived up fully to the ideal reasons offered, as if no gap existed between the real and the ideal. In other words, the universality and privileged status accorded to the non-ideal list of human rights fall short of the ideal reasons on which they depend, and hence any claim to the universality and privileged status of such rights is false and dangerously reifying. In this context, taking the reasons for human rights seriously means being vigilant against confusion of the real and the ideal and against the reification of the real as if it were the ideal. The scenario just sketched - whether in terms of the gap between proposed human rights and reasons given for them or in terms of the gap between the real and the ideal - is, I suggest, characteristic of the human rights discourse today. This is not surprising, for the human rights discourse operates in two worlds at once: the intellectual world of argument and justification and the practical world of policy making and implementation. Insofar as it operates in the intellectual world, the human rights discourse is concerned with the best reasons for human rights; insofar as it operates in the practical world, it is preoccupied with the codification and promotion of feasible human rights. It seems unlikely that the best reasons for human rights can be given full expression in any feasible set of human rights, at least in our present world. One explanation for this state of affairs is, as I have just suggested, that the human rights discourse is in the business of promoting realistic human rights in the real world. This should be taken to imply not that those involved in the human rights discourse are conscious of the gap between rights and reasons, the real and the ideal, but that they are simply unable to do anything about it given the constraints under which they operate; for their ideological biases might blind them to inconsistencies between the human rights they uphold and the reasons they provide for them. I call a bias ideological in the sense that it springs (in part) from the interested perspectives of those involved (or of those with whom they identify), and in the further sense that those involved either are not aware that this is the case or act as if this were not the case, thereby allowing particular perspectives to be represented as universal ones. My claim here, to be fleshed out later, is that much of the human rights discourse is ideological in this twofold sense. What I have said up to this point does not stand or fall with any particular proposal of the most compelling reasons for human rights, and it does not imply that there exists a set of such reasons that all reasonable people must accept. I intend this to apply to much of what I have to say in this essay. When I argue along these lines, I am engaged in what (in the Marxist or Marxist-inspired tradition) is sometimes called ideology critique, a kind of immanent critique, and my concern is to analyze a way of thinking about human rights by showing its internal inconsistencies, relating such inconsistencies to the interested perspectives of the proponents, and explaining how both the inconsistencies and the interested perspectives (partly) responsible for them are hidden from view, even from the view of the proponents. Such ideology critique does not assume that all human rights discourse must (1) be guilty of creating a gap between proposed human rights and reasons given for them, between the real and the ideal, or (2) either uphold unrealistic human rights (if the suggested reasons are to be strong enough) or (3) be content with insufficiently strong reasons (if the proposed human rights are to be realistic enough). It confines itself to critiquing those instances of the human rights discourse of which (1), especially, is the case. In the spirit of a philosophical experiment, I also explore the possibility that indeed all human rights discourse in our present world is confronted with the three options outlined previously and that all instances of the human rights discourse that manage to avoid (2) and (3) will be trapped by (1) and be ideological in the twofold sense described earlier. To this end, I propose my own specific set of reasons for human rights, reasons based on my understanding of the familiar idea of human agency. I claim, first, that agency-based reasons are the most compelling reasons for human rights, and, second, that on any plausible account of respect for human agency, our customary list of human rights - including civil, political, economic, social, and cultural rights - falls a long way short, and, more radically, the concept of human rights as such will fall short. If these claims turn out to be valid, they will constitute an extension of my ideology critique of human rights by raising it to a higher level of abstraction so that it covers not only existing instances of the human rights discourse but also the human rights concept as such. However, the attempt at such an extension is distinct from, and more ambitious than, the (immanent) ideology critique proper, for it must be shown rather than assumed that the agency-based reasons for human rights I propose are ones that all plausible accounts of human rights, and hence the concept of human rights as such, must accept if they do not already accept them. Thus, the charge of ideological misrepresentation and reification can apply to the human rights discourse in two distinct senses. It can do so in the fully immanent sense that a particular human rights discourse fails to take its own set of reasons seriously by working out a list of human rights commensurate with it, or else by acknowledging the existence of a gap between rights and reasons, the real and the ideal. Or it can do so in the stronger, though less unquestionably immanent, sense that the human rights concept fails to take seriously the best reasons for human rights (in the shape of agency-based rea- sons) - a set of reasons that render the gap between rights and reasons, the real and the ideal, all the larger and the failure to acknowledge it, along with the resulting reification of non-ideal rights, all the more suspect. Even when I engage in ideology critique in the stronger sense, I am not proposing taking the reasons for human rights seriously as a solution to the deep-seated problems that beset the human rights discourse. Rather, my inquiry into the reasons for human rights and my insistence on taking those reasons seriously will lead me to the thought that if we are to take the reasons for human rights seriously we must be prepared for the possibility that the best or deepest reasons for human rights can undermine the very concept of human rights. This would not mean the abandonment of the most defensible values that inform the human rights discourse or the abandonment of the most worthwhile activities traditionally justified in the name of human rights. What it does mean is that out of the most serious concern for human rights we might need to give up the very concept of human rights, as distinct from the activities associated with it, for failing in principle to make good the deepest reasons that give them their raison d'etre and importance. 

    In its standard usage, the concept of human rights is poised between that of moral (or "natural") rights and that of legal (or positive) rights. A human right is a moral right that ought to be a legal right - and ought to be so for a particular kind of reason, namely, that the subject of the purported right is a human being - but is not yet (universally) a legal right; hence the need for the human rights discourse: the avowed aim of its promoters is to turn every such moral right into a legal right (universally). Arguments about human rights within the human rights discourse are arguments about which moral rights ought to become legal rights. Various political initiatives launched in the name of human rights are attempts to turn one such argument or another into the legal codification of the set of moral rights it espouses. What I find problematic about the concept of human rights is not the idea that some moral rights ought to be legal rights but the fact that the concept of human rights picks out a subset of moral rights as especially important, and universally so, and therefore especially worthy of legal codification and enforcement. This has the unavoidable, and often unfortunate, implication that other moral rights become less pressing, and universally so, and are not important enough to count as "human rights." There would be no need for the concept of human rights, beyond those of moral and legal rights, if it were not thought that such a special subset of moral rights existed - those rights that human beings ought to enjoy simply by virtue of being human. This is because "human rights," quite unlike "moral rights" and "legal rights," is at once a conceptual category (containing the subset of moral rights that ought to be legal rights, whatever those rights might be) and a substantive category (actually naming x, y, and z as the only moral rights that make up this subset). The concept of human rights is invented to inject a fixed content into what would otherwise be an open category, either moral rights or legal rights, whose very openness would render the concept of human rights, as distinct from the concepts of moral and legal rights, altogether unnecessary. For this reason, it is an intrinsically reifying concept. The question is whether what is thus reified corresponds to anything likewise fixed in the human condition. This in turn raises a question that is not sufficiently revisited in the human rights discourse and indeed often seems to be taken as resolved once and for all; namely, what exactly are human rights for in the first place? 

    A human right is clearly not an end in itself, and it is not usually a sufficient condition for the set of ends it is designed to help achieve. Its importance lies rather in its being thought a necessary condition for a set of ends, including the most abstract "end" of living one's life in a way that is worthy of a human being. To be sure, human rights need not, perhaps should not merely, be conceived in terms of (necessary) means to (important) ends but instead can be thought of in terms of what human beings qua human beings ought to enjoy or deserve to enjoy. Even so, human rights matter to real people in the real world not (only) because they are among the things individuals ought to enjoy (and enjoying them is a sign of being "respected" even if their lives are otherwise miserable) but because they are important conditions for pursuing the ends individuals value - and for maintaining the very humanity that is reflected in those ends and in the process of pursuing them. Whether a life goes well or badly is a matter of a life as a whole; that is, whether those (permissible) ends that make up a person's life are achieved, not whether his or her rights are respected. Rights constitute only a part of that totality. Yet it does not make sense to think of human rights in terms that fully cover that totality; that is, in terms of rights to the comprehensive satisfaction of ends. In principle, there need be nothing wrong with so conceiving human rights that they fall short of being sufficient conditions for achieving the ends that make them matter. The question is how we should divide this totality so that human rights cover the appropriate portion of it, leaving the rest of it to the influence of other relevant factors. How we answer this question depends, ultimately, on what we think a human being is. This is a huge issue, and the details involved in coming to grips with it are highly complex. But in principle, there is no avoiding, it seems to me, somehow placing the idea of human agency at the center of it all. Whatever else human beings might be, they are, fundamentally, agents - beings with the desire and capacity to act rather than merely be acted on, to form and carry out projects of their own rather than serve as mere instruments of others' purposes. To be more precise, instead of saying that we are agents, it is more appropriate to say that as human beings we comprehend our experience in terms of agency, without which our whole moral and political life as we know it, made possible by such concepts as right and wrong, responsibility, sovereignty, moral worth and guilt, resentment, indignation, and so on, would simply collapse. By means of such concepts we attribute power (causal efficacy and responsibility) to a subject or potential subject. What is fundamentally at stake in power is subjectivity - the formation and maintenance of a self and a sense of self. A self is not given but rather formed by, and in the process of, experiences of power. It is only through willing and acting that a self is able to emerge; a subject that forms intentions, causes things to happen in accord with such intentions, registers such intentions and the effects of carrying them out as emanating from and belonging to a self, and values this self and its activities. Power is always sought as the power of a self or subject, or else it would be a pure waste of energy. Conversely, a self or subject can be formed only through power, through intentional and goal-directed activities, or else it would be nothing more than a potential. Thus, agency is a twofold concept, consisting of the attribution of power and the formation and maintenance of subjectivity. On this view, agency is not a brute fact of human existence, something we can empirically prove but an interpretation of human experience. Its ultimate proof lies in our unavoidable need for the attribution of power and the formation of subjectivity, in the possibility of satisfying this need under appropriate material and political conditions and in the dire consequences of failing to meet this need.

    Before we consider the implications of this all too brief account of agency for human rights, we must deal with two major objections to treating agency-based reasons as the single most important set of reasons for human rights. The first objection is that there are other sets of reasons for human rights that seem to work equally well or better and that might be more acceptable in some cultures. It is certainly true that various other ways of justifying human rights are more readily accepted in some cultures - a fact that motivates the search for some kind of international overlapping consensus. But this fact by itself is of no relevance, as we are not concerned here with the empirical appeal of one justification for human rights or another. What matters for our purposes is the philosophical cogency of these other justifications for human rights vis-a-vis the justification in terms of agency. Amy Gutmann writes, "Human rights are more easily defended in some cultures by claims about human dignity, or the respect owed to human beings, or the equal creation of human beings, than by the notion of human agency as a source of value in the world."' Setting aside the empirical appeal of these other arguments for human rights, and setting aside the argument from the equal creation of human beings for its "sectarian" character, I suggest that the arguments from human dignity and from the respect owed to human beings do not go deep enough. More precisely, I suggest that the ideas of human dignity and respect for human beings presuppose some account of what human beings are like such that beings of this kind possess dignity and deserve respect. These ideas are so familiar that it seldom occurs to us to ask about their ground, but once we do, we will, I believe, have to appeal to the idea of human agency and say that human beings possess dignity and deserve respect as agents. Thus, my claim is that all sufficiently deep reasons for human rights either appeal directly to the idea of human agency or rely on ideas that presuppose human agency. 

    The second objection to treating agency-based reasons as the single most important set of reasons for human rights is a familiar one. There are, or have been, societies in which the idea of agency and of respect for agency does not figure prominently, if at all, in the moral and political culture and yet whose members seem to lead worthwhile and even flourishing lives. These societies, and their members, have a prima facie claim to equal moral standing with those other societies for whom agency is an important moral and political value. In other words, only some cultures resort to such values as freedom and autonomy, values that allow the attribution of agency to the individual, while other cultures, of apparently equal merit, reject such values and do happily without the attribution of agency to the individual. In response to this objection, I adopt the same approach I followed earlier in discussing justifications for human rights that do not appeal directly to agency, and I try to show that the idea of agency is an unavoidable presupposition even in moral and political cultures that ostensibly reject it. Recall that I have presented an account of agency in terms of the attribution of power and the formation of subjectivity. This approach to agency has the advantage of allowing us not to reduce agency to freedom or autonomy. Since the need for agency is an essential feature of human being as such, not just a feature of human being in so-called individualistic societies, we must treat the invocation of freedom as but one strategy for the attribution of power and formation of subjectivity. Call this strategy agency through freedom: what happens here is the attribution of power to oneself and the formation of a corresponding type of subjectivity. The problem with reducing attribution of power to attribution of power to oneself and thereby reducing agency to freedom, is that in some societies, past and present, people generally do not interpret their experience in terms of freedom and do not seem to care much for freedom. Rather, the source of whatever is to be valued, or at least the means of access to it, is some external authority or exemplar with whom they identify, and it is only by means of such identification that they are able to stand in a proper relationship to the right and the good and acquire the motivation to act accordingly. A crucial feature of such identification, however, is that it always goes together with the attribution of power to an external authority or exemplar. Often, the power thus attributed takes the form of truth - truth matters because it confers power - and accordingly, identification with the authority or exemplar takes the form of belief or faith. Whatever form power might take, when one identifies with an authority or exemplar, one simultaneously denies power to oneself and recuperates it, to one degree or another, through identification with the one to whom one has attributed power. Thus, identification does not preclude attribution of power but presupposes it. Indeed, in everything we do that is humanly meaningful we are in one way or another engaged in the attribution of power and the formation or maintenance of subjectivity. Someone must have power: if one does not have power oneself, then one will appropriate power through identification with the one who does. The need for agency, for power organized as subjectivity, is always expressed, however obliquely, in what might appear to be an act of pure identification, and accordingly such an act can be called agency through identification. In agency through identification, although attribution of power is not directly to oneself, it is nevertheless oneself who must undertake such identification. Moreover, given the role of identification in the formation of subjectivity, one must undertake such identification with a significant degree of willingness - one must will such identification. Thus the existence of individual will is presupposed, indeed honored, in the very act of self-denial (it is self-denial, after all), whether such self-denial takes the form of submission to Heaven, faith in God, or belief in objective truth. To hold that identification presupposes agency, that there is a moment of subjectivity to all acts of self-denial, is to insist that the need for agency, for power organized as subjectivity, is an essential feature of human being and that any adequate picture of human existence must take this feature into account, even in forms of life in which people ostensibly deny power to themselves. Thus, the key to understanding so-called collectivistic societies is not to avoid explanations in terms of agency but to see how attributions of power are possible, even if not made through such values as freedom and autonomy, and how subjectivity is possible, even if not formed through attributions of power to oneself. A human society in which no attribution of power and hence no formation of subjectivity ever take place is not a recognizably human society, as distinct from the natural world, and a human being who neither attributes power to himself nor identifies with possessors of power and is therefore unable to become a subject is not a recognizably human being, as distinct from a mere object. This does not mean, however, that identification allows as much room for agency as freedom does. On the contrary, the point of showing agency to be at work in both freedom and identification is in part to allow us to compare freedom and identification in terms of the principal feature they have in common. Thus there is arguably a sense in which agency through freedom affords a more direct experience of agency than agency through identification does. The question then is whether, under conditions maximally free of distorted communication, agency through freedom would be the preferred form of agency, whereas agency through identification is second best, as it were, in that it relies on distorted communication to one degree or another. Clearly, agency through identification presupposes an extremely high degree of respect for the authority or exemplar to whom power (often in the form of truth) is attributed and with whom identification (often in the form of belief or faith) is sought. But what can possibly be the cause of such respect? How is it possible for the respect one person has for another to be so profound that one is willing to forego, without apparent coercion, his or her own direct exercise of agency altogether? Must coercion in fact be present in some form, however covert? Or, in the absence of coercion, is distorted communication, especially regarding the ontological or moral status of the authority or exemplar, a necessary condition for the creation of such respect? It can appear that sometimes people willingly accept a situation in which basic liberties are denied or not even thematized. When this happens, however, it seems to be invariably the result of distorted communication, often carried out in a society more or less closed to outside influence and information. Such distorted communication serves to misrepresent the ontological or moral status of the authority or exemplar vis-a-vis that of ordinary people and thereby make the latter relinquish their own power in favor of identification with those few who are thought to be in unique possession of truth or efficacy. It is a sad comment on human history that suppression of the direct form of individual agency has often succeeded. Yet, the very difficulty of sustaining such suppression and the fact that the success of such suppression depends on the possibility of identification and hence of some expression of agency, however indirect, provide telling proof that the need for agency, and indeed for attribution of power to oneself, constitute an ineradicable part of our humanity. Such criticisms need not apply to agency through identification as such. They can be effectively answered in those situations in which identification is genuinely voluntary and a social arrangement based on identification is underwritten by informed individual consent or endorsement - that is, by agency through freedom. It is an open question, however, whether such situations actually exist or can exist. To the extent that they do or can, agency through identification is compatible with, indeed dependent on, the protection of certain essential individual liberties. 

1. hunch – предчувствие, догадка

2. to proffer – предлагать 

3. to reify – материализовать, превращать в нечто конкретное 

4. vigilant – бдительный, неусыпный

5. constraint – принуждённость, стеснение

6. bias – уклон, предубеждение, пристрастие

7. plausible – правдоподобный, вероятный

8. commensurate – соответственный, соразмерный

9. immanent – присущий, постоянный

10. abandonment – отказ, оставление, заброшенность

11. raison d'etre – смысл существования

12. to espouse – поддерживать (идею) 

13. intrinsically – существенно 

14. efficacy – эффективность, действенность

15. brute – жестокий, бесчеловечный; бессмысленный, неразумный

16. dire – ужасный, страшный; полный, крайний 

17. cogency – убедительность, неоспоримость, неопровержимость

18. invocation – призыв, обращение

19. to recuperate – восстанавливать силы

20. to preclude – предотвращать, устранять

21. exemplar – образец, пример для подражания

22. coercion – принуждение, насилие

23. covert – скрытый, завуалированный, тайный

24. to relinquish – сдавать, оставлять, отказываться

25. ineradicable – неискоренимый 

2. Discussion points. 

· The author goes deep into the problem of  human rights and reasons. What reasons could you propose?

· Differentiate between “human rights”, “moral rights” and “legal rights”.

· What is meant by human agency?

· By itself the "standard" list of human rights, such as freedom of speech and association, freedom of movement, right to due process, and so on, falls a long way short of what is required by any plausible account of respect for individual agency and of society's responsibility for individuals' well-being. In other words, individuals have rights to far fewer things than would be sufficient to leave the outcome of their efforts relatively free of the influence of factors that do not bear the imprint of their agency and for which they are not responsible.

Comment upon the statement.

Who Cares about Human Rights? 

Author(s): Sam McFarland and Melissa Mathews Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 26, No. 3 (Jun., 2005), pp. 365-385 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology 

1. At first enumerate existing impediments to human rights advancement. 

  Despite great advances in human rights since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) was adopted by the United Nations in 1948, the gaps between the UDHR's ideals and current world realities remain massive. Nondemocratic governments, ancient enmities, religious orthodoxies, and cultural traditions all impede the advance of human rights in many places. Democratic governments that avow allegiance to human rights often find that protecting human rights abroad conflicts with their national self-interests and, in situations of grave human rights abuses, risks the lives of their own citizen soldiers. In political democracies such as the United States, public support is essential if a government is to invest resources and take risks on behalf of international human rights. With that in mind, this article reviews the American public's support for human rights, discusses weaknesses in previous measures of that support, and presents the results of a study with new measures designed to overcome those weaknesses. This study focuses specifically upon individual differences that influence human rights support. Do Americans Care about Human Rights? Before the 1970s, almost no national poll probed American support for international human rights. But every four years since 1974, the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations (CCFR), in conjunction with The Gallup Organization, has asked both the general public and samples of opinion leaders (members of the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate, senior administrative staff, along with leaders of business, labor, education, religion, etc.) to rate the importance of various American foreign policy goals, including the goal of "Promoting and defending human rights in other countries." Also at four-year intervals, beginning in 1976, the Foreign Policy Leadership Project (FPLP) presented the same goals to foreign policy leaders. Holsti (2000) has reviewed the results of these surveys through 1998. On the surface, Americans appear to believe that international human rights are quite important. When the goals were presented most recently (June-July 2002), 47% rated the human rights goal as "very important" and an additional 43% rated it as "somewhat important" (Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 2002). Averaging across all polls from 1974 through 2002, the percentage of Americans who rated this goal as "very important" was 42%, with an additional 22% rating it as "somewhat important." The highest support came in 1990, when 58% rated it as very important. But three considerations indicate that support for human rights is not as strong as these percentages suggest. First, the human rights goal consistently ranks lower than goals that serve national self-interests. In the 2002 survey, supporting human rights ranked just 15th among the 20 goals in this survey, far behind "protecting the jobs of American workers" (85% "very important"), "stopping the flow of illegal drugs into the United States" (81%), "controlling and reducing illegal immigration" (70%), and "maintaining superior military power worldwide" (68%). This relatively low ranking has been consistent across the surveys. Even at the 1990 highpoint, the human rights goal ranked just sixth of 17 goals, behind all national self-interests such as those noted above. Second, American support for human rights has proven volatile and substantially influenced by major events. The 1990 highpoint came just after the Berlin wall came down and during the euphoria of the end of communist dictatorships in Eastern Europe. But the low point came in 1993, when just 28% strongly agreed with the goal; this poll was taken while American troops were deployed on an unpopular humanitarian mission in Somalia, although prior to the ambush and death of 18 soldiers there. 

    Attitudes Towards Human Rights Third, American willingness to support human rights abroad depends strongly upon the costs of doing so. In June 1999, against the backdrop of NATO intervention to stop ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, The Gallup Organization asked, Now we'd like you to think about the use of the United States military in the past few years to stop human rights atrocities such as mass killings or ethnic cleansing. Do you think the United States should use the U.S. military more often than it has been, about the same, or less often to stop these kinds of atrocities? American ambiguity concerning such interventions was revealed in that 24% said "more often," 43% "about the same," and 29% "less often" (The Gallup Organization, 1999). On the other hand, Americans appear more willing to employ economic measures to advance human rights. In 1999 and in 2000, respondents were asked whether the United States should "increase trade with China NOW, because doing so will promote more economic, political, and religious freedoms in that country, or the United States should NOT increase trade with China until the Chinese government gives more economic, political, and religious freedom to its citizens?" On both occasions, better than 60% favored the latter option (The Gallup Organization, 2000a). Similarly, during and after the war in Kosovo, Gallup asked, "Do you favor or oppose the presence of U.S. ground troops, along with troops from other countries, in an international peacekeeping force in Kosovo?" In June 1999, fully 66% of the American public favored U.S. troops in Kosovo. However, when asked during the conflict, "Do you favor or oppose sending U.S. ground troops along with troops from other NATO countries to serve in a combat situation (emphasis ours) in the region?" just 40% favored and 55% opposed doing so (The Gallup Organization, 2000b). In short, public polling indicates that a majority of Americans want the United States to support human rights abroad. However, concern for human rights consistently ranks below issues of national self-interest, is substantially influenced by current events, and wanes as the costs of supporting human rights increase. College students similarly assign substantial importance but low priority to human rights. In the only nationwide college survey on this issue, Barrows (1981) found that 68% of students rated the "denial of basic human rights" around the world as a "very important" problem, but that percentage was lower than for national self-interest issues such as "inflation" (80%) or "unemployment" (73%). Who Supports Human Rights? Poll results show that human rights support is consistently related to political party, self-identified liberalism, and humanitarian concerns. In the Gallup national polls, Democrats average about 10% more likely than Republicans to agree that promoting and defending human rights is a "very important" foreign policy goal. Among opinion leaders, the gap has averaged a whopping 26%. Independents, both among the public and opinion leaders, generally fall between the two parties. Similarly, self-identified liberals in the general public average about 10% more likely than conservatives to rate this goal as "very important," a difference that swells to 33% among opinion leaders (for data, see Holsti, 2000). These differences are generally replicated when polls ask about immediate issues; for example, Democrats were consistently 8-10% more willing than Republicans to support American actions to end ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. Support for human rights is even more strongly associated with global humanitarian concerns. Across repeated surveys, ratings of the importance of promoting human rights have correlated consistently with ratings of "supporting democracy abroad," "combating world hunger," "improving standards of living (of other nations)," and "protecting the global environment." Political leaders' support for human rights correlated on average with support for each of these other policies. For the general public, the parallel correlations were usually in the .30s. Barrows (1981) found similar correlations among college students, for whom the seriousness of denial of human rights correlated with the seriousness attributed to "malnutrition and inadequate health care," the "depletion of natural resources," and other humanitarian and environmental issues. Clearly, there is a "globalism" - a more descriptive term than liberalism - that embraces many humanitarian and ecological concerns, and expressed support for human rights is strongly associated with that orientation. Studies using smaller, ad hoc samples augment what is learned from the national polls. The results indicate the following correlates: 1) Two studies have found that concern for human rights increases with education. On Barrows's (1981) national student survey, seniors expressed significantly greater concern for human rights - and other global issues - than did freshmen. Getz (1985) found that scores on her Attitudes Toward Human Rights Inventory (ATHRI) correlated .34 with adult education level. 2) Similarly, two studies have shown that support for human rights is related to greater world knowledge. Grace and Van Velzer (1951) found that college students' agreement with the articles in the UDHR was positively related to their knowledge about 10 nations around the world. Barrows (1981) found that American students' knowledge of global affairs correlated positively with caring about human rights and related global issues, with an overall correlation of .30. 3) Two studies have found that religious faith, particularly conservative religious faith, is negatively related to human rights support. Getz (1985) found that, for samples of American Christians, ATHRI scores correlated -.47 with conservative (as opposed to liberal) religious beliefs. Moghaddam and Vuksanovic (1990) assessed Canadian students' attitudes toward a variety of human rights issues (e.g., free speech, freedom of religion, health care, etc.) as they applied to Canada, Russia, and the Third World (e.g., "Free speech Attitudes Towards Human Rights should be granted to all members of [Canadian, Russian, Third World] society without exception."). Self-ratings of "how active you are in religious practice" correlated -.30 with support for human rights in Canada and -.36 for human rights support for the Third World. However, religious and nonreligious respondents were equally concerned about human rights in Russia, where religion was actively suppressed. 4) Authoritarianism predicts less concern for human rights. For Moghaddam and Vuksanovic's (1990) Canadian samples, Altemeyer's (1981) Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA) predicted consistently lower support for human rights in Canada, the Soviet Union, and the Third World. Six correlations across two studies ranged from -.42 (when applied to the Soviet Union) to -.66 (when applied to Canada). 5) Individuals with "principled" moral reasoning are more supportive of human rights. In his influential theory, Lawrence Kohlberg (1969) described a developmental course of moral reasoning from preconventional, to conventional, to postconventional moral reasoning. With postconventional reasoning, individuals recognize the limitations of their own culture's morality, understand cultural relativity, and engage in "principled" ethical reasoning that appeals to abstract principles such as justice, fairness, and human well-being. In the 1970s, Rest and his colleagues developed the Defining Issues Test (DIT) to assess the proportion of an individual's moral reasoning that is principled (Rest, 1988). A recent revision yielded the DIT2 (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, & Bebeau, 1999). Getz (1985) found that adults' DIT scores correlated .41 with her own ATHRI, while Rest et al. (1999) found correlations ranging from .48 to .55 between principled moral reasoning (DIT and DIT2) and ATHRI scores. Avery, using a variation of the "least-liked groups" method (Sullivan, Marcus, Pierson, & Feldman, 1978-1979), found that DIT scores predicted teenagers' political tolerance, defined as a "willingness to extend basic human rights to one's least-liked socio-political group". 6) Those who see the world as "fixed" appear less supportive of human rights than those who see it as "malleable." Chiu, Dweck, Tong, and Fu's (1997) Measure of World Theories Scale consists of three items such as "Our world has its basic and ingrained dispositions, and you really can't do much to change it." Those with a malleable view (disagreeing with this item) were more likely to believe that violations of individual rights were worse than violations of social norms, while those with a fixed view were more likely to view the latter violations as worse. Three Unexamined Individual Differences While many other individual differences may predict support for human rights, we selected three - the social dominance orientation, dispositional empathy, and ethnocentrism - that seem particularly likely to influence support. The social dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) reflects a concern for maintaining in-group status and a preference for inequality-enhancing ideologies and policies. This orientation toward human relations seems essentially at odds with a concern for human rights. Previous studies have shown that SDO is negatively related to support for specific rights including tolerance, support for women's rights, and support for gay and lesbian rights (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994), but the effects of SDO upon support for universal human rights are unexamined. Dispositional empathy refers to one's willingness to view another's situation with compassion and understanding. Davis's (1983) Empathetic Concern Scale (EC), which assesses empathy for those in distress, and Perspective Taking Scale (PT), which measures the degree to which one tries to view others' situations and concerns from the others' points of view, seem likely to predict human rights support. These highly correlated facets of empathy express an inherent concern for others that seems fundamental to human rights commitment. The role of dispositional empathy upon human rights attitudes is unstudied. Finally, ethnocentrism - a tendency to reject and distrust all out-groups - seems fundamentally antithetical to support for human rights. Altemeyer's (1998) Manitoba Ethnocentrism Scale (MES), which assesses prejudice toward an array of out-groups (Russians, American Indians, Arabs, etc.), was adapted for the present study. Previous Measures of Human Rights Support Previous efforts to measure human rights support have not been numerous. The Human Rights Questionnaire by Diaz-Veizades, Widaman, Little, & Gibbs (1995) is based upon self-rated agreement with the contents of the UDHR. For example, "All children, even those born out of wedlock, shall enjoy the right to security (e.g., food, clothing, shelter)," reflects Article 25.2, which states that "Motherhood and childhood are entitled to special care and assistance. All children, whether born in or out of wedlock, shall enjoy the same social protection." Grace and Van Velzer (1951) used a similar method. Across several studies, Doise and colleagues (e.g., Doise, Spini, Jesuino, Ng, & Emler, 1994) have presented the 30 articles of the UDHR and asked respondents eight questions on each article. These included how well the respondents understood each article, whether they agreed or disagreed, relevance for the rights of private individuals, the extent to which an individual can influence its implementation, willingness to join with others in defending it, implications of each article for individual responsibility toward others, the feasibility of endorsement by the government, and feasibility of endorsement by political parties. This questionnaire has been administered to a sample of Swiss (Doise et al., 1994) and Czech students (Macek, Osecka, & Kostro, 1997), and two large international samples of students (Clemence, Devos, & Doise, 2001; Doise, Spini, & Clemence, 1999). Spini and Doise (1998) assessed Swiss students' perceptions of their own and their government's commitment to and responsibility for human rights. Two items each were used to measure these four perceptions. Example items included "I am sufficiently committed to the enforcement of human rights" (personal commitment); and "The Swiss government has a share of responsibility for the enforcement of human rights" (governmental responsibility). Other published human rights measures include those cited above by Barrows (1981), Getz (1985), Avery (1988), and Moghaddam and Vuksanovic (1990). With the exception of the first scale by Doise and associates (Doise et al., 1994) and Getz's (1986) ATHRI, each scale has been used in only one published study (Avery, 1998; Barrows, 1981; Moghaddam & Vuksanovic, 1990). So while there have been several sporadic efforts to study human rights attitudes, only the work of Doise and his associates constitutes a sustained research endeavor. These scales present several concerns. While some were based upon the UDHR, others do not specify the source of rights on which they are based and contain inappropriate items: Moghaddam and Vuksanovic's (1990) Human Rights Scale includes items on legalized prostitution, drug use, age-based forced retirement, conscientious objection, guaranteed income even if refusing to work, and unlimited land ownership, none of which are recognized by the UDHR or elsewhere as basic human rights. Similarly, 11 of the 40 items in Getz's (1985) ATHRI assess attitudes toward issues that are not accepted human rights (e.g., granting autonomy to teenagers, requiring bilingual education, making birth control readily available, permitting euthanasia). These items uniformly reflect a concern for individual liberty and nondiscrimination, but their inclusion converts these scales into measures of libertarianism rather than of support for human rights. The issue of greater concern, however, is the possible impact of social desirability upon the endorsement of rights in attitude scales. Because many rights (freedom of speech, religion, etc.) are a vital part of the American creed, responses to statements reflecting these values are likely influenced by their strong social desirability and may reflect an endorsement of these ideals that is quite superficial. Zellman and Sears (1971) found, for example, that 60% of children agreed with the statement, "I believe in free speech for all no matter what their views might be," but just 21% would allow a communist to speak in their city. Getz (1985) and Avery (1988) both addressed this issue, but in different ways. Getz matched 10 "platitudinous" items, with which virtually all Americans would agree (i.e., "Our nation should work toward liberty and justice for all.") with 30 "controversial" items on the same topics (i.e., "If the Equal Rights Amendment were adopted, it would disrupt society with its emphasis on treating women and girls like men and boys."). Agreement with both statements indicates a discrepancy between stated acceptance of the American ideal of justice and a willingness to apply it to women's rights, thereby also showing the superficiality of the response to the platitudinous items. Avery adapted Sullivan et al.'s (1978-1979) "least-liked group method," which allows participants to name their own least-liked group and then respond to questions concerning political tolerance for that group. Avery listed 13 groups (e.g., communists, Ku Klux Klan) and asked the respondents to select the group they liked least, although students could write in an unnamed group if they wished. Participants then responded to 12 items, based on the UDHR, designed to assess political tolerance toward the selected group (e.g., "A member of this group should NOT be allowed to vote" [reverse scored]). Gibson (1998) used the Sullivan et al. method to study political tolerance in Russia and Sotelo (2000) used it in Spain. New Measures of Human Rights Attitudes All existing measures appear to us to possess at least one of three problems. First, some reflect facile endorsement of human rights and are replete with social desirability concerns. Others include items on issues not recognized as human rights. Third, while political tolerance is an important facet of human rights support, it alone is too narrow in scope. We wanted to assess commitment to human rights as a national political goal, even when costs to the nation may be substantial, and none of the available instruments appeared to do so adequately. The best method for assessing this commitment is unclear, so three methods were used in the current study. In the first, participants read five historical scenarios of major human rights abuses and selected among U.S. policy alternatives, which ranged from substantial and costly support to no involvement. One scenario read as follows: In the central African country of Rwanda, rival tribal groups, Hutu and Tutsi, had a growing hatred. In 1994, the Hutu extremists began killing all Tutsi, including women, children and babies. It quickly became evident that a deliberate genocide was beginning. United Nations personnel in the country urged the UN to send troops to stop the genocide and said that such a mission could succeed. However, the mission would be dangerous and costly. Do you think the President of the United States should have A. sent American troops as part of the UN mission to stop the genocide? B. offered supplies and transportation to troops from other nations, but not sent American troops? C. not become involved if no vital American interest was at stake? This method is similar to that of Harff (1987), who also presented scenarios of atrocities and asked students to judge which of several cases was most severe and to recommend remedies from the least severe (i.e., negotiation, conciliation) to most severe (i.e., military intervention, warfare). Harff was interested in factors that influenced students' judgments of severity (e.g., number of victims, ethnic or religious category of victims) rather than individuals' commitment to human rights and thus did not form a scale from the scenarios. Other scenarios asked whether the United States should have risked trying to arrest accused Serbian war criminal Ratko Mladic, ratified the International Criminal Court, based trade with China upon improvement in its human rights policies, and cut off military aid to the anticommunist government of El Salvador in the 1980s for its human rights abuses. A sixth item, adopted from the Gallup national survey cited earlier, asked whether the United States military should be used to stop mass killings and ethnic cleansing, with five options ranging from "much more often" to "much less often" than it is doing now. A second method required participants to rate the relative importance of pairs of goals, one of which championed a human right while the other focused on a national self-interest. The format and sample items are as follows: On the following scale, please rate what you feel is the relative importance of the two items. A Item a is much more important than item b. B Item a is somewhat more important than item b. C Items a and b are of equal importance. D Item b is somewhat more important than item a. E Item b is much more important than item a. 1. a. Freedom of press and information for every country. b. Keeping undesirable people out of America. 2. a. Ending child prostitution worldwide. b. A strong American military. Twenty-eight such pairs were included in the original scale. Finally, participants were asked to both rate and rank order a Gallup list of 15 foreign policy goals that included "Promoting and defending human rights in other countries." This rank order procedure was used so that participants were forced to select between this goal and others such as "Reducing our trade deficit with foreign countries," "Maintaining superior military power worldwide," and "Protecting the jobs of American workers." The Human Rights Questionnaire, which we judged the best Likert scale measure of human rights attitudes, was also used in order to examine the discriminant validity of our new measures. 

    Because the Barrows (1981) measure of global knowledge is dated, a new 96-item Global Knowledge Quiz (GKQ) was written and pretested. Items focused on major events of recent years, political struggles, organizations, scientific developments, and world religions. One item read: 1. The animosity that has divided Northern Ireland has been between A. Protestants and Catholics. B. Christians and Jews. C. Irish and Scots. D. Wealthy land owners and tenant farmers. A separate pilot study with 104 students was used to select the most discriminating items for a shorter scale. Reliability for the full scale was .92; the shortened 31-item scale had a mean interitem correlation of .24 and an alpha of .91. The present study had two purposes. The first was to develop new measures of human rights support that reflected a willingness to commit national resources to their defense rather than mere endorsement of human rights ideals. Given that the pilot study identified the two factors of Human Rights Endorsement and Restriction, and that our new scales reflect a Human Rights Commitment not embraced in the other factors, we anticipated that a third factor of human rights attitudes might result. The second was to incorporate all known predictors of human rights attitudes along with the three new variables of interest into a single study. To date, the predictors have been studied in a one-at-a-time fashion, and new correlates have been presented without reference to older ones. As a result, their relative importance in predicting human rights support and their power collectively to predict human rights support is unknown. 

    The contrast between endorsement and commitment to human rights was substantial. Our sample, like respondents to national polls, expressed strong endorsement of the abstract principles of human rights: The mean response to the 18 items assessing Human Rights Endorsement was 4.22 on a 5-point response scale, and fully 75% of the sample averaged 4 ("agree") or greater. By contrast, all measures of Human Rights Commitment indicated that commitment was weak when pitted against self-interested national goals. While 61% of the sample indicated that "Promoting and defending human rights in other countries" was an important (45%) or very important (16%) goal, that sum was just 12th among the 15 goals. Similarly, when asked to rank the 15 goals, the human rights goal again finished 12th. On the policy choices, just 26% were willing to invest American troops as part of a UN effort to prevent the Rwandan genocide, contrasted with 41% who would "not become involved." Just 15% wanted to use the American military "more often" or "much more often" to stop mass killings or ethnic cleansing, while 38% wanted to do so "less often" or "much less often." 

    To summarize briefly, this study has shown the following. First, attitudes of support for human rights are multi-factored. Our obtained factors of Human Rights Endorsement, Commitment, and Restriction appear to comprise a useful taxonomy of these attitudes. While this taxonomy may be incomplete, these three facets certainly represent important dimensions. Second, as the national polls have suggested, Americans strongly endorse human rights as abstract principles, but their commitment to human rights, their willingness to invest national resources and to take risks on behalf of human rights, is much weaker. Third, individual differences affect these three human rights attitudes in differing ways and to different degrees. Those with greater empathy, education, and world knowledge expressed stronger endorsement of human rights principles, whereas those high in social dominance expressed less. Commitment to human rights (versus national-focused goals), however, was directly enhanced by globalism and principled moral reasoning, but these were unnecessary for the endorsement of human rights as abstract principles. Ethnocentrism and the social dominance orientation did not retard the endorsement of human rights ideals, but did retard commitment to them when the commitment opposed national self-interests. The willingness to restrict human rights was increased by authoritarianism, ethnocentrism, and seeing the world as fixed, while self-rated liberalism and principled moral reasoning reduced this willingness. To our minds, endorsing the principles of human rights without commitment to them seems inconsequential and a reflection of socially desirable norms. Because human rights are so much a part of the American creed, it is not surprising that more time spent in American education strengthens endorsement of that creed. But if our results are representative, it is only this endorsement that is so strengthened. Greater education in America, in itself, appears to neither enhance commitment to human rights nor reduce the willingness to restrict the rights of undesirable groups and individuals. The correlation between items reflecting empathy (e.g., "I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.") and Human Rights Endorsement ("Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion.") may substantially reflect the fact that both express ideas that are highly socially desirable. Surprisingly, we could not locate any study that examined the relationship between Davis's (1985) measure of empathy and social desirability, or between human rights attitudes and social desirability. In retrospect, we regret not including a measure of social desirability in this study. Ethnocentrism and principled moral reasoning were unrelated to endorsing human rights ideals but significantly affected both human rights attitudes of consequence. Ethnocentrism reduced commitment to human rights that subordinated national interests, and it increased the willingness to restrict the human rights of undesirable groups and individuals. These effects are clearly consistent with the construct of ethnocentrism. On the first, ethnocentrism naturally led to greater concern for the welfare of one's own nation than for the rights of mankind. On the second, the restrictions of human rights often involved the maltreatment of members of other ethnic groups (e.g., "It is alright for the United States to detain Chinese people if the United States feels that they might be spies, even if there is not concrete evidence."), and the upholding of in-group symbols (e.g., "Flag burning should not be allowed."), both of which are characteristic expressions of ethnocentrism. According to Kohlberg's (1969) theory, individuals who have achieved principled moral reasoning have transcended both egocentrism and conventional norms in their moral reasoning. Having done so, they are able to apply principles of justice and human equality in judging moral issues without biasing their judgments in favor of oneself or one's in-group. As a consequence, they consider the injustice of human rights abuses more important than national-focused interests and express a commitment to human rights over competing national concerns. Because justice guides their moral judgments, they also oppose unjustly restricting the rights of unpopular individuals or groups. The specific effects of globalism on Human Rights Commitment and of liberalism on Human Rights Restriction are also interpretable, as is the failure to replicate the finding that religion affected human rights attitudes. Globalism expresses a fundamental concern for the welfare of all humanity, and human rights commitment is consistent with that concern. When asked to rate their own conservatism-liberalism, however, Americans likely focus more on domestic issues and civil liberties. In that context, liberals are less likely to want to restrict the rights of unpopular groups than are conservatives, but these domestic concerns are not necessarily associated with global and humanitarian concerns. Both studies that earlier reported negative relationships between religiousness and support for human rights (Getz, 1985; Moghaddam & Vuksanovic, 1990) used human rights measures that assessed libertarian attitudes on several issues not recognized as basic human rights, and these libertarian issues are condemned by many religions, especially conservative ones. Only issues that reflect universal human rights as expressed in the UDHR were included in our measures. The results of our study suggest that American religion and religious conservatism have neither a negative nor a positive influence upon support for human rights. The differing effects of authoritarianism and social dominance upon Human Rights Commitment and Restriction also merit comment. First, these differences are statistically significant. 

    Previous work on the differences between authoritarianism and social dominance helps explain their differences. Authoritarianism, unlike social dominance, is strongly related to extrapunitiveness toward those regarded as unconventional or immoral (Altemeyer, 1998). Wanting to withhold rights from those who violate conventional values seems a natural expression of that extrapunitiveness. Authoritarianism rather than social dominance would appear to predict approving of the rights restrictions that have occurred following 9/11 (e.g., holding individuals indefinitely without charges or access to council). Social dominance, on the other hand, correlates with valuing power, dominance, and a lack of universal concerns (Altemeyer, 1998). These qualities are consistent with a weakened commitment to universal rights but peripheral to wanting to take rights away from those who are unpopular. Two caveats need mentioning. Undoubtedly, the total set of results reported here would not replicate precisely on a new sample. Nevertheless, the strongest effects, those which are largest and logical, would seem likely to do so. Second, regressions were run on each of the specific measures that loaded on Human Rights Commitment. While these largely replicated the regression on the factor score, they did not do so entirely. Specifically, social dominance did not contribute significantly to the ranking of national goals or to the scenarios measure after globalism and ethnocentrism were entered. Principled moral reasoning did not contribute significantly to the scenarios after globalism and ethnocentrism were entered. And ethnocentrism did contribute to the ratings of the human rights goal. These differences may be chance variations, which seem to us most likely, or they may be due to the fact that each measure of Human Rights Commitment contains nuances not found in the others. The scenarios measure directly suggests military action to end human rights abuses while the other measures do not. The choices measure requires several choices between specific human rights goals and specific national goals, while in ranking the human rights goal versus other goals, participants had to consider the merits of both national and other global goals. However, because all measures loaded strongly on the Human Rights Commitment factor, the factor score is statistically the more reliable than the individual measures and represents the most comprehensive index of commitment to human rights. A path model of how the various predictors interrelate in predicting human rights support would be desirable. We attempted such models in previous versions of this paper. Our logic suggested that authoritarianism, social dominance, and empathy should be posited as exogenous, distal predictors of human rights because their origins appear rooted in genetics and early socialization. Both authoritarianism (McCourt, Bouchard, Lykken, Tellegen, & Keyes, 1999) and empathy (Davis, Luce, & Kraus, 1994) have substantial heritability coefficients. Duckitt (2001) has found that authoritarianism and social dominance are associated with harsh and affectionless childrearing, respectively. Several factors, including paternal involvement (Koestner, Franz, & Weinberger, 1990) and induction (i.e., reasoning) as a form of discipline (Krevans & Gibbs, 1996) appear to contribute to the development of empathy. The effects of these distal variables upon human rights support were expected to be mediated variously by ethnocentrism, globalism, moral reasoning, a fixed world view, principled moral reasoning, liberalism, and world knowledge, all of which were positioned as endogenous variables. One anonymous reviewer admired our "heroic effort" to construct a plausible causal ordering, but was "not compelled by its logic." In retrospect, neither are we. To obtain adequate goodness-of-fit, a number of hypothesized paths had to be deleted. And countless alternate models could be constructed from the large set of predictors, some of which might fit the data as well as the one we proposed. Perhaps a comprehensive causal model is unobtainable; in any case, it is beyond the reach of the current study. At this point we regard it sufficient to show that support for human rights is multi-factored and that the individual differences that influence attitudes on these factors are not identical. 

1. enmity – вражда, неприязнь, враждебность

2. to impede – препятствовать, мешать, затруднять

3. to avow – открыто признавать

4. allegiance – верность, преданность, лояльность

5. to probe – исследовать 

6. volatile – изменчивый 

7. to deploy – использовать 

8. ambush – засада 

9. atrocity – жестокость, зверство

10. to wane – падать, уменьшаться, ослабевать

11. whopping – огромный 

12. malnutrition – недоедание 

13. ad hoc – специальный, устроенный для данной цели

14. to augment – увеличивать, прибавлять

15. malleable – податливый, уступчивый

16. empathy – сочувствие, сопереживание

17. at odds with – не соответствовать, не сочетаться с 

18. antithetical – прямо противоположный

19. wedlock – брак 

20. feasibility – вероятность, возможность, осуществимость

21. endorsement – подтверждение, поддержка

22. platitudinous – плоский, пошлый, банальный

23. facile – лёгкий, поверхностный

24. to be replete with – изобиловать 

25. animosity – враждебность, злоба

26. taxonomy – создание классификации, систематика

27. to retard – задерживать, замедлять

28. maltreatment – дурное обращение

29. extrapunitiveness – карательность высшей степени

30. caveat – предостережение, протест

31. distal – периферический 

2. Discussion points.

· What is support for human rights related to, according to different studies?

· Do Russians care for human rights, to your mind?

· Devise a human rights questionnaire for your groupmates, taking the ones mentioned in the article as the example. 

· Russia's human rights record remains uneven and poor in some areas. Despite significant improvements in conditions following the end of the Soviet Union, problem areas remain. In particular, the Russian Government's policy in the North Caucasus has been a cause for international concern. Although the government has recognized the legitimacy of international human rights standards, the institutionalization of procedures to safeguard these rights has lagged. There are, however, some indications that the law is becoming an increasingly important tool for those seeking to protect human rights. Support this viewpoint with concrete examples and report it to the group.

Do International Human Rights Treaties Improve Respect for Human Rights? 

Author: Eric Neumayer, London School of Economics and Political Science International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, Norway. Source: The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 49, No. 6 (Dec., 2005), pp. 925-953. 

1. Before reading the text think the title of it over and share your point of view concerning the problem mentioned. 

    We find that a beneficial effect of ratification of human rights treaties is typically conditional on the extent of democracy and the strength of civil society groups as measured by participation in nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) with international linkages. In the absence of democracy and a strong civil society, treaty ratification has no effect and is possibly even associated with more human rights violations. 

    A (neo)realist international relations perspective regards countries as unitary actors with given preferences maximizing their own utility without regard to the welfare of other actors. Things happen if powerful countries want them to happen (Krasner 1993). In principle, this perspective should bode well for human rights. The United States, as arguably the most powerful country in the world, has a relatively good domestic human rights record despite emerging problems in the wake of 9/11, together with some commitment to pursue human rights improvements in its foreign policy. For example, its Foreign Assistance Act promises that no financial assistance will be given to states engaging "in a consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human rights" (U.S. Code Title 21, § 2151n). The same is true to a larger or smaller extent for practically all developed countries and for the European Community (European Commission 2001). However, powerful countries are rarely consistent in their application of human rights standards to their foreign policy, and they are rarely willing to grant human rights questions priority (Krasner 1993; Donnelly 1998; Goldsmith and Posner 2005). Powerful countries rarely employ sanctions - political, economic, military, or otherwise - to coerce other countries into improving their human rights record. Indeed, for the most part, countries take relatively little interest in the extent of human rights violations in other countries, unless one of their own citizens is affected. This is because contrary to, say, the extent of trade openness, a country and its citizens are hardly affected if the human rights of citizens from other countries are violated in other countries. Human rights violating countries often avoid subjecting foreign citizens, particularly from powerful Western countries, to the same extent of human rights violation as their own domestic citizens, exactly in order to keep the foreign country disinterested. A further consequence is that the international human rights regimes are comparatively weak compared to, say, the regimes of finance or trade. No competitive market forces drive countries toward compliance, nor are there strong monitoring and enforcement mechanisms. Monitoring, compliance, and enforcement provisions are nonexistent, voluntary, or weak or deficient (Bayefsky 2001). Without powerful countries taking a strong interest in the effectiveness of international human rights regimes, there is little cost for parties with a poor human rights record to ratify the treaty as a symbolic gesture of good will, instead maintaining its poor record in actual reality (Goldsmith and Posner 2005). A (neo)realist perspective would therefore not expect that international human rights regimes make much difference in reality. 

    Hathaway (2002a, 2002-20) has provided an interesting new theory on the dual role of human rights treaties that would even suggest that treaty ratification can be associated with worse performance. She is no representative of (neo)realism, but her theory is most relevant if the fundamental assumptions of realism hold true, particularly the lack of interest by powerful countries in combination with the comparatively weak monitoring and enforcement mechanisms. Noting that treaty ratification plays an "expressive role" as well, communicating to the outside world that the country is committed to human rights, she argues that treaty ratification can deflect internal or external pressure for real change. In combination with the poor monitoring and enforcement mechanisms of international human rights treaties, countries with poor performance can not only get away with continued human rights violations but may at times even step up violations in the belief that the nominal gesture of treaty ratification will shield them somewhat from pressure. In this view, human rights treaty ratification can even lead to worse human rights records. Compared to (neo)realism, an institutionalist perspective stresses more the beneficial effects of international regimes, helping countries to reap the mutual, often long-term benefits of cooperation. Regimes in this perspective offer a way out of the prisoner's dilemma in order to achieve the Pareto optimum, which is unavailable if countries always seize their short-term selfish own interest. It is unclear, however, whether an institutionalist perspective would lead one to expect much more of international human rights regimes than a neorealist perspective. This is because, as mentioned already, it is somewhat questionable whether there are substantial mutual benefits from greater respect for human rights across countries (Krasner 1993). Given that a country's citizens often reside in many foreign countries, a country with high human rights standards might be concerned about the fate of its own citizens abroad and therefore benefit from an effective international human rights regime. The same is true for people from the same ethnic or religious group residing in foreign countries (Goldsmith and Posner 2005). However, countries with low standards are not likely to share such benefits. Given they do not respect the human rights of their citizens living in their own country, why would they benefit from knowing that the human rights of their citizens are respected abroad? As Moravcsik (2000, 217) has put it, "Unlike international institutions governing trade, monetary, environmental or security policy, international human rights institutions are not designed primarily to regulate policy externalities arising from societal interactions across borders, but to hold governments accountable for purely internal activities." Furthermore, even if international human rights treaties could be interpreted as cooperation mechanisms to overcome the prisoner's dilemma to the mutual benefit of all parties, it is questionable whether deep cooperation is likely to be achieved. Economists have argued that enforcement mechanisms such as sanctions to deter noncompliance have to be self-enforcing in the sense that recourse to an external enforcement agency is not feasible and has to be renegotiation-proof. A sanction will only be credible if the threatening group of countries is better off actually executing the sanction than refraining from execution and renegotiating a new agreement with the free-riding country. Treaties that are not renegotiation-proof cannot deter free riding because potential free riders will anticipate that they could strike another deal after free riding and could therefore get away without being punished. Applying game theory to analyze the consequences of the requirements of self-enforceability and renegotiation-proofness on multilateral cooperation, economists have come to pessimistic conclusions: a self-enforcing and renegotiation-proof international treaty will either consist of only a small subset of countries or, if many countries are parties to the treaty, then the gains from cooperation relative to the noncooperative equilibrium are very small. In other words, cooperation is either narrow (instead of wide) or shallow (instead of deep).   

    International relations theorists Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom (1996) provide very similar arguments. An institutionalist perspective would therefore not generate optimistic expectations regarding the effects of international human rights regimes. From a regime theory perspective, which can be understood as a refinement of institutionalism, international treaties create binding obligations on the ratifying parties, which countries aspire to honor. Parties to international treaties generally aspire to comply in the spirit ofpacta sunt servanda (agreements are to be kept and honored), where "compliance is the normal organizational presumption" (Chayes and Chayes 1993). Otherwise, states would not engage in the often painstakingly long negotiations to hammer out all the details of such treaties. The regime's norms are particularly likely to change regime parties' behavior if they are widely regarded as the result of a fair and legitimate process and if they concur with widely shared substantive notions of justice since this bolsters peer pressure to comply with the norms - see Franck (1995), who suggests that international human rights treaties generally fare well on this account. However, treaty norms are often understood to represent long-term desirable goals. Not surprisingly, then, norms are set above a level that many participating countries can or want to comply with immediately or within the foreseeable future. Furthermore, Mitchell (1996) and Chayes and Chayes (1993) point out that full compliance is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for the effectiveness of an international regime. Instead, what matters is that overall compliance is at an acceptable level. These high standards often perform the function of setting targets to which parties are supposed to move toward over time, and compliance problems are not so much the consequence of deliberate noncompliance but are due to a lack of compliance capacity (Chayes and Chayes 1993, 1995). As Levy, Keohane, and Haas (1993) observe, high regime standards serve many functions, such as generating political concern in low-standard countries and setting normative goals for them, communicating the intensity of preferences among regime members, and legitimating technical aid or outright transfer payments to improve the capacity to comply with the norms that might otherwise be denounced as bribes or blackmail. In this "managerial model" of international regimes, the fact that sanctions against human rights offenders are rarely used is not a problem since it is not sanctions but assistance for tackling insufficient compliance capacity that matters. Noncompliance is not an enforcement but a management problem. Regime theory would lead to expectations concerning the effect of international human rights treaties that are optimistic, but only rather cautiously so. This is because such treaties do not fit as well into the theory as international treaties in other areas. As Chayes and Chayes themselves point out, international human rights treaties are "an extreme case of time lag between undertaking and performance." Furthermore, contrary to the general presumption that noncompliance is not intentional, it is admitted that with respect to international human rights treaties, countries sometimes become state parties without any intention of compliance, perhaps "to appease a domestic or international constituency". In such cases, pressure exerted by NGOs can be important, which provides a link to the theory of transnational human rights advocacy networks discussed below. Last, international human rights treaties do not offer much in terms of assistance for tackling insufficient compliance capacity. One possible reason could be that state parties might not consider noncompliance with human rights treaty norms as caused by insufficient compliance capacity. After all, one could argue that no capacity problems hinder any state from refraining to engage in human rights violations. However, such a view does not take into account that human rights violations are often undertaken by lower tier governmental officials (police, military, and other security forces) whose behavior is not necessarily fully under the control of the central government. Educating and training these officials in human rights issues and changing their incentive structures as well as investigating and prosecuting continued rights violations might well be constrained by limited capacity. Contrary to the theories looked at so far, which almost exclusively only deal with states as unitary actors and state-to-state behavior in the international arena, the next three theories place much emphasis on the interaction between states and domestic groups. The transnational legal process model addresses the process through which state actors internalize norms codified in international treaties (Koh 1996, 1998). Such internalization is regarded as the final phase of a three-step process of interaction, interpretation, and internalization. Some transnational actors such as diplomats, NGOs, and individual "transnational norm entrepreneurs" who form a kind of "epistemic human rights community" initiate an interaction (or series of interactions), which might lead to the negotiation of an international human rights treaty. The final treaty text to be concluded represents the common interpretation of norms, agreed on by state parties after a series of interactions at various drafting stages. Regular follow-on meetings provide opportunities for further interactions and interpretations, which gradually leads noncomplying state parties to be persuaded of the validity of the norms and therefore to accept and internalize them. The broader the group of actors involved at the various stages of interactions, the more likely internalization is to follow. This calls for the inclusion of intergovernmental organizations, NGOs, private individuals, and perhaps even business groups. Of course, as Koh (1998) admits, the process does not always work well and sometimes fails spectacularly in certain countries, but norm violation by a few does not prevent norm obedience by most states. A change in preferences is of course in conflict with (neo)realist theories built around the assumption of a given set of preferences, but constructivist approaches allow for preference change, noting that "the international system can change what states want" and can change "state action, not by constraining states with a given set of preferences from acting, but by changing their preferences" (Finnemore 1996). Related is Goodman and Jinks's view on how actors become socialized and acculturated into following treaty norms. From their perspective, it is not so much persuasion - a form of rational acceptance - that matters but that regular interactions lead to cognitive and social pressures for state actors to conform with treaty norms. Such often implicit pressures exist in the form of social-psychological benefits of conformity such as the "cognitive comfort" of satisfying social expectations and of being accepted and valued as an insider group member and in the form of the related costs of nonconformity such as dissonance and shunning. The result is conformity with treaty norms rather than their acceptance and internalization. The transnational legal process model and related theories might be able to explain norm internalization or norm conformance if states do not incur great costs in complying with treaty norms. What if, however, there are strong incentives to maintain human rights violations? Will those who undertake human rights violations to maintain their grip on power be persuaded by the validity of human rights norms or be socially acculturated into human rights protection? This seems highly unlikely. The remaining two theories therefore address the issue of how domestic groups, perhaps in interaction with transnational actors, can use international human rights treaties to pressure state actors into compliance. 

    The liberal international relations perspective abandons the realist concept of states as unitary actors, arguing instead that states are made up of a large number of actors with different interests, which is why domestic politics matters (Moravcsik 1997). International human rights regimes can be effective if domestic groups, be they nongovernmental organizations, protest movements, political parties, or any other group, can use the regime to pressure their domestic government into better respect for human rights (Helfer and Slaughter 1997). Obviously, there is more leeway for such pressure when the domestic political regime allows opposition and the exertion of peaceful political pressure on the government. Bringing lawsuits against human rights offenders to domestic courts can also be important (Hathaway 2002). In consequence, a liberal perspective would lead us to expect that international human rights regimes are particularly effective in political democracies and where the rule of law prevails. Such countries will find it more difficult to exploit the "expressive role" of international human rights treaties without undertaking any actual change. Of course, in as much as the theory argues with recourse to rule of law rather than political democracy, there is the danger of tautology since human rights are partly about access to legal process and the right to lawful treatment. The theory of transnational human rights advocacy networks predicts that international human rights regimes can improve actual performance where such networks are strong (Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Schmitz and Sikkink 2002; Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005). Networks consist of international human rights NGOs such as Amnesty International or Human Rights Watch, together with domestic NGOs and other civil society groups, parties, or the media committed to human rights. Improvement in human rights is regarded as a process going through a "spiral model" that takes five steps - namely, from unconstrained repression to rule-consistent behavior via a period of denial, tactical concessions, and prescriptive status. Movement through the stages is not inevitable and can take a very short or very long period of time, depending on the country in question and the pressure it is under at each stage. In the beginning, domestic political opposition is too weak to constrain human rights violations, and the country manages to escape the attention of transnational advocacy networks. However, after some time and often triggered by events of particularly gross human rights violations, the network starts putting the regime under pressure via disseminating information, shaming the offending regime, and mobilizing international public opinion against it, as well as persuading strong states to target the country with open criticism as well as diplomatic, aid, trade, and other policy measures. The offending government reacts with denial, denouncing the universality of the human rights invoked and rejecting criticism as interference with its sovereignty. At this critical stage, it is important that the pressure on the offending country is maintained and international human rights regimes help in justifying the universal applicability of human rights. Few governments are willing to accept a positioning of their country as a rogue state. Under sustained pressure, they engage in tactical concessions in the hope of diffusing the criticism, often in the form of releasing some political prisoners, lifting some of the worst restrictions of civil liberties, and withdrawing some of the worst violations of human rights. A further possible concession could be the ratification of human rights treaties. The regime often underestimates that these concessions help mobilizing and strengthening domestic groups, which, under the protection and with the help of transnational networks, push for further improvements in human rights. The domestic groups ally with the transnational networks to exert pressure on the government "from below" and "from above." Pressure by powerful countries can be helpful if applied consistently and with a long-term commitment. Having undertaken tactical concessions, governments can no longer deny the validity of human rights in principle. They slowly lose control over the process they have initiated. Their leaders' rhetorical embrace of human rights is used by domestic and foreign groups against them in their call for the actual realization of human rights. A process of "controlled liberalization" takes place, during which the old regime is often split between a reformist and reactionary faction. Crushing the domestic opposition is often no longer an option unless the country is powerful enough to weather the adverse consequences for the government (e.g., the Tiananmen Square massacre in China). The reformist faction therefore often gains the upper hand, with the consequence that further reforms become more likely. If the mounting pressure is sufficiently strong, then human rights improvements stop being ad hoc and at the total discretion of the regime and start becoming institutionalized via legal or even constitutional changes. At this stage, human rights acquire prescriptive status, and governments stop dismissing human rights complaints as interference in internal affairs. In the final phase, governmental behavior becomes consistent with the human rights norms either because the government has sufficiently reformed or has stepped down and is being succeeded by a former opposition group, which is committed to human rights-consistent behavior. Human rights violations can still happen at this stage, but they are no longer officially pursued by governmental officials, and its perpetrators are likely to become the subject of state prosecution. What are the implications of this theory for the likely effect of human rights treaty ratification on human rights performance? 

    Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink (1999) explicitly regard ratification as a manifestation of the phase of prescriptive status. If this is the case, then a positive association between ratification and improvements in human rights is likely, not least because the process of rights improvement is already well under way. It also means that ratification is more a manifestation of human rights improvement rather than a cause of it. However, as already mentioned, ratification can also form part of the tactical concessions. If so, then ratification can be more causally instrumental in bringing about human rights improvement if the increased attention, monitoring, and reporting, together with the formal acceptance of the validity of human rights by the government, allow the transnational networks in alliance with domestic groups to step up the pressure on human rights-violating countries. Risse (2002) concludes from qualitative studies of human rights change in eleven countries that in all cases, ratification of international human rights treaties preceded respect for human rights.  Neither (neo)realist nor institutionalist perspectives would lead one to expect much of international human rights treaties. Indeed, such treaties might even lead to a worsening of human rights performance. Regime theory leads to more optimistic conclusions, but only rather cautiously so, as explained above. The transnational legal process model provides an optimistic outlook, as do the remaining two theories. However, in the liberal theory, the effect of treaty ratification is likely to be contingent on the extent to which the domestic political regime is democratic, whereas in the theory of transnational human rights advocacy networks, the effect is contingent on the existence of a vibrant human rights civil society with strong international links. 

1. to bode – предвещать, сулить

2. to coerce – принуждать, заставлять

3. compliance – согласие, соответствие 

4. to deflect – отклоняться 

5. to deter – удерживать 

6. subset – подмножество 

7. painstakingly – старательно, усердно, тщательно 

8. to concur – совпадать, соглашаться

9. to bolster – подпирать, поддерживать

10. to appease – успокаивать, облегчать

11. constituency – избиратели 

12. to shun – избегать, беречься, остерегаться

13. to incur – подвергаться 

14. leeway – отставание, потеря времени 

15. to trigger – вызывать, быть причиной

16. disseminating – распространённый 

17. to crush – уничтожать, давить

18. adverse – вредный, неблагоприятный, враждебный

19. perpetrator – нарушитель, преступник

20. contingent – случайный, условный, непредвиденный

2. Discussion points. 

· What is neorealism?

· Explain the peculiarities of an institutionalist perspective and a regime theory perspective. 

· Can a managerial model of international regimes be a true solution to the problem of human rights disrespect?

· Explore the examples of NGOs promoting the respect for human rights.

IX. Mediating International Crises 

Cross-national and  Experimental Perspectives 

Jonathan Wilkenfeld, Katheleen Young, Victor Asal, David Quinn, Department of Government and Politics University of Maryland 

1. While reading the text pay attention to different models of crisis mediation.

    This study focuses on mediation as a means for mitigating or at least minimizing the potentially turbulent and violent consequences of international crises. Two main research questions are explored: (1) Does mediation in general affect the dynamics and outcomes of crisis negotiations? and (2) Does the impact of mediation vary in accordance with mediator style? Data are drawn from the International Crisis Behavior data set and from ongoing experimental work with human subjects. The historical data reveal that mediated crises are more typically characterized by compromise among crisis actors, are more likely to end in agreements, and show a tendency toward long-term tension reduction. The experimental research confirmed the relationship between mediation and the achievement of agreement and also revealed that mediation leads to crises of shorter duration and to greater satisfaction by the parties with the outcome. A manipulative mediation style is more likely to yield favorable crisis management outcomes than is a more restrictive facilitative style. 

    Keywords: international crisis; crisis management; negotiation; mediation; experiments; simulation 

    International crises are dangerous episodes that can be destabilizing not only to the actors directly involved but also to the entire international system. Crises can present overwhelming challenges to established institutions and belief systems and change forever the distribution of power within the international system or in a regional sub- system. Recognizing the primacy of crises, scholars and policy makers have been increasingly concerned with developing mechanisms for crisis prevention, management, and resolution. In this study, we investigate one such mechanism - mediation by a third party - to determine whether it is an effective means of mitigating, or at least managing, the all too often turbulent and violent consequences of crises. Toward this goal of determining the impact of mediation on the dynamics and outcomes of crises, we explore two main research questions: First, does mediation in general affect the nature of the outcome of crisis negotiations? Second, does the impact of mediation vary in accordance with the style of mediator involvement? Developing insights into the first of these research questions will entail comparison of data on outcomes of mediated and unmediated 20th-century crises. But analysis of these data alone cannot provide a sufficient understanding of how mediation might change the progress of crisis negotiations. To better understand the nature of the relationship between mediation and crisis dynamics, we report on a series of experiments conducted in a simulated crisis negotiation environment. These experiments provide direct feedback about negotiators' perceptions of mediation and data on the impact of varying styles of mediation. Mediation is not the sole determinant of crisis outcomes. We turn first to a brief examination of key studies that focus on the effect of mediation on international conflict and crises as well as to a review of work on the relationship between the procedural element of mediation style and crisis outcomes. This will be followed by an overview of patterns of crisis mediation in the 20th century, setting the stage for the examination of hypotheses derived from the two frameworks. 

    Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille (1991) define mediation as a process of conflict management where disputants seek the assistance of, or accept an offer of help from, an individual, group, state, or organization to settle their conflict or resolve their differences without resorting to physical force or invoking the authority of the law.  Bercovitch and Langley (1993) note that this behavioral definition is most useful because of its emphasis on the key components of mediation - the disputants, the third party, and the specific conflict resolution context. Two other definitional issues need to be addressed at the outset. First, it is important to be clear on what we mean by international and foreign policy crises. In this study, we employ the definitions developed by the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) Project. An international crisis is identified when it meets two criteria: (1) A change has occurred in the type, and/or an increase in the intensity, of disruptive (hostile verbal or physical) interactions between two or more states, with a heightened probability of military hostilities. (2) These changes, in turn, destabilize the states' relationship and challenge the structure of an international system. When an international crisis is triggered at the system level, at least one state is experiencing a foreign policy crisis. A state is considered a crisis actor if three conditions are present: decision makers perceive a threat to basic national values, leaders believe that they must make a decision within a finite period of time, and leaders consider the chances of involvement in military hostilities to be heightened (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 2000). A second definitional issue pertains to the differing goals of conflict resolution versus crisis management. As Stern and Druckman (2000) point out, there is no single definition of "successful" conflict resolution. Whereas general conflict resolution focuses on seeking long-term remedies that address the root causes of conflict and all underlying issues, interventions in crises have a distinct mission. The primary mission of crisis management is to terminate the immediate crisis before it escalates or spreads. Securing a cease fire or other form of deescalation would be considered a successful instance of crisis management but is not always considered a successful conflict resolution outcome. Dixon (1996) provides a useful definition of what we term crisis management (versus conflict resolution): successful crisis management occurs when "any written or unwritten mutually agreeable arrangements between parties that at least temporarily resolve or remove from contention one or more, but not necessarily all, of the issues underlying the dispute" are secured. Conflict resolution and crisis management are, of course, related but are distinct pursuits. The theoretical literature on the topic of mediation in international relations and international conflict is robust. Research that focuses on crisis mediation, however, is quite sparse. Analysts have generated a substantial number of case studies examining mediator involvement in individual crises. Although these analyses have generated a breadth of findings about specific situations, they have not provided as much progress toward general theories of crisis mediation. This study hopes to make a contribution toward the development of such a theory in this area. The dearth of systematic research on the topic of crisis mediation is especially problematic given Dixon's (1996) observation that "mediation efforts occur between two and three times more often during crisis and hostility phases (of conflicts) than during periods of lower intensity." In addition, Zartman and Touval (1996) argue that a crisis, with its perceived deadline, is most conducive to acceptance of mediation. Despite the likelihood that mediation will take place during international crises, both the mediation literature and the crisis literature have failed to offer systematic analyses of crisis mediation. 

EXPECTED EFFECTS OF MEDIATION 

    All conflicting parties must consent to the involvement of a mediator as a third party in the dispute. But what motivates parties to agree to a mediator? In general, it is the individual expectations of those involved in the conflict that mediation will be effective in helping each secure a more favorable outcome than would otherwise be possible (Touval and Zartman 1985). Princen (1992) concurs that individual interests, rather than "shared values" or "a convergence of interests," are the driving force behind acceptance of mediation. Mediation can bolster the benefit an actor accrues from a conflict or crisis in a number of ways. First, mediators can help each side "get its way" in a negotiation; that is, they can lead one (or many) parties to victory in a conflict. In addition, Bercovitch (1992, 1997) notes that a disputing party may seek mediation in expectation that it would help bring an end more quickly to a conflict or crisis that would otherwise persist. A disputant may also agree to mediation to foster better relations with that third party for the future (Zartman and Touval 1996); conversely, a negotiating party may try to protect its reputation and image by using the mediator as the scapegoat for any unpopular concessions made as part of the final agreement. Parties may also seek mediation out of the belief that a mediator will act as a guarantor of an agreement, reducing the chances of future costly conflicts. Actors would view any of these effects of mediation as value added to the overall outcome of a conflict or crisis. Writing more specifically about the effect of mediators on the processes and evolution of crises, Morgan (1994) and Dixon (1996) both find that mediation benefits the relevant parties by effectively helping to defuse these dangerous situations. Morgan's framework on crisis escalation posits that the probability of an international crisis escalating to war decreases when third-party intervention takes the form of mediation. Similarly, Dixon finds that crisis mediation provides "the most consistently effective conflict management technique for both preventing escalation and promoting peaceful settlement". Dixon's definition of mediation, however, is somewhat unique within the conflict management literature. According to his categorization, efforts by third parties to facilitate communication between disputants do not qualify as mediation, but binding arbitration does qualify as mediation.' This definition stands in contrast to the one adopted here and by many in the field of mediation studies. As such, further analysis is needed, along the lines presented below, to help determine how effective mediation is as a crisis management tool. 

A CLASSIFICATION OF MEDIATION STYLES 

    The literature on mediation has converged on three basic styles that mediators can adopt in their efforts to resolve a conflict - the facilitator, the formulator, and the manipulator. Some offer alternative classification schemes, somewhat more detailed than that of Touval and Zartman. We agree with Bercovitch (1997), however, that the facilitator-formulator-manipulator schema sufficiently distinguishes general mediator behavior. The crisis actors, the mediator, or both may decide which style is most appropriate for a given crisis, and each requires a different level of involvement and dictates the parameters of appropriate behavior by the mediator. The mediator as facilitator serves as a channel of communication among disputing parties. This type of mediation is also referred to as third-party consultation, good offices, or process facilitation (Hopmann 1996). The mediator as facilitator can organize the logistics of the negotiation process, collect information, set the agenda regarding which issues will be discussed and in what order, and/or deliver messages between parties if face-to-face communication is not possible or desired. The mediator as facilitator makes no substantive contribution to the negotiation process but, rather, is restrained to ensuring continued, and hopefully constructive, discussion and dialogue among disputants. The second role defined by Touval and Zartman (1985) is mediator as formulator. Unlike facilitation, formulation involves a substantive contribution to the negotiations - including developing and proposing new solutions to the disputants - to assist the disputants when the parties reach an impasse in the negotiation process. However, the mediator as formulator is not empowered to pressure the crisis actors to endorse or advocate any particular outcome - a capability associated with manipulation, as described below. The manipulative mediator also provides a substantive contribution to negotiations. In addition to formulating potential solutions, this mediator uses its position and its leverage - "resources of power, influence, and persuasion" - to "manipulate the parties into agreement" (Touval and Zartman 1985). The mediator augments the appeal of its solutions by adding and subtracting benefits to/from the proposed solution (Zartman and Touval 1996). Hopmann (1996) indicates that only a powerful mediator can play this role and notes that mediators can influence the direction of negotiations not only through carrot-and-stick measures but also by manipulating the international environment. A number of authors argue that mediators should not adopt one style in a situation but should adapt throughout the course of a conflict or crisis. Nonetheless, others believe that one or the other of these styles will be a more effective means of conflict resolution or crisis management. Advocates of the mediator-as-facilitator style contend that disputing parties should arrive at their own solutions and that styles that allow mediators to suggest solutions - that is, formulation and manipulation - would "prejudice his (the mediator's) position" (Burton 1972). Proponents of facilitation maintain that this approach is best suited to securing long-lasting, mutually reinforcing outcomes and to resolving fundamental causes of conflicts (Jabri 1996); whereas manipulative, directive strategies can damage the "atmosphere of good will, trust, and joint problem solving" between the parties (Princen 1992). Consistent with this perspective and specific to the question of mediation styles in crisis, Dixon (1996) concludes that facilitation effectively promotes peaceful settlement during crises more consistently than do manipulative moves. Although many support limiting a mediator's role to facilitation, Terris and Maoz (2001) find that mediators are more likely to employ an intrusive style such as manipulation. Mediation analysts who encourage the adoption of such a manipulative style argue that the manipulative mediator's ability to apply leverage will allow him or her to be more effective than the facilitator in bringing disputants to agreement (Bercovitch 1986, 1997; Bercovitch and Houston 1996). Touval and Zartman (1985) contend that only a mediator with leverage is likely to generate an agreement between the parties or assist them in getting out of a quandary. Morgan's (1994) analysis of crises is more favorable than Dixon's (1996) regarding the potential of manipulative strategies in times of crisis. Morgan notes that manipulative mediators' ability to provide side payments to conflicting parties makes them especially effective. Many authors have also found that intense settings, such as crises, are more receptive to the substantive contributions and pressuring moves of a manipulative mediator than are less intense situations. This disagreement over what path a mediator should follow during an international crisis serves as the motivation for our second research question: how do different mediation styles affect crises and crisis negotiations? First, however, we explore the occurrence, impact, and effects of crisis mediation in general. 

CRISIS MEDIATION IN THE 20TH CENTURY: CROSS-NATIONAL FINDINGS 

    In fall 2000, we oversaw an evaluation of the role of mediation in the 419 cases coded as international crises in the ICB data set for the period from 1918 to 1996. Utilizing ICB case summaries, coders explored two new variables for each crisis: (1) Did mediation occur? and, if so, (2) To what degree did mediation affect the way the crisis ended? 

    WHEN ARE CRISES MEDIATED? The ICB data on instances of mediation revealed that mediation efforts were present in 125, or 30%, of all crises between 1918 and 1996. Although some crisis characteristics - number of actors involved, type of trigger, or whether the crisis was part of a larger protracted conflict - revealed little relationship to mediation, the analysis did reveal certain trends regarding the likelihood of mediation. Mediation occurs with greatest frequency in crises involving territorial threat - in 30% of cases overall but in 41% when territorial issues are involved. In addition, as the number of relevant issues in a crisis increases, so too does the chance that the crisis will be mediated: 52% of crises with three or more core issues were mediated. The data also reveal that mediation rates have changed as the distribution of power in the international system has shifted. Mediation occurred in only 20% of crises during the bipolar era between 1945 and 1962. During the polycentric period (1963- 1989), 34% of crises were mediated. And in the post-cold war unipolar era (1990- 1996), 64% of international crises involved mediation efforts. The data support the contention that mediation is an increasingly common tool of crisis management and one that we need to better understand. 

    Crises linked to ethnic conflicts have been prominent in the post-cold war era and are more likely to feature mediation than are those without ethnic ties. Twenty-three percent of non-ethnic crises were mediated, whereas 34% of secessionist crises and 52% of irredentist crises prompted mediation efforts. This phenomenon is no doubt related to our finding that territorial crises are the most likely to be mediated, but there may also exist an independent relationship between the ethnic roots of a crisis and whether mediation will be invoked. Mediation is more likely to occur the more geographically proximate the crisis adversaries are to one another. Crises between contiguous actors exhibit a 35% rate of mediation, compared with a 23% rate for near neighbors and only a 14% rate for actors that are geographically distant. This phenomenon is related to our findings on crisis mediation rates at different levels within the international system. Three-fourths of all crises between neighboring states are subsystem-level crises (involving non-major powers), and 36% of these subsystem crises involved mediation efforts. This contrasts with the paucity of mediation efforts in dominant system crises. Only 8% of these crises were subject to mediation. Finally, the level of violence associated with a crisis influences the likelihood that that crisis will be mediated. All crises involve an increased chance of violence erupting, but in 26% of ICB cases, no violence occurs among the crisis adversaries. Our data reveal that mediation is less likely to occur in these nonviolent crises. Only 19% of these crises were mediated, whereas mediation was attempted in 39% of crises characterized by violence at the level of a war. Overall, the results of this aggregate analysis of mediation in 20th-century international crises reveal that mediation became an increasingly prominent means of attempting to manage international crises as the system moved from bipolarity through polycentrism to post-cold war unipolarity. Mediation was most prevalent in crises involving territorial disputes, ethnic conflicts, and multiple issues; when contiguous adversaries were involved; in crises at the subsystem level; and in more violent crises. 

    Our analysis of international crises based on the ICB data indicates that historically, mediated crises are characterized by compromise among crisis actors, are more likely to end in agreements, and show a tendency toward long-term tension reduction. Although outcomes involving compromise or stalemate are the more likely result of mediation, those crises characterized by such non-definitive outcomes have a heightened tendency to recur. That is, although tensions are temporarily reduced through mediated crisis management, full conflict resolution - or a long-term reduction of tensions - is apparently more elusive. The experimental research confirmed the relationship between mediation and the achievement of agreement while also revealing that mediation leads to greater satisfaction with the crisis outcome. Although we consider these effects of mediation to be consistent with the goals of crisis management and with the negotiators' expectations of the effect of mediation, our subsequent analyses of mediation style demonstrate that it is necessary to attach some caveats to a general endorsement of mediation in crisis management. Although both facilitative and manipulative mediation are conducive to generating agreements, and agreements that are considered satisfactory to negotiators, only manipulative mediation has a positive effect on the level of benefits associated with crisis termination and on the duration of a crisis. Data from the Ecuador/Peru simulations indicate that only manipulative mediation meets the negotiators' expectations of leading them to a more beneficial outcome than they could have otherwise secured. On the other hand, facilitation may actually lower average benefits - a situation that could lead to discontent among disputants and, possibly, recurrent crises. In addition, the more rapid conclusion of a crisis - brought about only by manipulation - is an essential component of crisis management, given the relationship between prolonged crisis negotiations and the likelihood of escalating violence and war. Given our historical and experimental findings, then, we conclude that manipulative mediation - as compared with facilitation or no mediation - is an effective means of crisis management. Our endorsement of manipulation must be tempered, though, by at least two factors that need to be explored more rigorously in the future. First, our analysis has looked only at the two extreme styles of mediation-facilitation and manipulation. It may be the case that formulative mediation, which falls between these two extreme styles, is an even more effective management tool under certain circumstances. We intend to explore a broader range of mediation styles in future work using expanded versions of both ICB and our experimental research design. A second concern with manipulative mediation is one that is well developed in the literature on mediation. Scholars raise concerns about both the short- and long-term implications of solutions developed and forced on parties by an outsider, fearing that these situations can lead to feelings of alienation and resentment of the mediator, the process of negotiation, and even the other parties involved in the negotiation (Princen 1992; Kelman 1992; Keashly and Fisher 1996). Although our findings on negotiator satisfaction do not reveal resentment of manipulation vis-a-vis facilitation, greater consideration of the unintended consequences that could accompany the adoption of manipulative mediation as a crisis-management tool is necessary before we can conclude that manipulation is an appropriate - or perhaps the most appropriate - means of managing international crises. Our findings, however, do indicate that manipulation shows potential as a key approach to mitigating the violence and instability associated with international crises. It bears repeating that our findings pertain only to international crises and not to the broader phenomenon of international conflict in general. Our conclusions about the greater effectiveness of manipulative mediation in high-stress crisis situations are not likely to be applicable as one attempts to move from crisis management to conflict resolution. Thus, the research reported here reinforces the need to specify the goals of a specific intervention, as a review of one recent case demonstrates. Henry Kissinger's famous shuttle-diplomacy mediation in 1974 between Israel and Syria was aimed exclusively at reaching a stable cease fire. These efforts, resulting in the attainment of a separation-of-forces agreement, were an example of successful crisis management through manipulative mediation. Analysis of Israeli/Syrian relations shows the limits of this tool, however. Kissinger's efforts ended the crisis, but the conflict between the states persisted, and the two states faced off against each other in three subsequent crises (Al-Biqa Missiles I in 1981, War in Lebanon in 1982, and Al- Biqa Missiles II in 1985). According to Hopmann and Druckman (1981), Kissinger did not secure a lasting resolution of the conflict because his use of a manipulative mediation style - especially threats - prevented a basis for lasting communication and long-term cooperation from being procured, thus demonstrating a potential limit of manipulation. Similarly, 25 years after Kissinger's mission, Bill Clinton invited the leaders of Syria and Israel to Shepherdstown, West Virginia, to work through the core issues in contention between the states. Clinton used the same tool as Kissinger- manipulative mediation - but the president had a very different goal (conflict resolution) than did his predecessor, and here, that tool was ineffective. No agreement could be reached between the parties, and the conflict persists. Although we have just begun to uncover the complex interactions between crisis management and conflict resolution and how different styles of mediation may be more appropriate for one than for the other, we must add additional variables to both the historical and experimental analyses. As we examine further the additional issues of power discrepancy and zones of agreement, we hope to come closer to completing this picture and offering a general theory of mediation as a means of crisis management. 

1. mediation – посредничество 

2. to mitigate – смягчать, уменьшать

3. overwhelming – подавляющий, непреодолимый

4. to entail – влечь за собой, вовлекать

5. to resort to – прибегать к, обращаться

6. to invoke – призывать, взывать

7. disruptive – разрушительный 

8. hostility – враждебность 

9. to pertain – принадлежать, иметь отношение

10. to terminate – положить конец

11. robust – сильный, крепкий

12. sparse – редкий, разбросанный

13. dearth – нехватка, недостаток

14. conducive – благоприятный, способствующий

15. to bolster – поддерживать, приободрять

16. to accrue – увеличиваться, нарастать

17. to defuse – разряжать, нейтрализовать

18. facilitator – содействующий, способствующий

19. impasse – тупик, безвыходное положение

20. to augment – увеличивать, прибавлять

21. quandary – затруднительное положение

22. irredentist – сторонник партии воссоединения

23. paucity – малочисленность, недостаточность

24. contiguous – смежный, прилегающий

25. adversary – противник, враг 

26. elusive – неуловимый, уклончивый

27. caveat – предостережение, протест

2. Discussion points.

· Enumerate mediation styles. What model of mediator involvement is more efficient, in your opinion? 

· Define the international crisis and give examples.

· Under which circumstances are crises mediated? 

3. Our modern history is bound with conflicts and crises. Report on some international crisis: single out the participants, basic reasons for its emergence and the way(s) it was solved.

X. Negative Advertising in Politics

Examining the Possible Corrosive Impact of Negative Advertising on Citizens’ Attitudes toward Politics

Robert A. Jackson, Florida State University, Tallahassee; Jeffery J. Mondak, University of Illinois, Urbana; Robert Huckfeldt, University of California, Davis

1. Give your own understanding of positive and negative advertising. Substantiate your ideas with examples.

    Negative campaign advertisements have been depicted by many observers as a scourge on American politics. One facet of the case against negative ads—that such commercials discourage voter turnout—has been studied extensively in the past decade. In contrast, a second criticism—that negative advertisements produce corrosive effects on mass attitudes—has received less attention. This is unfortunate as it would be highly consequential for American political behavior if exposure to negative campaign ads breeds widespread cynicism and antipathy toward politics, disapproval of political institutions and elected officials, and a decline in political efficacy. We examine these charges in the context of the 2002 U.S. midterm elections. Merging data on political ads from the 2002 rendition of the Wisconsin Advertising (WiscAds) Project with individual-level data collected via the 2002 Exercising Citizenship in American Democracy Survey, we devise a thorough and multifaceted test of the case against negative advertising. Our analyses do not provide empirical support for the charges levied against negative campaign ads.

    Keywords: campaign advertising; political attitudes; midterm elections; Congress

   A nation’s citizens must walk a fine line when assessing elected officials and political institutions. On one hand, a degree of skepticism seems prudent. Were citizens to view the political arena with something approaching blind faith, the risk of elite malfeasance would be considerable. Although skepticism may be advisable, mass cynicism can be debilitating. If citizens conclude that government is damaged beyond repair, then little or no incentive exists for individuals to invest time and effort in weighing the pros and cons of new policy proposals or in selecting between competing candidates. During the past four decades, Americans as a whole most often have leaned much closer to cynicism in their political assessments than to blind faith. Indeed, brief periods of high trust in government, such as in the months following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, are notable precisely because they are at odds with the familiar pattern. Numerous factors plausibly contribute to Americans’ characteristically dark views of government. Event-driven explanations ring true when we recall that the period in question encompasses an impressive array of political scandals and failed policies. Likewise, media-driven explanations also enjoy intuitive merit given that signs of mass cynicism emerged soon after the rise of television news, and further waves of pessimism have coincided with the growth of talk radio and twenty-four-hour cable news outlets.

    Our objective is not to revisit the many forces potentially operating to induce citizens’ highly critical political appraisals, but rather to examine one particular force in depth. The central question we pursue is whether exposure to negative campaign advertisements sours citizens’ broader political perceptions. This focus on campaign ads ties in well with both event- and media-based models in that political campaigns are important recurring events and candidates’ ads are noteworthy components of political television. But our interest in the possible effects of campaign ads stems from more than the opportunity to improve our understanding of why so many citizens view politics and government with displeasure. An additional concern centers on the nature and significance of negative campaign ads themselves.

    Attention to negative ads has proceeded at a frenzied pace since the publication of groundbreaking research by Ansolabehere and Iyengar. Most of the subsequent studies have focused on the charge that negative ads suppress voter turnout. The scholarly community has devoted less attention to the parallel grievance that these ads fuel public cynicism and political alienation writ large. We view this second case against negative ads as provocative and disturbing, but also as incomplete in that Ansolabehere and Iyengar’s empirical work on this matter speaks to only one aspect of mass opinion and does so using only one methodological approach. We offer a wide-reaching examination of the possible effects of campaign advertisements on citizens’ views of politics and government. First, we assess the case against negative ads, evaluating both the rationale for why negative ads may produce deleterious effects on mass attitudes and past evidence regarding such effects. Second, we outline our own research strategy. Our focus is on ads run in conjunction with the 2002 gubernatorial, U.S. House, and U.S. Senate elections. Advertising data are drawn from the 2002 rendition of the WiscAds Project (Goldstein and Rivlin 2005), with data on citizens’ perceptions drawn from the 2002 Exercising Citizenship in American Democracy Survey, a national survey we fielded during the 2002 election season. Last, we present a series of empirical tests designed to shed new light on the question of whether exposure to political advertisements influences citizens’ perceptions of politics and government.

The Case against Political Advertisements

    Critiques of political opponents occur in numerous forms, but the negative advertisement has been the means of choice for many candidates in the television era. Ads labeled as negative range from innocuous efforts to contrast the attributes and beliefs of competing candidates to vituperative, inflammatory assaults. At their worst, negative ads hold the potential to denigrate the political process, and to do so while infiltrating the living rooms of television viewers across the nation. Given the distasteful character of the most notorious of negative advertisements, it is reasonable to surmise that exposure to such ads will lead citizens to think less not only of the candidates in a given election, but also of politics and government more broadly.

    Ansolabehere and Iyengar (1995) argue this point forcefully: «In recent years, the political pulsetakers have registered record lows in political participation, record highs in public cynicism and alienation, and record rates of disapproval of the House of Representatives, the institution designed to represent the public will. The single biggest cause of the new, ugly regime is the proliferation of negative political advertising on tv.» Later, Ansolabehere and Iyengar explain the mechanism that leads from exposure to negative ads to cynicism and disapproval: “people infer from negative advertisements that the entire process, not just the targeted candidate, is deeply flawed.” Ansolabehere and Iyengar are not alone in arguing that negative ads damage mass attitudes. For example, two reports published a few years prior to the Ansolabehere and Iyengar studies alleged that negative ads generate such effects (Buchanan 1991; Dionne 1991). 

    Buchanan suggested that attack ads may lead to citizen “disenchantment with the larger political process” and that the attack campaign “breeds public cynicism.” West (2005) and Diamond and Bates (1992), although themselves skeptical regarding some of the claimed harmful effects of negative ads, noted that the belief that such effects do occur is widely held. West wrote, for example, that “attack ads are viewed by many people as the electronic equivalent of the plague.” The charge leveled against negative ads seems plausible. Although numerous scholars have suggested that negative ads may mobilize, rather than demobilize, the electorate, it is far more difficult to envision that such ads would instill the public with optimism and political confidence. Negative ads may be informative, they may point out legitimate concerns

about opposing candidates, and they may signal the importance of a particular election, yet none of these leads in any obvious manner to a citizenry with a collectively rosier outlook on politics. Although scenarios can be devised whereby negative ads have either negative, null, or positive effects on voter turnout, only effects of the first two forms seem likely when the question under consideration is whether negative ads influence citizens’ broader political perceptions.

    The analytical case developed by Ansolabehere and Iyengar is, in our judgment, persuasive, but the empirical case is incomplete. Ansolabehere and Iyengar offer provocative evidence consistent with the claimed effects of negative ads on mass attitudes, but the evidence is, for several reasons, less than definitive. Three specific matters warrant discussion.

    First, although Ansolabehere and Iyengar issue a sweeping indictment of negative ads, their analyses center on only two variables: internal and external political efficacy. External efficacy encompasses several important considerations regarding the quality and responsiveness of elected officials, and thus it is a reasonable dependent variable for the task at hand. The relevance of internal efficacy is less certain in that the rationale for why negative ads should lead citizens to doubt their own levels of political aptitude is questionable. Ultimately, though, what concerns us is that there were not additional measures that tapped other aspects of public opinion. Ansolabehere and Iyengar find that exposure to negative ads decreases internal and external efficacy, but it is possible that such ads exert stronger or weaker effects on other important dimensions of mass opinion.

    Second, the authors derive their results using a single methodological approach: the laboratory experiment. We agree with Ansolabehere and Iyengar on the virtues of experiments for causal analysis, but external corroboration of laboratory findings is desirable. This is especially important in the present case because Ansolabehere and Iyengar offer conclusions regarding the corrosive effects of negative ads on U.S. national opinion, even though they present no evidence from outside the laboratory. In contemplating research that does speak to national opinion, it is uncertain how the results will stack up relative to those from the laboratory. The laboratory is much less noisy than the real world, and thus it is possible that an examination of survey data would mute the finding of an advertisement-efficacy link. Sigelman and Kugler (2003) note, for instance, that citizens in the same states differed dramatically from one another in how negative they perceived a statewide campaign to be. If voters in actual elections do not recognize negative campaigns (or perceive negativity when it is absent), then the real-world link between ad tone and mass attitudes may be tenuous. On the other hand, even elaborate experiments cannot capture the tremendous variance in campaign behavior found across the hundreds of electoral contests in a year such as 2002. If ad tone matters for citizens’ attitudes, then perhaps the strongest evidence will be found in research that differentiates voters who were bombarded with hundreds, and even thousands, of negative ads from voters who viewed only positive ads, and from voters who were exposed to no campaign ads at all.

    Third, although Ansolabehere and Iyengar find that exposure to negative ads influences internal and external efficacy, the effects appear moderate in both substantive importance and statistical significance. In their model of external efficacy, a model with 2,216 observations, the ad tone variable produces only a modestly significant effect, and gender, race, and partisanship all generate substantive effects of more than twice the magnitude of the effect for ad tone. Ad tone brings a larger substantive effect on internal efficacy, but this effect is dwarfed by that of political interest. Also, in a model with 790 observations, the coefficient for ad tone only narrowly achieves statistical significance as a predictor of internal efficacy. Hence the empirical results do not support the charge that negative ads are the “single biggest cause” of damage to mass attitudes. Many researchers have explored the systemic effects of negative advertisements since the publication of Ansolabehere and Iyengar’s studies, but the vast majority of this research has reconsidered the relationship between ad tone and turnout. In contrast, reassessment of the impact of negative ads on mass attitudes has been rarer. We suspect that the reason for this is that most analysts have found Ansolabehere and Iyengar’s thesis to be persuasive—perhaps to the point that follow-up research has seemed unnecessary. There appears to be some agreement that exposure to negative ads will darken citizens’ views of politics, and perhaps that it will serve as a demobilizing force; however, many scholars also believe that other effects of negative ads on turnout are positive, offsetting any demobilization brought by dwindling public confidence in the political process. Finkel and Geer (1998) delineate this position clearly: «The notion that exposure to attack advertising may influence the electorate’s sense of external efficacy or feelings of governmental responsiveness is certainly reasonable. Moreover, we agree with Ansolabehere et al. and Ansolabehere and Iyengar that this process could explain why some individuals abstain from voting in a given campaign.

However, there are equally compelling reasons why attack advertising may stimulate voter participation.»

    Thorson et al. (2000) find that exposure to negative campaign ads lowers efficacy and raises political cynicism. Unfortunately, Thorson et al.’s methodological approach raises serious questions regarding their ability to infer that exposure to negative ads causes these effects. Their data are taken from a survey fielded in a single metropolitan area, and they operationalize exposure to negative ads via an item that asked respondents to gauge how many negative ads they had seen in a recent campaign. Measures of ad exposure based on individual recall are problematic both because viewers’ recollections of what they have seen tend to be sketchy and because of the threat of endogeneity.

    On the latter point, it is possible that the correspondence between self-reported exposure to negative ads and levels of political cynicism merely signifies that political cynicism led some respondents to perceive campaigns as negative, effectively reversing the causal arrow. Exposure to negative ads varies across individuals by three factors: (1) when exposure was measured (e.g., in U.S. elections, the likelihood of exposure to negative ads is greater for a respondent interviewed in late October than for one interviewed in early September); (2) where the respondent lives (because some campaigns have more negative ads than others); and (3) what/how many television programs individuals watch. The first and second of these factors are constant in the Thorson et al. (2000) study because they administered their survey in a single community in a five-day period following the 1994 U.S. elections. As to the third factor, nearly half of ads in subnational elections are aired on local news broadcasts, but Thorson et al. control for local news viewing in their models. Hence there is virtually no opportunity for variance in actual exposure to negative ads to drive variance in self-reported exposure to negative ads.

    Lau and Pomper (2004) merge data on newspaper coverage of Senate races with data from the National Election Studies (NES) and explore whether campaign tone matters for external efficacy and trust in government. Their full sample models yield no sign that campaign tone produces the hypothesized effects; however, when estimating separate models for partisans and independents, they find a slight relationship for efficacy: “negative campaigning has the hypothesized negative effect on efficacy for respondents who pay a lot of attention to the campaign and live in states where campaign intensity is high”. The authors express doubt as to the importance of this finding because the relationship was found only among a subset of the electorate, the effect was substantively modest (a swing in efficacy of 0.17 points on a variable with a range of 0–4), and the coefficient reached only a marginal level of statistical significance. But Lau and Pomper note that the cumulative effect of negative campaigning on efficacy might be greater. We would add to this that the study’s measure of campaign tone is not specific to negative advertising, and thus that

somewhat stronger (or weaker) effects may emerge in analyses focused solely on the possible effects of campaign ads.

    Brader (2006) tackles many of the dependent variables of interest to us in experimental research on citizen response to ad tone. Specifically, Brader examines feelings of internal and external efficacy, cynicism, social trust, trust in government, trust in elected officials, and trust in the media. Ads with enthusiasm cues produced only a smattering of significant effects, and in no instance did fear cues adversely affect citizens’ attitudes, leading Brader to conclude that “evidence on the potential side effects of emotional appeals is weak and decidedly mixed.” Brader’s results speak to the possible effects of emotional cues, not to whether the full content of an ad is positive or negative. Still, Brader’s null results, particularly when coupled with Lau and Pomper’s (2004) findings, suggest that any adverse impact of negative ads on citizens’ attitudes may be less than sweeping in scope. Brooks and Geer (2007) address the possible broader effects of exposure to negative political ads. They designed a Knowledge Networks experiment and found no evidence that negative, uncivil, or trait-based messages within ads attenuate respondents’ levels of political interest, political trust, external efficacy, or political learning. Geer (2006) also considers the possible effects of negative ads on citizens’ attitudes. The analyses reveal no adverse impact of negative ads on either faith in elections or trust in government.

    Taking account of the research by Ansolabehere and Iyengar and the subsequent studies reviewed here, we see as inconclusive the empirical case regarding the potential impact of negative advertising on citizens’ attitudes. On the positive side, Ansolabehere and Iyengar’s thesis enjoys considerable logical appeal, and multiple studies report evidence consistent with their thesis, particularly with respect to efficacy. On the negative side, the range of attitudes examined in early work was narrow, and subsequent research has failed to generate strong support for the case against negative ads. The indictment of negative advertising is alarming. Negative ads possibly contribute to citizen apathy, and even antipathy, regarding politics. Given the importance of this claim, we seek to subject it to comprehensive empirical scrutiny. First, we assess multiple aspects of citizens’ views of politics. Second, we focus specifically on the effects of campaign advertisements, rather than overall campaign tone. Third, we examine the advertisements emanating from U.S. House, U.S. Senate, and gubernatorial campaigns, drawing data on citizens’ attitudes from a national survey with respondents in each of the one hundred largest media markets. Fourth, in addition to examining the possible general effects of negative campaign ads, we explore whether partisan status and political sophistication condition any such effects.

    When one recalls the most notorious political ads, it is easily imagined that exposure to such commercials produces corrosive effects. A strong two-part indictment has been leveled against negative campaign ads: that they decrease turnout and that they undermine citizens’ attitudes toward politics and government. The first portion of this indictment has produced a deluge of research in the past decade. Less research has been produced concerning the second component of the case against negative ads. As a result, the alluring thesis that negative ads adversely affect political attitudes has endured. In this study, we have sought to undertake a thorough assessment of the claim that exposure to negative political ads generates mass antipathy toward politics.

    Findings have been produced across multiple dependent variables and multiple specifications of possible ad effects. The bottom line is straightforward: present efforts have produced no empirical support for the case against negative ads. In retrospect, we believe that these findings are only modestly at odds with those of previous research.

    Ansolabehere and Iyengar (1995) presented provocative evidence that exposure to negative ads undermines internal and external political efficacy; however, comparable tests were not reported for other variables, the substantive effects in the efficacy models were moderate at best, and no corroboration was offered from outside the laboratory. Thorson et al. (2000) examined the correspondence between exposure to negative ads and citizens’ attitudes, but that study’s methodological approach was such that the resulting inferences are highly questionable. Lau and Pomper (2004) found no relationship between campaign tone and trust in government, nor a relationship to efficacy for most citizens. Lau and Pomper did find a slight link between campaign tone and efficacy for a narrow group of voters, but the authors themselves cast doubt on the broader significance of this finding. Most recently, Brader (2006) and Brooks and Geer (2007; see also Geer 2006) have turned up mixed, and mostly null, results when exploring the impact of negative ads on political attitudes. Nothing in the empirical record provides grounds for skepticism regarding the present study’s abundant platter of null results. To the contrary, the accumulation of null findings across multiple studies using multiple data sets and methods casts very serious doubt on the case against negative ads. This is not to say that current findings should be taken as the last word on the possible link between negative campaign ads and political attitudes. As we have emphasized, the analytical case against negative advertisements is highly compelling. Indeed, entering this research, we fully expected to obtain a wide array of evidence that negative ads are harmful. So what accounts for the dearth of empirical support? Although this is not a question we can answer conclusively, there appears to be slippage between the logical case against negative ads and how viewers actually perceive these commercials. One possibility is that citizens are sufficiently sophisticated in their thinking to avoid throwing the baby out with the bathwater. Attitudes toward the political system emerge from many sources, including day-to-day political events that have no direct connection to biennial campaigns. Citizens may have the capacity to evaluate the political system and incumbent officials on their own merits and see political ads as being of no more than peripheral relevance to these more long-term evaluations.

    A second, and less flattering, possibility is that viewers do link their perceptions of negative ads to assessments of other facets of politics and government, but those perceptions are unrelated to the reality of the ad content they viewed. We are skeptical of the Thorson et al. (2000) findings precisely because the correlations between ad content and political attitudes in that study hinge entirely on respondents’ perceptions. But if we set aside concerns with simultaneity and spuriousness, what those findings suggest is that when people think they have seen negative political ads, viewers downgrade their evaluations of the political system in response. We are left with the possibility that negative ads fail to undermine mass attitudes only because of the scattered, idiosyncratic character of mass perception— a possibility reinforced by the Sigelman and Kugler (2003) findings that viewers of the very same campaign form radically different perceptions of its tone and that those perceptions are at best only loosely related to the reality of those campaigns. The two scenarios outlined here enjoy intuitive merit, and it may even be that both are accurate, but for different segments of the electorate.

    A third possibility is that negative ads corrupt mass attitudes, but that we have failed to detect such an effect due to a deficiency in our methodological approach. Any single study will be limited in scope, and ours is no exception. In our judgment, however, the limits of the present study are not such that the case against negative ads can emerge unscathed. There is nothing subtle about the charges leveled against negative ads. The accusation is that negative ads are the single greatest cause of rising mass cynicism, declining efficacy, and mounting disapproval. These are not the sorts of effects one would expect to slip through the methodological to measure ad exposure with state-of-the-art precision. Likewise, data from our national survey have permitted unprecedented geographic breadth in the search for ad effects, and we have used a diverse set of dependent variables. Freedman, Franz, and Goldstein (2004) used less expansive data sets (seventy-five media markets versus the one hundred in the 2002 WiscAds data, and survey data gathered via a cluster design rather than a full national probability sample), and yet they found ad exposure to be related to a wide array of positive effects. If Freedman and his colleagues had no difficulty detecting positive influences of ad exposure, it strains credulity to think that our very similar approach was too coarse to detect a corresponding negative impact, particularly an impact previously hypothesized to have the delicacy of a sledgehammer. A final possibility is that we have sought evidence of harmful effects of negative ads long after the damage was done. If negative ads produce effects that accumulate over time, then perhaps cynicism, disapproval, and the like solidified well before 2002. This thesis would be challenging to test, and we cannot definitively rule it out. However, two points speak against it. First, none of the attitudinal variables examined here approached rock bottom in 2002. For example, Democratic and Republican congressional leaders each were viewed unfavorably by fewer than 35 percent of our respondents. External efficacy was low, but even here, only 58 percent of respondents reported a lack of efficacy. If negative ads corrode mass attitudes, there was more corrosion left to occur in 2002. Second, among recent election years, 2002 arguably constitutes a best case in which to find evidence that negative ads adversely affect mass attitudes. The elections fell a year after the September 11 attacks but before the start of the Iraq War, a window in time in which citizens’ political appraisals were relatively positive. Then came the 2002 campaigns, many of which were seen by analysts as among the nastiest in years. This combination of positive baseline attitudes and inflammatory campaigns seemingly should be highly conducive to the detection of adverse ad effects, yet no such effects were found. A last matter is what our results imply regarding the case against negative ads advanced by Ansolabehere and Iyengar (1995). Evidence generated in cross-sectional analyses should not be viewed as disconfirming findings from the laboratory, and we make no claim that present results trump the empirical findings at issue in Ansolabehere and Iyengar – that is, that exposure to negative ads can, under certain circumstances, produce modest erosions of internal and external political efficacy. But we do believe that current results cast severe doubt on the more sweeping claims offered in that study, claims that substantially exceed the scope of its evidence. First, Ansolabehere and Iyengar assert that exposure to negative ads corrodes a wide array of political judgments, including numerous attitudes other than efficacy. Second, all of the claimed effects were posited to operate on national opinion, but no data were offered to support these assertions. We have subjected these positions to thorough empirical scrutiny and found no evidence to support them. We have approached the assessment of negative advertisements from a perspective of scientific inquiry, rather than advocacy. Hence nothing in the present study should be taken to suggest that we like negative ads or that we wish to encourage them. What we do wish to emphasize is simply that we have conducted a thorough and rigorous search for harmful effects of negative campaign commercials on citizens’ attitudes, and we have detected no evidence whatsoever to corroborate the case against negative ads.

1. scourge – бич, кара, наказание 

2. efficacy – эффективность, действенность

3. prudent – благоразумный 

4. malfeasance – злодеяние, должностное преступление 

5. debilitating – ослабляющий 

6. frenzied – взбешённый 

7. writ – предписание, повестка, заявление

8. deleterious – вредный, вредоносный

9. innocuous – безвредный, безобидный

10. vituperative – бранный, ругательный 

11. inflammatory – возбуждающий 

12. to denigrate – чернить, клеветать, порочить

13. disenchantment – разочарование, освобождение от иллюзий

14. indictment – обвинение 

15. tenuous – незначительный, тонкий 

16. to dwarf – мешать росту, останавливать развитие 

17. to delineate – очерчивать, обрисовывать

18. endogeneity – внутренние противоречия

19. to attenuate – истощать, ослаблять, смягчать

20. biennial – двухлетний, случающийся раз в два года

21. incumbent – наделённый обязательствами

22. unscathed – невредимый 

23. sledgehammer – сокрушительный удар

2. Discussion points.

· Explain the difference between event- and media-based models in political campaigning.

· In the article it is mentioned that many scholars tend to single out different positive aspects in the negative advertisement. What are they?

· Can the results of Russia's 2008 electoral campaign be labeled as blind faith of the citizens? If not, what is it, to your mind?

· Is it correct to consider the negative ad as a reason for the lack of Russians' electoral activity?
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    As the finishing line of our course is supposed to be a presentation of your diploma project, we offer you the following phrases which, as we sincerely hope, will help you to prepare your work in a proper way.  

Дипломная работа посвящена ...
The graduation project is concerned with / deals with ...

Предмет нашего исследования ...
The subject matter of our research is ...

Область нашего исследования ...
The area of our research is ...

Основная проблема связана с ...
The main issue is concerned with ...

Цель нашего исследования ...
The aim/goal of our research is ...

Это наименее изученный ...
It is the least investigated ...

Это спорный (неясный) момент.
It's a moot point.

Это имеет практический интерес для
It's of practical value for ...

В этой работе мы обращаемся к проблеме ...
In this paper we address the issue of ...

актуальность
topicality

обращаться к, рассматривать, анализировать, обсуждать, описывать
address smth, consider, analyse, discuss, describe

делать обзор, очертить (круг вопросов), исследовать
revise, review, outline, investigate, explore

давать определение
define

приводить пример
illustrate

утверждать
state, claim. assert, argue

отождествлять с, сравнивать
identify with, compare

продолжать, делать наблюдение, отмечать
maintain, observe, point out, note

доказывать, показывать
prove, show, display

подвести итоги
summarize

Разнообразие взглядов / подходов
Diversity of opinions / approaches

Х придерживается другой точки зрения
X holds a different view

Согласно мнению группы учёных, ...
According to a group of scientists, ....

В дополнение к (этому) ...
In addition to ...

В противоположность (этому) ...
In contrast to ...

В результате / вследствие (этого)
As a result / consequence ...

The consequence of this is ...

Отсюда следует, что / поэтому ...
Therefore / Hence

Суммируя сказанное, ...
To sum up, ... / To summarize ...

Если сказать об этом кратко, ...
In brief, ... / In short, ... / To cut it short, ..

Возвращаясь к вопросу, ...
This brings us back to to the question 

Необходимо продолжить изучение ...
There is a need for further investigation / research / study ...

Общепризнанным является то, что ...
It is generally accepted that ...

Общеизвестно, что ...
It is common knowledge that ...

часто обсуждается в наше время
is much debated at present

Основные результаты нашего исследования состоят в следующем ...
Our basic findings are as follows ...

Мы собрали достаточно данных, чтобы ...
We have collected enough data to ...

Существует два аспекта / две стороны / две грани этого процесса
There are two aspects / sides / facets of this process

Это связано с ...
This is related to / associated with ...

Это можно объяснить тем, что ...
It can be explained by / accounted for ...

Это вызвано / обусловлено тем, что ...
This is caused / determined by ...

Это даёт нам основание предположить, что ...
This gives us grounds to suppose that ...

Данные говорят / свидетельствуют о том, что ...
The data suggest / give evidence to ...

Мы можем сделать следующий вывод 
We can draw the following conclusion

Это подтверждает / противоречит нашей гипотезе
This confirms / contradicts our hypothesis

В результате анализа была разработана новая классификация
The study resulted in.../ As a result of the analysis, a new classification has been worked out / elaborated

Был апробирован новый подход
A new approach has been tested

Была сделана попытка...
A new attempt has been made...

Полученные нами данные выявили...
The data obtained has revealed...

Результаты свидетельствуют о том, что... 
The date gives evidence to / testifies to the fact that...

Необходимо дальнейшее изучение
Further research into...  is needed

Полученные результаты имеют практическую ценность.
The results obtained are of practical value.

Мы предлагаем рекомендации, которые могут быть применены...
We offer recommendations / tips that can be applied...
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Формат 

    Текст дипломного проекта необходимо печатать в определенном формате, по ГОСТу, принятому ВАК для оформления дипломной, курсовой работы, диссертации и автореферата. Обращаем внимание на основные нормативные параметры форматирования.

Размер шрифта: 

· строчные буквы – 14 пт для шрифта Times New Roman,  15-15,5 пт для Courier;

· шрифт для заголовков – 16 пт для  Times New Roman, но лучше использовать шрифт, отличный от основного текста, например, Arial.

Количество строк:

на странице должно быть 28-32 строки.

Количество знаков:

· в строке – 60-64;

· на странице (полностью заполненной) – 1800-1960.

Междустрочные интервалы:

· в основном тексте: для  Times New Roman – полуторный;

· в заголовках, сносках: должен быть равен междустрочному интервалу в основном тексте;

· между заголовками разных уровней, от заголовка до текста: интервал должен быть в 1,5 раза больше интервала в основном тексте страницы.

 Поля страницы: 

· левое – 2,5-3 см;

· правое – не менее 1 см;

· нижнее – 2 см;

· верхнее – 2,5 см.

      Нумерация страниц:

    Наиболее общепринято расположение нумерации страниц в верхней части страницы посередине.
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