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Introduction

Political science research on the current representative relationship between parties/leaders/elected politicians/political elites and constituencies/citizens/voters/ordinary people in Western mature democracies seems driven by the spectre of crisis (Van Biezen and Saward 2008). Is there a crisis in and/or of politics in the sense of shrinking popular support below some threshold of leaders and policies (crisis in politics) and/or of national regimes and polities (crisis of politics)? Is such a dual crisis on a par with the crisis in and of parliaments and bourgeois democracy in the 1920s and 1930s, and the crisis in and of welfare states and participatory democracy in the 1960s and 1970s (Hayward 1995, Klingemann and Fuchs 1995, Hadenius 1997, Pharr and Putnam 2000, Dahrendorf 2002, Dalton 2004, Dunn 2005, Hobsbawm 2007)? Furthermore, does such a crisis have special features, such as stagnation of old and mainstream parties; an expanding public sphere of non-party agents with claims to credible representation of popular interests, competitive media outlets, and the web; a new environment of globalisation of national states; and, last but not least, a market-based view of government, the provision of public goods, and the vocation of professional politicians (Stoker 2006, Hay 2007)?

The debate in political science is loaded with scepticism and avoidance. How is crisis possible anyway in mature democracies in an era of waves of global democratisation? Losers in elections tend to be more negative than winners as to the support of politics. But the winner-loser gap with respect to support for parliament, democratic principles, and the performance of the democratic regime is smaller in mature democracies than in new ones. Losers remain graceful here because they have learned that electoral loss does not involve being without rights, social death and futility of opposition (Anderson and Guillory 1997: 71-8, Anderson et al 2005: 90-140).
Sceptics argue that the concept of crisis is political and moral rather than scientific and historic; that the basic legitimacy of democratic rules and understandings and the relative absence of state oppression and social violence is the truly novel accomplishment of Western polities since the end of the Cold War; and that phenomena such as electoral volatility, policy cycles, and a cult of irreverence and contestability indicate a flourishing of democratic societies, indeed, the labour pains of a post-democratic regime (public democracy, monitory democracy, digital democracy, cosmopolitan democracy).
Scholars who apply the concept of crisis concede its many weaknesses and try to dilute and rephrase it (O’Donnell 2007). The concept has been overused and overstretched; hence other concepts, such as malaise, disequilibrium, or transformation. Crisis discourse among competing political actors, journalists and intellectuals may be misleading and false. Public opinion and political behaviour data with respect to crisis are all but global, uniform and rectilinear. The best explanation and interpretation of democratic crisis may involve effectiveness rather than legitimacy, and democracy surplus rather than democracy deficit (Zakaria 2003). Coping with crisis may mean sophistication and normalization of mature democracy rather than return of tyranny or anarchy.

This exploratory paper raises two questions:

· What is a crisis of legitimacy? Is there a plausible empirical conception of political crisis that may improve the current political science debate on the future of representative democracy, particularly the future of people’s parties and catch-all parties?

· Why and how does a crisis of legitimacy occur? Does mainstream political science provide insights that are still fundamental, reliable and helpful in formulating such a conception?

In our concluding remarks we will discuss the thousand euro question whether there is a crisis of legitimacy now, in the real world of partisan representation in the West today. 
A General Empirical Conception of Political Crisis

There are two strong conceptions of political crisis (Hont 1995: 167-72). In the theological view, political crisis indicates a collapse of civilization and a denial of divine revelation and human nature. These threats can only be blocked and overcome by a sustained effort of revolution and purification. In the medical view, political crisis indicates a disease of the political body that threatens to halt the political system. The threat can only be remedied by appropriate diagnosis and acceptance of treatment. The theological view is dominant in radical approaches to liberal democracy, such as historical materialism (Marx) and classical rationalism (Strauss). It tends to overrate the political crisis and see every incident of democratic ineffectiveness as a sign of total instability. The medical view is dominant in public administration literature on governance and sensationalist journalism. It tends to underrate the political crisis and see the practice of government as a normal process of making and managing crises in a wide sense.

We will use an intermediate pair of conceptions derived from Lipset’s theory of modernisation and intermittent crises of legitimacy and effectiveness, and Easton’s theory of the learning cycle in political systems and its distortion (Lipset 1981: 64-86, Easton 1965; cf. Binder et al 1971, De Jonge 1982: 6,  Offe 1984, Dobry 1992, Klosko 2000: 116-49, Dalton 2004: 5-9). There is a crisis of democracy when and because members of a polity – both elite and mass segments – are confused and polarised as to their valuation of the political community vis-à-vis the norms and principles of the political regime. There is a crisis in democracy when and because members of a polity are dissatisfied with most leaders and most sectors of law, public and private. Theoretically, a crisis in democracy does not have to bring about a crisis of democracy. Furthermore, sub-optimal but satisfactory performance of leaders and policymakers allows the possibility of a crisis of democracy (Hall 1995: 24-5; see Nairn 1997). 

A democratic crisis has a number of features. First, the political establishment feels insecure as to the bases of its authority and vital interests. Insecurity leads to intransigence, paralysis, or capitulation. A secure establishment, meanwhile, would deal with such troubles in a manner that might be rash and hard, but never beyond democratic rules and understandings. Second, political opposition rises and claims a democracy deficit. This is a gulf between ideal and practice, society and state, reality and public rhetoric, in short, between the establishment and the people. Without such opposition, the crisis is short lived due to harmonised activity that controls and overcomes it. Third, neither the form of politics nor its substance satisfies the agents involved. These agents then turn to the public sphere to mobilise certain coalitions into making claims about change in the status quo and communicating their concerns. There is no crisis without an openly expressed sense of malaise within and across establishment and opposition. Fourth, the risk of disorder in non-political spheres (law, economy, technology, and so on) and ambiguity as to the future of democracy become palpable. Such modes of disorder are either preconditions for or consequences of political problems. Without them, the loaded term ‘crisis’ does not apply. We tend to speak, then, about ‘problems,’ ‘tensions,’ ‘conflicts’ – normal risks in a working democratic society. Fifth, there are sequences of events in the real world – inside and outside the polity – that distort polity members’ common knowledge and standard repertoire, irrespective of their role in or interpretation of these events. A crisis without occasion (situation, constellation) indicates a virtual crisis, on par with a war without a cause (Ignatieff 2000). An occasion without a crisis means false alarm. Finally, observers as well as participants note an atmosphere of crisis. Visitors from abroad, diplomats, journalists, cool scientists, and reflexive participants (throwing pamphlets in the air or publishing retrospective stuff) report that something is rotten in the polity. Of course, such reports may well exaggerate the death of politics (Norris 2002: 33). Yet without eyewitness accounts, we can identify neither manifest nor latent crisis. We have to assume, then, that the crisis does not exist at all, false positive or pseudo-crisis notwithstanding, or that the crisis exists against all odds and clues yet involves restrictive regimes that suppress unwelcome information: a false negative or crisis without notice.

The point of this elaboration of the concept of political crisis is to turn the dichotomy of crisis of versus in democracy into a continuum. All crises of democracy will reveal insecurity of the establishment, rising influence of the opposition, public dissatisfaction, emerging disorder, striking occasions, and perceptive documents and portraits by observers and contemplative participants. Some crises in democracy may exhibit some but not all of these features.


The final feature of accounts by committed observers brings in the role of great debates. It is important to distinguish between normative and positive views here. Normatively, it makes a lot of sense to demand that democrats take their crises seriously by organising great debates. In the model of deliberative democracy political crises ought to be solved via deliberative discussions between rulers and critics, since these discussions embody the intrinsic value of democracy and promote learning, pacification, and integration of all citizens into democratic civilization (Habermas 1992, Rawls 1993, Gutmann & Thompson 1996, Sen 2005). Positively, realists argue that crisis may crowd out political discussions and standards of deliberation (civil war, plebiscite rule, instant public action) or that such discussions may aggravate the situation with endless discussions, the undermining of public authority, polarisation, dialogue des sourds, and exclusion (Riker 1986, Ankersmit 1997, Elster 1998, Shapiro 2003, Posner 2003, Sunstein 2003).


If our approach is less rosy than the model of deliberative democracy it is also less dark than the realist view. We assume that deep democratic crises engender great debates, that is, important diagnoses about great issues. These diagnoses will become an integral part of discourse or be conducive to political education of new generations of elites, leaders, associations and citizens.
 In many ways the rise of modern and professional political science in the twentieth century has been the outcome of moments of generation-based reappraisal of some dark past.

The democratic revolutions of the eighteenth century engendered a great debate about the old regime, revolutionary violence, and republican representation in large commercial societies. The industrial nationalisms in the nineteenth century involved social dissolution, state interventions, nationalist warfare, imperialism, class struggle, religious strife, and movements for citizenship, including waves of indignation such as abolitionism, populist protests, and muckraking. They engendered great debates about the state, the idea of the West, capitalism, liberalism, racism, political parties, universal suffrage, and social rights. The interwar crisis of collectivism in a broad sense (social liberalism, Christian Democracy, Social Democracy, fascism, national socialism, communism) engendered great debates about social policy, central planning, mass society, democratic anti-liberalism, and totalitarianism. The crisis of welfarism at the start of the final quarter of the twentieth century engendered great debates about the quality of economic growth (ecology, human development), government overload and loss of private property rights in participatory democracy, democratisation of politics in a broad sense (particularly, industrial democracy), social justice, and moral community.

The present crisis of globalism engenders great debates about shareholder capitalism, popular media culture, human rights, multiculturalism (or, rather, plurality of group subcultures, nations and civilizations), governance (multi-level government), the democratic deficit of international politics, terror, and American hegemony. Empirical and comparative scholars in political science address the following set of trends concerning disengagement between voters and parties, parliaments, and governments (Norris 2002, Dalton 2004, Anderson et al 2005, Thomassen 2005: 23-31, 33, 256, Bartolini 2005: 309-62, Gallagher, Laver and Mair 2006: 288-96, 409-18, Stoker 2006: 32-46, Annenberg Project 2007, Hague and Harrop 2007, Hay 2007: 42-3). Decline or volatility of electoral turnout; decline of party identification and party membership; decline or volatility of vested parties; fluctuating duration of cabinet governments (also fluctuating duration of cabinet formation periods); growth or volatility of electoral and civic distrust, dissatisfaction (frustration, disappointment) and cynicism with respect to politicians and their programmes and policies; growing inequalities in political empowerment of different groups of citizens; rise of new populist parties; rise of political scandals related to the rising costs of party campaigning or party cartel; expansion of capital-intensive and non-partisan participation (interest groups, social movements, policy advocacy networks); rise of negative opinions and feelings about professional politicians, the working of the state, formal political institutions, and globalisation of governance; and – last but not least , shifting commitments in the sense of exit (privatisation, emigration, tax evasion, separatism), civil disobedience, violence, or constitutional reform. Generally, both participation in elections and referenda and non-electoral participation seem to engender low and insufficient legitimacy.  
Mainstream Political Science: Four Authors about Crises of Legitimate Participation and Representation

This section examines whether the contemporary unstable constellation of Western democracies can be labelled and signalled as a crisis of political legitimacy, in particular of credible representation and party authority, with the help of mainstream political science. We selected four authoritative authors, to wit, the political sociologist Seymour Lipset, the pure political scientist David Easton, the social philosopher Jürgen Habermas, and the public administration expert Fritz Scharpf. We do not bring in all their numerous and relevant works, but rather focus on classical texts, respectively, Political Man (1960), A Systems Analysis of Political Life (1965), Legitimationsprobleme im Spätkapitalismus/Legitimation Crisis (1973, 1975), and Governing in Europe (1999). We raise three questions: how does the theorist define legitimacy and stable democracy without crisis? How does he conceive a crisis of political legitimacy? And what could be the empirical indicators in the current constellation of Western democracies that signal this crisis? 

Lipset’s main work tries to make sense of the rise of authoritarianism in party democracies after the First World War and conflict management and consensus in the era of recovery and catch-all parties after the Second World War. Easton is a member of Lipset’s generation. He covers the same phenomena. Like Lipset, he continued to do research about absorption of shocks, breaks, and gaps in American society and government after the presidencies of Kennedy and Johnson. But Easton’s cycle of popular demand and support in durable adaptive systems and his theory of precarious control of the political cycle are sometimes used to explain all periods of crisis in mature Western democracies. Habermas’s main work on our theme is an account of the crisis of the welfare state at the backdrop of a rise of participatory party democracies during the permissive 1960s. Scharpf’s distinction between input-oriented legitimacy and output-oriented legitimacy and his theory of governance are tools that make sense of state failure in public party democracies (with cartel parties, campaign parties and newly populist parties) since the invention of neoliberalism and the end of the Cold War.
Lipset: Intolerance, Over-politicization, and Political Ineffectiveness
Lipset’s democratic theory as written in Political Man (1960) concerns the necessary conditions for democracy. He tries to understand the developments of democracy in the 50s against the backdrop of the communist, fascist, and to a lesser degree, the authoritarian experiences of the prior decades. In fact, conditions for democracy are defined in the protection against these totalitarian threats. 

Democracy is a goal in itself and not an instrument to a desired end. “It is the good society itself in operation” (439). The goal of democracy is social stability. Within society there are integrating forces and disintegrating forces, conflict and consensus, which must be delicately balanced. Democracy cannot do without consensus but neither without conflict. Writing in the tradition of democratic elitism, Lipset argues that without conflict there is no political struggle, no ‘challenges to parties in power’, and no rotation of political office. Without consensus there is no norm of tolerance, no ‘allowing the peaceful ‘play’ of power’, and thus no democracy (1). Legitimacy for Lipset is not only consensus in this consensus-conflict dialectic, but arises out of this relation. Norms of tolerance “developed only as a result of basic conflict, and requires the continuation of conflict to sustain it” (2). As “legitimacy involves the capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society” it depends upon the way in which political conflicts that historically divided society have been resolved (64). A legitimate democracy is “the existence of a moderate state of conflict” (71). Most importantly, it depends upon the belief that democratic institutions are the most appropriate for solving political conflict.

For the stability of democratic society, not only legitimacy is important but also the ‘effectiveness’ of the political system. Where legitimacy is evaluative, that is, the extent to which the values of the political system fit the values of groups and individuals, “effectiveness is primarily instrumental”, political performance that satisfies the basic functions of government (64). Legitimacy and effectiveness are interrelated as they can temporary be substituted with each other. 

As the integrative forces of modern democracy have increased through openness and increased mobility in class- and status structures, the disintegrative forces of sharp political and social cleavages have also decreased with the class compromise. With the ‘end of ideology’ “politics is now boring” (442). Furthermore, with this decline of mobilizing ideologies the ‘managers and experts’ are taking over in government, which further reduces political conflict. Where Weber feared that increasing bureaucratization would reduce the scope of individual freedom, Lipset argues that freedom actually increases with bureaucratization because of the decrease of arbitrary power (452) and its use of objective criteria for solving conflicts (19). Conformity to bureaucracy and mass-culture provides “new sources of continued freedom” by reducing conflict and especially the threat of extremist ideologies.
In modern society the left-right cleavage in politics has lost most of its significance. What is left is the cross-cutting cleavage of “political democracy versus totalitarianism” (233). While the leaders of the classes might have reached compromise and acknowledge democracy, this does not necessarily mean that their supporters “understand the implications” (123). This problem should be addressed at the level of the individual supporters and at the level of the political leaders or organizations. The extremist propensities of the individual can be addressed by increasing the pressure of cross-cutting cleavages through increased education, information, actual and social mobility, and open class-structure. The mobilizing political organizations, whether parties or unions, are caught in a structural limitation between mobilizing support, that is, conflict, and sustaining a democratic consensus. The solution is that these organizations should be responsible, before being democratic (391). Internal democratization and high levels of participation require ‘irresponsible’ integrative measures that reduce cross-pressures and thus tolerance. It is imperative that political organizations define themselves in the fulfillment of limited needs, which reduce the felt need of members to participate within the organizations and gives the organization leverage to avoid ‘internal factionalism’. And precisely because these organizations only fulfill limited needs they are legitimate to the extent they satisfy these needs and contribute to democratic integration by increasing cross-pressures through multiple memberships.

It must be clear that the integrative forces of an open class-society, the end of ideology, increased education and cross-pressures, the conformation to mass culture, the de-politicization through bureaucratization, the rule of expertise, and limited political participation should inhibit a legitimacy crisis in the sense of destabilizing conflict. In this sense, there is also a strong emphasis upon modernization in Lipset’s work that asserts that modernization processes provide the social basis for legitimacy.
For Lipset legitimacy crises are a fairly recent phenomena, which arose with the “rise of sharp cleavages among groups” able “to organize around different values” through mass communication (64). Legitimacy is threatened by plurality of values, with each value complex isolated in its own social world. The stability of the democratic system is threatened when there is no legitimacy and no effectiveness. Societies which are effective but have no legitimacy are vulnerable to economic crises, while for societies with only legitimacy a sustained period of ineffectiveness could undermine legitimacy.

From a more sociological perspective Lipset argues that legitimacy crises can occur under three social conditions. First, if “the status of a major conservative institution is threatened during the period of structural change”. Secondly, when access to the political system is blocked for new major social groups with political demands. And finally, when a new political system is unable to sustain the expectations, that is, effectiveness of government. In short, a legitimacy crisis is a crisis of change, a crisis “during a transition to a new social structure” (65).

In general, disintegration could occur when the norm of tolerance towards other groups or ideas is impaired by social isolation, incapability of a reflexive attitude, and the absence of cross-cutting cleavages. Communism and fascism “appeal to the disgruntled and the psychologically homeless, to the personal failures, the socially isolated, the economically insecure, the uneducated, unsophisticated, and authoritarian persons.” (178). The critical point is that these underlying sociological factors which ‘predispose’ individuals towards extremism result in ‘normal periods’ in withdrawal from politics and political apathy (116). Only certain crises can political activate these people. The enabling conditions are fast sweeping social changes and perceived threats to economic and social status. Working-class extremism is activated by rapid industrialization, middle-class extremism by the development of large-scale capitalism and strong labor movements (135). 

The increase of cross-pressures also has it effect upon political participation. Lipset’s democratic elitism elevates participation through voting as the prime democratic mechanism. However, the more open the class structure and the more conflicting pressures brought to bear on individuals, the more ‘political apathetic’ the electorate will be “by ‘losing interest’ and not making a choice” (211). The same measures that address the sociological propensity towards extremism, lowers the motivation for political participation. The ‘principal problem’ of democratic theory is establishing the level of political participation that is ‘sufficient’ to maintain democracy without introducing ‘sources of cleavages’(14).  Dangers of low participation are a lack of consensus, the empirical tendency to under-represent the ‘socially disadvantaged groups’, and could reflect a “lack of effective citizenship and consequent lack of loyalty to the system as a whole” (227). However, low participation might also signal satisfaction and “a high turnout a sign of decline of consensus”. More importantly, as the non-voters have more authoritarian attitudes and are more intolerant, increasing participation is no service to democracy per se. It is exactly when “a major crisis or an effective authoritarian movement suddenly pulls the normally disaffected habitual non-voters into the political are that the system is threatened” (229). 


Lipset’s over-emphasis on integrative social forces in modern society, could almost lead to the conclusion that the lack of conflict, and not the lack of consensus can lead to a legitimacy crisis, as norms of tolerance are not reproduced within a disinterested public ruled by the leisure of mass-culture and the formality of bureaucratic rules. Lipset ignores this possibility of his own definition of legitimacy, pre-occupied with anti-democratic disintegrative social forces.
If we want to observe a Lipsetian legitimacy crisis in our current era, there are a few indicators that seem important. Legitimacy might be jeopardized:

(1) When political conflicts are elevated to the political system without tolerance towards other groups and ideas. Or reformulated, when democracy is appreciated as an instrument towards the fulfillment of ultimate goals, instead of regarding conflict containing democracy as the ultimate goal in itself

(2) When the social basis of society is characterized by sharp cleavages containing isolated unreflexive social groups. 

(3) When political leaders and organization are not willing to, or capable of balancing conflict and political mobilization with general consensus and democratic norms.

(4) When political participation is too high leading to over-politicization and factionalism, or when levels of participation suddenly change, revealing political frustration either in withdrawal or in politicization. 

(5) When the political system is barred for new social-political groups.

(6) When the social structure is in a fundamental transition threatening the status of major institutions or leading to the feeling of major social groups that their status is threatened.

(7) When extremist ideologies and anti-democratic norms proliferate.

(8) When the effectiveness of the political system is impaired or when promises and expectations are not met. 

Easton: Environmental Stress and System Response Failure
The goal of Easton’s work in A System Analysis of Political Life (1965) is ‘a unified theory of politics’, a-historical and not just addressing democratic political system. However, Easton does also address possible crises in the modern Welfare state of the 60s. Additionally his work inspired diverse theorists of the Welfare state crisis formulated in demand overload, the crisis of rising expectations, rationality crisis, and contradiction of the welfare state (Huntington 1974; 1975; Bell 1977; Habermas 1975; Offe 1984). 


The main question of system analysis is how any type of system can persist at all “under the pressures of frequent or constant crises?” (vii). The political system is defined as “those interactions through which values are authoritatively allocated for a society” (21). This political system is an analytically isolated but open system embedded in environments. Between them there flows a “constant stream of events and influences” that shapes the conditions of the political system. To survive systems must respond and adapt (18).

As a political system is defined in authoritative allocation, legitimacy is a crucial aspect that separates authoritative power from naked power, at least in a democratic system. For Easton, legitimacy implies “the conviction on the part of the member that it is right and proper for him to accept and obey the authorities and to abide by the requirements of the regime. It reflects the fact that in some vague or explicit way he sees these objects as conforming to his own moral principles, his own sense of what is right and proper in the political sphere.” (278). Although legitimacy is not a necessary condition for system survival, without it there is a constant threat of disorder and instability. Easton analyses legitimation as the most important part of system support. Support for the political system is fundamental ‘if the system is able to act at all’ (153), to get decisions “accepted as binding (…) without the extensive use of coercion” (158). For every system there are three sources of legitimacy: ideological, structural, and personal sources. Legitimating ideologies are inherent in the political regime, the rules of the game. These are the values and principles that constrain and make possible actions of the authorities. They are the foundation on which both the authorities themselves and the political regime can be evaluated for their legitimacy (289). The power of anonymous political roles is legitimized in the “presence of an ingrained belief, usually transmitted across the generations in the socialization process”, but this conviction of legitimacy also confines their power, through cultural expectations, with regard to how power ought to be used (208). Legitimating ideologies might be ‘deceptive myths’ which can ‘capture the imagination’. They are powerful because of both the expressive element, that offers a framework to interpret the past, present, and future and gives a sense of purpose, and the instrumental or manipulative element, which makes it an instrument of control for the elite (296). Propagation of ideologies are intensified in rituals, ceremonies, and physical representation (308-309).

The second source of legitimacy is the structural source, which is the attachment to the political structure or regime itself independent of the underlying normative validity, as for example in constitutionalism (300). The final source of legitimacy is the personal basis of specific authorities, like charisma, demagoguery, and ‘genuine appeal’. This source can be so strong that it allows those political leaders to violate structural regime norms.
Easton’s theory depicts politics as ‘a flow model’ between stimulus, system-response, and outcome. The driving forces of this model are environmental stress and system response. For this response the political system needs to communicate with its environment. This communication can be analyzed in the concepts of input, that is, demand and support, and output, that is, the decisions and actions of authorities. Inputs can contribute to system stress, while outputs can be means to alleviate this stress. The crucial linkages are on the one hand the political system itself, which, as Easton acknowledges, he tends to treat like a black-box, and the information ‘feedback loop’. 


Demands are those expressions of opinion, communicated through language or action, that call for an authoritatively binding decision (38). The probability of demands arising depends upon expectations, public opinion, motivations, ideologies, and interests, but these are not demands in themselves (47). Outputs are the ‘terminal points’ of the processes of the political system through which demands are converted into political actions and political intent. But they are also the mechanism through which the system tries to cope with problems and stress created in the environment (344-346). Output effectiveness will depend on the amount and kind of information authorities receive. This information feedback is crucial for the authorities as it allows for a learning process. The ‘systematic feedback loop’ connects the output and outcomes of the political system with the input of support and demand. In this learning process the generation of support is the crucial concept. The political system is ideally modeled as follows: (1) if a demand is satisfied, the member of the system will be more supportive of that system; (2) as authorities always want to increase support they tend to be responsive; (3) as the authorities are competent and resources are available the authorities will be able to match outputs and demands (363-365). Support, then, is an ‘index of political contentment’, which is the ratio between output that satisfy demands and demands (406). This kind of support is ‘specific support’. The stability of the system will be further enhanced if it can also generate ‘diffuse support’. Diffuse support, which includes legitimacy, engenders a ‘generalized attachment’ and ‘strong bonds of loyalty’ to political objects as ends in themselves” (272-273). Like Lipset, Easton conceptualizes this democratic end as the best instrument to negotiate social conflict.. This ‘unconditional attachment’ is therefore independent in the short run upon specific output. 

There are three different conceptions of crisis in the work of Easton. A system crisis can be defined as the incapability of the political system to allocate values and the incapability of inducing members of society “to accept these allocations as binding” (22). This is the theological conception of total collapse. Secondly, a crisis in the meaning of the medical disease, where the system is unable to respond to external stress. And finally, a crisis as a fundamental change of the political system. If all three levels of the political system have changed, that is political authority, regime, and community, the former political system has disappeared (171-172). For Easton, a system crisis can only be determined a posteriori. More likely is that stress on the system will induce a system adaptive response. Therefore, for our current paper, it makes sense to define an Eastonian crisis as a tendency of increasing input stress and a decrease in effective system response. In this sense we can differentiate between three kind of crises: demand overload, support failure, and output failure. 


Demands can cause stress on the political system in two ways. First, unfulfilled demands may lead to a decline in support, and secondly, the inherent limited capacity of the political system to address demands implies that there can arise a ‘demand overload’, either by excessive volumes of demands or by the complexity of the content of demands. According to Easton, demand overload is one of the ‘major problems’ in modern society, where the emphasis on popular participation and the ‘revolution in rising expectations’ causes an increase in volume and variety of demand (68). The problem of demand overload is that either certain demands never reach the authorities, resulting in a lack of information and thus output failure, subsequently resulting in frustration, decline in support, and violent modes of expressing demands; or, secondly, all the demands are handled too well, overburdening the authorities, leaving them with too many contrary demands (118). There are two system responses to deal with demand overload, the political structure, which “determines who converts wants into demands”, and the cultural norms, which “establish what is allowed through” (81). The political structure defines the ‘point of entry of demands’, the number and different roles of ‘gatekeepers’ who have the power to determine what goes into the political system. There is a clear relation between demand overload and democracy on the one hand, and the power of gatekeepers and limited entry points on the other. Especially political leadership and political representation should function as mechanism to reduce demand overload. They mobilize support-input and ‘pre-process’, reduce, and prioritize demand-input (130). Secondly, the cultural norms are “built-in restraints in the form of norms that inhibit the gatekeepers from seeking a political solution for all discontents, interests, and desires” (100). In a Lipsetian way, this exclusion of the politicization of certain conflicts also prevents disintegrating cleavages.

Above all, support is an explanatory variable of system stress. First, without support for distinctive authorities no demands would be put forward. These authorities must be recognized as having the responsibility for political decisions. Secondly, without support for the regime there would be no stability in demand conversion, and therefore there would be no subsequent binding acceptation of political decisions. Finally, without support for the political community there would be no social cohesion. Although a decline in support will stress the system, it could survive long periods of status quo under conditions of political apathy and lack of political competition. Furthermore, support depends in large measure upon the ability of brokers and intermediaries, like political parties, to win the loyalty of their adherents. If this loyalty is strong enough, “a low input of support from the ordinary members of the system may not pose any threat” (227). Decline in support is caused principally by output failure, when output does not meet demand. Continued output failure can instigate ‘feelings of deep discontent’, initially towards the authorities, but if persisting also towards regime and eventually the political community. It is important to note that output failure relating to declining support, concerns perceived output failure by the relevant members in the system. In this sense, one of the major sources of failing support are cleavages. Cleavages can induce loss of support due to different frameworks for perceiving output, by causing structural rigidities in available outputs, by cumulated ‘past frustration’ and political ‘scars’, and because loyalty towards the group competes with loyalty for the political community. 

The system can respond by structural change that depoliticizes cleavages through political representation. Representative structures, understood as “elite recruitment patterns”, organization of means of control, and a common forum for negotiation en reconciliation, are suited for means of expression and mobilizing support. The development of political parties to encourage maximum support creates the potential to reduce stress from cleavages, as they ‘invite overlapping groups’ (256). Similar to Lipset, Easton emphasizes the cultural norms within the political regime that emphasize tolerance towards different views, stress the fact that people are members of the same political community, and induce depoliticization. This latter can be enhanced trough tacit elite agreement, explicit norms of constitutional constraint framing political taboos, and adjudication. A second response is the generation of specific support by “the fulfillment of demands” in specific outputs. However this is not sufficient for system stability, as with increasing societal complexity there is an increase in time-lag between outputs and benefits, and because not all demands are always satisfied, so called ‘partial satisfaction’ (267). To overcome these short comings the third system response is to boost diffuse support through legitimacy, common interest, and identification. Legitimacy can be enhanced by tapping of the three sources of legitimacy we already discussed. The second system response is emphasizing the common interest, the general good of the system. And finally by enhancing the sense of political community. As dissatisfaction with authorities and regime can spill-over to the community, support for the community can spill-over to the regime and the authorities as well. This can be enhanced by stimulating political participation, modifying social parameters like language and public education, and creating political symbols and ceremonies, shared traditions, and current experiences. 

Outputs shape “the destiny of a system” through its influence upon support (363). Output effectiveness will depend on the amount and kind of information authorities receive. When this feedback loop does not function properly, it can cause support stress. Dysfunction can arise at several points. First, outcomes maybe ‘unassociated’ with outputs by members of society. These ‘misperceptions’ can arise by causal indeterminacy, delays in outputs or outcomes, and by the lack of perceivability of output. Easton claims that these kinds of misperceptions are likely in a complex society in which the political system has to address highly technical matters and a large volume and variety of matters. Ordinary people are therefore dependent upon intermediaries and ‘trusted leaders’ who mediate perceptions of the political system and who can be effective to build images of the system (388-399). Secondly, the feedback loop can be distorted if the information that reaches the authorities is not accurate. Here the role of the gatekeepers is again very important, but on the other hand, a long chain of information increases the probability of distortion. Authorities could therefore seek direct contact through party structures, mass media, and opinion polls. The former action however entails its own kind of distortions, while the latter increases the change that authorities receive conflicting information (413-415). A third bottleneck in the loop can be the unresponsiveness of the authorities to the information they receive. The level of responsiveness depends on the sanctions that can be imposed upon them by political relevant members, and the ‘social and political’ distance the authorities have from the ‘input units’ (438). A final point that stresses the feedback loop is the amount of recourses authorities have at their disposal to tailor effective and responsive outputs. These are internal recourses of the political system, that is organizational capacity, political talent, and the political culture, and external recourses, the material means.
If we want to observe an Eastonian legitimacy crisis in our current era, there are a few indicators that seem important. There is a tendency towards system crisis:

(1) If a large amount of demands are not satisfied with output, or perceived not to be satisfied, leading to frustration, withdrawal of support, and violent modes of expressing demands. 

(2) When ‘misperceptions’, causal indeterminacy and the lack of perceivability of output is not remedied by effective images of intermediaries and ‘trusted leaders’ 
(3) When demand overload cannot be adequately mediated by intermediaries like political parties and leaders, opinion leaders, interest groups, and media. 
(4) When these intermediaries do not show restraint in seeking political solutions resulting in demand overload and over-politicization threatening conflict resolution.

(5) When low support is combined with high levels of political participation and competition.

(6) When a decline in support cannot be compensated with loyalty towards intermediate political organizations.

(7) When deep cleavages inhibit flexible system responses, produce different frameworks of perceiving output, and when group loyalty competes with loyalty for the political community.

(8) When the values of the political regime are disconnected form the moral principles of society. Or when the implicit values in actions of the authorities are contrary to the explicit values of the regime. 

(9) When legitimating ideologies cannot capture the imagination of society. When the ideological expressive element cannot provide a common interpretive framework or sense of purpose. When this ideology is not reproduced in rituals, ceremonies, and political action.

(10) When a lack of resources, either organizational or material, leads to output failure.

(11) When feedback information gets distorted in long information chains.

(12) When the distance between the authorities and the citizens leads to unresponsiveness. 

Habermas: Disconnection of System Integration and Social Integration 

In Legitimation Crisis (1975) Habermas tries to cope both with the Welfare state crisis and providing a general, although not a-historical, analytical framework of the social-political system. It can be understood as a critique of the one-sided emphasis of Easton’s framework upon the adaptive responses of the political system. Where Easton emphasizes ‘system integration’, Habermas also wants to incorporate ‘social integration’. A system integration perspective highlights the ‘power’ and steering mechanisms of the system to cope with environmental stress by controlling the external environment through production forces and the internal social environment through normative structures. Social integration, however, thematizes normative structures and ‘value goals’ that arise in the social world, the ‘life-world’, independently of system integration. Historically they develop from “myth, through religion, to philosophy, to ideology, [to] the demand for discursive redemption” (11).  

Ideally, the ‘goal values’ of the system should be grounded in the goal values of the life-world, and visa versa. If the development of steering mechanisms of the system by techniques that “incorporate empirical assumptions that imply truth claims” and by normative structures “that have need of justification” are disconnected from the development of values of the social world, development becomes ‘irrational’ and crisis prone (9-10). Legitimacy of the political system should therefore be ideally understood as the correspondence between system and social integration. Habermas further asserts that there is an immanent relation between legitimacy and truth. If there would not be such a relation, but only a Weberian ‘psychological significance’, there is no need for a legitimacy crisis to occur. In this latter case, legitimation could take the form of “a belief in legality”, where there is “no necessary validity beyond procedure” (98-99), as for example in Easton’s constitutionalism and Lipset’s conflict management. We will not discuss here how Habermas wants to reestablish this link with truth and validity in a discursive framework of a reconstructed universal pragmatic. What is important to understand that if one disconnects “the formation of motives from norms capable of justification”, “legitimation problems per se would cease to exist”.

The framework of Habermas emphasizes the mutual historical development of both system and social integration. In general, social evolution is driven by changes in production forces, changes in system autonomy, and changes in normative structures.
Primitive society is characterized by an undifferentiated social and system integration, institutionalized in the kinship system and family structure. Social world-views and system norms are not differentiated as “both are built around rituals and taboos that require no independent sanctions” (18-20). Stress to the system comes only from ‘external changes’. It is only in traditional societies that a political sub-system becomes functionally differentiated out of the kinship system. With the transfer of functions of power and control to the bureaucratic apparatus, a differentiation arises between system and social integration. The family looses its economic functions, giving rise to “ownership of the means of production”, and some of its socializing functions to the system. With these changes arises the need for legitimation. Although the introduction of generalized power, money, and law strengthens the steering capacity and the autonomy of the system, the organizational principle of private ownership introduces potential instability in social integration due to the new class structure with its conflict potential. This instability can only be kept latent through ‘legitimating-world views’ and civic ethics built upon particularistic traditions, which prevent certain normative structures from being evaluated. However, an internal contradiction arises in the system between class structure and private ownership, on the one hand, and “the inability to justify these in the system of norms and justifications”, on the other. This internal contradiction can only temporarily be solved through repression, which increases ‘legitimation losses, and the rise of class struggles. 


With the formation of the bourgeois-capitalist system the economic subsystem, becomes functionally differentiated from the state (20-24). The political class domination of the traditional system gives way to a depoliticized and anonymitized class domination, as the political system in the form of ‘the modern rationalized state’ become complementary to the ‘self-regulative’ private market, in the sense that its power serves “to maintain the general conditions of production”. Class domination is thereby depoliticized as the need for legitimation of the political system is decreased, as legitimation is transferred to the economic sphere. The market order based on private property can legitimize itself in terms of “the justice inherent in the exchange of equivalents” as can be seen in the natural law theories of Locke. With this legitimation source and the complementary function of the rational state, political bourgeois ideologies can and have to assume the form of a “universalistic structure and appeal to generalizable interest”, which destroys the traditional sources of legitimacy through ‘scientific’ critique.  Only through these universal ideologies legitimation can be transferred to the market and class-domination becomes depoliticized. With the economic system uncoupled form the political system and with its internal source of legitimacy, it is also uncoupled from social integration. However, Habermas points out, as system integration takes over from social integration, the system as a whole becomes vulnerable to steering problems, that is, economic crises that threaten the identity of the system.


Increasing state interventions to remedy ‘functional gaps’ of the market introduce the beginning of advanced capitalism. With these interventions, the political system is repoliticized and is again in need of legitimation. Not only does the state has to correct dysfunctional market mechanisms, it also replaces some of the market mechanism by providing the ‘material infrastructure’ for the market and by compensating “the social and material costs” of the market (34-40). The market as a legitimation source collapses and legitimation needs are re-transposed to the political system. However, it can no longer rely on the traditional sources of legitimacy as they are destroyed by universal value-systems and the establishment of civil rights. The political system has to organize its legitimation through ‘diffuse loyalty’ and at the same time has to be “sufficiently independent legitimating will formation”, so that structural conflicts are not thematized. This balance between legitimation and independence is realized in civic privatism. This means legitimation is organized through democratic institutions but without real political participation. The passive citizens only have the right to ‘withhold acclamation’, and are oriented only to ‘career, leisure, and consumption’. This ‘structural depoliticization’ is itself justified in theories of democratic elitism and technocracy. And secondly, structural conflict is integrated into the system through the class compromise of the welfare state.

From this mutual dependency of system and social integration, we can now understand how Habermas defines crisis. He proposes a ‘dramaturgical concept’ of crisis. Crisis is not imposed from the outside, like in the medical perspective, but from internal conflicts and contradictions. The learning process of the society is impaired when internal conflicts arise between the steering capacity of system integration and the values of social integration. In this sense his conception of crisis is ‘subjective’, as we can speak of a crisis only when system modification endangers the continued existence of social integration to the extent that ‘society becomes anomic’ and endangers the social identity as felt by the members of society. In his description of the developed capitalist system, Habermas differentiates between four different possible system crisis tendencies: economic, rationality, legitimation, and motivation crisis. 


With the reestablishment of the mutual dependent relation of the economic and political subsystem, economic crises can lead to a system crisis, that is, steering problems. Habermas defines an economic crisis as an output crisis. According to classic Marxian theory the falling rate of profit and increasing occurrence and depth of the economic crisis cycle will endanger this economic output in the form of ‘consumable values’. Economic crisis will directly spill over into the political system and its legitimation mechanism, leading to identity crisis. The empirical question remains whether the state is able to compensate for these economic crises. However the Welfare state crisis of problems with government finance, permanent inflation, and public poverty in the 70s seemed to indicate a structural limit to the state capacity for compensation. 


But independently of whether the economic subsystem will inherently lead to output failure and system crisis, more importantly, with the “displacement of the relations of production” into the political system, the political system itself can form the locus of crisis. Output failure, a rationality crisis, occurs when the political system is not able to compensate for the social consequences of the market and market crises; the state fails its “purpose of a reactive crisis avoidance” (65-67). It has to provide economic conditions for increased productivity on the one hand, and fulfill increasing demands for unproductive or indirect productive commodities. This steering capacity of the state is structurally limited by economic productivity. At the same time the expansion of the political system and the emphasis upon political compensation for market fluctuations increases demands and expectations, which can lead to ‘an overloaded administration’. Furthermore, the instruments of governmental steering also loose some of its power. As Offe states in his ‘decommodification thesis’, because of state compensation and replacement of the market, more and more sectors of society are ‘decommodified’, that is, outside the market imperatives (Offe 1984). These sectors, may develop different value orientations, which are unresponsive to the main steering mechanism of the political system, monetary value. 


With the repoliticization of the political system it is in need for legitimation, input. Thus, state actions are limited both by the structural limits of the economic system and the availability of legitimations (68-75). As the ‘objective’ justice of the bourgeois market is replaced by political management, it looses its objectivity, creating new conflicts that “directly provoke questions of legitimation”. As ‘crisis management’, the output of the political system, fails, legitimation will be withdrawn. Even without economic crises these conflicts would arise as there is no such thing as a ‘generalizable economic interest’. The political system therefore has a ‘functional necessity’ to make administration as independent as possible from legitimation structures to avoid these repoliticized conflicts. The destroyed objectivity of the market must be partly reestablished in the political system as a kind of ‘unconsciousness’. Government strategies that try to establish this independence are by use of personalization strategies, the use of objective experts, ‘juridical incantation’, advertisement techniques, by limiting the attention of the public realm only to certain limited topics, and encouraging ‘civil privatism’. With this ‘conscious manipulation’ to compensate for legitimacy deficits, the state intrudes in formerly pre-political areas and destroys their reproduction of cultural meaning. Meaning itself becomes a ‘scarce recourse’ as it is torn out of its interpretive system. Furthermore, the politicization of private spheres that used to be self-legitimating further increases the pressure for legitimation. As the political system is not capable of producing meaning itself, a contradiction arises as strategic use of cultural symbols in search for political legitimation and expansion of the political system vis-à-vis the cultural system destroys the frameworks of meaning it is ultimately dependent upon. In this sense, this lack of legitimacy becomes overt when the political system is incapable of compensating legitimacy with output value, or when “demands rise that cannot be satisfied with value”. In this sense, Habermas states that the legitimation difficulties of the modern state only develop into a legitimation crisis, when it is based upon a motivation crisis or induced by a rationality crisis. 


Habermas defines a motivation crisis as “when the socio-cultural system changes in such a way that its output becomes dysfunctional for the state” (75-92). In advanced capitalist societies motivation is organized in civic privatism and ‘familial-vocational privatism’. As already explained, civic privatism points to the political need for active civil participation and democratic will-formation, supplemented with a ‘political culture’ that limits “participatory behavioral expectations”. Familial-vocational privatism’ is oriented towards ‘possessive individualism’: consumption, leisure, and career. Habermas asserts that this ‘privatistic syndrome’ will fail in the end, because the traditions in which both civil privatism and familial-vocal privatism are embedded are ‘non-renewably dismantled’. Pre-bourgeois traditions are dismantled because of the expansion of the system with its Weberian purposive rationality into the social areas where these values used to be reproduced. Increasingly social life is subsumed under administrative regulation, scientification, and commercialization. At the same time the bourgeois traditions are dismantled by changes in the social structure. The motivation to achieve is undermined by bureaucratic and instrumentalized labor. Possessive individualism is undermined as advanced capitalism produces so much value that it is not longer about a few fundamental risks to life and basic needs. “The expanded horizon of possible satisfying alternatives” gives room for new and different ‘individualistic preference systems’, that cannot be satisfied with money and goods. The only way to avoid a motivation crisis and the subsequent legitimation crisis it to ‘uncouple’ the cultural system from the political system, making culture private, averting the motivation crisis to the level of the ‘personal system’. This can lead either to ‘withdrawal’ and ‘alienation’ or to protest. 


In sum, economic crises are transposed into the political system where the moderation of these crises takes on the form of ‘a permanent crisis’ that strains the rationality of the administration. Legitimation can compensate for rationality deficits, while the extension of that rationality can compensate for legitimation deficits. Whether a crisis actually develops thus remains depend upon the “substitutive relation” between value and meaning. It remains an open question whether the economic system is capable of providing enough value. On the other hand, as meaning becomes increasingly scarce, there is an absolute limit for the system. In the end, if the cultural system does not provide functional political motivations and instead ‘exorbitant demands’, we will witness a legitimation crisis. This can be avoided only by uncoupling the cultural from the political system, or, and this is Habermas’ lifework, by a fundamental re-coupling of inter-subjective communicative rationality with the political system.

Translating this rather abstract work into empirical indicators is not that easy, and can be read as a critique. A legitimacy crisis in Habermas’ sense revolves around the questions whether for the maintenance of the system enough value and meaning can be produced and to what extent they can substitute each other. Thus a Habermasian-crisis might occur:

(1) When the output of the economic system is insufficient to allow the political system to compensate for legitimacy and the social and material costs of market fluctuations and irrationalities.

(2) When the political system is incapable of producing the necessary market imperatives.

(3) When the expansion of the state into private domains and increased dependability upon the state lead to excessive expectations and demands, increased politicization, and legitimacy needs. 

(4) When political motivation in the social world produces dysfunctional values for the political system: goal values that cannot be compensated with monetary value or values that lead either to high political participation beyond the limits of civic privatism and the dismantling of traditional bourgeois motivations, or to personal psychical crises of anomaly, alienation, and disenchantment.

(5) When the legitimating sources of the political system are no longer reproduced in the inter-subjective social or cultural world, because this world is instrumentally rationalized and commercialized. 

(6) When the members of society feel that their cultural identity is threatened by the steering mechanism of the political and economic system. 
Scharpf: Missing and Failure of Policy Coordination 
In Scharpf’s view of politics, political (sub) systems and public policy making, the realisation of the simple idea of democracy as collective self-determination among equals is necessarily complex in modern economies and civil societies (Scharpf 1975: 66-93, Scharpf 1997). They entail many agents, many levels, many issues, many fields of public policy, many strategies, and many institutions and mechanisms of conflict resolution, allocation, distribution, motivation and binding (planning, bargaining, majority rule, markets).
A stable complex democracy is marked by an ethos of legitimacy among all elites and citizens, a constitutional and legal framework that protects and promotes legitimisation in the political process and the process of government, and sets of learning strategies of more or less rival and powerful players to solve recurrent problems of collective action and abolish regular deficits of legitimacy.

Scharpf reformulates Lipset’s legitimacy and effectiveness as respectively input-oriented legitimacy and output-oriented legitimacy. Input-oriented legitimacy stands for authenticity of citizens’ policy preferences, responsiveness, mass participation, equality, popular identity, majority, passions, populism, and government by the people (general will). Output-oriented legitimacy stands for reality of citizens’ policy benefits, accountability, competition among elites, liberty, popular representation, consensus (via separation and sharing of powers), interests, liberalism, and government for the people (public utility). Unlike Lipset’s focus on social preconditions of democracy, Easton’s focus on overall political stability, and Habermas’s focus on social integration, Scharpf’s approach of crisis focuses on the politics of public policy, especially economic and social policy. Citizens in mature democracy take security and freedom for granted and care primarily about work, income, and coverage of economic risks. Solution of unemployment, inflation and poverty is an integral part of the salient issues for most voters here. Hence, legitimacy requires a robust say of middle classes, workers and welfare dependent groups in economic and social policy making (for instance, via people’s parties, trade unions, and social movements) plus, or rather, times, a steady diet of policy outcomes in favour of these groups. Politically, this means that majorities and organized minorities in a stable democracy are sensitive to the opinions, interests and perspectives of vulnerable outsiders. From the point of view of administration, durable legitimacy requires a balance between unity/hierarchy and diversity/local initiative that realises the benefits of complexity (absence of tyranny, protection of weak groups, learning, non-political solution of issues) without its costs (blocking, free-rider behaviour, exclusion, corruption by winners and/or losers on many levels) (Mayntz and Scharpf 1975, Scharpf 1988).
A stable complex democracy in Scharpf’s sense is featured two processes of legitimisation. Input-oriented legitimisation involves public debate, elections, parliamentary deliberation, and rivalry between parties and elected leaders. Output-oriented legitimisation involves accountability by policymakers, independent expertise, corporatist and intergovernmental agreement, pluralist policy networks, and open methods of coordination. Furthermore, there are two stable equilibria for all relevant political agents. The balance of high politics concerns constitutional and legal institutions and procedures of institutional reform. This involves a fair compromise and long-term compliance between coherent and representative spokespersons of capital (captains of industry, producer associations) and ditto spokespersons of all other vital interests. The balance of low politics concerns strategies of firms and households in the market space as well as authorities in economic and social policy (such as ministries, central banks, national associations of capital and labour, and international public agencies). This warrants permanent coordination in the face of ever changing circumstances of affluence, cohesion, boundary control and economic power.

The young Scharpf (1970) sees the crisis of the young German Republic in the 1960s as an incompatibility of industrial participation (Mitbestimmung), participation in the public sectors (such as neighbourhoods and universities), and rational planning of the social market economy in a federalist and corporatist setting at the backdrop of American peace. The elder Scharpf (1984, 1991, 1999, 2000, 2003) reflects on the oil and jobs crises in the West during the 1970s and 1980s (the problems of stagflation, floating currencies, and transnational capital exchange); the variety of reforms and reform trajectories of Keynesian macroeconomic management, encompassing social policy, and consensual industrial relations (particularly after the second oil crisis in 1979); the dominance of internationalisation of markets and governance (such as European regulation); the pressure on social democratic parties; and the crisis of globalism. The shadow of the dismal performance of the economy during the Weimar Republic (1919-1933) is almost palpable in these reflexions. This paper leaves out Scharpf’s subtle and detailed analysis of the various gaps between external challenge and domestic state capacity (ordering capacity in a broad sense) in open economies in the West since the current wave of globalisation. It concentrates on his general anatomy of the crisis of globalism. Scharpf discusses European unification as integral part of globalisation and leaves out American hegemony.

Why does globalisation engender a crisis of political legitimacy? First, it creates mobility and national exit options for prominent categories of capital owners, consumers and tax payers. This undermines the capacity of the democratic national state. Such states try to adjust to the loss of boundary control by common delegation of certain competences to independent agencies at an international and supranational level (international governmental organisations, non-majoritarian authorities). Second, the leadership of international governmental organisations, particularly non-elected leadership, suffers from a structural lack of popular credibility because of limits to popular identification with strangers. Third, legitimacy of international governance boils down to output-oriented legitimacy, which engenders negative integration (liberalisation of markets) rather than positive integration (market-correcting regulations), which engenders policy competition among governments and weakening of the welfare state (social security, health care, housing, public education, redistribution).  Fourth and finally, weakening of the role of the welfare states engenders a sense of political illegitimacy in the mass of national citizens.
How does globalisation engender a crisis of political legitimacy? Scharpf refers to three connected patterns. First, national governments get stuck into a service economy trilemma. The nub of this trilemma is the difficulty for national policymakers of simultaneously attaining budget restraint, earnings equality, and employment growth in an open economy, where international competition and technological innovation restrict job creation in the export sector (mainly manufacturing), capital mobility inhibits fiscal expansion, and relative productivity remains low in the labour-intensive domestic service sector. Second, networks of national leaders and elites get stuck into veto points. Either, the much needed reforms are inaccessible without aggravation of economic crises or interventions by influential foreign agents (immobilism), or such reforms are instable (half-way house solutions, cycles of reform, fiasco complexes). Third and finally, there are cumulative cases of visible failure of governance and policy learning with respect to salient issues that concern major constituencies of voters (well-being, social justice, fair taxes).

This concise summary of Scharpf’s crisis theory allows us to track a Scharpf-crisis of output-oriented political legitimacy in testable terms:

(1) A set of external challenges related to global capitalism (such as waves of immigration or take-overs of domestic firms in strategic sectors) that reveals certain liabilities of single complex states or clusters of such states (legal coercion in Nordic welfare states, poverty in Anglo-American welfare states, inactivity in Continental welfare states, informal economy in Southern European welfare states).
(2) Stagnation in certain fields of public policy that are both salient in the eyes of voters and fundamental in the working of national governments (labour market policy, wage bargaining, pensions).
(3) Miscarriage of inclusive coalitions for change (such as social pacts and broad coalition cabinets).
(4) Decline of the functions of civil mobilisation and administrative coordination by all vested political parties, in particular left-wing parties.

(5) Distrust and disengagement among the losers of economic and social policy during the status quo (unemployed, school dropouts, and so on).

Concluding Remarks on the Reality of Political Crisis 
Well, it there a crisis of political legitimacy of sorts going on in Western mature democracies, both in large countries such as the United States and France and in small countries such as Sweden and the Netherlands? The answer is contested, of course. Some political scientists rely on discourse theory and treat the claim of crisis as a mode of panicky presentism by new generations of political leaders, negativism by profit-seeking media outlets, and alarmism by public intellectuals. Others concur with Huntington’s argument that globalisation in the new century starts with national identity crises in most Western states (Huntington 2004). We side with Huntington, but we also side with the critics by assuming that good political science needs empirical and comparative tests of the crisis claim on the basis of pure political theory.


This is not a paper with space to bring in numbers, cases and factual results. We argue, however, that mainstream political science entails fine tools for researchers with an interest in contemporary political crisis. It supplies several interesting clues, to wit, the Lipset-crisis of over-politicization and political participation with rising norms of intolerance due to social fundamentals or incapabilities of political organizations and leaders; the Eastonian-crisis of a failing learning cycle due to demand overload, falling support, and inadequate system response; the Habermasian-crisis of the inability of the system to substitute value for meaning, and vice versa; and the Scharpf-crisis of failing and missing multilevel coordination of public policy.

Furthermore, all these conceptions of crisis of political legitimacy can be tested by bringing in proper indicators, such as indicators of downward mobility and working class populism (Lipset), retreat of gatekeeping instances such as political parties and crises of policy implementation (Easton), bureaucratization and commercialization of the private sphere (Habermas), and frequency of great policy reform blunders (Scharpf). The four conceptions can be falsified. If, for example, the return of antidemocratic movements is unlikely in the Western world today, then such a result would refute Lipset’s approach.

Finally, all these conceptions of political crisis may be wrong or incomplete and hence call for novel concepts of legitimacy (such as transparency or through-put oriented legitimacy in the new public sphere of politics with interactive leaders and permanent campaigns), or some of them may be correct and also compatible by some reinforcement process. Many spokespersons of discontent in the Netherlands since the rise and fall of Fortuyn (2001-2002) defend the view that so-called losers of globalisation are excluded - such as in the Dutch celebration of Europeanisation of markets,  a left-wing view that fits in with a Scharpf-crisis. Or they state that the political class produces dysfunctional policies to its own interest – such as multiculturalism, a right-wing view linked to an Eastonian crisis. Perhaps further research will show that the Dutch are in the midst of a double crisis in the sense of Habermas (broad loss of political motivation in pacifying consensus) and Scharpf (broad loss of effectiveness of consensual policy).
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Notes





� A mechanism such as preference falsification may postpone crisis, such as the American and European issue of affirmative action in the 1980s and 1990s. See Kuran 1995. See more generally on the relation between powers to coerce, decide and influence the mind, countervailing abilities and crises of politics Lukes 2005.


� See on the influence of Hayek, Mannheim, Polanyi, and Schumpeter (four political refugees in the heydays of totalitarianism) on post-war political science Smith 1979. Mannheim, for example, did not play a role in the debate about reform of social liberalism and socialism in the 1930s (with public intellectuals as Beveridge and De Man), while his work became important after his death in early 1947 in the debate on economic and social planning towards freedom.


� Putnam 2005: 314-5. The founders of the University of Amsterdam Department of Political Science (1945-1948) saw professional political science as a lesson to be drawn from the failure of Dutch politics in responding to mass unemployment, National Socialism, and 1930s-1940s decolonisation.
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