Scandinavian Political Studies, Vol 14 = Mo 20 1991
1358 00R0-6757
(T Nordic Political Science Association

Nine Questions to a Neo-institutional
Theory in Political Science®

Ove K. Pedersen, Center for Public Organization and Management,
Copenhagen Business School and Roskilde University Center

The purpose of this article is to point to & number of methodalogical and theoretical prablems
connected with a theory of institutional change. Nine philosophical-methodological questions
are asked dealing with a wide range of problems rarely raised in neo-institutional political
theory. The questions concern U concept of the state, of mstitutons, and of knguage
and discourse, and deal with the dialecne berween imdividuals and institunions, choice and
rationaliy, formal organizations and institutions as well as prescriplive versus normative
analysis, A critical theory of meaning is sought in order to develop nea-institutionalism from
a rescarch program into an actual sct of descriptive and interpretative theories.

New times. Even a superficial reading of daily newspapers and magazines
15 enough to convince anvbody that we are living in a period of fast and
profound institutional change!

This is also true in political theory. Here itis broadly accepted that state
forms are being transformed (Jessop 1987, 1989). that market institutions
are being combined with semi-public and public institutions (Nielsen &
Pedersen 1991), that party systems are decomposing or being restructured
{Hacusler & Hirsch 1987), that corporatist arrangements are being dis-
solved or modified (Streeck 1984 Teubner 1984; Brulin 1989), that legal
structures are being demstitutionalized or reformed (Harden & Lewis 1986,
Graham & Prosser 1988; Teubner 1983, 1985, 1983). and that the role of
legislatures 1s being reformulated (Eriksen 1959),

So, walls are cracking, and the question of how to study changes and
processes of change 1s once again raised. The purpose of this article s o
peint to a number of methodological and theoretical problems which have
to be discussed in connection with a theory of instiutional change. The aim
15 strictly to discuss methodological and theoretical conditions pertaining
to the study of institutional change and institutions. No analvtical approach
for the study of institutions will be presented. No deserniption of actual
institutions or institutional changes will be given. Rather, nine philo-
sophical-methodological questions rarely riused and never answered in
nstitutional theory will be asked,

* Acspecial thank vou 1o Bob Jessop and Blaws Nielsen for valuable comments,
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Changes and Processes of Change

It is common knowledge that theories of change are studded with meth-
odological pitfalls. How can we evaluate processes without anticipating
what we already know? How can we catch trends in the making without
describing what has already taken place? It is no exaggeration to state that
the history of social sciences is filled with both comic and tragic examples
of predictions that never came through, with prognostications that turned
out to be wrong. and with hopes and fears that later proved to be either
too optimistic or too pessimistic. Still, even with this background, social
scientists are once again raising the old question: how to study changes and
processes of change?

Since the 1950s, mainstream political science has generally taken it for
granted that ‘the state’ can be looked upon as a given and static object, with
constant external boundaries and a stable internal organization. Importance
has been attached to studying individual and collective action within given
institutional frameworks, to describing institutional change in refrospect,
and to analyzing political structures as sradic patterns in terms of the conduct
of individuals or organized groups. What might be called ‘the myth of the
state’ 1.e. a behef in the state as a sovereign, society-forming, goal-directed,
rational, and unitary actor, has prevailed (Olsen 1988a, 1988b: Almond
19858; Fabbrnim 1988, Low 1Y88).

This neglect of the state as an actor of 1ts own was criticized in the [970s
and throughout the 1980s. Within this period at least three = on many
accounts different but also converging — alternatives were formulated: (1)
a state-centered theory (Skocpol 1979 Evans et al. 1985; Nordlinger 1981,
1987, 19RK): (2) a strategic relational theory (Jessop 1990); and (3) an
institutional theory (March & Olsen 1984, 1989: Olsen 1985).

It is possible to identify at least five theoretical points where these
theories tend to converge:

(1) They tend 1w view politics more in terms of rule. control and order
than in terms of allocation.

(2) They tend to view the state as an actor m its own nght with its own
principles of organization.

(3) They tend 1o view political actions as shaped by institutional environ-
ments (values, norms and preferences) and not merely by the values,
norms and preferences of political actors themselves,

{(4) They tend to view political phenomena in an historical perspective
rather than as actions occurring at the present.

(5) They tend to view institutional alternation and mpovation both as
results of open conflict and of incremental processes of learning and
adaptation.

In short, at least two major points of convergence can be identified among
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the three alternatives: (1) They do not take *the state” as an a priori object
of analysis. Instead, they present it in both digchronic terms (i.e. as a
historical construet), and in synchronic terms (i.e. as an arena for sim-
ultaneous rule-oniented actions). (2) They do not regard “the state” as a
static pattern of conduct. Instead. they present it both as a structured
ensemble of values, norms, rules, and institutions, and as an arena of
competing interests.

However, the three contributions are also in many respects very different.
Skocpol, Nordlinger and others translate their awareness of the state into
astate-centered theory endowing the state with real and important autonomy
vis-a-vis pressures and processes located in civil society. They argue that
the state is "a structured field of action” with a unique centrality and
autonomy both in national and international formations.

Jessop, by comparison (Jessop 1990, 379-393), presents a straregic
relational theory and refuses to accept the state as a self-determining object
in distinct opposition to civil society. He describes the state in terms of
multiple centers of legal, paralegal and informal authority, with its own
{relatively) autonomous position in relation to other social subsystems. He
looks at the dichotomy between state and society as false and tries 10
analyze how structure (extra-institutional and institutional conditions) and
strategy (meaningful, willed and striven for projects for focusing upon the
state’s role and functions) are related over time.

March and Olsen, from their point of view. introduce an insticonal
theory. They, oo, look at the state as multiple centers of authoriy, but
also present the state as a distinet political order with its own organizing
principles. In contrast to Jessop, however, they draw an analvtical dis-
tinction between institutional  arrangements and  their environments.
Relations between the two are only dealt with as questions of internal
mechamsms for how orgamzations can adapt to, imitate and learn from
external processes. Extra-institutional environments  are  described in
abstracto.

S50, the three contributions converge in some respects, but are also very
different in others. They are particularly different in the way in which thev
present “the state” as an independent actor and as an independent vanable,
While the stanst theorv looks at the state as an object in singular. both
Jessop and March and Olsen refuse to deal with the state as such. Neither
Jessop nor March and Olsen assign the state anv necessary analvtical
priority. Instead they look at “the state’

® g a complex set of concrete insntutions;
® g5 an emergmg. tendential phenomenon with no pregiven external
boundaries:
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® g5 a symbolic or fictional unit with constant problems of how to secure
its unity and its ability to function as ‘a multicentered whole’; and

® n rerms of its environmental features and their impact on the dynamics
of the boundaries and organization of the political order.

By doing so, the authors go bevond the existing paradigm in political science
and demand an eclectic reinterpretation of pohitical science, sociology,
communication theory, economics, history and anthropology. Their merit
is to direct attention to at least four features neglected In mainstream
political science during recent decades: (1) that institutions and not the
state are the prime object of analysis; (2) that institetional history more
than patterns of conduct are to be explained; (3) that meaming and action
and not behavior is the phenomenon to be understood: and (4) that learning
and adapearion, and not blind responses to direct stimuli, are the driving
forces behind change. As a result, a major effort to change the theoretical
focus not only of political science but also of organization theory and other
social sciences is implied.

Below, these four features will be discussed in terms of nine questions
to which, in my opinion, any theary of institutional history must specially
devote attention if it is to develop from a research program into an actual
set of descriptive and interpretive theories. Three books published recently
will be used as points of reference — Etzioni (1988), March & Olsen (1989),
and Jessop (1990). All three present critiques of mainstream paradigms in
political science as well as in economics; all three try to develop analytical
strategies for theories of an institutional history; and finally, all three can
be said to take part in a neo- for new) institutionalist attempt to reformulate
the purpose of and the boundaries between the social sciences.

Question One

The first question is meta-theoretical by nature and by all accounts the
most abstract of the nine. How this question 1s answered is none the less
of vital importance for the other eight. Actually the question consists of
three very closely related problems: an omalogical. an epistemological and
a methodological problem.

In logical terms, the emtological problem comes first, dealing as it does
with the question of what reality ‘is’. Omological questions have not
commonly been discussed in political science for decades. In the behavioral
paradigm it has been taken for granted that the question was solved once
and for all by the way fogical esmpiricism within the philosophy of science
answered the question with a methodological reference to observable
{(1.e. positively given) individual or collective phenomena (Lecourt 1951).
Reality was wdentificd with concrete, observable phenomena, (eventually)
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aggregated to the level of clusters of conduct, and again (eventually)
understood as expressions of underlyving values or norms.

When meaning and action (and not behavior) is chosen as the phenom-
enon to be understood, the ontological question becomes more compli-
cated. Only Jessop appears fully to take this into consideration. Etzioni
accepts that every observation is systematically biased. His starting point
is an observer; not a ‘natural’ observer, but an observer -auppuru:d affected,
formed or influenced by social contexts { Etziom 1988, x1 £., 5, 179, 186).
The way he then treats the ontological question 1s twotold: he affirms the
given existence of an [ {ibid., ix{., xi1, 5, 9, 151.) and claims that every
observation is systematically affected by communicative considerations,
i.e. normative and atfective WE considerations (ibid., 95). He claims that
the observer cannot reach bevond the mere appearances of reality (ibid.,
123). All reality is intracultural, all observations are distorted by cognitive
limitations (ibid.. 115, 1221, 189, 2021f.). He is a subjectivist and a
relativist.

March and Olsen, on their part. are more difficult to label. They acknowl-
cdge the possibility of an objective reality, but treat “reality” as a term in
abstracto (March & Olsen 1989, 41). On the other hand. they acknowledge
that individuals see what they can see and see what they want to see, and
that reality is formed by interpersonal and affective beliefs (ibid.. 45). In
contrast 0 Etzioni, March and Olsen acknowledge the existence of an
extra institutional reality but, just like Etzioni, they approve of a given
observer (a subject in absiracto). They are relauvists and realises.

Jessop, in contrast, 15 a realist and relativist. He chooses the position of
realistic ontology, He assumes the existence of a real world but claims that
this justifies only a realist ontology in general. 1t cannot provide puarantees
for any specific variant of the real world. i.e. for a realist ontology in
particular. We are all participants in the real world in general. Our position
as parbicipants s socally constructed (as subjects o concreto) and can be
analvzed as such. As subjects we are also, of course, obserpers in the real
world in particular. As observers we have no direct access to reality, Our
observations are both constrained and facilitated by normative properties.

The main difference between the contributions. in short, 1s the posinon
of the subjecr. Two different possibilines are chosen. Etzaom and March
and Olsen choose o accept the subject as given i methodological terms.
The individual is a priort accepted as an observer. The world s out there
o be observed and imterpreted. understood and explained. Jessop, by
L{’:ITII['I':ITIHL”JII chooses 1o see the subject as given in theoretical terms, The
subject is a participant before he s an observer. The subject s a social
construct; he can only observe because he s “socially consntuted” 1o be g
participant. That he is able to observe and tointerpret, w understand and
o explien, is a function of the world and not of the subject,
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Even if the differences between the authors at first glance can seem
rather superhcial, they do point to the fact that neo-institutional theory
cannot avoid making — implicitly or explicitly - some fundamental claims
about ontological questions.

The epistemological problem, in turn, is very closely related to the
ontological one. So closely that only March and Olsen and Jessop as realists
can formulate it. The epistemological problem is twofold: Firsr, it concerns
the question of how the world generally 1s constituted for knowledge to be
possible, i.e. by which cultural conditions individuals are ‘constituted as
subjects” with possibilities to observe and to interpret. to understand
and to explain (Douglas 1986, 100ff.; Edeclman 1988, 9, 34, 36, 45).
Secondly, it concerns the question of how knowledge can be accepted as
scientific knowledge, 1.e. under what cultural conditions one discourse
(between many alternative ones) is accepted as scientific (Foucault 196%;
Lecourt 1972; Bhaskar 1975).

Only Etzioni looks at the problem in subjectivisr terms. The epis-
temological problem is seen on the one hand as a “natural’ claim laid upon
the individual scientist to mirror reality as correctly as possible, and on the
other hand laid upon every individual as an ethical claim to take a moral
stand in life as such (Etzioni 1988, 2-3, 12, 1990). For Etzioni. in other
words, the epistemological problem is turned into a normative claim and
not raised to the level of a theoretical problem.

March and Olsen, by comparison, according to their ontological view-
point, do raise the guestion. They ask why a growing number of scientists -
including themselves - are today concerned with institutions and insti-
tutional change (March & Olsen 1984, 734, 1989, 2). Their answer is
only descriptive, however. Scientists today are forced to do so, because
institutions over the years have become larger, more complex and more
important in collective hife (ind., 734).

Jessop, in contrast, opts for a theoretical answer to the epistemological
question. For him the question can only be formulated and answered in
theoretical terms (Foucault 1969, 232-255). Looking, as he is, at subjects
(e.g. political scientists) as socially constituted participants in structured
contexts, the question cannot be answered by a normative claim or dealt
with only in descriptive terms.

So, whereas Etzioni erases the epistemological problem by a ‘meth-
odological trick’, and March and Olsen deal with it in descriptive terms,
Jessop looks for a theoretical formulation and answer. The differences,
however, highlight the fact that neo-institutional theory simply cannot
avend a profound discussion of epistemological gquestions.

The methodological problem, finally, is closely related to both the onto-
logical and the epistemological one. It concerns what research techniques
{ procedures and remedies) should be adopted in order to ensure the validity
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of knowledge in terms of the institutionally given rules and norms for
scientific discourse. The problem is not just technical. It is rather a question
of how, in methodological terms, to solve problems raised by answers given
o ontelogical and epistemological questions.

One of the major problems in this connection is that the very object of
inquiry is ‘reality’, i.e. ‘reality’ interpreted and experienced and not reality
in its crude exira-discursive form. At our disposal for inquiry we have a
large number of sources — statistics, blueprints, reports, laws, accounts,
interviews, observations, descriptions, theories, and so on, None of these
are unaffected by normative and institutional contexts, and none of them
are immediately trustworthy. On the contrary, every single utterance has
to be seen as an element in a wider system of meaning and be scen as
deliberately used in ongoing power games played between a few or several
actors,

What methods can be used to analyze and evaluate such sources. when
we have to assume that every utterance is encoded in a wider system of
meaning and that every utterance is used deliberately in power games o
distort or omit, to emphasize or extol? How can we break the code. and
how can we expose the game? This is the essence of the methodological
problem.

Question Two

The second guestion deals with the concept of instinurions. Especially from
reading March and Olsen one could get the impression that the concept of
institution is a term of art, perhaps even another worthy addition to classic
residual categories like “the state’. “the political svstem’. “the polity’. and
so on. In Etzioni the term only plays the role of a metaphor. In Jessop the
terms are there, but the theory s missing. Institutions and orgamizanons
are taken for granted.

March and Olsen, however, offer a theory of institutions and institutional
change, They dehine institutions as arenas for contending social forces, as
collections of standard operating procedures, and as structures that define
and defend values, norms, interests, identities, and beliefs [ March & Olsen
1989, 17 1., 24). Two questions are raised here, First, what s actually meant
by institution? March and Olsen point to values and norms as the dependent
ariable and anstitutions as the independent vanable. Institutions are
explained by values and norms and not by any feature of their own.
What, then, defines institution? Second. how is one o study the fustorical
constitntion of institutions. March and Olsen discuss —in great detal - how
mstitutions are changing (ilnd.. chs 4. 50 6. 7). They never discuss how
institutions are constituted, only processes of change, and processes of
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institutionalization are not discussed. The term institutionalization is only
used twice, and then without any substance (ibid., 38, 53},

Treating institution as the independent vanable makes it a non-historical
term, and raises the following question: In what way do institutions con-
stitute a specific variable compared to other variables such as values, norms,
rules, procedures, rituals, and symbols that are normally (March & Olsen
1989, 22) used to describe traits of institutions? Is it possible to define
institutions, simultaneously, by including values or norms as dependent
variables, and to regard institutions as something more and probably
different? Is it possible to distinguish between unstable, short-term or even
idiosyncratic preferences and stable, long-term or commonly accepted
values or norms, and = on an analytical continuum - to establish at what
point a ‘break’ between the two occurs?

These questions, anvhow, indicate that neo-institutional theory, in what-
ever form, cannot avoid making basic assumptions about how to define
institution as a dependent variable. It is worth asking whether institutions
can be defined both as already existing entities (an independent variable),
and as entities in the making (a dependent variable)! It must also be
considered, how institutionalization can be defined = on a continuum - as
comprising both stable or unstable, short-term or long-term, formal or
informal, idiosvncratic or commonly shared values or norms! Likewise it
must be considered how institutions can be distinguished from values, and
values from norms, norms from rules, rules from procedures and procedures
from roles! It is necessary, in short, to identify when an institution becomes
an institution and not something clse - e.g. a value, a norm, a rule, a role,
and so on.

Question Three

The third question links up with the second and concerns the concept of
formal organizavon. From studies in the theory of organization, sociology
of law and political economy, a systematic differentiation between inse-
tutienr and formal organization s clearly becoming a major analytical
problem. The question 15 not immediately one of defimtion. It touches
rather on how & long list of new types of institutions and organizations
since the 19505 and onward have been established, and how this multi-
centered setting has been coordinated by the use of both formal auth-
oritative and informal normative means (Pedersen 1988, 199)),

Whereas behavioral theories in the 195k and in the 19605 took it for
eranted that political decisions could be studied under the assumption that
political institutions were relatively few and stable, hierarchically controlled
and easily wentificd neo-insttutionalism takes the opposite stand. Both
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March and Olsen and Jessop claim that the political order must be perceived
as an increasingly complex mixture of competing, complementary and even
contradictory institutional arrangements. At the same time, our under-
standing of mixed orders and composite institutional settings has become
inadequate {Olsen 1988c). Still, neither Jessop nor March and Olsen refiect
upon the fact that concurrently, it has become more difficult to distinguish
between institutions and organizations, and more difficult to apply an
unambiguous concept of institutions and formal organizations (even so, see
Brunsson & Olsen 1990),

In sociology the concept of institution refers to commonly shared values
repeated in rather stable patterns of conduct., The concept of formal
organization, on the other hand. refers to ( partly) formalized norms. either
expressed in positively formulated rules or commonly accepted as such.
Formal organizations are defined as one of many possible forms of insti-
tutionalization. Weber only used the term institution in a very restricted
sense. He developed, in contrast, other terms (tradition, ethics, etc.)
covering phenomena later described as institutions, and concentrated on
defining organization in detail (including formal organization) (Weber
1978, 48-56).

Modern social theory, on the other hand, attempts to create a more
precise delimitation of the two, Habermas, for example. apphes the concept
of institution in a broad sense. He regards institutions as being established
through communication, and understands language as the only medium for
the creation of normative agreements (i.e. institutions), able to encompass
and integrate svstems of actions (Habermas 1984, vol. 1. 85-101). Hab-
ermas more than Weber has a delimited conception of formal organization.
He regards formal organizations as generated by positive law and organ-
izational actions as premised by legal regulations (ibid.. 342 ff.).

What Habermas does not seem to consider, but March and Olsen on
their part seem to emphasize (sce also Eriksen 1987: Tuori 1988). is the
growing interdependence between communicative actions oriented towards
mutual understanding and purposive-rational actions onented to formal-
legal regulations. Today politics are just as concerned with the generation
of commonly possessed political values as the generation of organizations
by positive law (Nielsen & Pedersen 1Y989; Berrefjord et al. 19549},

Inter-organizational studies show how formal organizations have become
parts of instituionalized environments and how they have become insu-
retionalized organizations themselves (Brunsson & Olsen 1990). Inter-
organizational studies, wo, deseribe how insaintional nenworks become
established over time through commumicative actions managed by certain
professions and specialized institutions, with the deliberate intent of pro-
ducing commonly shared worldviews and of transforming these into nor-
matively binding discourses (Pedersen 1988).



Boundaries between formal organizations and institutionahzed environ-
ments are therefore growing increasingly blurred. Any organization par-
ticipating in institutional networks must be able to formulate and propagate
worldviews and self-identities and be able to mobilize other organizations
to make decisions in the image of these. To secure commonly shared
worldviews has become an important precondition for the coordination
and control of institutionalized environments. Organizations Aave to look
upon other organizations as institutions, and have to identify themselves
by institutional trains.

This situation, in short, raises at least three problems: (1) How in
mixed orders and composite institutional settings can one delimit formal
organizations from institutionalized environments? (2) How are inter-
organizational interplays developed into institutional networks, and how,
accordingly, are formal organizations transformed into institutionalized
organizations? (3) Finally, is it possible, in more analytical terms, to
distinguish between institution and organization and, on a continuum, to
recognize when a social process becomes a formal organization and not
something else = an institution, for example?

Question Four

The concept in question is “the srate’. March and Olsen, but also Jessop,
have created grave problems for themselves by proclaiming that the state
can be looked upon botfr as a multiple center of legal, paralegal and
informal authority as well as an order in its own right with its own integrative
propertics.

One major problem can be formulated from the stance taken by March
and Olsen and Jessop respectively. It concerns the distinction between
political and non-political institutions. March and Olsen for their part claim
that the political order (polity) is partitioned into relatively independent
domains (March & Olsen 1989, 26, 27 ff., 167). Furthermore, they suggest
that it has become increasingly fragmented into small and autonomous
constituencies weakening the integrative aspects of polity (ibid., 97 1.,
1121, 1351, 165 1.). The unity of a polity, therefore, cannot be taken for
granted and cannot be understood as exogenously given to any study of
political action. The pohtical order, in essence, dehies simple deseniption.
The delimitation of the political order has become an important analytical
problem.

In his terminology, Jessop looks at ‘the state’ as an emergent, tendential
phenomenon. Far from being given, “the state’ must constantly be con-
stituted politically. He sugpests that the unity of the state only can be
defined through state projects, ie. discourses infusing meaning into what
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can be understood as ‘the state’, but also assigning roles and functions to
the state as such. The state emerges because there is a state project { Jessop
1990, 11 ff., 357, 366, 463, 474, 493).

All three authors, then, regard the polity as a social construct and its
unity as a theoretical problem. Neither ‘the state’ nor its unity can be taken
tor granted. Yet recognizing that the state is socially defined leads to a
series of basic questions about the social context of the polity. Logically,
it also leads to questions about how ‘the economy’ and other social sub-
systems are defined (Stern 1990, 391f.). And, finally, it leads o questions
about where the boundaries between political science and its scientific
neighbors can be drawn,

None of these questions can be solved by referring to the state as the
legitimate executor of enforceable sanctions. Neither is any answer to be
found in the proclamation of *natural’ (a priori) boundarics between state
and market. No boundary can be taken as an a prioni given, and no
proclamation for indisputable. Answers are only to be found in studying
the constant political struggle around the setting and changing of boundaries
between political and non-political institutions and in defining where, on
an analytical continuum, to place the *break’ between political and non-
political institutions.

The same is true for the boundaries between social sciences. If mixed
orders and composite institutional settings, today more than ever, charac-
terize the political order, we also have to change and set new boundaries
between social sciences. However, this can only be done by analvtical
means. The future role and function of different social sciences should be
clarificd through factual descriptions and deliberate definitions and not be
based on myths or traditions upheld by institutions in the realm of sciences,

The merit of March and Olsen, Jessop and Etzioni, by their example, is
to draw our attention to the fact that 1f new times are in the making. then
it will also affect the role and function of social sciences. Old boundaries
have to crack: old paradigms have to be challenged. Only an eclectic
reinterpretation of perspectives in political science, sociology, economics,
communication theory, history and anthropology can grasp how new times
are creating new trials and new possibilines.

Question Five

The fifth question concerns the conceps of langnage and the construction
of discourses. Neither Etzioni, nor March and Olsen or Jessop substantially
call into question language and communication. In Etzioni meaning is not
discussed, but only looked upon as consisung of commonly shared behefs,
vitlues and norms (Etzioni 1988, 5). March and Olsen. by contrast. place
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great emphasis on meaning. They see meaning as a socially constituted
interpretative order (March & Olsen 1989, 3, 48) and the development of
meaning as the creation of instruments for individuals 1o make sense of the
world they are living in {(ibid., 401., 531 f., 91 1., 94).

Jessop, just like March and Olsen, emphasizes that social conflicts evolve
around the development of meaning (Jessop 1990, 473, 4751., 481 {f.,
494 1., 5(0). He also argues that meaning has to be expressed through
discourses and therefore cannot be understood as a “free-floating’ medium
for values, norms and beliefs (ibid., 393, 405 March & Olsen 1989, 25),
Social relations are not endowed with meaning per se, but only through
discourses.

Besides this important addition, Jessop. in opposition to March and
Olsen. distinguishes between the extra-discursive and discursive moments
of social order. In his ontology, social phenomena can have defimite extra-
discursive properties and habilities (Jessop 1990, 401-411). And in Jessop’s
{ just as in March and Olsen’s) epistemology, knowledge about the world
can be experienced through practice and learning and not only through a
discursive formation (ibid., 403 {f.; March & Olsen 1989, 661.).

Although Jessop treats discourses as endowing social relations with
meaning, he = in common with March and Olsen - never regards language
as such as an independent object for analysis. All three treat language as
exogenously given, independent of any theory of how meaning can be
shared or commonly possessed. No theory of language s developed o
explain how language can endow social relations with meaning or to explain
how communication in and through language sets possibilities for and limi-
tations upon how individuals can participate in and observe the world
(Habermas 1954, vol. 1, 37-42). Once again the question appears to be
twofold. (1) First there 15 a question of the systematic place of language
and communication in any theory trying (0 deal with the connection
between actors participating in and communicating about the world. Tt is
a question of how a common political culture can be “materialized” in
language and of how this language in itself involves specific validity claims
for any communication about political values and institutions, Meaning is
not a free-floating medium, but a collective understanding in fanpuage,
setting concrete claims on any process of communication. (2) In addition,
there s a guestion of how communication 15 mstitutionalized in public
spheres, setting hmats for who can communmicate about what with what
kinds of arguments. Language 15 not to be dealt with in abstracto but 1o be
understood as discourses scattered in competing and distinet public spheres
with an independent set of participants and validity claims (March & Olsen
1989, 4016, 511, 9L, 94, 129161, 1551, Jessop 1990, 405 1.. Pedersen
1990; Niclsen & Pedersen 1950,

136



Question Six

This question concerns the individual and the instirurion. The most impor-
tant paradigmatic issue currently debated in political theory is how o deal
with meaningful actions and institutional structures in a comprehensive
way.

Meither Etzioni nor March and Olsen refute analvses rooted in atomistic
individual actors; neither do they want to carry too far analvses that stress
structures as determining or shaping individual actions (Etzioni 1985, 9.
14 f.; March & Olsen 1989, 4., 81f., 23). They wish to avoid structural
determinism as well as atomistic reductionism. The path they stress is one
of reaction against treating institutions simply as epiphenomena of self-
interested individuals and groups (Etzioni 19858, xif., 4 {.. 181-198, 244 1.;
March & Olsen 1959, 4 f., 4046, 162-166). It is also one of reaction against
treating behavior as epiphenomena of the functional needs of social systems
(Etzioni 19858, 9 ff.; March & Olsen 19589, 66).

Jessop, in line with realist ontology, is more eager to argue against
structural determinism than he is to criticize others for methodological
individualism. He argues against what he calls “the customary but unhelptul
distinction  between  “structuralist”™ and  “instrumentalist™ approaches
(Jessop 1990, 342}, and emphasizes that “structural constraints can only
be meaningfully defined in relation 1o specific agents pursuing particular
strategies.” (ibid., 342, see also, 4051.)

Such statements, however, contain a number of important problems for
all authors, The first problem is that they all seem to take for granted (1)
that individuals and institutions can be separated a priori as well as be
treated as autonomous; and (2) that this autonomy 15 generallv valid and
can be applied exogenously to all societics. The second problem is a
particular aspect of the first, None of the authors really make it possible
to distinguish analytically between physical individuals on the one hand
and role-carrving actors on the other. None of the authors consider the
‘constitution of roles” and the imstitutional conditions for turning physical
individuals into “actors in structure” (Pedersen 1989) as a theoretical
question. The whole question of how individuals are "made up” as indi-
viduals is not dealt with in any substantial way (Douglas 1986, 1T
Edelman Y88, 9, 34, 36, 43).

Jessop is the one who comes closest to raising the question in theoretical
terms. He too, though, generally seems to take for granted that individuals
and institutions can be separated as autonomous, He also payvs hip service
to the queston of how individuals are “made up’ (or mterpellated) as
individuals (Jessop 1990, 405, 4051.],

Etziont, by comparison, takes for granted that individuals a priori can
be separated from institutions and also that individuals a prion are indi-
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viduals. He proclaims that individuals ‘are placed” by structures (Etzioni
1988, 5); but in substance he argues that social contexts support individuals
in being free (ibid., xif.), providing them with possibilities to make indi-
vidual choices (ibid., 186); as well as affecting, forming and influencing them
(ibid., 5, 179 £.). He does not deal with questions relating to interpellation or
analogous mechanisms.

The same thing can be said about March and Olsen. They proclaim that
institutions define individual identities (March & Olsen 1989, 17, 161, 164),
but in substance they argue that rules constrain and dictate behavior (ibid.,
22), define appropriate actions (ibid., 23), specify who has access to what
institutions (ibid., 22), and place obligations on a certain role {imd., 161).
The question of how individuals are constituted is avoided.

So, none of the authors actually enquire as to how institutions serve to
define individuals, or of how in various ways institutions ensure that
individuals will conform to their freedom (Douglas 1986, 100; Pedersen
1989). The question can be formulated in a more paradoxical way: how do
institutions define individuals as autonomous from institutions? Or, on
what conditions and with what effects will individuals in *flesh and blood’
be interpellated as actors and placed in a certain institutional structure?

All this seems to boil down to the conclusion that Etzioni and Jessop,
just like March and Olsen, assume that individuals a prion are endowed
with autonomy, and that individuals a priori have roles to play. The lack
of any analytical arguments seems to justify the interpretation that they
are avoiding the issue of a theory of institutional role-making. This is
probably also why they make themselves vulnerable to the criticism tra-
ditionally raised by behavioral theory against classical institutionalism -
1.e., properties of individuals should be researched empirically and not
taken for granted, and that the performance of individuals can be quite
different from the customary values and norms defining their conditions
for action.

Question Seven

Question number seven concerns choice and rationality. This question is
not usually dealt with in mainstream political science. By contrast, the most
decisive question discussed in economics and organization theory for years
has been the relation between collective rationality and individual choice.

Two principal lines of argument have been followed in these discussions:
one guided by rattonal choice theory and one oriented towards the theory
of bounded rationality. None of these can be described in singular or
unilateral terms. In a crude fashion, however, it is possible o claim that
rational choice theory (with an influence from methodological individualism
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in neo-classical economic theory) is basically deductive. The smallest unit
of analysis is claimed to be ‘the natural human being’, equipped with a set
of a prion conditions for action (will, needs. information and preferences,
etc.). The theory of bounded rationality, in contrast, is basically inductive.
Influenced by social psychology, computer science and cultural theory, it
claims that the ability to make fully rational choices is bounded by con-
straints inherent in the technical, individual and institutional conditions for
choice.

In Jessop's writings problems connected to collective rationality and
individual choice are - surprisingly enough - not discussed. Jessop. probably
more than anyone, has in two ways intreduced the concept of strate £y into
state theory. First, he has done so in describing the state as the site and
the object of strate gic elaboration by classes and other forces (Jessop 1990,
13). Second., he has done so in treating the state (its structures and functions)
as having a differential impact (its strategic selectivity) on how classes and
other forces can pursue their own strategies (ibid., 13).

If asked, Jessop would probably argue that it 18 no accident that the
question of rationality is marginalized in his theory. Taking into account
his ontology, rationality has to be understood as socially defined and not a
free-floating medium for anybody to use for any purpose. Even so, serious
questions remain to be answered. What, for example, in Jessop's terms is
to be understood by strategy? Is strategic calculation an expression of
rational behavior? If so. 1s it an expression of a certain wvpe of rational
behavior? Should the answer be ves on both accounts, then what 15 10 be
understood by rational behavior (as one of several tvpes of behavior) and
by strategic rationality (as one of several tvpes of ratonal behavior)?

Questions like these are probably not solved by the mere proclamation
of rationality as socially defined. For one must also explain what can be
understood as rational in opposition to non-rational behavior and strategic
In opposition to non-strategic behavior.

It 15 by no means an easy task to disentangle whether and how Etoom
or March and Olsen manage. 1f at all, to respond to questions hke these,
In both cases they appear to use the term rationality in a non-dehined wav,
A possible distinction between rational and non-rational behavior is not
discussed. It is mercly posited that choices can be neither mmpl tely
rational nor non-rational, only rational and non-rational in varving degrees
(see Etzioni 1988, 93, 144 10.).

In contrast to Jessop, both Ewzioni and March and Olsen place grem
emphasis on discussing institutional conditions for individual choice. They
mainly do so in opposition to rational choice theory (Ewion 1988, 93t
VIS, 14411 March & Olsen 1989, 4-16, 22,59, 660 118, 128, 132). but
how they do so s quite distinet. Etziom differentiates normmative-affective
(N/A) contexts from fogical-empireal (L/E) consideranons (Erziom 1985,

| 39



93 {f.). He claims that the majority of choices are largely based on N/A
considerations and that L/E choices, when they occur, themselves are
defined by N/A factors (ibid., 93 {f.). He even brings examples of insti-
tutional zones from which L/E considerations are banished (ibid., 154 £.).

For their part, March and Olsen distinguish between a logic of appro-
priateness (logic 1) and a logic of conseguences (logic 11) (March & Olsen
1988, 23 1., 160ff.). First, they arrange the two logics in a hierarchy
according to empirical studies which have revealed that ‘even in extreme
situations like war, . . . ., individuals seem to act on the basis of rules of
appropriateness rather than rational consequential calculation” (ibid., 22).
Second, they try to combine the two logics according 1o a general postulate
that *Although the (decision) process is certainly affected by considerations
of the consequences of action, it is organized by different principles of
action, a logic of appropriateness and a comparison of cases in terms of
similarities and ditferences’ (ibid.. 26).

Such statements, however, raise important problems. First, while Etziom
takes it for granted that there can be two different zones for choice-making
(the N/A and the L/E zones), March and Olsen claim that there can be
two forms of logic {logics I and II). Second. it is empincally possible to
distinguish between the two conditions.

Both Etzioni and March and Olsen prioritize the background structures
over the intelligible free choices of identifiable political actors, and see the
free flow of rational choices as bounded by values and behefs. But while
the purpose of this position is clear, the consequences are disputable. The
purpose, of course, is to claim that individual choices are neither without
preconditions or limits, nor mere mirrors of institutional forces. The con-
sequences, however, are twolold: whereas it is discussed in great detail
how N/A considerations and the logic of appropriateness (logic 1) inex-
tricably are bound up with values, norms, rules, procedures, etc., it 15 not
discussed if L/E considerations or the logic of consequentiality (logic 11)
are bound up in the same way, too,

An mmportant problem is created here. It appears as if the authors
regard logic 1 and N/A considerations as endogenous and logic 11 and L/E
considerations as exogenous 1o the institutional analysis, and theretore
assume that logic I and L/E considerations are given (natural?) features.
This is perhaps a misinterpretation of what the authors would argue if
asked. But the lack of any analytical differentiation between rational and
non-rational behavior seems 1o justify the interpretation that they believe
logic 11 and L/E considerations to be given {exogenous) features to any
institutional analysis,

A solution to this problem might involve viewing both logic 1 and N/A
considerations and logic 11 and L/E considerations as endogenous w0 the
institutional analysis and thus w claim that institutions not only stake out
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norms and rules for appropriate and non-appropriate choices, but also
constitute norms and rules for rational and non-rational behavior. This
would imply that we have to look for how norms and rules enable actors
to act (1) as if they are determined by their own will {express independent
attitudes) and as if they are not; (2) as if they are goal-oriented ( participate
in social relations in order to realize self-interests) and as if they are not:
and (3) as if they are provident (able to caleulate consequences of their
own behavior) and as if they are not,

Such a solution would further imply that the distinction between the two
zones and the two logics is analvtically abandoned. Logic 11 and L/E
considerations would become one of several aspects of logic | and the
N/A considerations. Rational and non-rational behavior would become
examples of appropriate and non-appropriate behavior. On the other hand.
if both these implications are accepted. then the prime question will no
longer be how technical. individual and institutional contexts set boundaries
for fully rational choices, but how discourses and institutions are contexts
for what is appropriate and non-appropriate (e.g. rational and non-rational)
behavior. This is how Habermas, too, understands the problem. when he
distinguishes between communmicative, strategic, and instrumental ration-
ality, and claims that they are all connected 1o validity claims {(Gel-
turrgsansprachen) only 1o be met in and through communicanon ( Habermas
1984, vol. 1).

S0, 4 neo-institutional theory (1) has 1o explan how appropriate and
non-appropriate behavior is made possible by discourse and institutions:
(2) how rational and non-rational behavior are examples of appropriate
and non-appropriate considerations: and (3) how individuals and col-
lectivities can act as if they are both rational and non-rational. Only by
dong so will we be able to regard logic 11T and L/E considerations as
endogenous to an mstitutional analyvsis. And only by doing so, will we be
able to make our terminology one of both obligations and codex. of
artstry and creativity, criminality and anomie. and even of constructive and
unconstructive destruction.

Question Eight
This question concerns processes of change and the design of change.

For several centuries now, the behef i science as a distinet remedy for
knowing the true nature ot the phyvsical world has been closely related
o macrophysics = the science of sciences i the realm of positivistic
epistemology, Since at least the 1840 { Auguste Comite and the publication
ol the Cours de la Philosophie Posinee) social sciences have subnutted o
the paradigm of macrophysics, assertiing that the umverse consists ot small
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¢lements whose motions are highly predictable, determined as they are by
universal laws of motion. One of the latest examples is rational choice
theory within political economy.

In accordance with this ideal of scientific endeavor, rational choice
theories are often unconcerned about whether their models really describe
the richness, complexity and confusion of decision processes. Usually they
are more interested in whether the models prove able to predict future
conduct (Posner 1977, 12 f.).

In this connection Etzioni and Jessop, like March and Olsen, occupy a
special position. They are just as interested in analyzing the empirical
conditions for particular choices as in deducing consequences from axio-
matic laws of motions (e.g. pregiven needs and preferences). They do not
exclude the possibility that concrete political choices may prove to have
important, intended or unintended, consequences, Neither do they exclude
the possibility that a correct link can be established between past choices
and subsequent effects (March & Olsen 1989, 41; Jessop 1990, 409). Thus,
they maintain that just as the organization of polity makes a difference, so
do imdividual or collective choices. And just as institutions are expected to
shape the conduct of political actors, so are actors expected to reshape
institutions.

In Jessop’s discussion a whole series of mechanisms for change are
identified — for example, struggles for hegemony, conflicts over state
projects, strategic selectivity, experiences, learning processes, adaptation
and autopoietic self-description, and so on (Jessop 1990, 405-411, 437-
446).

In Etzionis discussion change happens through adaptation, expern-
mentation, learning and experience. But it also happens through fun-
damental and innovative decisions setting the pace and direction for further
decisions (Etzioni 1988, 130-135). A theory of mixed scanning is developed
in opposition to both rational and incremental descriptions of change (ibid..
122-135, 157, 159 1.).

March and Olsen operate with several mutually incommensurable the-
ories of change. They distinguish between (1) long-term incremental adap-
tation to changing problems employing available solutions within gradually
evolving structures of meaning (March & Olsen [UEY, %4): (2) short-term
ad hoc reorganization, where reorganization depends less on properties of
projects and efforts than on random political attention (ibid., ¥1): (3)
intentional transformation, where change cannot be controlled with any
great precision (ibid., 36-67); and (4) the design of institutions, which is
seen as a guestion of how to shape catizen preferences and construct
democratic political institutions {(ibid, . ch, 7},

A major difference between the authors can therefore be identificd in
the way they deal with questions of change. Etzioni, just like March
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and Olsen, maintains that institutional contexts can shape the conduct of
political actors, but also that actors are able to reshape institutions through
innovative decisions or design. Actors are not only “blind” participants in
processes of change (through experimentation, learning. adaptation and
confliction), but are also capable of designing institutions in the image of
their proper ideals and interests. Jessop only hints at, but never fully affirms
(in the concept of strategic calculation), the possibility for actors to design
institutions. '

Thus, the authors all emphasize the complexity of processes of change
and the combination of different motives (strategies), thereby raising the
question of determinism, incrementalisim, and blind chaos. The result 15 a
number of problems and paradoxes. First, both Etziom and March and
Olsen assume that actors can deliberately design or invent conditions for
future developments. In the reciprocity between structure and actors, they
assume that the basis for a general theory of architectural design or
innovative construction is already there.

Second, all of the authors postulate that a theory of change must operate
with a fundamental unpredictability of systems that otherwise behave partly
deterministically. They claim that a system, which otherwise is composed
of single and partly predictable elements, may expenence a complex order
(chaos). So, they postulate (1) that it is possible to apprehend partial causal
relations between structure and actions: and (2) that it likewise is possible
to apprehend chaotic relations, although such relations cannot causally be
referred o distinet actions.

Problems and paradoxes like these immediately call forth verv fun-
damental questions: (1) How can we identify the institutonal possibilities
for specific actors to design the future or innovate fundamental decisions?
and (2) How can we describe the coherence in societies which are supposed
to reproduce and change themselves aimlessly through determnistic,
incremental and even chaotic processes? Neither March and Olsen nor
Etzioni or Jessop try to answer questions like these. They take for granted
that actors, through their creative skills, judgment, and innovative faculty,
are capable of making designs and taking fundamental decisions. An
institutional theory of design is left open.

(Question Nine

The ninth question concerns the relationship between descriptive studies
and normatioe or prescripiive motives,

In the last ten o fifteen years it has once more become appropriate o
take @ normative and/or preseriptive stand in political saience (Lundquist
1955: Smith 1988}, This development 15 in great contrast w0 the wdeal of
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scientific endeavor dominant in political science since the 1950s. Etzioni,
just as March and Olsen, is among the first to demand either a normative
stand and/or a prescriptive element in political theory. Jessop, by
comparison, does not deal with the question at all.

The whole purpose of Etzioni’s book is to remind scholars that they are
responsible for the ethical consequences of their ontological, epis-
temological and methodological choices. His purpose is deliberately nor-
mative. March and Olsen do not exphetly take a normative stand. They,
in contrast, emphasize the possibility for scientists to make prescriptive
recommendations on the basis of their analytical results. They see scientific
knowledge as an important element in designing democratic institutions.
They want to formulate principles for a reasoned debate between alterna-
tive ideas.

Programmatically, then, March and Olsen espouse a position which has
not been appropriate in political science since classical institutionalism: to
unify positive analysis with prescriptive concerns. Even so, their attitude
seems to be more prescriptive than normative and more based on analytical
insights than scientific ideals. They urge us to begin with the values we hold
and the political world we inhabit. To them, the pnimary normative problem
15 not analytical choices, but the disintegration of polity into multiple
centers for segmented and professionalized handling of interests. Likewise,
their primary nermative objective is not to discuss ethical consequences of
analytical choices, but to further a distribution of personal rights and
institutional autonomies such that a reasoned public debate can be created
(or re-recreated) and a unified democratic culture can be established (or
re-established).

The way in which March and Olsen pursue this objective, however,
causes problems. First, March and Olsen distinguish between aggregarive
and integranve pohitical processes (March & Olsen 1989, 117 {f.). Second,
they present criteria for how to evaluate such processes (ibid., 119-129).
Finally, they claim that such an evaluation can be implemented in two
ways: (1) 1o compare . . . alternative institutional utopias — models of
hyvpothetical institutions i hypothetical worlds™ (ilnd., 129); and (2) w0
compare ©. . . the realized consequences of pursuing alternative utopian
visions in a real political system” (ibid., 129). Both comparisons are to be
based on two questions: a question of efficacy. e, *. . . whether an insti-
tution produces in an imperfect world what it promises in an imagery
one. .. (ibid., 129) and a question of pirtee, 1.¢. whether . pursuing
a specific virtuous vision brings good citizens closer to, or more distant
from, the good hfc = justice, a moral society, beauty, harmony” (ibad.,
129},

Thus, March and Olsen occupy two positions. They want to understand
existing mstitutional processes, but also o evaluate alternative visions or
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utopias. They want to interpret inherited values as a manifestation of
different types of processes, but also to assert that it is possible to evaluate
these in the light of a model for *a moral society’. This causes at least two
problems. The first is related to one of the issues identified in Question
Eight. It is: how can we identify the institutional conditions for actors being
endowed with the possibility of formulating visions or utopias? The second
concerns the selection of criteria of evaluation and the idea about the good
citizen living a good life in a moral society. It is: How can we select criteria
for evaluating the “good’ citizen, the ‘good’ life and the *moral’ society?

March and Olsen identify neither institutional possibilities for how visions
can be formulated, nor assert on which premises a choice of enteria should
be based. Perhaps once again the authors would argue otherwise if asked.
But it seems that they begin, just as Maclntyre does. by assuming that
... morality is always to some degree tied to the socially local and
particular” (MacIntyre 1981, 119}, but then end otherwise, by claiming that
their normative ideals of an open and democratic society are exactly so
essential that they can be taken for granted as both possible and necessary.

The dilemma, of course. is not new, On the contrary, the dilemma s
classic: can visions or utopias be scientifically argued for? The answer 15
prabably both ves and no and will, in the last instance. also have to be
solved” by taking a normative stance. But because the problem can only
be partly dealt with in scientific terms and in the last instance will also have
to lean heavily on normative doctrines, 1t can in anv event be raised as a
fundamental question: How. through interpretation and reflexivity, 1s it
possible to criticize the array of existing and inherited values?

What 15 lacking in neo-institutional theory. then, 18 a erircal dimension.
How can we interpret and criticize existing values and norms? How - by
our interpretations = ¢can we expose (or discover) possibilities tor visions
and vtopias? Questions like these have been central in western philosophy
at least since Immanuel Kant, And once again we are brought back 1o
Question One. The methodological quesuon can now be turned nto o
genuine theoretical one, We can ask:
® How can we evaluate existing values or norms without prescribing what

we already know, and without inscribing what we just imagine to be

possible? and

® How can we evaluate dominating values and norms without overlooking
or underestimating alternative visions and objectives pushed aside or
censored by these?

Conclusion

These were the mine questions. Ten or eleven = or many more, just s
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relevant - could have been asked. New times are in the making, and
probably one of the most important signs of this is that political theory
once again is forced to raise basic problems.

[ have tried to show that the first and foremost guestion for neo-
institutionalism has to be: how can we ‘liberate’ ourselves from the array
of dominating worldviews through a critical interpretation of existing values
and norms? The problem is ontological, epistemological and meth-
odological. It is a question of how to address basic problems. In concrete
{or analytical) terms, the question has already been posed: how can we
criticize encoded meaning, and how can we interpret discourses deliberately
used to distort or to extol in games of power? How, in other words, can
we break the code and expose the game?

Problems of this kind must be paid undivided attention in neo-insti-
tutionalism. Only through a critical theory of meaning can we break the
code and expose the game, but also — and probably more importantly —
point at alternative visions and possibilities in the values we hold and the
political world we inhabit.

REFERENCES

Almond, G, A, 1988 ‘The Return to the State’, American Political Science Repiew B2, 853
574,

Berrefjord, O., Niclsen, K. & Pedersen, O, K. 1989, ‘Forhandhingsekonomi i« Norden = En
indledmmg’. in MNielsen, K. & Pedersen, 0. K., eds., Forhandiingsokonomi § Norden.
Copenhagen: Jurist- og Okonomlorbunders Forlag: Oslo: TANO.

Bhaskar, K. 1975, ‘Feverabend and Bachelard - two Philosophies of Scicnce”, New Left
Review, no, W,

Brulin, G. 195%, Frdn den svenska modelfen’ all firetagskorporatizm? Lund: Arkiv avhand-
lingsserie 3.

Brunsson, N, & Olsen, 1. P, 1%, ‘Kan organisasjonsformer velges?., Bergen: LOS-senterer,
LOS-senter motar W6,

Douglas, M. 1986, How fmstiiions Think, New York: Syracuse University Press.

Edelman, M. 1988, Construciing the Political Speciacte. Chicago: University of Chicapo Press,

Eriksen. E. @, 1987, “Symbols, Stratagems, and Legitimacy in Political Analysis’, Scandi-
mavian Political Stedies 10, 289-278,

Eriksen, E. O, 19849, ‘St Autonomy i the Age of Corporatism: Towards a Theory of the
Post-Corporate State’. Paper, Seminar on A Crisis of the Welfare Srore Model? Tromss.
Ertziom, A. 1988, The Maral Dimension, Teward o New Economics. New York: The Free

Press.

Etzionm, A, 1%, A New Kind of Sociecconomics’, Challenge 33, 31-32,

Evans, P., Rucschmeyer, I3, & Skocpol, T, eds. 1985, Sringing the Stare Back fa. Cambridpe:
Cambridee University Press,

Fabbrini, 5. 19585, “The Retarn to the State: Critiques’. Arterican Pofitceal Science Reoiew 82,
BUl=%0 .

Foucaule, M. 19649, [ archéologie e savedr, Pars: Gallimard.

Crrathiemn, O & Prosser, T, eds., V955, Waretng the Beles. The Constitinion Under Thatclerizm,
Philadelphia: Open University Press.

Hahermas, 1. 1954, The Theory of Comteeticative Action, Resson and e Ratonaiizanion of
Sociery, Vols, 1-2. Lopdon: Heinemann,

Hacusler, J. & Hirsch, ). 1987, “Poliical Repgulation. The Crisis of Fordism and the Trans-

146



relevant - could have been asked. New times are in the making, and
probably one of the most important signs of this is that political theory
once again is forced to raise basic problems.

[ have tried to show that the first and foremost guestion for neo-
institutionalism has to be: how can we ‘liberate’ ourselves from the array
of dominating worldviews through a critical interpretation of existing values
and norms? The problem is ontological, epistemological and meth-
odological. It is a question of how to address basic problems. In concrete
{or analytical) terms, the question has already been posed: how can we
criticize encoded meaning, and how can we interpret discourses deliberately
used to distort or to extol in games of power? How, in other words, can
we break the code and expose the game?

Problems of this kind must be paid undivided attention in neo-insti-
tutionalism. Only through a critical theory of meaning can we break the
code and expose the game, but also — and probably more importantly —
point at alternative visions and possibilities in the values we hold and the
political world we inhabit.
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